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CHAPTER 5: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
As directed by NEPA, this chapter addresses the potential impacts of the project alternatives on 
the social, economic and environmental setting of the Louisville Metropolitan Area (LMA). 
These include both direct, predictable impacts and those that are more indeterminate and not as 
easily predicted.  The latter are grouped into the general categories of indirect and cumulative 
impacts.  Any reports mentioned in this chapter are available for inspection at the local project 
office.  
 
Direct impacts typically include those that involve clearly observable, physical alterations of 
land or water bodies as a result of construction activities within the immediate right-of-way.  
Impacts such as these may be permanent or temporary, positive or negative in nature.  For 
example, displacing residences or businesses that are in the path of a proposed roadway 
alignment is a permanent impact in much the same way as changing a stream course or draining 
and filling a wetland.  Similarly, construction activities that repair streambank erosion or unsafe 
conditions are considered positive impacts by eliminating existing problems.  The effects of 
these direct and permanent actions also may have far-reaching indirect and/or cumulative effects. 
 
Temporary direct impacts typically occur in the right-of-way during construction activities.  
They usually result in physical effects but do not cause permanent alteration of land or water 
bodies.  Temporary easements, for example, may be required for access and storage of 
construction equipment on site, or a stream may be temporarily diverted while in-channel 
construction activity is ongoing.  Similarly, it may be necessary to temporarily relocate an 
entrance drive to a residence or business during road construction; however, once this activity is 
complete, a permanent entrance drive would be restored. 
 
Indirect impacts are those that occur as a result of a project action but are removed from the 
immediate right-of-way. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) defines indirect impacts 
as those that are “caused by an action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are 
still reasonably foreseeable.”  Generally, these impacts are induced by the initial action.  They 
comprise a wide variety of secondary effects, such as changes in land use, water quality, 
economic vitality and population density.  Cumulative effects are impacts that result from the 
“incremental consequences of an action when added to other past and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions… [they are]…less defined than secondary effects…[and]…may be undetectable 
when viewed in the individual context of direct and even secondary impacts, but nonetheless can 
add to other disturbances and eventually lead to a measurable environmental change” (FHWA, 
1992).  
 
For this analysis, an assessment methodology was prepared to evaluate indirect and cumulative 
impacts. This methodology included identifying potentially affected resources, setting 
geographic boundaries and timeframes, identifying other major actions and establishing methods 
and tools to conduct the analysis.  The methodology and approach to indirect impacts and 
cumulative effects was discussed and refined based upon input received during an agency 
coordination meeting on this subject that was held in April 2001.  Follow-up meetings were also 
held in May 2001 with various interest groups, agencies and jurisdictions to provide more input 
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into the evaluation process.  In August 2001, an indirect and cumulative effects planning 
workshop was held to discuss the potential impacts and benefits of the No-Build Alternative and 
the Build Bridge(s)/Highway(s) Alternatives.  This meeting provided additional input as to 
regional growth, economic development trends in the KIPDA five-county planning area, 
constraints and opportunities for development, other major actions to consider in the analysis and 
the potential environmental effects on land use and community resources.  An “Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis Technical Report” has been prepared.  A summary of the results is 
provided in each applicable section of this chapter. 
 
5.1 Social and Economic 
 
Community and socio-economic impacts occur on three geographical levels: community-wide 
impacts (macro-impacts), impacts within the area of a proposed alternative (vicinity impacts) and 
impacts occurring within the limits of the proposed right-of-way (right-of-way impacts).  The 
entire range of potential impacts must be assessed to accurately determine the full impact. 
 
Macro-Impacts 
 
Macro-scale impacts to the LMA would be expected to occur from the inter-city and cross-river 
inter-state connections. These impacts include changes in local and regional economic 
development and employment, impacts on growth areas and land use patterns, enhancements to 
accessibility and changes in travel patterns and travel time.  
 
The provision of additional capacity for cross-river travel by constructing either a single-bridge 
or two-bridge “Build” Alternative would have effects on the direction of population and the 
location of future housing opportunities.  The project would also result in focusing the direction 
of employment opportunity depending upon the corridor where the cross-river travel would 
occur. 
 
Comprehensive plans from the city of Jeffersonville, Clark County, the town of Utica, Jefferson 
County, the city of Prospect and KIPDA’s Regional Mobility Plan (RMP) were reviewed for 
their content and consistency with this project.  A common thread through these plans is the 
ongoing and anticipated growth along transportation corridors in eastern Jefferson County and 
Clark County.  Development in the Downtown areas will occur primarily in the form of urban in-
fill, redevelopment, conversion and rehabilitation; and secondarily, in the form of new 
construction.  The local comprehensive plans also provide future land use plans for residential 
and commercial uses to accommodate anticipated growth.  
 
A workshop held on August 28, 2001 with planners, public works and economic development 
experts expressed professional opinions on the impacts of the Bridge Alternatives to Downtown 
revitalization and growth that supports policies contained within comprehensive plans.  
 
Population and employment forecasts were prepared using different assumptions regarding the 
construction of a “Build” Alternative.  The KIPDA regional model assumed two new bridges 
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were constructed and allocated population, employment and household growth based on factors 
that would support growth along the approach corridors to the new bridge(s).   
 
The analytical foundation for assessing regional socio-economic impacts is contained in a report 
entitled, “The Socio-Economic, Development and Accessibility Impacts of No-Action and 
Bridge Alternatives for the Ohio River Bridges Project” (Socio-Economic Report) was prepared. 
The approach taken in the report retained the KIPDA year 2020 forecast for total population and 
household, but extended the KIPDA forecast to year 2025 at the same rates of growth and 
prepared employment forecasts for the KIPDA five-county planning region.  The primary 
assumption within the KIPDA forecast is that a Downtown bridge and an East End bridge would 
be constructed to accommodate all forecasted socio-economic growth, existing development and 
accessibility to jobs.  The allocation of growth within the LMA was derived by a computer 
model that calculated accessibility measures (travel times), particularly trips-to-work and trips-
to-home travel.  Refer to Figures 5.1-1 and 5.1-2.   
 
Five separate forecasts were prepared: No-Action; Far East End bridge only; Near East End 
bridge only; Downtown bridge only and two bridges (East End and Downtown).  These 
population and employment forecasts for year 2025 per each alternative are in the following 
Tables 5.1-1, 5.1-2, and 5.1-3.  The regional totals for jobs and households within the LMA for 
year 2025 remain the same under all alternatives.  The “Build” Alternatives are forecasted to 
have greater population and employment growth within a 10-mile radius of Downtown than the 
No-Action Alternative. 
 
Vicinity Impacts 
 
On a smaller geographical scale, impacts to neighborhoods and community resources within the 
vicinity of each specific alternative should be expected.  A vicinity corridor is the immediate area 
adjacent to a proposed alternative that will experience micro-scale impacts, such as access to 
local transportation facilities, community cohesion and changes in character or quality of life due 
to visual, noise or other similar types of impacts.  The vicinity corridors were developed based 
on accessibility and density of land use within proximity to the alternatives. The East End 
Alternative creates a new roadway alongside properties.  Therefore, vicinity impacts will occur 
primarily to properties immediately adjacent to the Preferred Alternative. The Downtown 
Alternative is located in business districts with a grid pattern of streets and existing interstate 
highway access.  Vicinity impacts in the Downtown will be experienced primarily as a result of 
the changes in travel patterns and times. Therefore, major streets rather than a specified distance 
from the alternative defines the vicinity corridors in the Downtown. 
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TABLE 5.1-1 
DIFFERENCES IN JOBS AND HOUSEHOLDS 
FIVE-COUNTY REGION WITHIN 10 MILES OF DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE 

 1990 2025 Forecast Totals Change from No-Action 
 

Alternative 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
No-Action 259,583 484,849 312,090 680,942 - - 
One Bridge       
  Far East   313,966 689,694 1,876 8,752 
  Near East   314,339 690,029 2,249 9,087 
  Downtown   312,606 691,294 516 1,596 
Two Bridges   314,488 691,294 2,598 10,352 
Source: Socio-Economic Report 

 
TABLE 5.1-2 
DIFFERENCES IN JOBS AND HOUSEHOLDS 
FIVE-COUNTY REGION BEYOND 10 MILES OF DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE 

 1990 2025 Forecast Totals Change from No-Action 
 

Alternative 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
No-Action 88,118 72,035 172,500 178,228 - - 
One Bridge       
  Far East   170,611 169,477 (1,889) (8,751) 
  Near East   170,248 169,135 (2,252) (9,093) 
  Downtown   171,987 167,872 (513) (1,605) 
Two Bridges   170,098 167,872 (2,402) (10,356) 
Source: Socio-Economic Report 

 
TABLE 5.1-3 
DIFFERENCES IN JOBS AND HOUSEHOLDS 
TOTAL FIVE-COUNTY REGION 

 1990 2025 Forecast Totals Change from No-Action 
 

Alternative 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
 

Households 
Total 

Employment 
No-Action 347,701 556,884 484,590 859,170 - - 
One Bridge       
  Far East   484,577 859,171 (13) 1 
  Near East   484,587 859,164 (3) (6) 
  Downtown   484,593 859,161 3 (9) 
Two Bridges   484,586 859,166 (4) (4) 
Source: Socio-Economic Report 
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The Far East and Near East Alternatives in Kentucky would traverse areas that are more densely 
developed than on the Indiana side of the river. Based on the accessibility to major connecting 
roadways, the density of development and the land use regulations in place in Jefferson County, 
vicinity impacts to properties along the East End Alternatives are not anticipated to exceed a ½ 
mile along each side of the alternatives in Kentucky.  In the Far East and Near East Alternative 
locations of Indiana, there is more open space and greater distance to major connecting roads. 
Therefore, vicinity impacts to properties along the East End Alternatives in Indiana were 
examined to within 1 mile along each side of the alternatives in Indiana. (See Figures 5.1-3 
through 5.1-8) 
 
The Downtown Alternatives in Kentucky are defined by the interstate interchanges located on 
each side of the proposed alternatives. The interstate interchanges on each side of the C-1 and C-
3 Alternatives are located at Ninth Street and Zorn Avenue. The interstate interchanges that 
would have been on each side of Alternative C-2 were U.S. 31 W and Zorn Avenue.  Both 
vicinity corridors are bounded to the south by Broadway.  Sherwood Avenue, Penn Street, 
Stansifer Avenue and Tenth Street bound the Downtown Alternatives in Indiana. (See Figures 
5.1-9 through 5.1-10) 
 
Right-of-Way Impacts  
 
A third level of impact was also examined.  These impacts involved the direct impacts associated 
with relocating households and businesses and the purchasing and converting of land.  These 
impacts would occur primarily within the proposed right-of-way limits of each alternative.  To 
assist in the assessment of these impacts, a “Conceptual Stage Relocation Report” (CSRR) was 
prepared. 
 
In summary, the approach taken in this analysis considered impacts to several community and 
socio-economic characteristics, including land use, comprehensive plans and growth; 
transportation planning, access and travel patterns; social impacts; relocation impacts; economic 
impacts; environmental justice impacts and utilities and services. 
 
5.1.1 Land Use, Comprehensive Plans and Growth Impacts 
 
KIPDA provides planning services and functions as the MPO for the LMA. Zoning and land use 
changes are regulated and conducted through local planning commissions.  The plans available 
within the LMA include plans for the city of Louisville, Jefferson County, the city of Prospect, 
Oldham County, Bullitt County, the city of Jeffersonville, the city of Clarksville, Clark County, 
the town of Utica, INAAP, the city of New Albany, the town of Sellersburg and Floyd County.  
 
Forecasts of No-Action and Build Alternatives were prepared based on the location and amount 
of employment, population and households.  Utilizing this information, each alternative’s 
projected impacts were then examined relative to the goals and objectives of each plan. 
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No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
The No-Action and Transportation Management Alternatives would not be consistent with local 
comprehensive plans.  Although the total number of jobs and households is projected to remain 
the same in the LMA, regardless of alternative, more growth is projected to occur in the outlying 
areas with the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, growth and land use development would occur 
in areas not identified in the comprehensive plans. Furthermore, the No-Action and 
Transportation Management Alternatives do not support the Downtown revitalization efforts.  
For details of the No-Action and Transportation Alternatives, refer to Chapter 3.   
 
 







  

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  5-11 Environmental Consequences 
 

 

One Bridge/Highway Alternative 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
A bridge in the Far East corridor would provide transportation infrastructure necessary to support 
projected growth in the East End.  However, development outside the 10-mile growth radius 
would not be as contained.  Cross-river mobility in the Downtown would not be improved and 
planned revitalization efforts in the Downtown would not be supported. 
 
Near East Corridor 
 
The One Bridge/Highway Alternative household and job forecasts are the greatest within the 10-
mile radius of Downtown Louisville with a bridge in the Near East corridor. Refer to Core 
Graphic 10 of the “Cornerstone 2020” published by the Louisville-Jefferson County Planning 
Commission.   
 
Alternative B-1 would support development in portions of Indiana and Kentucky that are not 
designated for future development.  The Near East Alternative is west of the Clark Maritime 
Center in Indiana and travels through a highly residential area in Kentucky. Cross-river mobility 
in the Downtown would be modestly improved and planned Downtown revitalization efforts 
would not be supported. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
A bridge in the Downtown corridor only is not consistent with the comprehensive plans in the 
LMA.  While a new Downtown bridge crossing would support the Downtown revitalization 
efforts, it would not provide the anticipated transportation corridor necessary to support the 
projected growth areas in the East End.  According to the comprehensive plans for Clark County 
and the town of Utica, a bridge in the East End corridor would support planned development.  
The plans do not address growth or development strategies in the event that an East End bridge is 
not constructed. 
 
A Downtown bridge would only partially direct growth in the East End.  Jobs and households 
would see only marginal increases within the 10-mile growth radius when compared to the No-
Action Alternative forecasts. 
 
Impacts to Vicinity Corridors 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
In the Far East, the vicinity corridors associated with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 
include the INAAP, an area identified for further industrial development.  If a half-diamond 
interchange is included with either the A-13 or A-15 Alternative, the vicinity corridors along 
these two alternatives may only see limited development at the interchange with KY 841. 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would provide full access to U.S. 42 and Alternatives A-13 and A-15 
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with a full diamond interchange at Wolf Pen Branch, could experience heavier development 
pressures within their respective vicinity corridors.  Land use along Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 
and A-16 are predominantly residential or rural residential in Kentucky.  Commercial 
development has been in the form of local, rather than regional services.  Alternative A-9 crosses 
the Clark Maritime Center property in Indiana.  The vicinity corridor in Indiana for this 
alternative is planned for industrial and residential development.  In Kentucky, the vicinity 
corridor is predominantly residential and rural residential. If a half-diamond interchange is 
constructed with the A-13 or A-15 Alternative, it is possible some pressures to provide access 
may occur following completion of construction.  When considering any of the Far East 
Alternatives, local planning controls would be important to guide development. 
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Currently, land use along Alternative B-1 is predominantly residential in Kentucky and 
residential and agricultural in Indiana. Although development along Alternative B-1 in Kentucky 
would be restricted due to lack of land available for development, some currently unplanned 
development may occur in Indiana. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Due to the limited amount of land available for development within the Downtown corridor, no 
unplanned changes in land use are anticipated.  Rerouting of traffic through the vicinity during 
construction will affect access to certain Downtown businesses.   This impact will be temporary 
in nature.  All efforts will be made to ensure access to all streets is maintained throughout the 
construction process. 
 
Two Bridge/Highway Alternative 
 
The Two Bridge/Highway Alternative is the most consistent with the existing comprehensive 
plans as it addresses both land use plans and anticipated growth areas.   It also supports both the 
revitalization efforts of the Downtown business area as well as the planned expansion of the 
Clark Maritime Center and INAAP.  In addition, this alternative would support the land use 
plans for both Indiana and Kentucky. The Two Bridge/Highway Alternative would result in most 
of the job and household growth projected for the LMA occurring within 10 miles of Downtown 
Louisville. 
 
5.1.2 Transportation Planning, Access and Travel Pattern Impacts 
 
The following examines the project’s consistency with current transportation plans contained in 
KIPDA’s RMP, Louisville and Jefferson County’s “Cornerstone 2020,” Utica’s Comprehensive 
Plan, Floyd and Clark County’s Comprehensive Plans and the project’s overall impact to public 
transportation.   
 
KIPDA’s RMP serves as the regional plan for both the Indiana and Kentucky counties within the 
LMA. The RMP includes an evaluation of, and recommendations for, future transportation needs 
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through the year 2025.  In 1998, KIPDA revised the RMP to reflect the recommendations of 
ORMIS, as approved by KIPDA and the Transportation Policy Committee (TPC).   
Recommendations in the RMP, include construction of an East End bridge, a new bridge parallel 
to the Kennedy Bridge (I-65), reconfiguration of the Kennedy Interchange and reconstruction of 
S.R. 265 at S.R. 62 in Clark County. The RMP also identifies public transportation opportunities 
complementing these improvements through the year 2025. 
 
Louisville and Jefferson County’s Comprehensive Plan, “Cornerstone 2020,” identifies several 
guidelines supporting improvements to the existing transportation system in order to promote 
circulation. Among these guidelines is the development of transportation services to 
accommodate growth.  Specific actions supporting these guidelines include the development of a 
Downtown bridge, the evaluation of mass transit feasibility and development of pedestrian-
friendly facilities.  
 
The town of Utica’s Comprehensive Plan supports growth in the eastern portion of the town.  
With construction of an East End bridge, development in the town of Utica is expected to occur 
in areas around the new facility.  Other transportation related benefits within Utica include cross-
river linkage to eastern Jefferson County, increased housing market and the development of jobs 
within the area. 
 
A primary goal in the Clark County Comprehensive Plan is to assure long-term growth and 
development through improvement to existing infrastructure such as bridges, roads, water lines 
and sewer.  In support of this goal, Clark County supports the construction of a bridge between 
S.R. 265 and eastern Jefferson County. Other transportation oriented objectives in Clark 
County’s Comprehensive Plan include the minimization of air pollution, the designation of 
sensitive transit routes in residential areas and the improvement of roadways that serve major 
transit routes. 
 
Impacts from the project will have a minimal impact on the existing public transportation 
system.  Current busing services provided by TARC extend throughout Jefferson County and 
into parts of southern Indiana.  Construction of one or two new bridge crossings would aid bus 
service.  TARC is currently attempting to implement a light rail system between Downtown 
Louisville and the airport.  Cornerstone 2020 supports light rail by recognizing the need to 
provide the necessary infrastructure to accommodate alternative modes of transportation.  
Impacts to accessibility and travel patterns, issues concerning access to neighborhoods, 
community facilities, businesses and parking facilities were also assessed. 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
The No-Action and Transportation Management Alternatives would not improve the 
transportation infrastructure or cross-river mobility.  This would be inconsistent with the 
transportation goals of the local comprehensive plans.  In general, travel times will increase 
compared to implementation of a Build Alternative.  No short-term construction impacts would 
occur.  Delayed access to regions within the LMA would continue to increase.  Although travel 
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patterns may remain stable in the short-term, traffic may shift to secondary roads as congestion 
increases on the interstate system.  
 
One Bridge/Highway Alternative  
 
Far East and Near East Corridors 
 
A bridge in one of these corridors would be consistent with only a portion of the transportation 
objectives outlined in the local comprehensive plans.  While a single bridge crossing in the East 
End would not address the additional Downtown crossing contained in several plans, 
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange would still occur.  Some of the alternatives in these 
corridors include partial access to the city of Prospect and eastern Clark County.  Therefore, 
these alternatives would be consistent with the transportation objectives of providing 
connectivity in the eastern project area while limiting the access to the city of Prospect to that 
which currently exists. Alternative B-1 would not have provided a direct connection between the 
Gene Snyder Freeway (I-265) in Kentucky and S.R. 265 in Indiana.  Therefore, making 
Alternative B-1 inconsistent with KIPDA’s RMP. 
 
A bridge in either the Far East or Near East corridor would result in a decrease in vehicle hours 
traveled in the LMA.  Short-term construction impacts associated with Alternative B-1 would 
have been greater due to the impacts associated with the reconstruction of the Watterson 
Expressway (I-264) and I-71. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
A Downtown corridor bridge only would be consistent with portions of the transportation plans 
of Jefferson and Clark Counties.  The bridge crossings, combined with the Kennedy Interchange 
reconstruction, would reduce congestion.  However, a single Downtown bridge crossing would 
not provide the planned transportation infrastructure in eastern Jefferson and Clark Counties. 
 
Impacts to Vicinity Corridors 
 
Near East and Far East Corridors 
 
Alternative B-1 would not have provided any new local interchanges in Kentucky.  Local 
interchanges in Indiana, as part of this alternative, were proposed at Utica Pike or Salem Road.  
Both interchanges were consistent with the local transportation objectives.  Since most of the 
construction of Alternative B-1 would have occurred along existing interstate routes in Kentucky 
and railroad rights-of-way in Indiana, impacts to accessing resources within the vicinity corridor 
would have been minimal and would have occurred primarily during construction.  Some 
shifting of travel patterns within the vicinity corridor would occur as well. No long-term impacts 
to accessing resources within the vicinity corridors were anticipated. 
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As discussed with Alternative B-1, access impacts as a result of any of the Far East Alternatives 
would be minimal and would occur primarily during construction.  Some shifting of travel 
patterns should also be expected.  No long-term impacts are anticipated. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Improved access to the Louisville and Jeffersonville Downtown areas is consistent with the 
transportation planning objectives of the local comprehensive plans. Access to businesses and 
residences in the Downtown may be temporarily impacted during construction activities.  
However, access would be maintained during construction activities.  In the future, access would 
be improved with the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange that includes the addition of the 
Ohio Street / Frankfort Avenue partial interchange with I-71, the extension of Witherspoon 
Avenue to the proposed interchange and the development of the Mellwood / Story Avenue 
connector.  During construction, access may be impeded.  Travel patterns within the vicinity 
corridors may shift as travelers make an effort to avoid construction zones. 
 
Two Bridges/Highway Alternative 
 
This alternative is compatible with KIPDA’s RMP.  Short-term impacts to access and travel 
patterns are expected during the construction phase of the project.  Specifically, these short-term 
effects may include limited access to jobs and employment centers, increased travel times and 
travel on detour routes.  Long-term impacts to travel patterns could occur as housing and 
employment shifts to more accessible areas. 
 
5.1.3 Social Impacts 
 
The FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A and the FHWA booklet entitled “Community Impact 
Assessment” each provides guidance for assessing societal impacts.  These impacts may include 
changes in neighborhoods or community cohesion, impacts to community resources, impacts to 
public safety, impacts to social groups and values, changes or redistribution of populations, 
isolation of certain groups of peoples and quality of life impacts.  Potential impacts to social 
groups, particularly minority and low income groups, and the potential isolation of these groups 
is examined in Section 5.1.7, Environmental Justice. 

 
Social impacts that may be experienced throughout the LMA would primarily stem from changes 
in the distribution of populations, public safety and impacts to regional community resources.  
The “Socio-Economic Report” prepared for the project provided a comparison of population 
distributions between the No-Action Alternative and a single C-2 Alternative, a single C-1 
Alternative, a single C-3 Alternative, a single Near East Alternative, a single Far East Alternative 
and also a combination of a Downtown and Far East Alternative. 
 
On a smaller scale, social impacts that may be experienced within the vicinity corridors could 
include impacts to community cohesion, quality of life impacts to properties adjoining the 
proposed project, and impacts to local community resources.   
 



  

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  5-16 Environmental Consequences 
 

 

Impacts to community cohesion and quality of life are the most qualitative in nature.  Indicators 
examined to assess these impacts include access to community resources, potential for changes 
in the community character and the proximity of the alternatives to neighborhoods and the 
potential neighborhood relocations. 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
The No-Action and Transportation Management Alternatives would likely have resulted in the 
occurrence of unplanned and undesirable developments if no improvements to the existing 
transportation infrastructure were made.  The population projections for the year 2025 show 
increases of 200 to 3200 in population zones primarily outside the 10 mile growth radius, while 
population decreases of 50 to 3200 occur primarily within the 10 mile growth radius.  In 
particular, urban development will continue to affect the rural communities within Bullitt and 
Oldham Counties. 
 
One Bridge/Highway Alternative 
 
Impacts to the Louisville Metropolitan Area 
 
Redistribution of projected population would have occurred from the construction of a single 
bridge alternative, shifting growth from outlying counties to within the 10 mile targeted growth 
radius.  However, these population shifts are more numerous with either the Near East or Far 
East Alternatives, resulting in a redistribution of populations of more than 400 individuals in 
several zones.   
 
Public safety within the LMA would have been improved through the reduction of traffic 
congestion and the improvement of accessibility of emergency services with the construction of 
a single bridge alternative.  In addition, all single bridge alternatives would improve access 
between communities and to regional community resources within the LMA.  However, the Near 
East and Far East Alternatives would provide new and improved access between communities 
and to regional community resources. 
 
Impacts to Vicinity Corridors 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
The Far East Alternatives are located within the most rural areas of the project.  Many of the 
communities and neighborhoods along these alternatives are not currently adjacent to interstate 
highway systems and are currently not as intensely developed as the Downtown areas.  However, 
these alternatives require less relocation of residences and businesses. The number of relocations 
required in the Far East would range from approximately 62 to 73 relocations as compared with 
the relocations required for construction of the Near East or Downtown Alternatives, which 
would range from approximately 53 to 281 relocations.   
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Alternative A-2 would have passed through the city of Prospect and Harrods Creek 
neighborhoods in Kentucky and through open farmland in Indiana.  The relocations that would 
have been required along this alternative would have been minimal. U.S. 42 through the city of 
Prospect and the Harrods Creek areas would have continued to provide access throughout the 
area. Therefore, disruptive impacts would also have been minimal. Quality of life impacts to the 
neighborhoods and community would have occurred primarily from increases in noise and 
development pressures associated with a new interstate system.   
 
The city of Prospect voiced serious concerns about the ramifications of potential development in 
the city.  The city was concerned that such development may alter the existing character of the 
neighborhood.  Changes in community character would also have occurred in Indiana.  The 
growth of the transportation system in the rural areas would require the conversion of farmland 
to residential and commercial uses. This type of growth has been planned and is desired.  No 
relocation or access impacts to community resources associated with Alternative A-2 were 
anticipated in Indiana. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located between the city of Prospect and the Green Spring 
neighborhood in the Kentucky and adjacent to the Clark Maritime Center and the new Utica 
Elementary School in Indiana.  This alternative would have required the fewest number of 
relocations and would have been located only on the edges of two neighborhoods, with a 
minimal direct impact to the city of Prospect.  Therefore, minimal disruptive impacts would have 
occurred.  Again, quality of life impacts to the neighborhoods and communities would have 
occurred primarily from increases in noise and development pressures associated with a new 
interstate system.  No relocations of community resources associated with Alternative A-9 were 
anticipated.  Improved interstate access would have been provided to the developing Clark 
Maritime Center. 
 
Alternative A-13 would have passed between the city of Prospect and the Harrods Creek 
neighborhoods, with some encroachment to the outskirts of the Green Spring neighborhood in 
Kentucky. The alternative would have traversed primarily open farmland in Indiana.  Alternative 
A-13 would have required the largest number of relocations of all of the Far East Alternatives.  
U.S. 42 through the city of Prospect and the Harrods Creek area would have continued to provide 
access throughout both neighborhoods. As stated above, divisive or disruptive impacts to the 
existing local transportation routes would have been minimal.  Quality of life impacts to the 
neighborhoods and community would have occurred primarily from increases in noise and 
development pressures associated with a new interstate system.    
 
Similar to the concerns associated with Alternative A-2, the city of Prospect voiced concerns 
about potential development changing the character of their neighborhoods. Changes in 
community character would also have occurred in Indiana as growth converts farmland to 
residential and commercial uses.  This growth has been planned and is desired.  No relocation or 
access impacts to community resources associated with Alternative A-13 were anticipated. 
 
The path of Alternative A-15 is quite similar to Alternative A-13 in Kentucky but deviates 
slightly north of the Alternative A-13 location in Indiana.  Alternative A-15 crosses through 
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primarily open farmland on the Indiana side.  Alternative A-15 would require ten fewer 
relocations than Alternative A-13.  Comparatively, the social impacts associated with 
Alternative A-15 are anticipated to be similar to the impacts discussed for Alternative A-13, as 
the location and land uses of each alternative are nearly identical. 
 
Alternative A-16 would have crossed through the city of Prospect and Harrods Creek 
neighborhood.  The alternative would have bordered the Ken Carla neighborhood in Kentucky.  
The alternative would also have crossed through primarily open farmland in Indiana.  Alternative 
A-16 would have required approximately 62 relocations.  U.S. 42 through the city of Prospect, 
Harrods Creek and Ken Carla would have continued to provide access throughout the 
neighborhoods, which would have made disruptive impacts minimal. The growth of the 
transportation system in the rural areas would require the conversion of farmland to residential 
and commercial uses. Quality of life impacts to the neighborhoods and community would have 
occurred primarily from increases in noise and development pressures associated with a new 
interstate system. No relocation or access impacts to community resources associated with 
Alternative A-16 were anticipated. 
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Alternative B-1 would have bordered several neighborhoods, including Indian Hills, Glenview, 
Northfield and Windy Hills in Kentucky and Oak Park in Indiana.  The alternative would have 
passed through the Clark Maritime Center in Indiana.  Although it would have closely followed 
existing interstate alignments in Kentucky, the proposed widening of this interstate and the 
impacts to residences in Indiana would have resulted in the requirement of approximately 281 
relocations, the most of all of the alternatives.  Access to all neighborhoods would have been 
maintained throughout construction.  The alternative would have remained on the outer edges of 
the neighborhoods, but some divisive and disruptive impacts were expected.  Quality of life 
impacts to the hundreds of adjoining residents would have occurred primarily from increases in 
noise and impacts to community resources. The neighborhoods in Kentucky are currently located 
adjacent to an interstate system with heightened levels of traffic noise. This alternative would 
have required the relocation of five community resources, including the water pumping station, 
three Metropolitan Sewer District monitoring stations and a church.  Access and parking for the 
rehabilitation center for the elderly and an elementary school would have also been impacted, 
particularly during construction.  Changes in community character would have been minimal, as 
the alternative followed an existing interstate and crossed through an industrialized area.   
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
The Downtown Alternatives are all located in intensely developed business districts with a 
number of interconnecting interstate systems.  In addition to residential relocations, these 
alternatives would have relocated a number of established businesses.  Maintenance of traffic 
and maintaining access to businesses during construction of the Preferred Alternative will require 
close coordination with the Downtown communities. 
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Alternative C-2 would have impacted a larger vicinity corridor than the C-1/C-3 Alternatives.  
This was due to the distance between the bridge crossing at Ninth Street and the Kennedy 
Interchange reconstruction. However, this alternative would have required the fewest number of 
total relocations compared to Alternatives C-1 and C-3.  Alternative C-2 would have required 40 
business relocations and 21 residential relocations.  In addition to the Downtown business 
districts, Alternative C-2 would have impacted the Butchertown, Phoenix Hill, Portland and 
Russell neighborhoods in Kentucky and the Clarksville Riverfront and Jeffersonville Riverfront 
neighborhoods in Indiana.  Though Alternative C-2 would have only bordered most of the 
neighborhoods, or would have simply reconstructed interstates currently existing within or near a 
neighborhood, neighborhoods along Ninth Street would have been impacted.  In particular, the 
Russell neighborhood, a predominantly African-American neighborhood, borders Ninth Street.  
Shifting travel patterns onto Ninth Street would have impacted the neighborhood’s cohesion.  
Divisive or disruptive impacts to the neighborhood’s proximity to the alternative would have 
been primarily related to increased traffic and the isolation of West Louisville from the Central 
Business District.  Conversely, these neighborhoods could have also been positively impacted, as 
revitalization and redevelopment efforts would be focused nearer to their neighborhoods.  Except 
for the Russell neighborhood, changes to community character were not anticipated. 
 
Alternatives C-1/C-3 impact the same neighborhoods as Alternative C-2, with the exception of 
the Russell and Portland neighborhoods. Although Alternatives C-1/C-3 impact fewer 
neighborhoods, they require a much larger number of relocations. Alternative C-1 requires 
approximately 30 business relocations and 23 residential relocations, and Alternative C-3 would 
have required 75 business relocations and 180 residential relocations. Alternatives C-1/C-3 
closely follow existing interstate routes. Alternatives C-1/C-3 would have proximity impacts to 
the Jeffersonville City Park, the Jeffersonville Historic District, the new Riverfront Park and the 
new Slugger Field stadium.  No changes to community character associated with Alternatives C-
1/C-3 are anticipated. 
 
Two Bridges/Highway Alternative 
 
Impacts to the Louisville Metropolitan Area (LMA) 
 
The redistribution of projected population occurring from a two bridge alternative is similar to 
the redistribution anticipated from a single East End bridge Alternative.  The Two 
Bridges/Highway Alternative would shift growth from outlying county areas to within the 10 
mile targeted growth radius, redistributing populations of more than 400 for several traffic 
analysis zones.  Public safety within the Louisville Metropolitan Area (LMA) would be 
improved through the reduction of traffic congestion and the improvement of accessibility for 
emergency services both for the Downtown communities and the East End communities.  In 
addition, the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative would improve accessibility between 
communities and to regional community resources within the LMA.   
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Impacts to Vicinity Corridors 
 
The vicinity corridor impacts associated with each individual alternative are anticipated to be the 
same for both the One Bridge/Highway Alternative and the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative. 
 
5.1.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 
Recommended pedestrian and bicycle projects identified in KIPDA’s RMP were enumerated for 
Clark County, Indiana and Jefferson County, Kentucky in Section 4.1.4. 
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
  
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would not adversely encroach upon the Court Avenue 
or Eighth Street projects.  There would be no impact to the completion of construction either of 
these projects.  Table 5.1-4 relates projects proposed within the project limits in Indiana. 
 
TABLE 5.1-4  
CLARK COUNTY, INDIANA 
RECOMMENDED PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECTS WITHIN THE 
PROJECT AREA 

Local 
Priority 

 
Street Name 

 
Project Description 

 
Completed 

1 Court Ave. Shared Lane Extend west to U.S. 31 and add 2 feet to 
curb lanes for bicyclists 

 

1 Court Ave. Sidewalk Add sidewalks  
1 Eighth Street Add 2 feet to curb lanes for bicyclists from 

Spring Street to Perrin Lane 
 

 

2 Riverfront Path Multi-use path along river from Falls of the 
Ohio to Utica 

 

 

2 Rivergreenway – Sponsored by 
the Army Corps of Engineers 

A scenic byway facility will connect 
Jeffersonville, Clarksville, and New 

Albany, providing access to the riverfront 
and Falls of the Ohio, to include bike and 

pedestrian trails 

 

 
Both the Riverfront Path and the River Greenway would be encroached upon by the Downtown 
and East End Alternatives.  As a result of the vertical grade deferential between each proposed 
path and the alternatives’ proposed bridges, compatibility of projects is possible. During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, coordination with KIPDA will assure that the trails 
remain open through the construction zone for pedestrian and bicycle access, if feasible.  Design 
considerations can also be incorporated to allow each trail to co-exist with the Preferred 
Alternative.  For example, the encroachment of a bridge alternative on the recreational path and 
greenway could be avoided using an easement for highway construction.  Another mitigation 
measure could avoid placing an earthen embankment in the greenway, thereby maintaining the 
linear access of the trails.  Additionally, bridge pier placements within or adjacent to the 
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greenway can be softened by trees, plantings and other similar landscape amenities.  No 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated. Table 5.1-5 contains projects that occur within the 
proposed project limits in Kentucky. 
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TABLE 5.1-5 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY 
RECOMMENDED PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECTS WITHIN THE 
PROJECT AREA 

Local 
Priority 

 
Street Name 

 
Project Description 

 
Completed 

2 Jefferson County Loop Trail Will follow creeks and connect with 
Riverfront Path, circling the county 
 

 

1 Upper River Road Trail Construct 12' path Zorn Avenue to Hays 
Kennedy Pike and Shared Lane 
 

Scheduled 
Project 

2 Adams Street Sign and stripe as needed shared lane Clay 
Street/Riverwalk to Spring Street/Story 
Avenue 
 

 

 Beargrass Bikeway 1 Bicycle trail from Payne Street/ Spring 
Street to Cherokee Park 
 

Yes 

13 Butchertown Greenway Trail Construct .5 mile multi-use trail 10'-14' 
wide Story Avenue to River Road 
 

Yes 

7 Mellwood Avenue Sign and stripe 6' bike lane Baxter Avenue 
to Beargrass Creek Path 
 

 

2 Payne Street + (Alley Ewing to 
Birchwood) 

Sign and stripe as needed shared lane from 
Spring Street/ Story Avenue to Birchwood 
Avenue 
 

 

2 Spring Street Existing 5' bike lane from Story Avenue to 
Payne Street/Beargrass Bikeway 1 
 

Yes 

2 Washington Street Sign and stripe as needed shared lane from 
Hancock Street to Adams Street/Spring 
Street 
 

 

2 Hancock Street Sign and strip as needed shared lane 
Washington Street to Oak Street 
 

 

2 Wenzel Street Sign and stripe as needed shared lane 
Washington Street to Madison Street 
 

 

 Big Four Pedestrian Walkway 
 

Pedestrian Connection between Waterfront 
Park (in Kentucky) and Rivergreenway (in 
Indiana) 

 

North/South Connectors 
 

  

4 Second and Third Street Alleys Sign and stripe, as needed shared lane Main 
Street to Cardinal Blvd. 
 

 

3 Third Street Construct 6' bike lane Main Street to 
Oakdale Avenue 
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Local 
Priority 

 
Street Name 

 
Project Description 

 
Completed 

9 Seventh Street Road Sign and strip 6' bike lane Manslick Road 
to Ormsby Avenue 
 

 

2 Eighth  Street Sign and stripe as needed shared lane 
Kentucky Street to Zane Street 
 

 

7 Ninth Street Construct 5' bike lane and shared lane Main 
Street to Kentucky Street 

 

Downtown East/West Connectors 
 

  

7 Main Street Sign and stripe 6' bike lane Story Avenue to 
22nd Street 
 

 

7 Market Street Sign and strip 6' bike lane Baxter Avenue 
to Northwest Parkway 
 

 

1 River Road Extend waterfront 12' path from Waterfront 
Park to Zorn Avenue 
 

Scheduled 
 

1 Ohio Riverwalk Trail Construction completed on path from the 
Belvedere to Chickasaw Park 
 

Yes 

1 Waterfront Master Plan 12' path from Riverwalk through 
Waterfront Park to point near Towhead 
Island 
 

Yes 

 Waterfront Path 12' multi-use path Clark Memorial Bridge 
to Towhead Island 

Yes 

  
Specific facilities that may fall within the limits of the alternatives in the Downtown Louisville 
area include: 
 

• Adams Street 
• Mellwood Avenue 
• Story Avenue 
• Washington Street 
• Hancock Street 
• Wenzel Street 
• Third Street 
• Ninth Street 
• Main Street 
• Market Street 
• River Road 
• Ohio Riverwalk Trail 
• Waterfront Path 

 
Only the Jefferson County Loop Trail and the Upper River Road Trail fall within the project area 
in the East End.  The remaining enumerated facilities in Table 5.1-5 would not be affected.  
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Similar to the construction in Indiana, the vertical grade differential would permit both highway 
and pedestrian/bicycle modes of travel to co-exist.  Continuing coordination with KIPDA 
coupled with the inclusion of specific design considerations would insure that impacts to 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities are minimized.  No significant adverse impacts are foreseen. 
 
Within the project area, opportunities can be explored to increase pedestrian and bicycle access. 
During the development of the final design, continuing coordination with the FHWA, INDOT 
and KYTC will include the placement of a bicycle lane on the structure to cross the river in the 
East End and the Downtown.  Alternative A-15 includes tentative planning to connect the bike 
path to Utica Charlestown Road (in Indiana) and River Road (in Kentucky).  A shared use path is 
also planned for construction on Alternative C-1.  Pedestrian access is generally prohibited on 
interstate facilities.  Public comments have indicated the desire for these facilities to be included 
as part of the Preferred Alternative.  

 
5.1.5 Relocation 
 
A CSRR was prepared in accordance with the Uniform Act, 49 CFR Part 24 – Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for Federal and Federally Assisted 
Programs. The Act provides that any person, family, corporation, partnership, farm or 
association who is displaced by a state or federally assisted highway project should be offered 
relocation assistance in the form of services and relocation payments. All displacees who move 
from real property or moves personal property from real property will receive a booklet 
explaining the services and relocation payments to which they may be entitled. 
 
Relocation resources will be available to all residences and businesses displaced without 
discrimination, in accordance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI.  The vast majority of 
relocation needs will be addressed under the standard provisions of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.  The remaining 
relocations may require the use of Last Resort Housing Funds.  Last resort housing may be 
necessary where sufficient comparable replacement housing is not available (existing housing 
inventory is insufficient, does not meet relocation standards or is not within the financial 
capability of the displaced).  In instances where the need for last resort housing has been 
identified, the relocation agent is prepared to assist the displaced in finding adequate replacement 
housing, in contracting with lending agencies and approved moving firms, and in processing 
claims for payments and appeals.  The use of Last Resort Housing Funds may be necessary for 
larger than anticipated replacement housing payments or larger than normal rent supplement 
payments for low-income families and to modify replacement dwellings to accommodate the 
elderly and handicapped.  Last Resort Housing Funds are also sometimes used to construct new 
housing and/or to rehabilitate older units to meet DS&S (decent, safe and sanitary) standards. 
 
A relocation agent will assist the displacee in determining their housing needs and desires, as 
well as the need for additional services.  Information will be made available to displacees 
concerning federal and state housing programs, disaster loan programs and other federal and 
state agencies offering assistance to displaced persons. Every displacee will be offered assistance 
in searching for and locating decent, safe and sanitary replacement property. Assistance will be 
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provided to displacees in completing applications or claim forms for payment.  Replacement 
housing payments in the form of purchase supplements, rent supplements and down payment 
assistance will be available for displacees who qualify for such benefits.  Displaced residential 
occupants can choose to be reimbursed for moving expenses based on actual expenses or based 
on a fixed rate. 
 
A displaced business, farm, or nonprofit organization will receive assistance in locating a 
replacement site and certain related moving expenses. Under certain circumstances, expenses 
may be paid through a fixed payment in lieu of moving and related expenses.  Displaced 
commercial occupants can choose to be reimbursed for moving expenses based on actual 
expenses or based on an amount that does not exceed the lower of two detailed bids prepared by 
independent, qualified moving firms. A commercial displacement may also qualify for 
reimbursement for loss of personal property, relocation searching expenses, and reestablishment 
expenses. A relocation agent will assist the commercial displacee in determining their eligibility 
for additional reimbursements on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Relocation payments will not be considered as income for purposes of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, or for the purpose of determining eligibility (or the extent of eligibility) of any 
person for assistance under the Social Security Act or any other federal law.  
 
Federal and state laws provide that any displaced person who does not agree with the 
determination of their eligibility for a payment (or the amount of a payment) may appeal to the 
head of the agency for a review of the determination.  
 
The investigation of relocation impacts included discussions with public officials, community 
leaders and elected officials.  Among those contacted were the Mayor of Prospect (KY); the 
Utica (IN) Marshal; Louisville/Jefferson County Planning Commission; Louisville/Jefferson 
County Office of Business Services; Louisville Development Authority; Jefferson County (KY) 
Property Valuation Administrator; Metropolitan Sewer District (KY); Greater Louisville Inc. 
(Chamber of Commerce); Jeffersonville (IN) Planning and Zoning Office; Jeffersonville 
Auditor’s Office; New Albany (IN) Planning Commission; New Albany (IN) Redevelopment 
Commission; Clarksville (IN) Planning Commission; Clark Co. (IN) Engineer’s Office; Clark 
Co. (IN) Assessor’s Office and the Clark Co. (IN) Planning, Zoning and Building Commission. 

 
The potential relocation impacts of the Kennedy Interchange reconstruction are discussed 
separately in this section.  There are two options for the reconstruction of the Kennedy 
Interchange, reconstruction in-place and relocation to the south, both of which would result in 
the displacement of residential and commercial property. Table 5.1-6 illustrates each of the 
individual alternatives listed and displays the type and total number of relocations.   
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TABLE 5.1-6  
POTENTIAL RELOCATIONS 

 Type of Relocation 

Alternative Total Relocations 

Businesses/ 
Non-Profit 
Facilities 

Residential 
Units 

Owner/Tenant 

 
Agricultural 
Properties 

A-2 64 0/0 59/5 18 
A-9 69 2/0 62/5 10 
A-13 73 0/0 68/5 20 
A-15 63 0/0 58/5 18 
A-16 62 0/0 57/5 18 
B-1 281 24/5 247/5 1 
C-1 53 30/0 15/8 0 
C-2 61 40/0 16/5 0 
C-3 255 75/0 150/30 0 
Kennedy – South 54 50/0 4/0 0 
Kennedy – In-Place 32 30/0 2/0 0 
Preferred Alternative 170 80/0 77/13 18 
Source: CSRR, August 22, 2001 

 
The CSRR examined the potential for individuals who may require special relocation assistance 
associated with each alternative.  Unless otherwise noted, the areas where relocation would occur 
have been field verified.  Based on these observations, there are no disabled or elderly persons 
within the limits of the Preferred Alternative who will require special relocation assistance.  
However, based on Census Bureau data, there are elderly and handicapped persons within the 
vicinity corridor.  As the project advances into final design and right-of-way acquisition, further 
investigation will be made to determine if the Preferred Alternatives impact these populations. 
 
It is anticipated that most relocations can occur within two miles from their current location and 
into comparable neighborhoods and communities. In July 2000, the website www.realtor.com 
listed over 787 residences for sale in eastern Jefferson County and southern Indiana within 5 
miles of the displaced residents impacted by the East End Alternatives.  These homes range in 
value from $31,500 to more than $1 million.  The website listed 191 available rentals with 
monthly rents ranging from $230 to $1300.  The website listed over 692 residences within 5 
miles of the displaced residents impacted by the Downtown Alternatives.  These homes range in 
value from $8,500 to over $1 million.  The website listed 135 available rentals with monthly 
rents ranging from $200 to $1300.   
 
Locations for both industrial and retail businesses are available.  In the eastern areas of Jefferson 
and Clark Counties, industrial space in places like Bluegrass Industrial Park, North Point 
Business Center and the Clark Maritime Center continue to expand.  Sites for new construction 
are readily available, as is finished space in already completed structures.  Zoning of these areas 
is such that the full range of industrial users can be accommodated. The Downtown 
industrial/commercial real estate market also is healthy.  Downtown commercial centers on both 
sides of the river continue to show growth in the availability of both A and B class space.  
Locations like Technology Park, Vogt Commons, Station Park One & Two, River Spring and 



  

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  5-27 Environmental Consequences 
 

 

Distillery Commons continue to expand.  Sites for new construction are available, as is finished 
space in completed structures. 
 
Alternative A-2 
 
Alternative A-2 would have required approximately 64 residential relocations.  There are no 
businesses or non-profit agencies that would require relocation with alternative’s proposed right-
of-way.  Approximately five residences are rented properties and the remainder is owner 
occupied.  They range in value from $100,000 to $500,000 and are in fair to good condition.  
This includes six mobile homes range in value from $5,800 to $41,000.  It is estimated based on 
the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing 
Funds would have been necessary to assist two households. 
 
Alternative A-9 
 
Alternative A-9 would have required 67 residential relocations and two business relocations.  
Approximately five residences are rented and the remainder is owner occupied. They range in 
value from $100,000 to $500,000 and are in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that based on 
the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing 
Funds may be necessary to assist five households.  The displaced businesses are tenants and 
approximately 25 employees would be affected. 
 
Alternative A-13 
 
Alternative A-13 would have required 73 residential relocations and no business relocations.  
Approximately five residences are rented and the remainder is owner occupied.  They range in 
value from $27,000 to $500,000 and are in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that based on 
the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing 
Funds would have been necessary to assist 15 households. 
 
Alternative A-15  
 
Alternative A-15 will require approximately 63 residential relocations and zero business 
relocations.  Approximately five residences are rented and the remainder is owner occupied.  
They range in value from $100,000 to $500,000 including six mobile homes that range in value 
from $5,800 to $41,000.  All residences are in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that, based 
on the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort 
Housing Funds may be necessary to assist with one household. 
 
Alternative A-16 
 
Alternative A-16 would have required 62 residential relocations and no business relocations.  
Approximately five residences are tenants and the remainder is owner occupied and range in 
value from $100,000 to $500,000, with six mobile homes ranging in value from $5,800 to 
$41,000.  All residences are in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that, based on the available 
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housing market and the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing Fund would 
have been necessary to assist with one household. 
 
Alternative B-1 
 
Alternative B-1 would have required 252 residential relocations, 24 businesses and five non-
profit facilities.  Approximately five residences are rented and the remainder is owner occupied.  
They range in value from $30,000 to $400,000.  All residences are in fair to good condition.  It is 
estimated that based on the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the 
displacees, Last Resort Housing Funds would have been necessary to assist with four 
households. 
 
One business requiring relocation in Southern Indiana is a commercial and retail based business.  
The second business requiring relocation is a condominium complex in Kentucky with twenty-
three units.  Employment by these businesses ranges from two to ten, with a total estimated 
employment of 125.  
 
Five public and community facility properties would be affected by Alternative B-1, including 
the water pumping station, three MSD monitoring stations and a church.  
 
Alternative C-1  
 
Alternative C-1 will require approximately 23 residential relocations and 30 business 
relocations.  Fifteen residences are owner occupied and 8 are rented.  The estimated values of the 
residences range from $10,000 to $50,000 and are in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that 
based on the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last 
Resort Housing Funds may be necessary to assist with 13 households. 
 
All of the established businesses are rented and employment ranges from two employees to more 
than 100 employees, with a total employment of approximately 250 employees.  The businesses 
range from industrial users (which might require Conditional Use Permits), to light commercial 
and retail uses. 
 
Alternative C-2 
 
Alternative C-2 would have required 21 residential relocations and 40 business relocations.  
Approximately five residential relocations are tenants and the remainder is owner occupied.  The 
estimated values of the residences range from $5,000 to $70,000 and are in fair to good 
condition. It is estimated that, based on the available housing market and the financial 
capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing Funds would have been necessary to assist 
with six households. 
 
All of the established businesses are rented and employment ranges from two employees to more 
than 200 employees, with a total employment of approximately 300 employees.  The businesses 
range from industrial users, to light commercial and retail uses. 
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Alternative C-3 
 
Alternative C-3 would have required 180 residential relocations and 75 business relocations.  All 
residences are located in a multi-family residential complex, with approximately 30 rental units 
and remainder owner occupied.  The estimated values of the residences range from $135,000 to 
$2 million and are in fair to good condition.  It was not anticipated that Last Resort Housing 
would have been necessary. 
 
All of the established businesses are rented and employment ranges from two employees to more 
than 100 employees, with a total employment of approximately 250 employees.  The businesses 
range from industrial users, to light commercial and retail uses. 
 
Kennedy Interchange (Relocated) 
 
The Kennedy Interchange relocation will requires approximately four residential relocations and 
50 business relocations.  The estimated values of the residences range from $5,000 to $70,000 
and are in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that based on the available housing market and 
the financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing Funds may be necessary to assist 
with two households. 

 
All of the established businesses are rented and employment ranges from two employees to more 
than 200 employees, with a total employment of approximately 300 employees.  The businesses 
range from industrial users (which may require Conditional Use Permits), to light commercial 
and retail uses. 
 
Kennedy Interchange (In-place) 
 
This option could have been combined with the C-1, C-3 or B-1 Alternatives, as well as all the 
East End Alternatives.  The construction would have required two residential relocations and 30 
business relocations.  The estimated values of the residences are $11,240 and $12,500.  They are 
in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that based on the available housing market and the 
financial capabilities of the displacees, Last Resort Housing Funds would have been necessary to 
assist with two households. 

 
All of the established businesses are rented and employment ranges from two employees to more 
than 200 employees, with a total employment of approximately 300 employees.  The business 
types range from industrial users, to light commercial and retail uses. 
 
Preferred Alternative  
 
The total relocations for the Preferred Alternative are 90 residential relocations and 80 business 
relocations.  Forty-eight residences are owner occupied and 13 are rented.  The estimated values 
of the residences range from $10,000 to $500,000 including six mobile homes ranging in value 
from $5,800 to $41,000.  They are also in fair to good condition.  It is estimated that, based on 
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the available housing market and the financial capabilities of the displaced, Last Resort Housing 
Funds may be necessary to assist with 16 households. 
 
All of the established businesses are tenants and employment ranges from two employees to 
more than 200 employees, with a total employment of approximately 550 employees.  The 
businesses range from industrial users (which might require Conditional Use Permits), to light 
commercial and retail uses. 
 
5.1.6   Economic Impacts 
 
Economic impacts are defined as inclusive of jobs, income, total economic output, tax base and 
construction impacts.  These factors have been quantified by economic impact modeling.  Also 
considered in this analysis are the less quantifiable factors, such as business visibility and 
property values that would be impacted by the project. 
 
Economic impacts were developed for the business and employment impacts, short-term 
construction impacts and tax impacts.  Business and employment impacts are impacts from 
businesses moving into and out of the area, employment impacts on the local community, 
estimated income and total output changes resulting from the project.  The retail sales component 
of businesses impacted or relocated are quantified to the extent possible. 
 
Short-term construction impacts are temporary impacts on the economy that result from 
construction activities.  This includes capital spending on the project and resultant employment. 
Fiscal impacts to the local tax base are examined from two perspectives.  First, are the taxes paid 
or lost to local and state governments by workers impacted by the project?  Second, is the 
amount of taxable property potentially removed from the tax roles due to right-of-way 
purchases?  To determine regional economic impacts, an input-output analysis was performed.  
Construction cost estimates for each alternative were used to estimate direct employment.  The 
input-output model (IMPLAN) was used to determine the multiplier effects of the construction 
costs.   
 
IMPLAN, developed originally by the U.S. Forest Service, is a comprehensive impact system 
that is built on the framework on input-output and social accounting methodology.  The database 
is maintained at the county level, affording an opportunity to create regions for study that are 
aggregations of counties. The database includes the latest business censuses (1997) 
supplemented by County Business Patterns and other data derived from the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis. 
 
Since IMPLAN provides a comprehensive system (i.e., the complete input-output table or social 
accounts, in contrast to RIMS II and EIFS that only provide aggregate multipliers), it is possible 
to trace impacts of change in one sector on other sectors in a more detailed fashion.   
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Direct Impacts 
 
Direct impacts are associated with first-round spending such as payroll, capital expenditures, 
operating and maintenance costs, taxes and fees incurred for the project.  Table 5.1-7 
summarizes the capital development costs associated with each alternative. 
 
TABLE 5.1-7 
DIRECT COST IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE ($MILLIONS – 2000 DOLLARS)   
 
Bridge Alternative 

 
Construction 

Cost 

 
Engineering 

Cost 

 
 

Right-of-Way 

 
 

Grand Total 
 
Indiana East End Cost Comparison 

 
 

 
 

 
A-2  ($146.0) ($24.8) ($8.0) ($178.9)  
A-9  ($238.9) ($40.5) ($7.1) ($285.8)  
A-13  ($158.1) ($26.9) ($9.7) ($194.7)  
A-15  ($164.5) ($28.0) ($7.3) ($199.7)  
A-16  ($150.1) ($26.0) ($7.2) ($182.8)  
B-1  ($213.8) ($36.3) ($12.4) ($262.5)  
Indiana Downtown Cost Comparison 

  
  

C-1 ($177.0) ($30.0) ($11.3) ($218.1)  
C-2 ($268.0) ($45.5) ($5.0) ($318.1)  
C-3 ($177.0) ($30.1) ($19.3) ($226.2) 
Indiana Total for Preferred 
Alternative ($341.5) ($58.0) ($18.6) ($417.8)  
Kentucky East End Cost Comparison  

 
  

A-2  ($155.0) ($26.3) ($17.3) ($198.1)  
A-9  ($204.0) ($34.6) ($10.0) ($248.2)  
A-13  ($198.3) ($33.7) ($14.6) ($246.6)  
A-15  ($214.0) ($36.4) ($14.7) ($265.1)  
A-16  ($196.4) ($33.4) ($26.1) ($255.9)  
B-1  ($193.4) ($32.9) ($158.8) ($385.0)  
Kentucky Downtown Cost Comparison 

 
 

 
C-1 (Kennedy Interchange Relocated) ($596.2) ($101.4) ($19.2) ($716.8)  
C-1 (Kennedy In-place) ($327.2) ($55.6) ($0.3) ($383.2)  
C-2 ($448.3) ($76.2) ($13.8) ($538.2)  
C-3 ($596.2) ($101.4) ($19.2) ($716.8) 
Kentucky Total for Preferred 
Alternative ($810.2) ($137.8) ($33.9) ($981.9) 
Preferred Alternative Total ($1151.7) ($195.8) ($52.5) ($1399.7) 
 
The “Socio-Economic Report” provided forecasts of population and employment in the study 
area for both No-Action and Build Alternatives.  Forecasts were produced for the No-Action and 
for a one bridge and a two bridge alternative.  Table 5.1-8 presents a summary of estimated 
employment forecasts used as inputs in the economic impact analysis. 
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TABLE 5.1-8 
FORECASTED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (YEAR 2025) 
County No-

Action 
Downtown & 

Far East 
Far East 
Bridge 

Downtown 
Bridge 

Near East 
Bridge 

Ninth St. 
Bridge 

Jefferson 658,701 652,514 654,098 657,117 654,037 657,117 
Bullitt 24,054 24,054 24,054 24,054 24,054 24,054 
Oldham 50,477 44,677 44,710 50,444 44,640 50,444 
Clark 81,178 90,003 90,029 81,152 89,562 81,151 
Floyd 44,756 47,918 46,280 46,394 46,871 46,394 

       
Total Employment Differences from the No-Action (Year 2025) 

      
Jefferson  (6,187) (4,603) (1,584) (4,664) (1,584) 
Bullitt  0 0 0 0 0 
Oldham  (5,800) (5,767) (33) (5,837) (33) 
Clark  8,825 8,851 (26) 8,384 (26) 
Floyd  3,162 1,524 1,636 2,115 1,636 

 
Business and residential displacements were determined and documented in the CSRR.  It was 
assumed that all affected businesses would be successfully relocated within the LMA without 
loss of employment.  Thus, economic impacts from these displacements are temporary. 
 
Induced Economic Impacts 
 
Induced economic impacts are the multiplied effects of the direct spending impacts. The 
successive rounds of spending in the local economy create induced impacts until the original 
direct or indirect impact has been incrementally exported from the local area. Regions that are 
more economically self-sufficient have higher re-spending "multipliers" than do regions that are 
more dependent on regional imports since less of the money is siphoned out of the community 
for goods and services. 
 
Alternative Impact Analysis 
 
These alternatives will result in a redistribution of economic impact within the LMA.  The 
“Socio-Economic Report” assumed that overall, the level of growth and employment forecasted 
for the LMA will remain the same for all alternatives, and that only the distribution of this 
growth is transferable.  A summary of these changes that are forecasted to occur by alternative 
are organized into three categories: 
 

• Long-term Business and Employment 
• Short-term Construction Impacts 
• Fiscal Impacts 
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Long-term Business and Employment 
 
Long-term business and employment impacts for each of the “Build” Alternatives were 
developed.  The No-Action Alternative was used as the baseline scenario for comparison, and 
therefore, no relative economic impacts were developed for it.  As documented the “Socio-
Economic Report,” the No-Action Alternative was assumed to support as much growth in 
employment, as all of the other alternatives.  This baseline of growth showed the largest 
increases in total employment are anticipated along I-265 in eastern Jefferson County, along I-71 
in Oldham County and at the INAAP industrial park in Clark County.  
 
The No-Action Alternative doesn’t feature any temporary increases in employment or economic 
output resulting from bridge construction activities.  Since no property is required for right-of-
way, no loss of property taxes would occur from this scenario.  In addition, no businesses will 
suffer the effects of reduced visibility or access that would result from detours from construction 
activities.  Table 5.1-9 presents a summary of the economic impacts associated with each of the 
alternatives from a business and employment perspective. 
 
TABLE 5.1-9 
RELATIVE EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS OF THE ONE BRIDGE/HIGHWAY 
ALTERNATIVE  
(YEAR 2025 BUILD VERSUS NO-ACTION PROJECTION) 

 
Alternative 

 
Jefferson 

 
Bullitt 

 
Oldham 

 
Clark 

 
Floyd 

 
A-2 

 
(4,603) 

 
0 

 
(5,767) 

 
8,851 

 
1,524 

 
A-9 

 
(4,603) 

 
0 

 
(5,767) 

 
8,851 

 
1,524 

 
A-13 

 
(4,603) 

 
0 

 
(5,767) 

 
8,851 

 
1,524 

 
A-15 

 
(4,603) 

 
0 

 
(5,767) 

 
8,851 

 
1,524 

 
A-16 

 
(4,603) 

 
0 

 
(5,767) 

 
8,851 

 
1,524 

 
B-1 

 
(4,664) 

 
0 

 
(5,837) 

 
8,384 

 
2,115 

 
C-1 or C-3 

 
(1,584) 

 
0 

 
(33) 

 
(26) 

 
1,636 

 
C-2 Ninth St. Bridge 

 
(1,584) 

 
0 

 
(33) 

 
(26) 

 
1,636 

Preferred Alternative (6,187) 0 (5,800) 8,825 3,160 
Source: Socio-Economic Report                                     (  ) values are negative 

 
As shown, each alternative features a shift in the employment within the LMA.  Similarly, a Far 
East bridge would shift almost 10,400 employees from Kentucky into Indiana.  Many of these 
employees would shift away from the I-71 corridor in Oldham County and northeastern Jefferson 
County and would move into the Clark Maritime Center and INAAP industrial parks in Clark 
County, Indiana.  Income shifts from these changes (relative to the No-Action Alternative) are 
shown in Table 5.1-10. 
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As shown, relative to the No-Action Alternative, total salaries would decrease in Kentucky and 
increase in Indiana, as employment shifts to those areas. Over $342 million in salaries is 
forecasted to move across the Ohio River with the construction of an East End bridge. The 
Downtown Alternatives shift a much lower level of salaries from Kentucky to Indiana.  If 
combinations of alternatives were to be selected (e.g. Downtown bridge and Far East bridge), 
then a larger shift in salaries from Kentucky to Indiana would also occur. 
 
TABLE 5.1-10 
RELATIVE INCOME IMPACTS BY ONE BRIDGE/HIGHWAY ALTERNATIVE 
YEAR 2025 VERSUS NO-ACTION (TOTAL SALARIES IN $MILLIONS) 

 
Alternative 

 
Jefferson 

 
Bullitt 

 
Oldham 

 
Clark 

 
Floyd 

 
A-2 

 
($152.1) 

 
$0.0 

 
($190.5) 

 
$292.4 

 
$50.3 

 
A-9 

 
($152.1) 

 
$0.0 

 
($190.5) 

 
$292.4 

 
$50.3 

 
A-13 

 
($152.1) 

 
$0.0 

 
($190.5) 

 
$292.4 

 
$50.3 

 
A-15 

 
($152.1) 

 
$0.0 

 
($190.5) 

 
$292.4 

 
$50.3 

 
A-16 

 
($152.1) 

 
$0.0 

 
($190.5) 

 
$292.4 

 
$50.3 

 
B-1 

 
($154.1) 

 
$0.0 

 
($192.8) 

 
$277.0 

 
$69.9 

 
C-1 or C-3 

 
($52.3) 

 
$0.0 

 
($1.1) 

 
($0.9) 

 
$54.0 

 
C-2 Ninth St. Bridge 

 
($52.3) 

 
$0.0 

 
($1.1) 

 
($0.9) 

 
$54.0 

Preferred Alternative ($204.4) $0.0 ($191.6) $291.5 $104.3 

Source: Socio-Economic Report                                                                (  ) values are negative 
 
Short-term Construction Impacts 
 
Construction activities will provide a temporary boost to the local economy.  This will come in 
the form of increased employment and income from the capital spending.  Over the course of the 
10-year project, it was assumed that the first three years would be devoted to the planning and 
engineering, with the last seven years devoted to the actual construction activities.  With 
development estimates ranging up to $1.3 billion for a combination of alternatives, the economic 
impacts of capital spending are significant.  Table 5.1-11 presents a summary of these impacts by 
alternative. 
 
As shown, the greatest economic impacts will occur in Kentucky.  To derive the total impact of a 
single alternative, both the Kentucky and Indiana impacts for that option are added.  For more 
than one bridge alternative, impacts of all the component alternatives are added.  For example, 
total impacts of Alternative C-1 includes the Kentucky impacts ($1,059 million and 1,203 
annual jobs) plus the Indiana impacts ($304 million and 365 annual jobs), or $1,363 million and 
1,568 annual jobs.  Table 5.1-11 summarizes this process for each single bridge alternative. 
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Fiscal Impacts 
 
The IMPLAN model estimated a number of tax categories and subcategories that would result 
from a given economic action.  At the most general level, federal, state and local tax impacts 
were estimated.  The tax impacts consider indirect business taxes, personal taxes, corporate 
profits tax and social security taxes.  Included within these categories are property taxes and state 
taxes that are the result of capital spending or employment activity.  Table 5.1-12 presents a 
summary of tax impacts for each of the alternatives. 
 
TABLE 5.1-11 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (IN $MILLIONS) 
 
 
Alternative 

 
10-Year 

Total Impact 

 
Average 

Annual Jobs 
 
A-2 North Far East $589.3 

 
683 

 
A-9 South Far East $757.0 

 
891 

 
A-13 Mid Far East with Tunnel $630.4 

 
736 

A-15 Tunnel to North of Utica $665.3 777 
 
A-16 Harrods Creek $628.9 

 
734 

 
B-1 Near East $923.1 

 
1,066 

 
C-1 Kennedy Interchange Relocation $1,363.1 

 
1,568 

 
C-1 Kennedy right-of-way option $862.4 

 
998 

 
C-2 Ninth Street $1,239.3 

 
1,425 

 
C-3 Kennedy $1,373.3 

 
1,580 

Preferred Alternative $2,028.4 2,345 
Source: IMPLAN modeling  

 
Included in the table are the state and local tax impacts that would occur as a result of each 
alternative.  This shows, for example, that Alternative C-3 will generate over $38.2 million in 
state and local taxes in Kentucky alone.  
 
Not included in the IMPLAN model are estimates of property values lost through right-of-way 
purchases for the project.  Rather, a surrogate for this value involved the cost of the right-of-way 
property.  In this regard, the higher the cost of the right-of-way, the greater the value of property 
taken from the tax roles, the more property tax revenues would likely be reduced.  From a 
relative measure of alternatives, the surrogate measure was the best method available for the 
assessment of property tax impact. A ranking of alternatives from lowest impact to highest 
impact with regard to loss of potential property tax revenues follows: 
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Property Tax Value Lost      Rank 
Alternative A-9/Alternative C-2  First (Lowest Impact) 
Alternative A-15/Alternative C-2  Second 
Alternative A-13/ Alternative C-2  Third  
Alternative A-2/ Alternative C-2  Fourth 
Alternative A-9/ Alternative C-1  Fifth  
Alternative A-6/ Alternative C-2  Sixth 
Alternative A-15/ Alternative C-1  Seventh 
Alternative A-9/ Alternative C-3  Eighth  
Alternative A-13/C Alternative C-1  Ninth 
Alternative A-2/ Alternative C-1  10th 
Alternative A-15/ Alternative C-3  11th 
Alternative A-13/ Alternative C-3  12th 
Alternative A-2/ Alternative C-3  13th 
Alternative A-16/ Alternative C-1  14th 
Alternative A-16/ Alternative C-3  15th 
Alternative B-1/ Alternative C-2  16th 
Alternative B-/ Alternative C-1  17th 
Alternative B-1/ Alternative C-3  18th (Greatest Impact) 

 
Temporary Impacts 
 
Temporary economic impacts resulting from the Downtown Alternatives include the relocation 
of a number of businesses.  Because the Downtown Alternatives fall within the Central Business 
Districts of both Louisville and Jeffersonville, these alternatives have the highest impact to 
existing business and employment. However, there are available replacement commercial and 
industrial properties within close proximity and it is assumed that relocations can be successfully 
completed with no loss of employment. 
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TABLE 5.1-12 
10-YEAR TOTAL TAX IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (IN $MILLIONS) 
 
Alternative 

 
Federal 

 
State/Local 

 
Total 

 
Indiana East End Cost Comparison  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
A-2  North Far East $23.6 $9.5 $33.1 
 
A-9  South Far East $31.6 $13.0 $44.6 
 
A-13  Mid Far East with Tunnel $20.9 $8.6 $29.5 
 
A-15  Tunnel to North of Utica $21.6 $8.9 $30.4 
 
A-16  Harrods Creek $19.8 $8.1 $27.9 
 
B-1  Near East $28.5 $11.7 $40.2 
 
Indiana Downtown Cost Comparison  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
C-1  Kennedy $24.0 $10.1 $34.2 
 
C-2  Ninth Street  $36.3 $15.3 $51.6 
 
C-3  Kennedy $24.8 $10.5 $35.3 

Indiana Total for Preferred Alternative $45.6 $19.0 $64.6 
 
Kentucky East End Cost Comparison  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
A-2  North Far East $25.2 $9.5 $34.7 
 
A-9  South Far East $30.0 $11.3 $41.2 
 
A-13  Mid Far East with Tunnel $29.8 $11.2 $41.0 
 
A-15  Tunnel to North of Utica $32.0 $12.1 $44.1 
 
A-16  Harrods Creek $31.0 $11.7 $42.7 
 
B-1  Near East $45.7 $17.3 $63.0 
 
Kentucky Downtown Cost Comparison 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
C-1  Kennedy $83.0 $33.9 $116.9 
 
C-1a (at existing interchange) $67.6 $27.4 $95.1 
 
C-2  Ninth Street  $71.1 $28.7 $99.9 
 
C-3  Kennedy $94.7 $38.2 $132.9 

Kentucky Total for Preferred Alternative $115.0 $46.0 $161.0 

Preferred Alternative $160.6 $65.0 $225.6 
Source: IMPLAN model application    

 



  

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  5-38 Environmental Consequences 
 

 

Economic Impacts Summary 
 
A wide range of economic impacts associated with each of the alternatives was considered.  
Most of these impacts have been quantified.  For example, the value of property impacted by 
each of the projects was not estimated, since there are so many factors associated with property 
valuation.  Property tax revenues removed from the tax roles through the purchase of right-of-
way were not estimated; however, surrogate measures were used to gauge impacts. 
 
For items that were quantified, the following ranking of single bridge alternatives with regard to 
economic impact can be derived (Table 5.1-13).  For the impact of two bridges, the analysis has 
been performed to permit the addition of impacts from single bridge results. 
 
The “Socio-Economic Report” projects that there would be no significant net gains or losses in 
long-term employment in the LMA as a result of the project.  However, for all “Build” 
Alternatives, employment growth is larger in Indiana than in Kentucky as compared to the No-
Action Alternative or Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
TABLE 5.1-13 
RANKING FROM LOWEST IMPACT (1) TO HIGHEST IMPACT (9) 
 
 
Alternative 

 
Construction 

Output 

 
Construction 
Employment 

 
Construction 

Tax 

 
Business 

Displacements 

 
Property 
Tax Lost 

 
A-2  

 
1  

 
1  

 
1  

 
7  

 
5  

 
A-9  

 
5  

 
5  

 
5  

 
3  

 
1  

 
A-13  

 
3  

 
3  

 
2  

 
2  

 
4  

 
A-15  

 
4  

 
4  

 
4  

 
1  

 
3  

 
A-16  

 
2  

 
2  

 
3  

 
1  

 
7  

 
B-1  

 
6  

 
6  

 
6  

 
4  

 
9  

 
C-1  

 
8  

 
8  

 
7  

 
5  

 
6  

 
C-2  

 
7  

 
7  

 
8  

 
6  

 
2  

 
C-3  

 
9  

 
9  

 
9  

 
5  

 
8  

Preferred 
Alternative Average 6 6 5.5 3 4.5 

 
Preferred Alternative  
 
To quantify the impacts of the Preferred Alternative, most of the economic analyses were 
conducted so that impacts from single bridge alternatives could be added.   Experience indicates 
that as more detailed design information is gathered, more accurate cost estimates can be 
developed.  The following cost estimates are presented for comparative purposes only.   
 
 



  

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  5-39 Environmental Consequences 
 

 

  Direct Cost Impacts ($millions – 2000 dollars): 
  Construction Costs  $1151 
  Engineering Costs  $195 
  Right-of-way   $52 
  TOTAL   $1399 
 
  Relative Employment and Income ($millions) Impacts 
  (Year 2025 Build versus No-Action Projections): 
  Jefferson County  ($6,187)  ($204) 
  Bullitt County   $0  $0 
  Oldham County  ($5,800)  ($191) 
  Clark County   $8,825  $291 
  Floyd County   $3,160  $104 
 
  Total Construction Impacts (in $millions): 
  10 Year Total Impact  $2,028 
  Average Annual Jobs  2,345 
 
  Federal, State/Local and Total 10- Year Tax Impacts, By State (in $millions): 
  Indiana   $45  $19  $64 
  Kentucky   $115  $46  $161 
  Total for Both States  $160  $65  $225 
 
Summarizing the ranking of the Preferred Alternative for construction output, construction 
employment, construction taxes, business displacements and property tax lost requires the 
addition of the ranking of Alternative C-1 and Alternative A-15.  To provide a meaningful 
value, the ranking of all possible two-bridge scenarios were added and the range is provided as a 
scale with the lowest rank being the lowest level of impact. 

 
  Construction Output and Employment (scale of 8 to 15) 12 
  Construction Tax (scale of 8 to 15)    11 
  Business Displacements (scale of 6 to 13)   6 
  Property Tax Lost (scale of 5 to 17)    9 
 
5.1.7 Environmental Justice 
 
Environmental Justice refers to the concept that certain sectors of the human population (e.g., 
minority or low-income) should not disproportionately bear the burden of exposure to human 
health or environmental hazards.  
 
The proposed project was evaluated to determine any conflicts with environmental justice, as 
outlined in Executive Order 12898, FHWA Directive 6640.23 and DOT Order 5610.2.  
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According to Executive Order 12898: 
 
“…each Federal Agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying, and addressing as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations in the United States.” 
 
For the purpose of this evaluation, a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and 
low-income populations is defined in DOT Order 5610.2 as an adverse affect that: 
 

(1) is predominately borne by a minority population and /or a low-income population, or 
(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is 

appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be 
suffered by the non-minority population and /or non-low-income population.  

  
To achieve compliance with Executive Order 12898, the Federal Highway Administration, 
acting as a component of the Department of Transportation, will incorporate environmental 
justice principles into its activities, primarily through applicable statutes, regulations, and 
guidance, such as: 
• The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); 
• Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and the 
• Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 

amended. 
 
The objective of both DOT Order 5610.2, as well as FHWA Directive 6640.23, is the 
development of a process that integrates the existing statutory and regulatory requirements in a 
manner which helps ensure the consideration of the interest and well-being of minority and low-
income populations during transportation decision-making by: 

 
(1) identifying Environmental Justice (EJ) populations (e.g., minority or low-income) that 

may be affected by the Project; 
(2) determining whether those populations will experience disproportionately high and 

adverse effects; 
(3) identifying and considering alternatives to avoid, minimize or mitigate those effects; and  
(4) providing opportunities for the involvement of members of EJ communities in the 

planning and development process. 
 

5.1.7.1     Methodology for Identification of Environmental Justice Populations 
 
Executive Order 12898 does not define the terms "minority" or "low-income."  However, 
guidance provided by FHWA Order 5610.2 defines these terms and is the basis for the 
methodology that follows. 
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Minority  
 
A minority individual is classified as belonging to one of the following groups: American Indian 
or Alaskan Native; Asian American; Black; and Hispanic. 
 
Minority Populations  
 
A minority population is classified as any readily identifiable group of minority persons, living 
in geographic proximity, or, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons 
(such as migrant workers or Native Americans), who would be similarly affected by a proposed 
FHWA program, policy, or activity.  

 

Low-income Household  
 
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) characterizes a low-income 
household as being a household with an income level below the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services poverty guidelines, as defined. The poverty guidelines of 1990 were used when 
considering 1990 Census data. (See Table 5.1-14) 
 
Low-income Population  
 
A low-income population is classified as any readily identifiable group of low-income persons, 
living in geographic proximity, or, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient 
persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans), who would be similarly affected by a 
proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity. The most widely accepted source of information 
on income levels for Environmental Justice analysis is the U.S. Census Bureau. 
 

TABLE 5.1-14 
  1990 HHS POVERTY GUIDELINES 

Size of Family Unit Weighted Average Thresholds 
1 $ 6,652 
2 8,509 
3 10,419 
4 13,359 
5 15,792 
6 17,839 
7 20,241 
8 22,582 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 1990 Population Survey 
 
1990 US Census data was used in this EIS to identify minority and low-income populations, 
because 2000 Census income data was not available at the time of the analysis.  2000 US Census 
income data for Kentucky was published in March 2003.  Minority population change by county in 
the LMA from 1990 through 2000 are displayed in Table 5.1-15.  The comparison indicated a 
relatively small change in minority population between 1990 and 2000. Changes of this small 
magnitude do not substantively impact the areas identified as low income or minority.  The basic 
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distribution of population from the 1990 Census is a reasonable basis for evaluating the likely 
effects of the project on EJ populations.  Therefore, FHWA concluded that there is no reason to 
require that the environmental justice analysis be updated to reflect the data that became available in 
March 2000, since the update would not substantively change the results of the analysis.  
 
 TABLE 5.1-15 
MINORITY POPULATION CHANGE 

County Minority Population 
(Census 1990) 

Minority Population 
(Census 2000) 

Change in Percentage 
Points 

Jefferson -KY 18% 22% 4 points 

Bullitt-KY 1% 2% 1 point 

Oldham-KY 4% 6% 2 points 

Clark-IN 6% 9% 3 points 

Floyd-IN 5% 6% 1 point 

Source: 1990 US Census; 2000 US Census  
 
There are no commonly accepted standard methodological approaches by which EJ issues are 
addressed in the planning or environmental phases of the transportation decision-making process.  
Areas of effect are dependent on the properties and characteristics of the key indicator under 
consideration.  For example, “significant changes” in noise, vibration and air quality can be 
assessed by relying on technical modeling and methods of measurement, using relatively focused 
boundaries such as alternative corridors, whereas potential effects to transportation, community 
cohesion, and other issues not easily measured require the consideration of a much larger area.  
In regard to this analysis, data were collected and comparisons were made between alternative 
corridors throughout the entire Louisville Metropolitan Area (LMA).  In some cases, alternative 
corridor limits were established based on predicted environmental effects described in technical 
studies and the assessment of potential noise effects within 656 feet of the proposed alignment.  
Noise is considered a key indicator of human health effects.  However, effects on travel times 
from EJ neighborhoods to employment areas and other destinations were not so limited, and 
these effects were considered within 10 or more miles from alternative alignments of the new 
bridges/highways.  The flexibility of this approach allowed for the consideration of micro-level 
data, as well as demographic data when determining the potential for disproportionately high and 
adverse effects.  
  
The following sources were used to identify minority and low-income populations within the 
study area: 

 
• 1990 U.S. Census - population data;  
• 1990 U.S. Census - income data;  
• 1990 U. S. Census - graphical representations of Census block group boundaries from all 

block groups in the LMA.  In alternative corridors, block groups meeting the 
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environmental justice (EJ) classification for minority population percentages were further 
analyzed at the block level to pinpoint minority populations as precisely as possible.  
Low-income block data was not available, and therefore was only evaluated at the block 
group level. 

• Public Information - public meetings, workshops, focus groups, newsletters and media 
broadcasts are all described in detail in Chapter 7.  Field observations were recorded 
through photography and are documented in the “Environmental Justice Technical 
Report.”  A copy of this report can be viewed at the local project office.    

• 1990 U.S. Census - Census Tracts, which are small, relatively permanent statistical 
subdivisions of a county.  A three-digit number subdivides each Census Tract into Census 
blocks. According to the 1990 Census of the Population, a Census block group is a 
cluster of blocks having the same first digit of their three-digit identification numbers 
within a Census tract. Block groups generally contain between 250 and 550 housing 
units, with the ideal size being 400 housing units. Census blocks with the same first digit 
of their three-digit identifying number may be clustered into a Census block group that 
usually contains between 600 and 3,000 people. 

 
The analysis of racial and income characteristics is based on two steps to determine whether each 
Census block group or single Census block meets the "Environmental Justice Threshold" for 
further analysis.  These two steps are: 
 
Step 1. Identification of Minority or Low-income Populations  
 
Information from the U.S. Census of 1990 was collected for each block group in the LMA. This 
included: (1) the total population, (2) the total minority population and (3) the total population 
living below the poverty level.  (Data on minority populations were also collected at the block 
level within those block groups inside alternative corridors classified as minority based on the 
methodology described in Step 2 below.)  From this raw data, the percentage of persons 
classified as a minority and the percentage of persons below the poverty level were calculated 
(classifications of "poverty" and "low-income" are interchangeable as used here). 
 
Step 2. Determination of Meeting the Minority or Low-income Threshold  
 
Subsequent to the classification of baseline minority and low-income populations, specific block 
groups (or single blocks, in the case of minorities, within alternative corridors) were identified 
that met the following threshold for classification as an EJ area:  
 

1. Block groups (outside alternative corridor) where the minority or low-income population 
equaled or exceeded 50 percent of the population in that block group; 

 
2. Block groups (outside alternative corridors) where the percentage of minority or low-

income population is at least 10 percentage points higher than the minority or low-
income population percentage for the LMA as a whole;  
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3. Block groups (outside alternative corridors) where the percentage of minority or low-
income population is at least 10 percentage points higher than the minority or low-
income population percentage for the county in which the block group is located; 

 
4. Block groups (inside alternative corridors) meeting any of the above criteria for low-

income classification; 
 

5. Blocks (inside alternative corridors) meeting any of the above criteria for minority 
classification and inside block groups that meet any of the above criteria for minority 
classification. Because the income status of individual blocks was not reported and could 
not be established, all blocks in low-income block groups were treated as environmental 
justice areas. For this reason, it was unnecessary to analyze minority blocks individually 
within a block group for identification purposes if the block group qualified as an 
environmental justice area based on income. 

 
6. Areas not included in the above, which were identified by field observations. 

 
5.1.7.2 Environmental Justice Areas 
 
Nine distinct areas within the alternative corridors have been identified as areas with potential 
environmental justice concerns, using the methodology outlined in Section 5.1.7.1 above. The 
following nine areas were the focus of the corridor-specific environmental justice assessment: 
 

1) The Ninth Street neighborhoods (Alternative C-2) 
2) The Downtown and Kennedy Interchange areas (Alternatives C-1 and C-3) 
3) Alternative C-1, north of the Ohio River south of Sixth Street  
4) Alternative C-2, north of the Ohio River south of Sixth Street  
5) Alternative C-3, north of the Ohio River south of Sixth Street  
6) North of the Ohio River north of Sixth Street (All Downtown Alternatives) 
7) East Jeffersonville (Alternative B-1) 
8) Ken Carla (Alternative A-16) minority neighborhood identified through field 

investigation 
9) Harrods Creek (Alternative A-2) 

The LMA is made up of 916 block groups.  Within the LMA, 136 block groups are partially 
within one or more of the alternative corridors.  Table 5.1-16 displays the number of block 
groups affected by the various Build alternatives that meet the minority or low-income threshold 
levels.  Jefferson County has the largest low-income population, as well as the largest minority 
population in the LMA. Environmental justice areas are concentrated on the west side of 
Louisville.  Table 5.1-17 displays the estimated low-income and minority percentages by county 
in the LMA.  
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TABLE 5.1-16  
LMA DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY 

 Block Groups in the 
Alternative Corridors 
by County 

Number of EJ Block Groups 
Meeting Poverty Threshold 
Levels in Alternative 
Corridors by County 

Number of EJ Block 
Groups Meeting Minority 
Threshold Levels in 
Alternative Corridors by 
County 

Jefferson County-KY 107 37 24 
Bullitt County-KY 0 0 0 
Oldham County-KY 0 0 0 
Floyd County-IN 0 0 0 
Clark County-IN 29 8 12 
LMA (five counties) 136 45 36 

Source: Environment Justice Technical Report 
 
TABLE 5.1-17 
LMA COUNTY SUMMARY 

 Estimated Percent Poverty Estimated Percent 
Minority 

Number of Block Groups 
in County 

Jefferson County-KY 13% 18% 703 
Bullitt County-KY 10% 1% 37 
Oldham County-KY 6% 4% 26 
Floyd County-IN 11% 5% 69 
Clark County-IN 10% 6% 81 
LMA (five counties) 13% 15% 916 

Source: Environmental Justice Technical Report 
 

5.1.7.3      Assessment of Potential Effects  

There are several Census block groups in the LMA that qualify as EJ areas by either minority or 
low-income criteria. Most of these are concentrated around downtown Louisville, but several 
others are scattered in the LMA as groups and individuals.  Consideration was given to all EJ 
areas (not just those within the alternative corridors) when assessing potential socio-economic 
effects such as potential economic and transportation effects.  
 
An analysis was conducted on possible economic effects of the project.  Each of the five counties 
in the LMA was included in the analysis.  Economic effects were measured in three ways: year 
2025 total employment for “Build” minus “No-Build”; year 2025 retail employment forecasts for 
“Build” minus “No-Build”; and year 2025 household income, total salaries, and retail salaries for 
“Build” minus “No-Build.”  Detailed analysis of the socio-economic effects of the alternatives is 
presented in the “Socio-Economic Report,” which is available for review at the local project 
office. 
 
In summary, most EJ areas, including the urban core and West Louisville, are not expected to 
experience any significant change in employment or household growth rates under any of the 
“Build” Alternatives, as compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The Downtown area is 
expected to experience significant continued employment growth.  Portions of the urban core 
will continue to see a loss of population, but the rate of decline is not expected to be different for 
the “Build” Alternatives versus the “No Build.”  The only significant change in growth rates in 
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the LMA is expected in portions of far eastern Jefferson and Oldham counties in Kentucky and 
southeastern Clark and Floyd counties in Indiana.  Each of the Bridge/Highway alternatives 
would result in a slight decrease in growth rates in parts of the eastern portion of the LMA in 
Kentucky, with a comparable increase in growth rates in Clark and Floyd counties, Indiana.  
These changes would result from the increased accessibility for portions of Clark and Floyd 
counties provided by the proposed new Ohio River bridges, which would make them relatively 
more attractive in relation to the rapidly growing areas of far eastern Jefferson and Oldham 
counties.  However, despite the small changes in growth rates, all of the affected areas in both 
states will continue to see steady growth in employment, households, and population through 
2025.  Moreover, the areas in Indiana that are expected to grow more rapidly are somewhat 
closer to the urban core than the areas of eastern Jefferson and Oldham counties that may 
experience somewhat slower growth with construction of the proposed project.  Overall, all of 
these areas will continue to grow but are not likely to experience growth at the same rate.  As a 
result of this analysis, no disproportionately high and adverse socio-economic effects on EJ 
populations in the LMA have been identified. 
 
The potential transportation effects on EJ areas within the LMA indicated that in all cases a 
greater percent of minority or low-income block groups would be positively affected, rather than 
negatively affected.  Table 5.1-18 shows the distribution of traffic analysis zones (TAZs) that 
would experience increases and decreases in accessibility to jobs and households for twenty- and 
thirty-minute travel time bands.  For all alternatives, a larger percentage of low-income and 
minority zones would experience improvements in accessibility than the metropolitan area-wide 
averages, and a smaller percentage of such zones would experience decreases in accessibility 
than the corresponding metropolitan area-wide averages.  The ratio of the number of EJ zones 
experiencing increased accessibility to employment and households to those experiencing 
decreased accessibility ranges from 6 to 100.  Thus, all alternatives would on average provide 
significantly better access to EJ populations when compared to the No Action Alternative.   
 
TABLE 5.1-18  
TRAVEL BENEFITS REALIZED BY MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME TAZS.  (ALL 
NUMBERS EXCEPT AVERAGES AND PERCENTAGES ARE COUNTS OF TAZS 
FROM THE WHOLE LMA.) 

 
Increase in 

Travel 
Time 

Minority or 
Low-income 
Increase in 

Travel Time 

Percent 
Minority or 

Low 
Income 

Decrease in 
Travel 
Time 

Minority or 
Low-income 
Decrease in 
Travel Time 

Percent 
Minority or 
Low Income 

Accessibility to 
Jobs within 20 

Minutes b 
      

Downtown 62 2 3 295 61 21 
Ninth 118 7 6 263 68 26 

Fr-Ea, DT 93 10 11 389 63 16 
Far-East 121 6 5 364 146 40 

Near-East 69 3 4 334 66 20 
Average a 93 6 6 329 81 25 

Accessibility to 
Jobs within 30 

Minutes b 
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Downtown 31 7 23  337 123 36  
Ninth 65 7 11  325 126 39  

Fr-Ea, DT 32 0 0  515 122 24  
Far-East 54 1 2  515 107 21  

Near-East 36 0 0  439 128 29  
Average a 44 3 7  426 121 28  

Accessibility to 
Households 
within 20 
Minutes b 

      

Downtown 16 7 44  180 65 36  
Ninth 29 1 3  189 39 21  

Fr-Ea, DT 17 1 6  191 76 40  
Far-East 23 5 22  223 74 33  

Near-East 14 0 0  209 84 40  
Average a 20 3 15  198 68 34  

Accessibility to 
Households 
within 30 
Minutes b 

      

Downtown 24 1 4  241 109 45  
Ninth 37 0 0  267 102 38  

Fr-Ea, DT 3 0 0  323 122 38  
Far-East 21 1 5  406 75 18  

Near-East 18 0 0  356 137 38  
Average a 21 1 5  319 109 34  

a Average number of block groups for all five build combinations. 
b Comparison of year 2025 build with no-build. 
 
The assessment of potential long-term and short-term effects also focused on the nine identified 
EJ areas within the alternative corridors. The key socio-economic indicators considered are 
gentrification, institutional resources, economics, community cohesion, vibration, transportation, 
air quality, noise, hazardous materials and visual and aesthetic effects. The scope of each 
indicator, as well as the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects on the nine 
identified EJ areas, is discussed below.  Existing conditions and estimated future conditions 
associated with the “No-Build” option were used as a baseline for assessing effect severity and 
whether such potential effects will occur disproportionately in areas with EJ concerns. 
Background information on the analysis for potential socio-economic effects can be found in the 
“Environmental Justice Technical Report.”  
 
In making determinations regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and 
low-income populations, mitigation and enhancement measures and all offsetting benefits to the 
affected minority and low-income population were taken into account.  
 

• Gentrification refers to the buying and renovation of houses and stores in deteriorated 
urban neighborhoods by upper- or middle-income families or individuals, thus improving 
property values but often displacing low-income families and small businesses. The 
entire LMA was assessed for gentrification effects associated with the Project. 
Gentrification is not anticipated to occur within the nine EJ areas that were identified 
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within the alternative corridors as a result of the implementation of the proposed project. 
The project is expected to improve accessibility to urban centers, but the gain in 
accessibility is not anticipated to be significant enough to motivate business and 
residential relocation into urban neighborhoods that would cause gentrification.   Home 
values and the cost of conducting business in urban areas are not expected to change as a 
result of the project.        

 
• Institutional Resources include community facilities used by the public for educational, 

governmental and religious purposes. The assessment considered potential effects to 
institutional resources within 656 feet (200 meters) of the proposed alignments. Four of 
the nine EJ areas identified within alternative corridors (Downtown and north of Ohio 
River C-1, C-2, and C-3) have institutional resources with the potential to experience a 
short-term increase in air and noise pollution associated with project development and 
construction activities. In all cases, the air and noise pollution associated with the project 
development and construction is not anticipated to be at levels that are adverse.  
Mitigation measures such as the control of particulate emissions and the establishment 
and adherence to construction noise limits are anticipated to minimize the effects of air 
and noise pollution.  

 
• Community Cohesion is a measure of the dynamic relationships between and within 

communities. It is defined by the shared values of the community as well as the shared 
challenges and opportunities and is largely based on the sense of belonging shared by 
neighborhood residents. Indicators of community cohesion include: a concentration of 
neighborhood residents sharing common moral values and civic culture; a high degree of 
social interaction within communities and families; and a strong attachment to place or 
identity with a place. The potential effects on community cohesion were considered 
throughout the LMA. EJ areas identified within the Ninth Street Alternative corridor 
represent the only instance where there is the potential for long-term adverse impacts as a 
result of project implementation. As described in Section 3.4.3, construction of a new 
bridge in the downtown Alternative C-2 corridor would likely have particularly adverse 
effects on the western edge of downtown Louisville by directing a large amount of 
additional traffic onto Ninth Street (Roy Wilkins Boulevard), and creating an additional 
socio-economic barrier between low-income and minority areas of western Louisville and 
the central business district.    

 
Consideration was given to residential and/or business relocations in EJ areas identified 
in the alternative corridors through the Conceptual Stage Relocation Report (CSRR) for 
this project. The CSRR is available for inspection at the local project office. In each case, 
the availability of residential and commercial real estate was such that the displacee 
would have the option to relocate within the same community.  
 

• Private sector economic effects are measured by potential changes in employment, 
income and expenditures. Potential economic effects were considered throughout the 
entire LMA. Typically, short-term economic impacts in EJ neighborhoods relate to 
neighborhood businesses and their local employers. From that perspective, neighborhood 
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businesses have the potential to experience temporary short-term inconveniences due to 
construction activities such as short-term increases in air and noise pollution associated 
with project development and construction activities. In all cases, the air and noise 
pollution associated with the project development and construction is not anticipated to 
be at levels that are adverse.  In addition, such effects are not expected to be 
predominately borne by the EJ areas identified within the alternative corridors nor are the 
adverse effects in EJ areas expected to be of a greater magnitude of severity than for non-
EJ areas.  Mitigation measures such as the control of particulate emissions and the 
establishment and adherence to construction noise limits are anticipated to minimize the 
effects of air and noise pollution.  

  
Also to be considered is the potential for jobs directly related to the implementation of 
the project and the potential for increased sales and patronage for businesses offering 
services and commodities such as food, gas and shelter, located in the vicinity of project 
development and construction.  
 
The assessment of potential long-term economic effects was based on a detailed and 
comprehensive analysis performed. This report is available for inspection as part of the 
“Socio-Economic Report” at the local project office. The results of that analysis 
demonstrated that construction of any of the “Build” Alternatives—whether a downtown 
bridge, an eastern bridge, or both--would not have a substantial effect on the economic 
vitality of the urban core or West Louisville, which contains the largest concentration of 
minority and low-income individuals in the LMA.  The employment forecast for the year 
2025 predicts that the total employment opportunities for the city of Louisville will 
remain positive and will not be significantly affected by implementation of the project. 
Also, as stated previously, the areas in Indiana that are expected to grow more rapidly are 
somewhat closer to the urban core than the areas of eastern Jefferson and Oldham 
counties that may experience somewhat slower growth with construction of the proposed 
project. Overall, these areas will continue to grow, but will likely not experience growth 
at the same rate. Based on this information, EJ areas identified within alternative 
corridors are not expected to experience any long-term negative economic effect. 

• Potential vibration effects are assessed by taking into consideration expected changes in 
vibration levels associated with expected vehicle traffic carried by a new facility as well 
as construction activity involving heavy-duty trucks and equipment. Vibration effects 
associated with the project were assessed throughout the LMA.   The “Ohio River 
Bridges Vibration Study Technical Report/Final Report” indicated that all alternatives 
could be constructed with no adverse impacts to structures within the project area, 
although some structures would be expected to experience some construction-induced 
annoyance levels. This technical report is available for inspection at the local project 
office. The results are summarized in Section 5.6.2. Thus, in each case the effects of 
vibration on EJ areas identified within the alternative corridors are not expected to be 
adverse or to rise to a level that would require mitigation.   Seismometers or other devices 
will be placed by the blasting contractor around a drill-and-blast site to monitor vibration 
levels and to document compliance with the specification limits. Adjustments in the 
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charge delay would be considered for any change in condition encountered during 
construction and as a result of monitored vibration levels. 

 
• Transportation is addressed by considering the predicted travel time changes for 

individuals living in the vicinity of the proposed alternative. Changes in travel time were 
assessed throughout the LMA. Maintenance of traffic plans will be developed for all 
elements of the project as part of the final design process, to ensure minimal disruption to 
the transportation system. A detailed operational model will likely be developed to 
provide a maintenance of traffic plan for the Kennedy Interchange, because of its size and 
complexity. This multi-phased maintenance of traffic plan will be developed for a 
construction period currently projected for approximately ten to fifteen years.  
 
Table 5.1-19 displays the results of an analysis that determined the effects of five bridge 
combinations on travel times from the EJ areas identified within alternative corridors to 
other traffic analysis zones in the Louisville metropolitan area. Traffic Analysis Zones 
(TAZs) are subdivisions of geographical areas that are delineated for land use and travel 
analysis purposes. In the majority of instances the number of TAZs in EJ areas identified 
within alternative corridors that would be expected to benefit by a decrease in travel time 
with project implementation is higher than those that would be expected to experience an 
increase in travel time.  
 
Another critical aspect of transportation to consider is the benefit to mass transit users. 
Reduction in congestion, improvements in safety and provision of additional cross-river 
access routes will benefit those mass transit elements that depend on the existing cross-
river transportation system. Users of mass transit will benefit to the extent they spend less 
time sitting in congested traffic or they can travel via more direct cross-river routes to 
their destinations.   
 
The build scenarios including an eastern bridge also offer a more efficient transportation 
system by allowing some through truck traffic to cross the Ohio River on the East End 
and reduce unnecessary movements through downtown.  
 
Based on the information presented above, EJ areas identified within the alternative 
corridors are not expected to experience adverse effects relating to transportation.  
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TABLE 5.1-19 
EFFECTS OF FIVE BRIDGE COMBINATIONS ON TRAVEL TIMES FROM THE EJ 
AREAS TO OTHER TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ZONES IN THE LOUISVILLE 
METROPOLITAN AREA 
 

Ninth Street  

   

Average difference 
in minutes (2025 

“No-Build” minus 
2025 “Build”) 

TAZ (out of 805) which 
are predicted to 

experience an increase 
over “No-Build” travel 
time to the Ninth Street 

area 

Percent TAZs which are 
predicted to experience an 

increase over “No-Build” travel 
time to the Ninth Street area 

Far East Bridge   0.2 175 22 

Downtown and Far East Bridge   0.2 214 27 

Near East Bridge   0.2 156 19 

Downtown (C-1/C-3)   0.2 165 20 

Ninth Street Bridge   0.3 192 24 
Downtown  

   

Average difference 
in minutes (2025 

“No-Build” minus 
2025 “Build”) 

TAZ (out of 805) which 
are predicted to 

experience an increase 
over “No-Build” travel 
time to the Downtown 

area 

Percent TAZs which are 
predicted to experience an 

increase over “No-Build” travel 
time to the 

Downtown area 
Far East Bridge   0.2 221 27 

Downtown and Far East Bridge   0.2 193 24 

Near East Bridge   0.2 214 27 

Downtown (C-1/C-3)   0.2 220 27 

Ninth Street Bridge   0.2 291 36 
Alternatives C1-C3 

   

Average difference 
in minutes (2025 

“No-Build” minus 
2025 “Build”) 

TAZ (out of 805) which 
are predicted to 

experience an increase 
over “No-Build” travel 

time to the C-1/C-3 area

Percent TAZs which are 
predicted to experience an 

increase over “No-Build” travel 
time to the C-1/C-3 area 

Far East Bridge   -0.1 481 60 
Downtown and Far East Bridge   0.2 158 20 
Near East Bridge   0.2 209 26 
Downtown (C-1/C-3)   0.3 112 14 

Ninth Street Bridge   0 545 68 
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Eastern Jeffersonville 

   

Average difference 
in minutes (2025 

“No-Build” minus 
2025 Build) 

TAZ (out of 805) which 
are predicted to 

experience an increase 
over “No-Build” travel 

time to the Eastern 
Jeffersonville area 

Percent TAZs which are 
predicted to experience an 

increase over “No-Build” travel 
time to the Eastern Jeffersonville 

area 
Far East Bridge   1.2 336 42 
Downtown and Far East Bridge   1.6 59 7 
Near East Bridge   2.4 168 21 
Downtown (C-1/C-3)   -0.1 525 65 
Ninth Street Bridge  -0.3 488 61 

Ken Carla Neighborhood 

   

Average difference 
in minutes (2025 

“No-Build” minus 
2025 Build) 

TAZ (out of 805) 
which are predicted 
to experience an 
increase over “No-
Build” travel time 
to the Ken Carla 
Neighborhood 

Percent TAZs which are 
predicted to experience an 

increase over “No-Build” travel 
time to the Ken Carla 

Neighborhood 
Far East Bridge   1.3 270 34 
Downtown and Far East Bridge   1.5 224 28 
Near East Bridge   0.8 317 39 
Downtown (C-1/C-3)   0.6 214 27 
Ninth Street Bridge   0.7 268 33 

Harrods Creek Area 

   

Average difference 
in minutes (2025 

“No-Build” minus 
2025 Build) 

TAZ (out of 805) which 
are predicted to 

experience an increase 
over “No-Build” travel 

time to the Harrods 
Creek area 

Percent TAZs which are 
predicted to experience an 

increase over “No-Build” travel 
time to the Harrods Creek area 

Far East Bridge   1.3 270 34 
Downtown and Far East Bridge   1.5 224 28 
Near East Bridge   0.8 317 39 
Downtown (C-1/C-3)   0.6 214 27 
Ninth Street Bridge   0.7 268 33 
Source: Environmental Justice Technical Report 
  

• The assessment to determine potential air quality effects considered the entire LMA. 
Short–term air quality effects typically resulting from fugitive dust emissions associated 
with construction activities were considered as part of this assessment. In all cases, the air 
pollution associated with the project implementation is not anticipated to be at levels that 
are adverse.  Mitigation measures such as the control of particulate emissions are 
anticipated to minimize the effects of air pollution. In addition to this, construction 
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contract specifications would dictate that all drilling, grinding, and sawing of rock, shale, 
concrete, and other similar dust-producing materials be performed with equipment 
provided with water sprays, fabric-filtered collection systems, or other suitable devices to 
prevent excessive dust from becoming airborne.  
 
Predicted emission levels of pollutants commonly associated with vehicular traffic were 
analyzed to determine the potential long-term changes to air quality. The project would 
not exceed either the one-hour or the eight-hour standards for carbon monoxide. The 
assessment indicated that there would be no indirect and cumulative air quality impacts 
anticipated with any of the alignments.  The regional “air quality conformity analysis” 
identifies whether implementation of a proposed project would jeopardize the region’s 
compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  Pursuant to 40 
C.F.R. part 93, any proposed transportation improvement must be included in an 
approved transportation plan that “conforms” to the applicable State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for air quality—meaning that implementation of the projects in the plan will not 
prevent the region from complying with the requirements under the SIP to maintain or 
come into compliance with the NAAQS. The regional conformity analysis includes all 
future and cumulative air quality emissions associated with the implementation of this 
project.  The Preferred Alternative is part of the region’s long-range transportation plan 
and has been found to be in “conformity” with the applicable SIPs.  Implementation of 
the project is not expected to cause any violations of NAAQS. Thus, no EJ areas in the 
LMA, including the EJ areas identified in alternative corridors, are expected to 
experience any adverse air quality effects. This is documented in the Air Quality Impact 
Analysis Volumes 1-5, available for inspection at the local project office. The results are 
summarized in Section 5.4. 
 

• The assessment of noise level change associated with implementation of the project took 
into consideration micro-scale modeled estimates of projected noise levels, within 656 
feet of the proposed alignment. Noise associated with construction activities was also 
considered in terms of a potential short-term effect. It is anticipated that EJ areas 
identified in the alternative corridors will experience short-term noise pollution increases 
associated with construction activities. In all cases, the noise pollution associated with the 
project development and construction is not anticipated to be at levels that are adverse, 
nor would such levels require mitigation measures. Louisville-Jefferson County Metro 
Government has a local noise ordinance with specific provisions that regulate 
construction noise. Those provisions would be incorporated into the project 
specifications. To conclude, EJ areas identified within the alternative corridors are not 
expected to experience any adverse short-term noise impacts. 

 
The noise assessment to determine the long-term noise effects, described in the 
“Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis,” Volumes 1 & 2, used criteria provided by 23 
CFR 772. The assessment included the identification of existing activities; the 
determination of existing noise levels; the prediction of traffic noise levels using the 
Stamina noise model; and the determination of traffic noise impacts.  In each case, there 
were adverse noise impacts to sensitive areas such as residences and businesses 
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associated with the alternative corridors. EJ areas identified within the alternative 
corridors have the potential to be adversely effected, with the exception of the Harrods 
Creek alternative corridor and the C alternative corridors, north of Sixth Street and north 
of the Ohio River, which are not expected to experience significant noise level increases. 
The potential adverse noise impacts are not predominately borne by the EJ areas 
identified within the alternative corridors nor are the adverse effects expected to be at a 
greater magnitude of severity than for any non-EJ areas. The “Highway Traffic Noise 
Impact Analysis,” Volumes 1 & 2 is available for inspection at the local project office.  
 
Based on the noise studies completed to date, the respective states intend to consider 
noise abatement measures in the form of barriers, berms or other noise dampening 
methods during the design phase of the project.          

 
• Hazardous Materials takes into consideration the long term likelihood of hazardous 

materials spills occurring on the proposed projects as well as the long term exposure to 
air borne soil contamination by past industrial use as well as the short term potential of 
residents being exposed to harmful levels of soil contamination during the construction of 
the proposed project. The likelihood of hazardous materials spills is speculative at best, 
but reduced congestion and improved roadway geometry, such as in the case of the 
“Build” scenarios, are anticipated to lessen the possibility of hazardous materials spills by 
enhancing traffic flow. Long-term and short-term exposure to hazardous materials is not 
anticipated in EJ areas identified in the alternative corridors. Soil having the potential to 
be disturbed during the project design and construction phase, and identified as having 
the potential for contamination, will be characterized to determine concentration levels 
and if warranted, remediated until contamination levels in soils are low enough not to 
represent a risk to human health or the environment.  Proper handling and disposal 
procedures will be used during any remediation, consistent with applicable federal and 
state regulations, to ensure that the remediation activities do not result in any risk of 
adverse effects to human health or the environment, in the project vicinity or elsewhere.  
All such activities will be conducted under the supervision of appropriate state and/or 
federal regulatory officials with jurisdiction over contaminated materials and disposal of 
hazardous and solid wastes.  Adverse effects resulting from the long or short-term 
exposure to hazardous materials are not anticipated in EJ areas identified within the 
alternative corridors. Site assessments to determine the likelihood of soil contamination 
within or in the vicinity of alignment corridors were conducted as part of the preparation 
of this EIS. The “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report,” Volumes 1-3 
and Addendums to the “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report” are 
available for inspection at the local project office.  These documents will serve as the 
basis for additional investigations during implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
• Visual and aesthetic impacts are not easily understood and are highly subjective. 

Potential visual and aesthetic effects were assessed within the entire LMA by considering 
the short and long-term effects to scenic view shed as well as visual effects to community 
institutional resources and historic districts and structures. It is anticipated that in all 
cases the communities within and in the vicinity of the alternative corridors would 
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experience a change in the aesthetic character if the transportation project were 
implemented. Some of the aesthetic and visual changes posed by the implementation of a 
transportation project may be seen as a detractor from natural and cultural features of a 
community.  The short-term impacts are associated with construction and demolition 
activities such as removal of vegetation, housing, businesses and additional highway 
signing within the limits of construction. Mitigation of these effects will include the 
limited removal of existing vegetation and the utilization of the principles of context-
sensitive design. Specific examples of proposed long-term mitigation measures for this 
project include the consideration of tunneling under specific areas that are believed to be 
historically significant to a community; locating new transportation facilities where they 
are most compatible with the surrounding visual environment; design of bridge structures 
that will complement existing structures; roadway alignment focused on blending the 
roadway into the natural or existing landscape; and the minimization of the right of way 
area required for construction. 
 
It is anticipated that the implementation of the project will introduce some elements that 
are felt by some individuals to be detractors from the natural and cultural features of the 
communities. Based on this assumption, a conservative approach was taken and the 
anticipated introduction of detractors was considered to represent adverse aesthetic and 
visual effects. Relative to the impacts of the project as a whole, the adverse effects are not 
predominately borne by the EJ areas identified within the alternative corridors nor are the 
adverse effects expected to be at a greater magnitude of severity than those in non-EJ 
areas.       

 
• The Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis Draft Technical Report addresses the full 

range of consequences of the proposed action in light of community structure and 
function. Cumulative effects are described, along with the incremental effects of the 
proposed action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. An extensive effort was included in the work undertaken during the 
environmental phase of the project to assess the indirect and cumulative effects of the 
project on resources within the area. Resources identified as having the potential to be 
effected included:  Land Use, Community Resources, Historic and Cultural Resources, 
Ecological Resources and Air Quality. These are presented in Sections 5.1, 5.3, 5.8, 5.10 
and 5.11 and are documented in more detail in the “Indirect and Cumulative Effect 
Analysis Technical Report.” A seven step assessment process was used to identify and 
characterize resources that would be affected, the spatial and temporal boundaries of 
those resources, other major actions within the area, and to determine environmental 
consequences and address mitigation/monitoring opportunities. Discussions and 
coordination regarding indirect impacts and cumulative effects began during project 
scoping. Communications with various state and federal agencies were initiated after the 
formal agency scoping meeting held in October 1999.  An agency coordination meeting 
regarding indirect and cumulative effects was held in Louisville, Kentucky in April 2001 
and subsequent to that meeting, follow-up meetings were held with individual and 
interest groups to further discuss issues concerning indirect and cumulative effects, to 
answer questions, and to obtain additional input from county and city planners and 
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planning and economic development staff from Indiana and Kentucky regarding existing 
and future population and employment growth within the five-county KIPDA area. The 
information gained was used to evaluate indirect and cumulative impacts on resources 
within the alignment corridors.  EJ areas identified within the alternative corridor are 
expected to experience indirect and cumulative effects resulting from project 
implementation, but those effects are not expected to be disproportionately high and 
adverse in comparison to the project as a whole.  The “Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Analysis Draft Technical Report” is available for inspection at the local project office.          

 
5.1.7.4 Public Involvement and Outreach to EJ Populations 
 
Public involvement included public meetings and public workshops on specific topics of 
interest.  Meetings also were held with five separate public involvement groups – Regional 
Advisory Council and four Area Work Groups - representing some 250 organizations. In 
addition, meetings were held on an ongoing basis with individuals and stakeholder groups 
including civic, business and neighborhood organizations and elected officials. A variety of 
communications tools, many of them two-way, included a Web site, newsletter and toll-free 
phone number. The following describes the efforts to ensure that potentially affected minority 
and low-income populations were notified and included.   
 
Public Meetings 
 
Advance notices of public meetings were sent to local radio stations, newspapers and civic and 
business organizations and churches with predominantly African-American audiences. These 
included radio stations WLLV and WLOU, and a newspaper, the “Louisville Defender.”  Mass 
media that reach the low-income and minority communities were also provided with advance 
meeting notification.  Notices were sent in advance of all meetings to the “Jeffersonville Evening 
News,” the “Courier-Journal,” and the “Voice of St. Matthews.”  Television stations that 
provided advance meeting notification on broadcasts included WLKY-32, WDRB-41, WAVE-3, 
and WHAS-11.  Most media aired or printed these notices. Meeting notices were also mailed to 
individuals and organizations listed on a project database that grew to more than 5,000 entries.  
This database list included 72 churches with predominantly African-American congregations, 
and representatives of at least a dozen organizations and civic groups pertaining to the African-
American community including NAACP chapters in Jeffersonville and Louisville, the African-
American Heritage Council, the Black MBA Association and the Louisville Urban League.  
Meeting notices were also prominently featured on the project’s Web site. Meeting locations 
were accessible to the handicapped and most were near bus lines, although bus service was often 
inconvenient in some of the more suburban and rural areas of potential impact where residents 
requested that meetings be held.  Assistance was available at meetings to anyone who needed 
help in making a written comment for the record. At least six public workshops were held 
between June of 1999 and March of 2001.   
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Meetings of the Regional Advisory Council 
 
The Regional Advisory Council met five times between April 1998 and November 2000.  The 
Regional Advisory Council included the following members known to represent low-income or 
minority interests: African American Heritage Foundation, Coalition of Original People (COP), 
Jeffersonville NAACP, Jefferson County Housing Authority, Kentucky Minority Supplier 
Development Council, Louisville NAACP, Louisville Urban League, TARC (Transit Authority 
of River City) and The Nia Center, which provides job training and other services for minority 
and low-income residents. At least six Regional Advisory Council Meetings were held between 
February of 1999 and November of 2000.   
 
Meetings of Area Work Groups 
 
Three of the four Area Work Groups each met seven times and one met eight times between 
April 1998 and November 2000. The Louisville Area Work Group included the following 
members known to represent low-income or minority interests: Beecher Terrace, Chestnut St. 
Family YMCA, City View Park, Housing Authority of Louisville, Alderman George Unseld’s 
office, the city of Louisville, Louisville Central Development Corporation, Quinn Chapel A.M.E. 
Church, and South Broadway Business Association.  The Eastern Jefferson County Area Work 
Group included minority membership from the Ken Carla Vista Neighborhood Association, 
which included minority residents.  The Jeffersonville Area Work Group included representation 
from Southern Indiana Transit Advisory Group, which coordinates transit services for low-
income and elderly.  At least twenty-nine Area Work Group Meeting were held between 
February of 1999 and December of 2000.   
       
Public Workshops 
 
Public workshop notices were sent to all major media in the region and those with predominant 
African-American audiences.  These included radio stations WLLV and WLOU, television 
stations WLKY-32, WHAS-11, WAVE-3, and WDRB-41, and newspapers including the 
“Courier-Journal,” the “Jeffersonville Evening News,” the “New Albany Tribune,” the “Voice of 
St. Matthews” and the “Louisville Defender.”  Database mailings on the meetings were sent to 
all Public Involvement group members, and to a database that included representatives of civic, 
business, government and neighborhood organizations that included low-income and minority 
representatives.  The list included 72 churches serving predominantly African American 
congregations. 
 
Stakeholder and Local Elected Official Communications 
 
Between April 1998 and November 2000, the project consultant met with 12 different 
stakeholders who represented low-income or minority interests.  These included or were 
represented by the following: KIPDA Transportation Policy Committee, Jefferson County 
Commissioner Darryl Owens (C District), Southern Indiana Transit Advisory Group, public 
affairs director Billie Sue Smith, Indiana Energy Inc., Jefferson County Mayors and 
Councilmen, Kentucky State Representative Eleanor Jordan (D-Louisville), president of 
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Louisville International Airport Board of Directors J. Michael Brown, KIPDA Policy Board, 
West Louisville Kiwanis Club, and KIPDA Community Transportation Advisory Committee. 
All stakeholders were invited to join area work groups.  In addition to meetings, stakeholders 
were periodically contacted via written communications and email informing them of the 
project’s progress.   
 
In addition there were two meetings specifically for Ninth Street stakeholders. These were on 
July 22 and August 25, 1999 and were held at the Louisville Urban League.  All attendees were 
added to the project database to ensure they would be notified of any developments or events and 
all attendees were notified of opportunities to serve on the project’s public involvement groups.  
As a result, four new members joined the Louisville Area Work Group.  These were Louisville 
Housing Authority, South Broadway Business Association, Beecher Terrace (a public housing 
development), and the Chestnut Street Family YMCA. 
 
Communication tools 
 
Communication tools included newsletters, e-mailings, the project Web site, brochures, 
information kits, and materials placed in public libraries and government offices.  All of these 
gave a toll-free telephone number that could be called by anyone needing assistance, including 
transportation to meetings. The Kentucky Minority Suppliers Development Council (KMSDC) 
Trade Show (part of the EPA Management Meeting) was held on June 21, 2000. 
 
Media relations 
 
All public meetings were announced on all local radio and TV stations known to have a 
primarily African American audience.  Public meetings were announced in the African American 
newspaper, the “Louisville Defender,” as well as the “Jeffersonville Evening News,” the 
“Courier-Journal” and the “Voice of St. Matthews.”   Ongoing public service announcements 
were broadcast on television stations with a predominately African American audience.  These 
included WLKY, WHAS, WAVE and WDRB.  All radio, TV and newspaper ads gave a 
telephone number that could be called for anyone needing assistance, including transportation to 
meetings.  The project also produced a television Public Service Announcement in the fall of 
1999 that aired several times on at least three television stations notifying the public about the 
project and ways they could contact the project staff to obtain information or provide comments. 
 
On October 10, 2000, the project staff participated in a two-hour call-in radio show hosted by 
Peris Anderson on WLLV radio station, which has a predominantly African American audience.  
This included an interview session and a call-in question-and-answer session about the project.   
 
During the course of the public comment period, numerous opportunities were provided for 
citizens to obtain information and to ask questions about the project and its potential impacts. 
These opportunities included five public open houses in December 2001 and January 2002, as 
well as open houses at the Louisville Urban League and meetings with several minority and low-
income communities. Representatives of FHWA, INDOT and KYTC were present at each 
meeting to answer specific questions about the project elements, the potential effects of the 
various alternatives, and the methods that were used to assess those effects. Project staff also 
were available to answer questions in an adjacent open house setting throughout the course of the 
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official Public Hearing, which were held on February 6 and 7, 2002. In addition, KYTC’s 
District Title VI coordinator attended these forums and, as a result of his involvement, specific 
language was added to meeting handouts and material informing individuals about Title VI and 
how to file a complaint.  
 
5.1.7.5 Preferred Alternative 
 
The purpose of the environmental justice assessment is to identify and analyze disproportionately 
high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority communities and low-
income communities within the LMA. Information derived from this extensive process indicates 
that the implementation of the Preferred Alternative will not have disproportionately high and 
adverse long-term or short-term effects on minority populations and /or low-income populations.  
 
The environmental justice analysis found most block groups are expected to experience 
decreased travel times as a result of implementing the “build” Alternatives, and that in all cases, 
a greater percentage of minority or low income block groups would be positively impacted than 
would be negatively impacted.  See Table 5.1-18.  In addition, there are minority populations in 
eastern Jefferson County, such as in the Harrods Creek area and the Ken Carla subdivision, that 
would realize more direct benefits from the construction of the eastern bridge than residents of 
other parts of the area, through increased accessibility. Public transportation to eastern Jefferson 
and southeastern Clark counties also is anticipated to be provided by the Transit Authority of 
River City (TARC), and the Preferred Alternative includes enhanced bus service to provide 
greater cross-river mobility for the users of public transportation. Pedestrian and bicycle paths 
will be included on both of the new bridges. The Preferred Alternative is not expected to have an 
adverse socio-economic effect on Louisville’s urban core. The detailed analyses performed 
indicate that implementation of the Preferred Alternative will result in a small transfer of future 
employment and population growth from far eastern Jefferson and Oldham counties in Kentucky 
to southeastern Clark County and portions of Floyd County in Indiana. This would concentrate 
growth slightly closer to the urban core.  No decline in employment growth in the urban core, 
including in downtown Louisville and Jeffersonville and in West Louisville, is expected as a 
result of the Preferred Alternative, and indeed, downtown Louisville is expected to see continued 
steady employment growth through 2025.  Although downtown population is expected to 
continue to decline, the Preferred Alternative would not accelerate that decline.   
 
The EJ analysis did indicate that while negative human health or environmental effects were a 
possibility, the utilization of mitigation and enhancement measures would be to such degree that 
most residual effects would not be considered adverse. Table 5.1-20 displays anticipated socio-
economic impacts on EJ areas identified in the alternative corridors. Long- and short-term 
mitigation measures such as air and noise pollution controls, vibration control, traffic 
maintenance, hazardous waste and special waste remediation efforts and woody re-vegetation are 
expected to have a very positive influence within the Preferred Alternative corridors by 
eliminating or minimizing impacts associated with the construction and future maintenance of 
the proposed project. A detailed explanation of commitments and mitigation can be found in 
Chapter 8 of this document.  
The Preferred Alternative would have the second lowest number of residential displacements of 
any of the two-bridge alternatives. Residential and business relocations are possible within 
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environmental justice areas of the Preferred Alternative, but replacement commercial, industrial, 
and residential properties were determined to be within close proximity, so that any displaced 
residence or business is expected to have the option of nearby relocation. Owners of properties 
acquired for construction of the Preferred Alternative will be compensated based on the fair 
market value of the property in the absence of the proposed project. Property owners retain the 
right to challenge any property appraisal through the appeals process established under the 
respective state’s laws. In addition, relocation resources will be made available to all residents 
without discrimination in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  
 
Another benefit of implementing the Preferred Alternative is that it offers aesthetic and visual 
features including tunneling under specific areas that are considered to be of historic significance 
to the community and locating new transportation facilities where they are the most compatible 
with the surrounding visual environment.  The preferred Downtown alignment, Alternative C-1, 
is adjacent to the existing I-65 and Kennedy Bridge, and therefore would not introduce 
significantly different features into the existing viewshed. 
 
Proposed corridor enhancements will positively complement the vast array of effective 
mitigation measures.  Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will benefit residents 
throughout the metropolitan area. Those benefits include reductions in congestion, improvements 
in safety and reductions in travel times and distances. Safety enhancements may pose one of the 
most noticeable benefits offered by the proposed project. Improved geometry and reduced 
congestion will lessen the possibility of hazardous materials spills while providing a more 
efficient transportation system to the benefit of its users. The network efficiencies from the 
Preferred Alternative are expected to reduce user costs by $1.6 billion over 20 years, as 
compared to the No-Action Alternative. The transportation efficiency gains associated with 
cross-river transportation improvements in high growth areas are emphasized as part of the 
justification for the Preferred Alternative.  
 
Other mitigation measures associated with the Preferred Alternative offer to enhance and in 
some cases revitalize historic, archaeological and park resources. Innovative incorporation of 
mitigation measures, aimed at supporting the cultural resources of communities likely to be 
affected by implementation of the Preferred Alternative, is expected to foster community 
cohesion within these communities. The Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (See Chapter 
8) includes extensive commitments to historic preservation and planning. 
 
Project planners engaged in extensive coordination with representatives of the City of Louisville, 
The Waterfront Development Corporation, the Downtown Development Corporation and the 
Butchertown and Phoenix Hill Neighborhood Associations regarding their plans in the project 
area. Roadway designs were developed recognizing these plans and in several instances, 
modified to accommodate issues and concerns expressed by these groups. The indirect and 
cumulative impacts were determined to have mixed results. The Preferred Alternative would be 
supportive of local government’s development plans for the downtown Medical Center Complex. 
The indirect and cumulative effects of the Preferred Alternative on the Waterfront Park were 
determined to be neutral. The Preferred Alternative would acquire one commercial property in 
the Butchertown area. The majority of the physical impacts to the Butchertown Historic District 
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will be in the industrial area that does not contain contributing elements to the historic district. 
Some negative indirect and cumulative effects on the Butchertown and Phoenix Hill 
neighborhoods could be expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative when increased traffic 
on local streets and traffic-generated noise is considered.  
 
In summary, the evaluation of potential environmental justice concerns coupled with a proactive 
public outreach campaign soliciting minority and low-income involvement have been critical 
elements of project development.  Alternative C-2 was not selected due in part to the fact that it 
would have resulted in disproportionate impacts to low income and minority populations.  The 
downtown economic development is expected to be essentially the same with and without the 
project.  The project will result in significant traffic improvements by reducing congestion and 
improving safety.  The improvements downtown are largely within the existing transportation 
corridor and have been developed to minimize harm and mitigate impacts where possible.  The 
Preferred Alternative is not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts to 
minority or low-income populations.  
   
TABLE 5.1-20 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO IDENTIFIED EJ AREAS 
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Ninth Street N/N N/N PD/PD N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 
Downtown N/N I/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 

North of 
River, C-1 N/N I/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 

North of 
River, C-2 N/N I/I N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 

North of 
River, C-3 N/N I/I N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 
North of 
River, North 
of Sixth Street N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N  N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 

Eastern 
Jeffersonville N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 
Ken Carla N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 

Harrods 
Creek N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/N N/ND N/N ND/ND ND/ND 

Key: N= No Impacts. I=/Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the expected impact in such a way that it would not longer be 
considered significant.  PD= Potential Disproportional Impacts ND= Impacts that are not disproportional on an EJ population 
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5.2 Agriculture 
 
Project impacts to farmland depend on the specific effects on the agricultural community and 
individual farms.  Supporting information from the CSRR and the form AD-1006, pursuant to 
the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981, were used to help identify potential impacts 
to farmland.   
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) classifies farmland soils under the 
jurisdiction of the FPPA into two distinct categories for determining impacts.  These are Prime 
and Unique Farmland and farmland of State and Local Importance.  Utilizing the Form SCS-
CPA-106, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type Projects, or the Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) form, the NRCS calculated a relative value for farmland 
so that alternatives could be ranked numerically based on resource evaluation.  A second value 
was calculated, which evaluated the corridor, including the percentage of the corridor being 
farmed, the value of on-farm investments, and the compatibility of the project to agricultural 
uses.   According to FPPA regulations (Federal Register Vol. 49, No. 130, Thursday, July 5, 
1984), alternatives receiving the highest combined scores should be regarded as most suitable for 
protection.  Alternatives receiving less than 160 points require no additional evaluation, but in 
the case of an alternative with a score of 160 or more, additional alternatives must be proposed.  
If an alternative that impacts agricultural land is selected as the Preferred Alternative, then 
minimization efforts must be evaluated during the design phase.  These efforts could include, 
among other things, evaluating access points, minimizing required right-of-way and minimizing 
disruption to fence lines. 
 
The proposed alternatives are in two separate districts of the NRCS, Jefferson County (KY) and 
Clark County  (IN).  Each NRCS office may evaluate FPPA farmland differently due to the 
relative value of farmland.  The FPPA soils in Jefferson County received higher values (72.7 to 
91.2 points) than the FPPA soils in Clark County (56 to 80 points), even though Jefferson 
County converts substantially fewer acres (see Table 5.2-1).  Relatively high values for FPPA 
soils occur in counties, like Jefferson County, due to either the high quality of the soil type or the 
scarcity of FPPA soils in that county, or a combination of both factors.  No FPPA guidelines 
exist for combining scores from more than one county. As a result, individual farmland 
assessments were conducted independently for Jefferson and Clark Counties.  
 
During the early coordination with the NRCS in 1998-1999, the AD-1006 forms were completed 
based on the entire right-of-way width of each alternative.  This assumed that the right-of-way 
covered by each alternative impacted only farmland, a conservative, “worst-case” scenario.   
Since the inception of the project, land uses have been more clearly identified, and thus, more 
accurate estimates of farmland impacts have been developed.  The reduction in agricultural land 
impacted in Table 5.18 is based on current (March 2003) developments and land use patterns.  
Conversion of agricultural land to residential uses has been ongoing since the project’s inception 
in 1998. Therefore, the values in Table 5.2-1 reflect the “worst-case” scenario numbers derived 
from the AD-1006 forms and coordination with the NRCS.   Table 5.18 reflects the current 
agricultural land that will be impacted by the construction of the Preferred Alternative.  
Appendix B.4 contains copies of the AD-1006 forms used to calculate the tabulated values.  
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TABLE 5.2-1 
ACRES OF FPPA FARMLAND/LESA EVALUATION RATING 

 
County 

 
A-2 

 
A-9 

 
A-13 

 
A-15 

 
A-16 

 
B-1 

C-1/C-3 
C-2 

Jefferson 
 acres/LESA 

40/ 
137.8 

15/ 
166.7 

12/ 
170.4 

5/ 
159.8 

0/ 
NA 

0/ 
NA 

0/ 
NA 

Clark 
acres/LESA 

114/ 
105.5 

104/ 
121.9 

124/ 
113.3 

121/ 
119.25 

109/ 
114.35 

143/ 
126.1 

NA 

Total acres 154 119 136 126 109 143 NA 
Source: USDA Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms. Values equal to or exceeding 160 are highlighted. 
NA = Not Applicable 

 
The NRCS reported that Alternatives C-1, C-2 and C-3 are in urbanized areas and are not under 
the jurisdiction of the FPPA.  Therefore, no LESA evaluations were performed for the 
Downtown Alternatives.  In addition, the NRCS reported no FPPA soils in Jefferson County on 
Alternatives A-16 and B-1.  Therefore, LESA evaluations for these alternatives were performed 
only in Clark County, Indiana. 
 
In addition to FPPA impacts, three alternatives also impact an agricultural district in Jefferson 
County, Kentucky.  This district is comprised of three individual parcels located at the Ohio 
River and Harrods Creek and totals approximately 500 acres.  The district was established under 
KRS 262.85, the Agricultural District and Conservation Act.  Farmland within an established 
district must meet the criteria defined in the Act and are not necessarily prime and unique, or 
statewide or locally important farmland.  The purpose of the Act is “to provide a means by which 
agricultural land may be protected and enhanced as a viable segment of the state’s economy and 
as an important resource.”  Under the Act, land within the boundary of a district may not be 
annexed and shall be exempt under KRS 74.177 from any assessment authorized for the 
extension of water service lines.  Districts are established for five (5) years and reviewed every 
five years.  The Act states that, “It shall be the policy of all state agencies to support the 
formation of agricultural districts as a means of preserving Kentucky’s farmlands and to mitigate 
the impact of their present and future plans and programs upon the continued agricultural use of 
land within an agricultural district.”  The Act also states that any member of a district who has 
received a summons of condemnation proceedings on land within the district may request the 
local soil and water conservation district board of supervisors to hold a public hearing.  The Act 
does not outline guidelines for mitigation measures. 
 
The District Conservationist of Jefferson County recommended the maximum point values be 
assessed for Part VI, Item 10 (compatibility of existing agricultural use) of the LESA evaluation 
on the three alternatives impacting the agricultural district, A-9, A-13 and A-15.  The District 
Conservationist recommended a weighted scoring of points, based on the other item values, for 
the alternatives which do not impact the agricultural district.  In addition, the maximum point 
values are assessed on Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 in Jefferson County for Part IV, Item 4 
(protection provided by a farmland protection program). 
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The combination of high FPPA soil values assessed by the NRCS and the high values assigned to 
Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 for compatibility and protection resulted in these three 
alternatives meeting or exceeding 160 points on the Jefferson County evaluations.  
 
5.2.1 Direct Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct or indirect impacts to agricultural resources as a result of the 
No-Action or Transportation Management Alternative. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
The following is a discussion of direct impacts to agricultural land in the project area.  The 
LESA evaluations were conducted during the early phases of project development.  These values 
assumed that the footprint of each alternative would traverse only farmland within the entire 
proposed right-of-way corridor.  These values were refined in March 2003 based on more 
accurate data and the incorporation of land use development that has occurred since the LESA 
evaluation conducted in early 1998 with the NRCS.  The calculations made in March 2003 are 
tabulated in Table 5.18.   
 
Alternative A-2 
 
According to the LESA evaluation conducted in early 1998, Alternative A-2 would have 
required 114 acres of FPPA farmland in Clark County and 40 acres in Jefferson County.  The 
LESA evaluation for Alternative A-2 in Clark County is 105.5.  The LESA evaluation for 
Alternative A-2 in Jefferson County is 137.8.  Although this alternative would have converted 
the highest number of acres of FPPA farmland, it had the lowest LESA score in both Jefferson 
and Clark Counties.   This is due to the low relative value of the farmland being converted and 
because no agricultural districts are impacted. 
 
In Jefferson County, the undeveloped areas along Alternative A-2 would have been primarily 
forested.  Open areas that are currently in production would have experienced minimal impacts.   
The impacts would have been limited to the outer edges of the farms.  These farms, remaining in 
production, primarily produce hay. 
 
In Clark County, undeveloped areas are primarily forested or planned for residential and 
commercial development.  Open areas that are currently in production experience more 
substantial impacts. Alternative A-2 would have divided six farmed parcels.  These farms, 
remaining in production, primarily produce corn and hay.  
 
Based on calculations made in March 2003, Alternative A-2 would have impacted 137 acres of 
farmland.  This estimate reflects completed residential developments, which have occurred in the 
Boulder Creek subdivision in Clark County, Indiana.   
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Alternative A-9 
 
According to the LESA evaluation, Alternative A-9 would have required 104 acres of FPPA 
farmland in Clark County and 15 acres in Jefferson County.  The LESA evaluation for 
Alternative A-9 in Clark County is 121.9.  The LESA evaluation for Alternative A-9 in Jefferson 
County is 166.7. Although Alternative A-9 would have required substantially fewer acres in 
Jefferson County than in Clark County, the LESA value in Jefferson County exceeded 160 
points.  This was due to the relative value of the FPPA farmland and because Alternative A-9 
would have impacted the agricultural district in Jefferson County.  The direct impact to the 
district from Alternative A-9 would have been minimal because it would have required 
approximately 8 acres along the southern edge of the district and would not have divided any of 
the parcels. 
 
In Jefferson County, the undeveloped areas along Alternative A-9 would have been primarily 
forested.  Open areas that are currently in production experience minimal impacts, with impacts 
limited to the outer edges of the farms.  The farms that would have been adjacent to Alternative 
A-9 are used primarily as pasture for horses and the production of hay.  
 
In Clark County, undeveloped areas are primarily in farm production.  The farms, remaining in 
production, primarily produce corn.  The impacts of Alternative A-9 would have been limited to 
the outer edges of the farms.  
 
Based on calculations made in March 2003, Alternative A-9 would have impacted 160 acres of 
farmland.  Alternative A-9 would have impacted the most farmland of all of the alternatives. 
 
Alternative A-13 
 
According to the LESA evaluation, Alternative A-13 would have required 124 acres of FPPA 
farmland in Clark County and 12 acres in Jefferson County.  The LESA evaluation for 
Alternative A-13 in Clark County is 113.25.  The LESA evaluation for Alternative A-13 in 
Jefferson County is 170.4.  Although Alternative A-13 would have required substantially fewer 
acres in Jefferson County than in Clark County, the LESA value in Jefferson County exceeded 
160 points.  This was due to the relative value of the FPPA farmland and because Alternative A-
13 would have impacted an agricultural district in Jefferson County.  The direct impact to the 
district from Alternative A-13 would have been minimal because it would have required 
approximately 6 acres along the northern edge of the district, but would not have divided any of 
the member parcels. 
 
In Jefferson County, the undeveloped areas along Alternative A-9 would have been primarily 
forested.  Open areas that are currently in production experience minimal impacts, with impacts 
limited to the outer edges of the farms.  These are primarily horse farms with some hay 
production. 
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In Clark County, undeveloped areas are primarily in farm production.  These farms, remaining in 
production, primarily produce corn.  Some division of farm parcels would have occurred along 
Alternative A-13 decreasing the amount of available farmland.   
 
Based on calculations made in March 2003, Alternative A-13 would have impacted 112 acres of 
farmland.  This estimate reflects completed residential developments, which have occurred in the 
Boulder Creek subdivision in Clark County, Indiana. 
 
Alternative A-15  
 
According to the LESA evaluation, Alternative A-15 will require 121 acres of FPPA farmland 
in Clark County and 5 acres in Jefferson County.  The LESA evaluation for Alternative A-15 in 
Clark County is 119.25.  The LESA evaluation for Alternative A-15 in Jefferson County is 
159.8.  Alternative A-15 will require 5 acres of FPPA farmland in Jefferson County and the 
LESA value in Jefferson County equals 159.8 points.  This is due to the relative value of the 
FPPA farmland and because Alternative A-15 impacts an agricultural district in Jefferson 
County.  The direct impact to the district from the Alternative A-15 is minimal since it requires 
approximately 6 acres along the northern edge of the district.  The alternative will not divide any 
of the parcels, comprising the district. 
 
In Jefferson County, the undeveloped areas along Alternative A-15 are primarily forested.  
Open areas that are currently in production will experience minimal impacts, with impacts 
limited to the outer edges of the farms.  These farms are used primarily as pasture for horses and 
the production of hay. 
 
In Clark County, undeveloped areas are primarily in farm production.  These farms primarily 
produce corn.  Some division of farm parcels will occur. 
 
Based on calculations made in March 2003, Alternative A-15 will impact approximately 136 
acres of farmland.  This estimate reflects completed residential developments, which have 
occurred in the Boulder Creek subdivision in Clark County, Indiana.   
 
Alternative A-16 
 
According to the LESA evaluation, Alternative A-16 would have required 109 acres of FPPA 
farmland in Clark County and none in Jefferson County.  The LESA evaluation for Alternative 
A-16 in Clark County is 114.35 and no LESA evaluation was conducted in Jefferson County.   
 
In Jefferson County, the undeveloped areas along the Alternative A-16 would have been 
primarily forested.  No open areas along this alternative were identified as being in a commercial 
farm operation. 
 
In Clark County, undeveloped areas are primarily forested or planned for residential and 
commercial development.  Open areas that are currently in production experience more 
substantial impacts.   Alternative A-16 would have divided six farmed parcels.  These farms, 
remaining in production, primarily produce corn and hay. 
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Based on calculations made in March 2003, Alternative A-16 would have impacted 139 acres of 
farmland.  This estimate reflects completed residential developments, which have occurred in the 
Boulder Creek subdivision in Clark County, Indiana.   
 
Alternative B-1 
 
According to the LESA evaluation, Alternative B-1 would have required 143 acres of FPPA 
farmland in Clark County and none in Jefferson County.  The LESA evaluation for Alternative 
B-1 in Clark County is 126.1 and no LESA evaluation was conducted in Jefferson County.   
 
In Jefferson County, the undeveloped areas along Alternative B-1 would have been primarily 
forested.  No open areas along this alternative were identified as being in a commercial farm 
operation. 
 
In Clark County, undeveloped areas are in agricultural use.  These farms would have experienced 
more substantial impacts.  Alternative B-1 would have divided five farmed parcels.  These farms, 
remaining in production, produce corn and hay.  
 
Based on calculations made in March 2003, Alternative B-1 would have impacted 148 acres of 
farmland.  This estimate reflects completed residential developments, which have occurred in the 
Boulder Creek subdivision in Clark County, Indiana.   
 
5.2.2 Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
 
Farmland has been an important resource for the region because it provides for human needs, 
contributes to the region’s economic health and supplies habitat value in wood lots and farm 
fields.  Farming has changed dramatically within the LMA since the late 1950s in terms of the 
land area under cultivation and the way in which farming is practiced.  Further social and 
technological changes will also occur during the next 25 years.  Land use trends have shown 
large increases in urban development and a subsequent decrease in farmland. For example, the 
soil surveys of Clark and Floyd counties record a sharp increase in population during the 14-year 
period from 1950 to 1964.  The population grew from 92,285 to 119,447.  This increase was 
attributed to the gradual industrialization of the counties.  Farmland dropped from 221,341 acres 
in 1959 to 159,675 acres in 1964.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Clark County lost over 
15,000 acres of farmland from 1982 to 1992 through the conversion to non-agricultural uses such 
as residential, commercial and industrial uses.  This total included more than 13,000 acres of 
cropland. 
 
From 1987 to 1997, the LMA lost a total of 56,186 acres of farmland during the 10-year period, 
equivalent to 15.8 percent of the 1987 five-county total.  See Table 4.2-1 in Chapter 4.  Jefferson 
County lost the most in terms of acreage and percentage of total farmland.  As residential and 
commercial/industrial development continues to move from the central core of cities to the 
suburbs and rural areas, increased pressure is placed on agricultural lands.  The farmland in 
Indiana within the region is designated agricultural/to be converted. This allows planning 
jurisdictions to designate farmland near metropolitan areas for development to ease the pressure 
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on the more rural areas farther away from the central core of cities. Refer to Chapter 6, Figure 
6.2-8 that illustrates planned development in the rural area surrounding the Swartz Farm Historic 
District.  
 
Clark County estimates that 104,000 acres are currently either in crop or hay production or in 
pastureland. In Jefferson County, industries and subdivisions have spread outside of the city 
limits and use land that had been farmed from the mid-1800s through the mid-1900s.  Even in 
Oldham County, which is still a predominantly rural county, farming is of lesser economic 
importance than in the past.  Currently, there are more part-time farming operations.  Also, area 
residents are more likely to live on small residential tracts and commute to their place of 
employment.  Therefore, current trends indicate that farmland will continue to be lost to urban 
development. 
 
Data indicates that in 1997, the LMA contained approximately 300,080 acres of land used for 
farming purposes.  The maximum direct impact to the LMA by any proposed alternative would 
be less than 0.06 percent. Loss of farmland would occur in Jefferson and Clark Counties, with 
the primary loss in eastern Clark County.  This amount is not expected to result in a significant 
reduction in crop or livestock production.  However, the cumulative effect of the other major 
actions in Clark County, Indiana, eastern Jefferson and western Oldham counties in Kentucky, 
especially the residential and commercial development projects, would have a substantial impact 
on farmland. 
 
For the One Bridge/Highway Alternative, there would be no indirect or cumulative effects for 
the Downtown Alternatives (C-1, C-2 and C-3).  However, the Near East Alternative (B-1) and 
Far East (A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16) Alternative would potentially cause both indirect and 
cumulative effects on farmland since residential and commercial development pressure is 
expected to continue.  Development is predicted near proposed interchanges and in farmland 
areas already designated for conversion to other land uses. 
 
The indirect and cumulative effects for the Two Bridge/Highway Alternative would be similar to 
the One Bridge/Highway Alternative since there would be no effects associated with the 
Downtown Alternatives.  Moreover, the Near East and all the Far East Alternatives will have a 
substantial direct effect on the acreage of farmland (143 acres and between 102 to 124 acres, 
respectively), induced development and the cumulative effects of other major residential and 
commercial projects will likely continue the trend of farmland loss and will have more 
significant consequences for long-term agriculture. 
 
Preferred Alternative  
 
As stated above, no farmland or FPPA soils will be impacted along Alternative C-1 or the 
relocated Kennedy Interchange.  All impacts to farmland and FPPA soils occur along 
Alternative A-15.   Alternative A-15 will require 121 acres of FPPA farmland in Clark County 
with a LESA score of 119.25.  Alternative A-15 will require 5 acres of FPPA farmland in 
Jefferson County with a LESA score of 159.8.  The disproportionately high value for Jefferson 
County is due to the relative value of the FPPA farmland in Jefferson County and because 
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Alternative A-15 will impact the agricultural district in Jefferson County.  The direct impact to 
the district from Alternative A-15 is approximately 6 acres along the northern edge of the 
district.  This is approximately 1.2% of the total district.  Alternative A-15 will not severely 
divide any of the parcels to compromise the district or deny access to any parcels. 
 
In Jefferson County, farm impacts will occur to the outer edges of the farms used primarily as 
pasture for horses and the production of hay. 
 
In Clark County, some division of farm parcels will occur.  These farms primarily produce corn. 
 
Based on calculations made in March 2003, the Preferred Alternative will impact 136 acres of 
farmland. Alternative C-1 in the Downtown area has no farmland impacts.   
 
5.2.3 Mitigation 
 
Mitigation of farmland impacts will be required for impacts associated with Alternative A-15.  
This mitigation will differ to some degree between Kentucky and Indiana.  As such, each state is 
discussed separately. 
 
In Kentucky, the primary impact will be to the agricultural district and the resulting LESA score 
of 159.8 points.   As stated above, when a LESA value is 160 or greater, other options must be 
examined.  A total of six alternatives were investigated in the DEIS for an East End bridge 
crossing.  The decision to select an East End bridge crossing, and specifically Alternative A-15, 
is discussed in Chapter 3.   
 
Mitigation can be accomplished through minimizing construction limits through spacing of 
staging areas and utilizing temporary right-of-way (temporary easements) allowing some acreage 
to return to farm use.  Best management practices will be utilized during construction to 
minimize runoff and other related impacts to adjoining fields. Alternative A-15 tunnels under 
the Drumanard historic property, minimizing intrusion into the agrarian/suburban landscape. The 
impacts to farms in Indiana primarily result from the severing of farm parcels and acquisition of 
farmland acreage.  
 
The NRCS voiced concerns of induced development near the agricultural district and the change 
of rural character from the construction of an interstate highway.  A number of citizens and 
community leaders from the city of Prospect have also expressed these concerns.  The Preferred 
Alternative will deter the potential for induced development through the construction of a half-
diamond interchange at U.S. 42.  Through final design, traffic coming from Indiana cannot exit 
directly onto U.S. 42.   Similarly, traffic on U.S. 42 cannot exit directly onto the interstate 
leading into Indiana.  Planning officials have been made aware of the development concerns and 
the intent of the partial diamond interchange.  In addition, limited access right-of-way will be 
purchased along U.S. 42 near the ramps, thereby further controlling induced development. 
 
During final design, landlocked parcels will be identified.  During right-of-way acquisition, 
agents will work with the affected property owners on a case-by-case basis to determine the best 
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solution for each occurrence.  Depending on the needs and desires of the individual property 
owners, monetary damages may be assessed and paid so that the property owner will retain 
ownership or the parcels will be purchased out-right.  
 
5.3     Historic and Archaeological Resources 
 
To initiate the investigations and analyses required by Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, a “Summary of Consulting Party Procedures” was 
developed for the project. Section 106 of the NHPA requires that parties be identified who may 
be entitled to participate in the historic preservation review process, because of their interest in 
historic properties that may be affected by the project.  Consulting parties include representatives 
of local governments, as well as other individuals or organizations “with a demonstrated interest” 
in the project.  The “demonstrated interest” is a result of a legal or economic relation to the 
project or historic property, or a stated concern with project effects on historic properties.   

 
The initial step in the Section 106 process was to identify and invite consulting parties to join the 
project.  On September 26, 2000, invitations were mailed to 57 local governments and known 
historic agencies within the project area.  In addition, invitations were forwarded to the Indiana 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Kentucky SHPO and the ACHP.  Invitees were 
given a 30-day response period to accept the invitation to participate as a consulting party. 
 
On September 27, 2000, the FHWA initiated nation-to-nation consultation with Native American 
tribes.  This communication invited each tribe to participate in the project as a consulting party, 
similar to the aforementioned governmental and historical agencies.  It also requested each tribe 
to identify areas with potential cultural and/or religious significance within the project area.  The 
invitations were extended for a 30-day period to the tribes listed below.   
  

• Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma 
• Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians of North Carolina 
• Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma 
• Peoria Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
• United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 
• Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians 
• Wyandotte Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Citizen Potawatomi Nation 

 
There are no Native American tribal lands within the general project area. 
 
In November and December of 2000, responses were received from 11 local governments, 
historical agencies and Native American tribes accepting their role as a consulting party, as 
shown below. 
 
Indiana 

• Town of Clarksville 
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• Clarksville Historical Society 
• Clark County Historian 
• Clark County Historical Society 
• Jeff-Clark Preservation, Inc. 
• Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana, Southern Regional Office 

 
Kentucky 

• City of Green Spring 
• City of Prospect 
• City of Louisville, Department of Public Works 
• Jefferson County Public Works, Jefferson County Engineer 
• Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 

 
In addition to these invited parties, requests to participate as a consulting party were received 
from River Fields, Inc; National Trust for Historic Preservation (Washington, D.C. and also the 
Southern Office); the Coalition of Original People; Transylvania Beach Association; St. Francis 
in the Fields Episcopal Church; Historic Homes Foundation; city of Louisville, Urban Design 
Division; Rose Hill Neighborhood Association; Clifton Community Council; Preservation 
Kentucky, Inc; Bridgepointe and Linden Hill.  All of these groups were granted consulting party 
status. 
 
Following their acceptance, information outlining the Section 106 consultation procedures was 
forwarded to each consulting party in December 2000.  This information served to outline the 
project development milestones at which their participation would actively be sought.  Including 
the Indiana SHPO, the Kentucky SHPO and the ACHP, 30 consulting parties were identified. 
 
Subsequently, in January 2001, consulting parties were provided with maps illustrating the 
alternatives under consideration for the project, along with the limits of an initial draft of the 
Area of Potential Effect (APE) in the Far East, Near East and Downtown corridors.  The APE 
was defined in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.16(d).  Although broad at first, it was narrowed 
to the vicinity of the anticipated right-of-way with an associated buffer area adjacent to each 
alternative. Also provided was a summary listing of the historic properties that had been 
identified within the APE.  A more detailed discussion of the APE’s definition, development and 
associated revisions is contained in Section 4.3.   
 
Each consulting party was invited to review the information and provide written comments.  No 
time period was requested for a return of comments, but all consulting parties were contacted by 
telephone in February and March 2001 about the status of their reviews.  By April 2001, 
response letters had been received from the following consulting parties: 
 

• Indiana SHPO 
• Clark County Historical Society 
• Jeff – Clark Preservation, Inc. 
• City of Louisville, Department of Public Works 
• National Trust for Historic Preservation (Washington, D.C.) 
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• The Coalition of Original People 
 
The responses varied from general comments to an analysis of impacts of specific alternatives 
upon specific cultural properties.  General comments were provided by the Indiana SHPO and 
the National Trust for Historic Preservation.  Both stated that the APE was too narrow to 
evaluate the range of potential effects of the bridge construction, and requested that the APE be 
expanded for an additional consulting party review. 
 
In their responses, the Clark County Historical Society indicated that no adverse impacts were 
anticipated for their property.  Additionally, Jeff-Clark Preservation, Inc. did not foresee any 
impacts in Indiana. Alternatives A-2 and C-2 were favored by Jeff-Clark Preservation as being 
the least disruptive.  The city of Louisville’s Department of Public Works responded that no 
major impacts were anticipated to historic districts (Phoenix Hill or Butchertown) or individual 
properties.  The Coalition of Original People indicated that only the Downtown Alternatives had 
been fully evaluated by their organization, but mentioned that their concerns related to 
archaeological resources, buried remains and historical artifacts. 
 
Following receipt of these responses, the draft APE was expanded at the eastern end of the 
project area and Downtown, and the associated listing of historic properties increased.  Along 
with a summary of the responses, a second mailing was sent to the consulting parties for review 
in April 2001.  Included with this mailing was an invitation to attend a public involvement forum 
in May 2001, to discuss the efforts undertaken to expand the draft APE, and to identify 
additional historic properties.  Input was also sought from the consulting parties on the likely 
effects of the project on identified historic resources. 
 
The workshop in May 2001 served to better acquaint the consulting parties with the efforts of the 
FHWA and to initiate the Section 106 process.  As a result of this workshop, the APE was again 
revised and the listing of historic properties expanded.  Details about the determination of the 
APE and the historic, cultural and archaeological resources identified within that APE were 
provided in Section 4.3.1 and 4.3.2.  This information was provided to the consulting parties for 
a 30-day review on July 17, 2001.  The deadline for receipt of comments from the consulting 
parties was August 20, 2001. Thirteen consulting parties submitted comments on that 
information, including: the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; the Butchertown 
Neighborhood Association; the Coalition of Original People; the Eastern Band of the Cherokee 
Indians; the Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana; the Kentucky Heritage Council (KY 
SHPO); the city of Louisville; the National Trust for Historic Preservation; the city of Prospect; 
River Fields, Inc.; the Rose Hill Neighborhood Association; St. Francis in the Fields Episcopal 
Church and the Wyandotte Nation.  The consulting party letters addressed a wide variety of 
issues, including the methodology used to define, and the extent of, the APE; the adequacy and 
completeness of the identification of historic properties; the assessment of potential effects; and 
overall compliance with Section 106 and related requirements. As a result of consulting party 
comments, the FHWA reevaluated and expanded the Alternative Specific APE based on 
potential visual and noise effects.  Information regarding the identification of historic resources 
and the assessment of effects on those resources is contained in the technical documents entitled,  
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“Section 106 Final Determination of Eligibility” and “Indiana and Kentucky Assessment of 
Effects.”   
 
On July 16 and 17, 2001, many of the consulting parties participated in a tour of historic 
properties identified by the FHWA within the APE.  Participants in this tour included 
representatives of the FHWA, KYTC and INDOT, as well as the Indiana and Kentucky SHPOs.  
Consulting parties that participated in all or portions of the tour included: the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation; Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana; the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation; River Fields, Inc. and the Rose Hill Neighborhood Association.  The tour 
included visits to numerous historic properties in Indiana and Kentucky, including sites in 
Downtown Jeffersonville and Clarksville, Indiana; Downtown Louisville, Kentucky; Utica and 
eastern Clark County, Indiana and eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky. 
 
Information regarding the third expansion of the APE resulting from consulting party comments 
was presented to the consulting parties at an October 3, 2001 consulting party meeting.  In 
addition, in response to consulting party comments, some properties were reevaluated for 
eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP, and additional investigation activities occurred in the areas 
of the expanded APE.  Information on any properties identified and determined eligible pursuant 
to this additional work was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
 
On September 4, 2001, the FHWA provided a package of information to the consulting parties 
concerning the FHWA’s preliminary assessment of the potential effects of the project 
alternatives on identified historic properties. The FHWA initially asked for written comments on 
that information by October 8, 2001.  The comment deadline was extended to October 22, 2001.  
In that package of information, the FHWA also provided a detailed summary of the comments 
received from consulting parties on the July 16, 2001 APE and identification information so 
consulting parties could review what other individuals had expressed in their comment letters. 
 
The FHWA scheduled a meeting with consulting parties for September 19, 2001 to discuss the 
status of the Section 106 process and to provide preliminary responses to the summarized 
comments received in response to the July 16, 2001 information package.  That meeting was 
rescheduled to October 3, 2001.  The purpose of the meeting was to present information on the 
expanded APE (based on visual and noise effects); to provide an oral update on how the FHWA 
was responding to the previous consulting party comments and to provide an overview of the 
status of the Section 106 process. 
 
The FHWA held meetings on January 23, 2002 and March 5, 2002 to present information on 
additional properties within the expanded APE.  A Section 106 binder was provided to each 
consulting party at the January 23, 2002 meeting and mailed to those who were not in attendance 
following the meeting. The binder contained information on historic properties within the 
expanded APE and was continually supplemented with information to maintain an up-to-date 
record of the Section 106 proceedings. 
 
The Assessment of Effects Report was provided to consulting parties on May 3, 2002. The 
FHWA held a two-day meeting beginning on May 15 and 16, 2002 to review assessments of 
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effects on those properties that were listed on the NRHP within the Alternative Specific APE or 
were determined eligible based on project research, coordination and consultation.  A three-
volume set of binders presented to consulting parties contained the detailed information used to 
determine the effect of the project on each of those properties.  The FHWA initially requested 
comments be on the Assessment of Effects Report be completed by June 17, 2002.  As requested 
by consulting parties, the comment deadline was extended to June 21, 2002.  The assessment of 
effects was approved by the FHWA on July 17, 2002 and distributed to consulting parties.   
 
Consulting party meetings to discuss the resolution of adverse effects of resources impacted by 
the Preferred Alternative were held on August 22 and 23, 2002, September 5 and 6, 2002 and 
September 19 and 20, 2002.   The assessment of effects and subsequent resolution of effects was 
completed in March 2003 and was distributed to consulting parties. 
 
Development of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to mitigate for adverse effects upon 
resources listed, or eligible for listing, on the NRHP that may be adversely effected by the 
project was also conducted.  FHWA held a meeting on October 28 and 29, 2002 with consulting 
parties to present a draft of the MOA. Comments and recommendations from consulting parties 
were sought.  An additional meeting to obtain consulting party comments was held January 23 
and 24, 2003. The execution of the MOA demonstrates that FHWA has fulfilled its 
responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA.   The MOA can be referenced in Chapter 8. 
 
5.3.1    Above-Ground Resources 
 
Potential direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the project are discussed below.  The 
methodology used to evaluate direct effects is provided in Section 5.3.1.1.  Assessment of 
Effects for individual historic properties and districts are provided in Section 5.3.1.2.  The 
methodology used to evaluate indirect and cumulative effects is provided in Section 5.3.1.3. 
 
5.3.1.1     Methodology used to Assess Direct Effects  
 
For the purposes of this project, effects were evaluated in six general categories – encroachment, 
noise, visual, vibration, air quality and construction.  These general categories are defined in the 
following material, along with the criteria used to determine the effect an alternative may have 
on an historic property for each of the categories.  These individual effect determinations were 
then used to determine the overall effect of an alternative on an historic property.  Effects under 
these six general categories were evaluated for all resources listed on the NRHP and for 
properties eligible for listing on the NRHP contained within the Alternative-Specific APE. 
 
Some of the operations such as construction blasting, borrow and waste procedures and the 
staging of construction operations are controlled through performance-based specifications.  
Specification of the desired end result, rather than the specific steps required to complete the 
action – where a degree of mitigation is included as part of those specifications.  For the 
purposes of this project and to the most feasible extent possible, these operations and all other 
activities that may affect an historic property have been evaluated with no consideration for any 
mitigating conditions imposed by the standard specifications.  These conditions will be included 
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as part of the mitigation plan for the project and enhanced to eliminate or further minimize the 
potential for effects to historic properties.    
 
Adverse effects on historic properties may include “reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.”  
These reasonably foreseeable effects include the effects of potential induced growth and other 
alterations in population, employment and land use patterns within the LMA.  While less capable 
of being predicted with specificity or certainty, these types of effects nevertheless have the 
ability to alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for inclusion in or eligibility for 
the NRHP. Consequently, the reasonably foreseeable indirect and cumulative effects of this 
undertaking have been evaluated.  This evaluation has been conducted for all resources listed on 
the NRHP and for properties eligible for listing on the NRHP contained within the Alternative-
Specific APE as well as NRHP properties located within the areas of the Broad APE.  
 
The land required for each alternative was outlined on aerial mapping, defining the footprint for 
that alternative on the landscape.  Information was provided both graphically and in summary 
form in the property specific evaluations included in the Assessment of Effects Report. 
 
Effects 
 
An effect is defined in the ACHP regulations as an "alteration to the characteristics of a historic 
property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the NRHP."  
 
"An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling or association. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects 
caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be 
cumulative.”  Adverse effects on historic properties may include but are not limited to: 
 
• Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property; 
• Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 

stabilization, hazardous materials remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is 
not consistent with the Secretary’s standards for the treatment of historic properties (36 CFR 
Part 68) and applicable guidelines; 

• Removal of the property from its historic location; 
• Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s 

setting that contribute to its historic significance; 
• Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property’s significant historic features; 
• Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 

deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an 
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and  
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• Transfer, lease or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate and 
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the 
property’s historic significance. 

 
Effects Methodology and Criteria 
 
The methodology and criteria used to assess the impact of project alternatives on historic 
properties within the Alternative Specific APE are defined in the following material for each of 
the six general categories of effects:   
 
Encroachment 
 
Encroachment includes the removal of all, or a portion of, a property through the acquisition of 
permanent right-of-way from the property.  An alternative would be considered to encroach upon 
a property if permanent right-of-way must be acquired.  Temporary use of some portion of a 
historic property through the use of temporary right-of-way, such as a temporary construction 
easement, would not normally be considered an encroachment on the property.  However, for the 
purposes of this project, any reasonably foreseeable taking of temporary right-of-way from an 
historic property has been included in the encroachment analysis and evaluated for its effect 
upon the historic characteristics of the property.  In most cases, encroachment would be found to 
have an adverse effect; however, any encroachment on a historic property will be evaluated for 
its effect on the characteristics that make the property eligible for the NRHP.    
 
Noise 
 
Noise impacts were evaluated by measuring existing noise levels for historic properties located 
within 1200 feet of an alternative.  This is the maximum distance that noise modeling has been 
validated as a reliable measure of noise impacts.  Future (2025) noise levels were predicted for 
each historic property that fell within 1200 feet of an alternative, and those predicted noise levels 
were compared to the existing noise level.  The increase in noise level (measured in dBA) was 
then used to determine the potential effect of noise on the property.   
 
Increases in noise levels in the range of three to five dBA are barely discernible.  An increase of 
three dBA is generally recognized as the threshold for human perception.  An increase of five 
dBA or less above the existing level was considered not to have an effect on a historic property.  
An increase of more than five dBA may have an adverse effect, depending on the qualities of the 
resource that make the property eligible for the NRHP. 
 
Visual 
 
Visual impacts were evaluated for both daytime and nighttime conditions, based on the distance 
from the property to an alternative, topography, intervening visual obstructions, vegetative 
density and/or structures that may block views of a new bridge and/or roadway.  Preliminary 
engineering details of the bridges and roadways were sufficiently developed to provide the 
relationship of each project alternative to the existing terrain, both in elevation and width.  
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A special analysis was undertaken to define the limits of potential visual impacts of a new bridge 
in a location with no current river crossing.  The conditions established for this analysis included 
a bridge with 300-foot tall towers and a “worst-case” winter scenario where the buffering effect 
of vegetation was minimized (e.g., no leaves on trees).  Maps showing historic property 
locations, ground level photographs, and field observations were used to evaluate the project 
alternatives under the conditions defined above.  In consultation with the Indiana SHPO and 
Kentucky SHPO, a two-mile limit for potential visual effect of a new bridge/highway on historic 
properties was identified for the project.  Thus, any property greater than two miles from any 
project alternative would experience no visual effect from that alternative.  This criterion is 
applicable for daytime and nighttime conditions.  
 
Assessments of potential nighttime visual effects were based on the type and location of lighting 
that would likely be included along the Preferred Alternative.  Lighting would be limited to those 
areas where artificial illumination is necessary to provide safe operating conditions.  Lighting 
would be included for interchange areas and bridge roadways over major streams (i.e. the Ohio 
River).  Navigation lighting also would be provided on structures over navigable waters (Ohio 
River).  Similar to daytime visual effects, potential nighttime visual effects were evaluated in 
terms of the potential visibility of project lighting from identified historic properties.  
 
The assessment of lighting effects also included an evaluation of the effect of potential light 
dispersion from the project onto historic properties in close proximity to an alternative.  Table 
5.3-1 provides the distance that light would be dispersed away from the roadway, measured from 
the light standard.  This table was developed for typical lighting designs used by the INDOT and 
KYTC. Conventional lighting generally involves the use of light standards located near the 
shoulder of a roadway, whereas high mast lighting generally involves the use of a significantly 
smaller number of light standards, strategically located within a broader area.  High mast lighting 
would generally be considered for interchange areas where sufficient space is available for 
strategic placement of the standards.  High mast lighting requires a much higher mounting 
height.  
 
TABLE 5.3-1 
LIGHT DISPERSION 

Facility Lighting Type Mounting Height (feet) Dispersion from Pole (feet) 
Interstate Conventional 40 75 
Interstate High Mast 120 370 
Ramp Conventional 30 50 

 
The character and setting of each historic property varies greatly.  As such, the development of a 
generic standard or formula to assess visual effects was not reasonable or practical.  The unique 
characteristics of each property were carefully considered in the evaluation of potential visual 
effects. The evaluation of the potential visual effects on the unique characteristics of each 
property is described in the narrative assessment of effects for each respective property. 
 
No visual effect was found for any property greater than two miles from any project element, or 
for any property within two miles whose view was obstructed by intervening terrain or existing 
development.  For properties within two miles of any project element, no adverse visual effect 
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was found if the project would not diminish the integrity of the historic property due to distance, 
partial obstruction from view or the nature of the visual intrusion based on the characteristics that 
make the property eligible for the NRHP.  This evaluation is described in the individual effects 
assessment for each property.  
 
An adverse visual effect was found for properties whose proximity to the project would result in 
relatively unobstructed views of project elements in a way that diminished the integrity of the 
property’s location, design, setting, feeling or association.  This assessment was based on an 
evaluation of the particular characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP 
and is described in the individual effect assessment for each property.  Dispersion of light onto 
an historic property was considered to be an adverse visual effect. 
 
Vibration 
 
Vibration impacts were considered from three sources: traffic, construction and blasting.  Tests 
were conducted at various locations within the study area to measure the sensitivity and reaction 
of soil to these sources of vibration.  Using this data and blasting guidelines developed by the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as set forth in FTA’s Guidance Manual and adopted by 
FHWA, distances were determined where potential damage or annoyance may result from the 
project. 
 
Traffic Vibration  
 
The characteristics of soils within each alternative’s path were evaluated in the vibration study to 
determine the distance from a project alternative where traffic vibration would create an 
annoyance or actual damage to a property.  Table 5.3-2 provides the “annoyance” distance for 
each general location of project alternatives.  The distances provided in this table were calculated 
using the FTA Guidance and for a “worst-case” analysis of heavy trucks on large piers (such as 
bridges) and smaller piers (elevated interchanges).  Refer to Section 5.6.2 for detailed 
information regarding the potential vibration impact considerations. 
 
Property damage due to traffic vibration would generally only occur for a fragile structure 
located immediately adjacent to a bridge pier.  No bridge piers associated with any of the 
alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, are to be located immediately adjacent to any 
structure on an historic property, therefore damage due to traffic vibration is not expected.  
Distances are measured from the outside edge of driving lanes.   
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TABLE 5.3-2 
TRAFFIC VIBRATION (ANNOYANCE) 

Alternative Distance (feet) 
Far East (A) - Indiana 30 
Far East (A) - Kentucky 40 
Near East (B) - Indiana/Kentucky 130 
Downtown (C) - Indiana 50 
Downtown (C) - Kentucky 130 
Kennedy Interchange  80 

 
Generally, no traffic vibration effect was found for any historic property located outside the 
relevant distance provided in Table 5.3-2.  No adverse traffic vibration effect was found for any 
historic building that fell within the distance provided in Table 5.3-2, unless the location, design, 
setting, feeling or association of the resource was diminished by the annoyance from traffic 
vibration. Any such exception is noted in the individual effect assessment for each historic 
property.   
 
Construction Vibration  
 
Construction activities (other than blasting) with the greatest potential to cause vibration damage 
are pile driving and vibratory rolling. The characteristics of soils within each alternative’s path 
were evaluated in the vibration study to determine the distance from a project alternative where 
construction vibration would create an annoyance or actual damage to a property.  Table 5.3-3 
provides the “annoyance” distance for these two construction activities.  The distances were also 
determined by applying the FTA Guidance previously referenced.  Damage would not occur to 
even a fragile structure beyond a distance of 40 feet from the activity where pile driving is 
required or 35 feet where vibratory rolling is required.      
 
TABLE 5.3-3 
CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION (ANNOYANCE) 

Activity Distance  (feet) 
Pile Driving 230 
Vibratory Rolling 590 

 
Alternatives located more than 40 feet from an historic structure were determined to have no 
potential to adversely affect the structure due to vibration from non-blasting construction 
activities.   
 
Blasting Vibration  
 
While vibration from traffic or construction equipment can be defined in terms of a constant 
relationship between maximum vibration levels and distance, blasting vibration must consider 
the size of the blasting charge.  Using information and technology available today, contractors 
are able to satisfy these conditions through the development of a blasting plan.  The quality of 
rock where the blasting must be undertaken and proximity/condition of structures are important 
considerations in formulating such a plan.   



  

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement  5-81 Environmental Consequences 
 

 

The vibration study provided detailed analysis of blasting requirements, including those for the 
possible construction of a tunnel on two of the eastern alternatives.    This information will be 
useful for the development a blasting plan for the Preferred Alternative.   
 
The values provided indicate blasting can be conducted in a manner that minimizes the potential 
for damage.  However, due to conditions within the underlying rock and conditions that cannot 
be easily predicted, the potential for damage cannot be totally eliminated.  For that reason, the 
contractor is required to carry insurance to compensate for any damage due to the contractor’s 
blasting operations.  Insurance providers also impose certain conditions on the performance of 
this work.  Although pre-blast surveys are not included as a typical requirement by INDOT or 
KYTC, contractors do undertake these surveys as a means of obtaining information on the 
condition of structures within a certain distance of the blasting operation and also provide a basis 
for evaluating any claims for compensation due to alleged damage.  There is no specific 
guidance or criteria used to establish the distance where pre-blast surveys should be undertaken, 
but typically studies are conducted for properties within 300 to 500 feet of a blasting operation.    
 
Historic properties located within a certain distance of blasting operations could be adversely 
affected by vibration from blasting without measures to reduce and control the blasting.  The 
distance selected for use on this project was 500 feet and was based on contacts with the 
construction and insurance industry.  Graphics were included in the Assessment of Effects 
Report to assist in locating areas where blasting can reasonably be predicted, including the area 
where attention is required to minimize the potential for damage.  A determination of adverse 
affect may be appropriate for properties located within this distance of blasting. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Estimating future carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations assessed air quality impacts.  CO is the 
primary pollutant from automobile exhaust.  An approved model (CAL3QHC), developed by the 
USEPA, was used to perform this analysis, and the Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control 
District provided emission factors required to perform the modeling.  The project is part of a 
conforming Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), as required by the 
Clean Air Act.  This means that the project is part of a transportation plan that will not lead to 
any violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or impair the 
metropolitan area’s progress toward maintaining compliance with those standards.   Receptors 
were analyzed at each potential Ohio River bridge crossing location and at 24 high traffic 
intersections, where elevated CO emissions would be most likely.  A total of 860 receptors were 
analyzed. All predicted concentrations of CO are below the NAAQS one-hour threshold of 35.0 
ppm and the eight-hour threshold of 9.0 ppm.  
 
The highest predicted one-hour concentrations were in the Downtown area (Second/Main Street 
intersection and Second/Market Street intersection), where concentrations ranged from 9.4 ppm 
if an East End bridge were built to 10.2 ppm if an additional Downtown bridge were built. The 
one-hour maximum concentrations at the S.R. 62/Allison Lane intersection in Indiana and U.S. 
42/S.R. 22 intersection in Kentucky were 6.20 ppm and 6.30 ppm, respectively.  The highest 
predicted one-hour concentrations for these two intersections were 5.60 ppm (Alternative C-2) 
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and 6.20 ppm (Far East Alternatives).  The highest predicted eight hour concentration was 8.76 
ppm at the Second/Main Street Intersection in Downtown Louisville, for the combination of 
Alternative C-1 and Alternative B-1.  Based on the above, air quality impacts from construction 
any of the alternatives would not adversely affect any historic properties.  
 
Construction 
 
Construction may include impacts from construction staging areas, borrow pits, waste areas, 
construction noise, nighttime lighting, air emissions and traffic alterations.  Although most of 
these impacts would be temporary, construction may span several years because of the 
magnitude of the project.  Subsequent to the completion of the project, impacts related to 
construction will cease.   
 
Staging areas would typically be located near work areas such as major bridge abutments or 
tunnel portals.  Borrow pits would typically be located near sections of the roadway requiring 
large amounts of fill material, and waste areas would generally be located near sections of the 
roadway requiring large cuts that generate excess material that must be disposed of.  The 
contractor must select an appropriate site, or sites, and coordinate with the highway agency.  
Sites selected for any of these operations must be controlled during construction and restored to 
an acceptable condition prior to completion of the project.  Waste is defined as surplus rock, soil 
or other related material generated as a result of construction. 
 
Staging areas would generally be located within the right-of-way acquired for the project or 
possibly on land immediately adjacent to the right-of-way when an agreement can be reached 
with the adjacent owner. Noise from construction equipment operations, dust emissions and 
construction equipment emissions are limited by standards developed by the states. Traffic 
maintenance during construction may involve temporary inconveniences and fluctuation of 
vehicular operating times/costs, but access will be maintained at all times. Areas near historic 
properties where it is reasonable to expect any of these operations to be located have been 
identified in the individual assessment of effect for each property and have been evaluated based 
on the proximity of the operation to the property. 
 
Reasonably Foreseeable Indirect Effects and Cumulative Effects on Historic Properties  
 
Reasonably foreseeable indirect effects on historic properties were defined by reasonably 
foreseeable changes in population, employment and land use patterns caused by the project.  
Interchanges that involve the addition of new access to areas were identified as the major sources 
of induced growth that could be connected to the project. The reasonably foreseeable indirect 
effects of the project have been estimated for all resources listed on the NRHP and for properties 
eligible for listing on the NRHP contained within the Alternative-Specific APE as well as NRHP 
properties located within the areas of the Broad APE. 
 
The potential cumulative effects of the project on historic properties within the Broad APE were 
estimated by evaluating marginal effects of the project in light of the effects of other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions in the project area, which were identified in the 
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Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis Report prepared as part of the NEPA analysis for the 
project.  The ICEA Report is described in more detail in Section 5.3.1.3.    
 
Property Specific Evaluations 
 
Evaluations for each of the historic properties identified within the Alternative-Specific APE are 
provided in Section 5.3.1.2.  Summaries were extracted from the Assessment of Effects Report, 
which contained graphics and tables with information for each historic property.   
 
5.3.1.2     Direct Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct impacts to above-ground resources as a result of the No-Action 
or Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Short-term impacts associated with project construction could affect cultural resources.  Physical 
crossing of these resources may necessitate the removal or excavation of historic structures.  
Project-related air quality, noise, vibration and visual impacts could also affect historic 
properties.  Such properties could be affected by partial land takings that may affect their 
integrity for listing on the NRHP.  The alternatives and their impact on historic properties 
identified are addressed in the following material.  The Downtown Alternatives are depicted in 
the following graphics (Figures 5.3-1 through 5.3-3). 
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Downtown Alternatives - Indiana 
(See Figures 5.3-1 through 5.3-3) 
 
OLD JEFFERSONVILLE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
The Old Jeffersonville Historic District is a large District, encompassing over 192 acres and 
including 500 or more contributing buildings.  One property within the District is individually 
listed on the NRHP, the Grisamore House.  An assessment of effects on it as individual property 
(a) will be provided first, followed by an assessment of effects on the entire District (b). 
 
(a) GRISAMORE HOUSE (ID-HC-56010) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
This Federal/Greek Revival style house was constructed in 1837 for David and Wilson 
Grisamore, two local prominent businessmen.  It was built as a double house with each brother 
owning a half.  The house was partially destroyed by fire in 1981, but was rebuilt and now serves 
as the Southern Regional Office for the Historic Landmarks Foundation.   
 
The building is located approximately 1,298 feet from Alternative C-1, 1,774 feet from 
Alternative C-3 and 3,050 feet from Alternative C-2.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  None of the alternatives would have an 
encroachment effect on this property. 

 
A view of the existing I-65 is possible from the centerline of West Chestnut Street.  A view of 
Alternative C-1 would thus be possible from the front porch of the resource. Views from the 
resource currently face commercial and residential developmental, and would not change with 
the construction of any Downtown Alternatives.  Alternative C-1 would not be visible from the 
inside of the structure and would not intrude into the historic character of the resource. There are 
no windows on either the east or west sides of the building. Artificial lighting would be included, 
approximately 1,500 feet from the property, similar to the existing roadway lighting.  This 
lighting would not alter the historic character of the property.   

 
Alternatives C-2 and C-3 would not have been visible from the resource, as they would have 
been separated from view by the existing I-65 roadway.  Artificial lighting associated with 
Alternatives C-2 and C-3 would not have been discernible from the property due to lighting on 
the existing roadway and surrounding areas.  The nearest artificial lighting for either of these 
alternatives would have been more than 1,800 feet away (Alternative C-3).  
 
None of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would have an adverse effect 
on this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-4. 
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TABLE 5.3-4 
GRISAMORE HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
(b) OLD JEFFERSONVILLE HISTORIC DISTRICT (ID-HC-5) 
NRHP Listed: YES            NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Old Jeffersonville Historic District is eligible for the NRHP for its association with 
Jeffersonville’s early commerce and transportation and architecture. The Old Jeffersonville 
Historic District is comprised of a large portion of Downtown Jeffersonville and the adjacent 
residential areas. It is roughly bounded by I-65 on the west, Court Avenue on the north, Graham 
Street on the east and the Ohio River on the south.  The District is largely residential and consists 
of 500 contributing buildings and 87 non-contributing buildings when it was listed on the NRHP 
in 1987.  It was a blend of two proposed historic districts defined in the Clark County Interim 
Report; including shotgun style houses, bungalows, Gable-front, Tudor Revival and Craftsman 
style houses. The 87 non-contributing structures were reevaluated as part of the work on this 
project and an additional 8 buildings were found to be contributing properties to the District. 
 
The locations of the existing roadways and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications 
and adjustments to accommodate additional roadways/bridge alternatives for all Downtown 
Alternatives. These improvements to the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to 
reconfigure the existing I-65 alignment north of the river to accommodate on/off access to the 
proposed alternatives and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville.  
 
The District is located to the east of all Downtown Alternatives and immediately north of the 
Ohio River in the city of Jeffersonville.  Alternative C-1 would encroach upon the historic 
district and require the acquisition of right-of-way, including seven buildings, five of which are 
contributing properties to the District.  These buildings are located at: 
 
  115 Fort Street   432 West Riverside Drive 
  502 West Market Street  502 West Riverside Drive 
  116 Fort Street 
 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-89 Environmental Consequences 

Alternative C-1 would encroach upon the District, and would be located immediately adjacent 
to several remaining buildings.  There are no barriers between the District and the roadway to 
obstruct the views of Alternative C-1. The bridge of Alternative C-1 would be closer in 
proximity to the District than the existing Kennedy Memorial Bridge and would intrude into the 
historic viewshed of the District.  Artificial lighting would be included with Alternative C-1 
similar to that along the existing interstate, immediately adjacent to the District.  Light from the 
project would intrude into the western portion of the District and lights placed on the bridge for 
vehicles and navigation purposes would be visible from the historic district. This intrusion of 
light is similar to that which exists today. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have been located to the west of the existing roadway/bridge, but 
necessary improvements to the existing roadway/bridge would be immediately adjacent to the 
District and would be visible from the District.  The bridge of Alternative C-2 would have been 
visible from the bank of the Ohio River, but existing developments including residences, 
commercial and transportation systems would have obstructed the view of the alternative from 
within the District.  The existing Downtown viewshed currently includes a view of several 
bridges.  A distant view of the bridge downstream would have been visible, but would not have 
compromised the historic character of the District.     
 
Alternative C-3 would have been located to the west of the existing roadway/bridge, but 
necessary improvements to the existing roadway/bridge would have been immediately adjacent 
to the District and would have been visible from the District. The bridge of Alternative C-3 
would have been visible from the bank of the Ohio River, but existing I-65/Kennedy Memorial 
Bridge and adjacent developments including residences, commercial and transportation systems 
would have obstructed the view of the alternative from within the District.  A view of an 
additional bridge crossing downstream and immediately adjacent to the existing bridge would 
not have compromised the historic character of the District.   
 
Alternatives C-2 and C-3 would have been separated by residential and commercial structures 
that would have obstructed illumination dispersion.  
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would have an adverse effect on the District. Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-5. 
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TABLE 5.3-5 
OLD JEFFERSONVILLE HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

 
CITY SCHOOL (ID-HC-61048) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES           NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The City School is eligible for the NRHP for its association with education, possibly African-
American education and architecture.  The school located on Wall Street is significant 
architecturally as a good example of the Romanesque Revival style. The school was constructed 
circa 1891; it was later renovated circa 1940 with a one-story addition with an International Style 
influence.  The building is presently used for storage. 
 
The locations of the existing roadways and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications 
and adjustments to accommodate additional roadways/bridge alternatives for all Downtown 
Alternatives. These improvements to the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to 
reconfigure the existing I-65 alignment north of the river to accommodate on/off access to the 
proposed alternatives and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville, and are associated with all 
Downtown Alternatives.  The mainline right-of-way that is required for Alternative C-1 and 
Alternative C-3 was identical, as the alternatives were congruent at the closest point to this 
resource.  
 
The City School is located east of the existing I-65 roadway and north of the Old Jeffersonville 
Historic District within the city of Jeffersonville.  All Downtown Alternatives are located to the 
west of the resource.  The resource is separated from the existing I-65 roadway and the proposed 
Downtown Alternatives by three and a half blocks of urban development, including residential 
and commercial structures and open space immediately adjacent to existing I-65.   
 
The nearest mainline right-of-way would be 718 feet from the historic property for Alternatives 
C-1 and C-3.  The nearest mainline right of way would be approximately 1,040 feet from the 
historic property for Alternative C-2.  None of the Downtown Alternatives, including 
Alternative C-1, would encroach upon the historic property.  
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The existing viewshed from the property includes residential, commercial and light industrial 
development and open space immediately adjacent to existing I-65.  The existing view of I-65 is 
totally obstructed by this development.  The construction of any Downtown Alternative, 
including Alternative C-1, would not alter the viewshed from the property.  
 
Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge alternatives of all 
Downtown Alternatives, similar to the existing lighting.  Presently, the property and existing 
interstate are separated by residential, commercial and light industrial development that would 
obstruct illumination from the any of the Downtown Alternatives and there would be no 
dispersion onto the property.  In addition, existing streetlights along the street illuminate the front 
of the school, and would continue to intrude upon the resource more than the lighting associated 
with any of the alternatives.   
 
An existing set of generators at the light industrial facility immediately north of the school 
produces noise that blocks traffic-generated noise from I-65.  This existing noise presently 
encroaches upon the resource.  
 
The Downtown Alternatives would have no adverse effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-6. 
 
TABLE 5.3-6 
CITY SCHOOL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

 
TRAIN DEPOT (ID-HC-61007) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                      NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Train Depot is eligible for the NRHP for its association with transportation in the city of 
Jeffersonville and architecture, as an example of a typical Craftsman influenced railroad depot of 
the era.  The Railroad Depot on Spring Street is significant historically for its associations with 
railroad transportation in the Jeffersonville area. It is significant architecturally as a good 
example of an early twentieth-century depot design. It was constructed circa 1920 with 
Craftsman detailing enhancing a twentieth century Functional style. 
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The locations of the existing roadways and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications 
and adjustments to accommodate additional roadways/bridge alternatives for all Downtown 
Alternatives. These improvements to the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to 
reconfigure the existing I-65 alignment north of the river to accommodate on/off access to the 
proposed alternatives and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville and are associated with all 
Downtown Alternatives.  The closest project element is the 10th Street access point associated 
with Alternatives C-1 and C-3 that would be resurfaced.  This improvement is approximately 40 
feet to the southeast of the historic property. 
 
The mainline right-of-way required for Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be identical, as the 
alternatives are congruent at the closest point to the historic property and both require the 10th 
Street access construction.  
 
The historic property is located east of the existing I-65 alignment and north of the City School 
(ID-HC-61048), within the city of Jeffersonville.  All Downtown Alternatives are located to the 
west of the resource.  The resource is approximately one and one half blocks east of the existing 
I-65 and the proposed Downtown Alternatives. Surrounding areas include commercial structures 
and open space immediately adjacent to existing I-65.   
 
The mainline right-of-way would be approximately 266 feet from the historic property for 
Alternatives C-1 and C-3.  The mainline right of way would have been approximately 452 feet 
from the historic property for Alternative C-2.  None of the Downtown Alternatives, including 
Alternative C-1, would encroach upon the historic property. 
 
The existing viewshed to the west includes commercial structures and open space immediately 
adjacent to existing I-65.  The construction of any Downtown Alternative, including Alternative 
C-1, would be visible from the resource.  Enhancement or modification of the I-65 roadway and 
access points would be partially obstructed by the existing landscape.  The existing viewshed 
presently contains a view of commercial structures and existing transportation systems. 
Construction of all Downtown Alternatives would introduce additional elevated ramps along the 
east side of I-65. Alternative C-2 would introduce two additional elevated ramps, while 
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would introduce one elevated ramp.   

Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge alignment of Alternative 
C-1 similar to the existing lighting.  The proposed lighting would have no noticeable difference 
from the existing, which does not intrude upon the site.  The existing lighting from the adjacent 
hospital complex to the west presently lights the façade of the depot. 
 
Alternatives C-1, C-2 and C-3 would have an adverse effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-7.  
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TABLE 5.3-7 
TRAIN DEPOT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

 
COLGATE-PALMOLIVE HISTORIC DISTRICT (ID-HC-63001-63009) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                      NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Colgate-Palmolive Historic District is eligible for the NRHP for its association with 
commerce and industry in the city of Jeffersonville and institutional/industrial architecture.  The 
Colgate-Palmolive Company wanted to build a new plant in the Midwest at the close of World 
War I.   As a result, the Colgate-Palmolive Company decided to purchase a prison that the state 
of Indiana was shutting down. The company began converting the facility in 1923.  One of the 
prison buildings was still occupied when the actual renovation began. The Colgate-Palmolive 
Company converted the Southern Indiana Reformatory complex, including a Romanesque 
Revival main entry building.  During the conversion, the company placed a clock on the 
building, measuring 12.2 m (40’) in diameter.  It is reported to be the second largest clock in the 
world and is significant locally.  In addition to adding other industrial buildings to the complex, 
the Colgate-Palmolive Company constructed an Art Moderne office building to the plant 
complex around 1940. 
 
The locations of the existing roadways and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications 
and adjustments to accommodate additional roadways/bridge alternatives for all Downtown 
Alternatives. These improvements to the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to 
reconfigure the existing I-65 alignment north of the river to accommodate on/off access to the 
proposed alternatives and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville. Alternatives C-1 and C-3 
have elements necessary for construction that are closer to the District than the mainline of the 
alternatives.  The opening of Sixth Street beneath I-65 and proposed Alternatives C-1 and C-3 
would have a closer project element that involves street paving and new street construction.   
 
The District is located to the west of all Downtown Alternatives, and north of the Ohio Falls Car 
and Locomotive Company Historic District (ID-HC-64001-024) in the city of Clarksville.  
Alternative C-2 would have required the acquisition of right-of-way from the District.  
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would not require right-of-way from the District, but project elements 
associated with each of these alternatives are located immediately adjacent to the District.   
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Alternative C-2 would have required the acquisition of right-of-way from the District.  The 
alternative would not have acquired any buildings from the District.   The Administration 
Building would not have been directly impacted, but would have been immediately adjacent to 
the constructed Alternative C-2.  Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse encroachment 
effect on this District.   
 
Project elements associated with Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located immediately 
adjacent to the District, but neither of these alternatives would require right-of-way from the 
District.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would have no encroachment effect on this District.   
 
Alternative C-2 would have encroached upon the District, and would have been located 
immediately adjacent to the structures within the District.  There are no barriers between the 
District and the roadway that would have obstructed the view of Alternative C-2.  The traditional 
view from and setting of the Administration Building would have been altered.  This alternative 
would have encroached upon the view of the Colgate Clock affecting the view of it from across 
the river.  

 
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located to the east of the District, but necessary 
improvements to the existing roadway/bridge would be immediately adjacent to the District and 
would be visible from the District. Although the existing viewshed is of an elevated I-65, the 
visual effect would intrude into the setting of the District due to the close proximity of the 
alternatives to the eastern edge of the District.  The eastern visual setting would be altered and 
would diminish the integrity of the features of the District adjacent to the bridge.  
 
Artificial lighting would be erected along all Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-
1. Lighting is present within the area, but additional lighting from the project will intrude into the 
eastern portion of the District. 
 
The Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would an adverse effect on this historic 
district.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in 
Table 5.3-8.  
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TABLE 5.3-8 
COLGATE-PALMOLIVE HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

 
OHIO FALLS CAR AND LOCOMOTIVE COMPANY HISTORIC DISTRICT  
(ID-HC-64001-64024) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive Company Historic District is eligible for the NRHP for its 
association with transportation and commerce as an example of an early railroad manufacturing, 
a repair and sales facility and for its industrial-style architecture.  The Ohio Falls Car and 
Locomotive Company was founded in a village called Ohio Falls in 1864. Constructing railcars 
and locomotives, the first facility built in Clarksville was destroyed by fire in 1872. When the 
complex was rebuilt afterwards, the buildings were constructed to be fire resistant and were 
spaced apart to discourage the spread of fire.  In the District, the Italianate style, popular as late 
as the 1890s, is visible in most of the brick nineteenth-century buildings, which incorporate 
gabled roofs, with later additions to the building exhibiting shed style roofs.  The industrial 
buildings of the former railcar company presently provide homes for various types of 
commercial enterprises, through ongoing adaptive reuse of the property.  This resource is also 
significant for its associations with rail transportation and the production of rail cars in Indiana.  
 
The locations of the existing roadways and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications 
and adjustments to accommodate additional roadways/bridge alignments for all Downtown 
Alternatives. These improvements to the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to 
reconfigure the existing I-65 alignment north of the river to accommodate on/off access to the 
proposed alternatives and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville.  
 
The District is located to the west of Alternatives C-1 and C-3, east of Alternative C-2 and south 
of the Colgate-Palmolive Historic District (ID-HC-63001-009) in the city of Clarksville. 
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would not require right-of-way from the District, but project elements 
associated with each of these alternatives are located immediately adjacent to the District.   
Alternative C-2 would have required the acquisition of right-of-way from the District.  The 
alternative would have acquired one building within the District: 
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700 Missouri Avenue Cherokee Energy Company 
 

Alternatives C-1 and C-3 have project elements located immediately adjacent to the District, but 
neither of these alternatives would require right-of-way from the District. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have encroached upon the District, and would have been located 
immediately adjacent to the remaining structures.  Alternative C-2 would also have altered the 
land use within the historical boundary by converting it to highway right-of-way.  There are no 
barriers between the District and the roadway that would have obstructed the view of Alternative 
C-2. 
 
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located to the east of the District.  Necessary improvements 
to the existing roadway/bridge would be immediately adjacent to the District and would be 
visible from the District. Although the existing viewshed is of an elevated I-65, the visual affect 
would intrude into the setting of the District due to the close proximity of the alternatives along 
the eastern edge of the District.  The eastern visual setting will be altered by Alternative C-1 and 
will diminish the integrity of the features of the District adjacent to the bridge. 
 
Artificial lighting would be erected along all Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-
1. The lighting dispersion would intrude into the eastern portion of the District. This lighting is 
similar to that existing today. 
  
All of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would have an adverse effect on 
this District.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized 
in Table 5.3-9.  
 
TABLE 5.3-9 
OHIO FALLS CAR AND LOCOMOTIVE COMPANY HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 
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BIG FOUR RAILROAD BRIDGE (ID-HC-55024) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                    NRHP Criterion: A 
The Big Four Railroad Bridge, also known as the New York Central Railroad Bridge, is eligible 
for the NRHP for its association with transportation and engineering.  The existing spans are of 
the Pennsylvania through truss and Parker through truss types. The bridge approaches have been 
removed, but the bridge spans across the Ohio River remain intact. This bridge is significant as 
an important example of early twentieth-century bridge technology.  It was most likely designed 
and built by the Big Four (Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. Louis) Railroad.  The Big Four 
Railroad developed as an independent railroad, although it was controlled during its later years 
by the New York Central Railroad, until finally being merged into the latter in 1930. 
 
The bridge is located east of the existing Kennedy Memorial Bridge over the Ohio River and 
upstream of all Downtown Alternatives.  The closest alternative would be Alternative C-1.   The 
bridge has been abandoned and is not currently in use. 
 
None of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would require the acquisition of 
right-of-way from the property. There would be no encroachment on this property from any of 
the alternatives. 
 
None of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would alter the historic 
character of the bridge.  Although it is planned to use this bridge as a pedestrian facility, 
introduction of another bridge in the Downtown area does not compromise its historic use or 
value.  
 
None of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would have an effect on this 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-10.  
 
TABLE 5.3-10 
BIG FOUR RAILROAD BRIDGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD BRIDGE (ID-HC-55022)  
NRHP Eligibility: YES                   NRHP Criterion: A 
The Pennsylvania Railroad Bridge is eligible for the NRHP for its association with transportation 
and engineering.  The Pennsylvania Railroad Bridge consists of Pennsylvania through trusses, 
Warren deck trusses, and a Warren polygonal chord vertical lift truss and plate girder approach 
spans. It is significant as an important example of early twentieth-century bridge technology. It 
was most likely designed and built by the Pennsylvania Railroad.  The Pennsylvania through 
span of 196.3 m (644’) was the longest span of its kind when constructed circa 1918.  
 
The bridge is over the Ohio River, west of the existing I-65/Kennedy Memorial Bridge and 
downstream of all Downtown Alternatives.  The closest alternative would have been Alternative 
C-2.   
 
None of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would require the acquisition of 
right-of-way from the resource. There would be no encroachment on this property from any of 
the alternatives.  None of the Downtown Alternatives would alter the historic character of the 
bridge.  Alternatives C-1, C-2, and C-3 would have no visual effect on the bridge.  
 
None of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would have an effect on this 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-11.  
 
TABLE 5.3-11 
PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD BRIDGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
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No 
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No 
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No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
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No 
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No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
GEORGE ROGERS CLARK MEMORIAL BRIDGE (KD-HC-55023) 
NRHP Listed: YES                       NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The George Rogers Clark Memorial Bridge, also known as the Louisville Municipal Bridge, is 
eligible for the NRHP for its association with transportation, engineering and for the quality of 
its architectural elements. The bridge was constructed in 1928-9 as a toll bridge across the Ohio 
River and was owned by the city of Louisville.  The bridge was designed to address a river 
crossing that had been dependent mostly on ferries. The bridge is a six-span cantilever truss 
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bridge, with Warren through trusses. There are eight piers built of ashlar-cut limestone, with one 
pier anchored on each bank of the river. The bridge is 1,140 m (3,740’) long with a 365.8 m 
(1,200’) Jeffersonville approach and a 243.8 m (800’) Louisville approach.  It carries a four-lane 
roadway 12.2 m (40’) wide, with 1.5 m (5’) wide pedestrian walks. Art Deco limestone pylons 
with engaged fluted columns topped by sculptured eagles flank the approaches on each side of 
the bridge.  An Art Deco lantern also tops each pylon.  The Kentucky pylons bear the Kentucky 
State symbol and the word Kentucky on both sides.  The Indiana State symbol and the name 
Indiana are similarly treated on the Indiana pylons.  The three-bay, Art Deco-style Municipal 
Bridge Administration Building, located on the Jeffersonville side of the river, is a two-story 
limestone structure on a raised basement, with bronze main entry doors, steel casement windows 
are used throughout, with wrought iron grills on the basement windows. There is a shallow 
balcony, decorated with stylized wrought iron work. The balcony is five-bay on the west 
elevation.  Stone pilasters divide the three bays on the east façade. The north and south facades 
share a three-bay configuration. The parapet walls are topped with a scalloped terra cotta cap, 
while each corner exhibits an engaged stone column.  
 
The bridge is located west of the existing I-65/Kennedy Memorial Bridge over the Ohio River 
and downstream of Alternatives C-1 and C-3 and upstream of Alternative C-2. 
 
All of the alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would impact the pylons flanking the 
approach to the bridge resulting in physical damage to the resource.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 
would acquire 0.1 acre of right-of-way from the Administration Building boundary.  Alternative 
C-2 would have caused the relocation of the pylons, which are within the existing U.S. 31 right-
of-way.  With the construction of any of these alternatives, the significant character of the 
property will be altered. Approach reconstruction of U.S. 31 into I-65 would compromise the 
relationship between the bridge, the pylons and Administration Building.   
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would introduce change to the Indiana side of the bridge.  The 
adverse visual effect noted for the bridge due to the change in the Indiana approach would also 
cause an adverse visual effect on the Administration Building. 
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would have an adverse effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-12. 
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TABLE 5.3-12 
GEORGE ROGERS CLARK MEMORIAL BRIDGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 
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HOUSE, 519 RIVERSIDE DRIVE (IE-HC-65029) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                               NRHP Criterion: C 
The Italianate style house at 519 Riverside Drive has a recessed entrance covered by a simple 
style of scrollwork. The house is significant for its architecture.  Locations of the existing 
roadways and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications and adjustments to 
accommodate additional roadways/bridge alignments for all Downtown Alternatives. These 
improvements to the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to reconfigure the existing I-65 
alignment north of the river to accommodate on/off access to the proposed alternatives and the 
cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville.  
  
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located east of the resource, and Alternative C-2 would be 
located to the west.  The Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive Company Historic District separates the 
resource and Alternatives C-1 and C-3.  Numerous residences in the city of Clarksville would 
have separated the resource and Alternative C-2. 
 
None of the alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would require the acquisition of right-of-
way from the resource.  The construction of any Downtown Alternative would be visible from 
the resource.  Enhancement or modification of the I-65 roadway and access points would be 
partially obstructed by the existing landscape. The existing viewshed presently contains a view 
of commercial structures and existing transportation systems. Construction of any Downtown 
Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would not introduce differing elements into the 
viewshed.   

 
Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge crossings of all Downtown 
Alternatives similar to existing lighting.  The proposed lighting would have no noticeable 
difference from the existing, which does not intrude upon the site. 
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The Downtown Alternatives would have no adverse effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-13.  
 
TABLE 5.3-13 
HOUSE, 519 RIVERSIDE DRIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 
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HOUSE, 527 RIVERSIDE DRIVE (IE-HC-65030) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                              NRHP Criterion: C 
The house at 527 Riverside Drive is a two-story, brick Italianate style house.  It is located on the 
corner of Riverside Drive and Woerner Avenue, on the riverside of the floodwall.   The house 
significant for its architecture and is listed on the NRHP.  The locations of the existing roadways 
and bridges in the Downtown areas require modifications and adjustments to accommodate 
additional roadways/bridge alignments for all Downtown Alternatives. These improvements to 
the existing roadway and bridge are necessary to reconfigure the existing I-65 alignment north of 
the river to accommodate on/off access to the proposed alternatives and the cities of 
Jeffersonville and Clarksville.  
  
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located east of the resource, and Alternative C-2 would have 
been located to the west.  The Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive Company Historic District 
separates the resource and Alternatives C-1 and C-3.  Numerous residences in the city of 
Clarksville would have separated the resource and Alternative C-2. 
 
None of the alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would require the acquisition of right-of-
way from the resource.  All alternatives would have no encroachment effect on the property. 

The construction of any Downtown Alternative, including Alternative C-1, would be visible 
from the resource.  Enhancement or modification of the I-65 roadway and access points would be 
partially obstructed by the existing landscape.  The existing viewshed presently contains a view 
of commercial structures and existing transportation systems. Construction of any Downtown 
Alternative would not introduce differing elements into the viewshed. 
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Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge alignments of all 
Downtown Alternatives similar to existing lighting. The proposed lighting would have no 
noticeable difference from the existing, which does not intrude upon the site.  The existing 
lighting from the adjacent hospital complex to the west presently lights the façade of the depot. 
All of the alternatives, including Alternative C-1, would have no adverse lighting effect on the 
property.  
 
The Downtown Alternatives would have no adverse effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-14.  
 
TABLE 5.3-14 
HOUSE, 527 RIVERSIDE DRIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

 
East End Alternatives – Indiana 
(See Figures 5.3-4 through 5.3-6) 
 
SWARTZ FARM RURAL HISTORIC DISTRICT  
(IE-HC-45026/45026A/45027) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Swartz Farm Rural Historic District consists of the Swartz Farm (IE-HC-45026), the Swartz-
Voight-Marble Farm (IE-HC-45027) and the Central Passage House and property (IE-HC-
45026A).  These properties are contiguous whose boundaries are the south side of the Utica-
Sellersburg Road on the northwest, the north, east and south boundaries of the Central Passage 
property, the northwest, south and east boundaries of the Swartz-Voight-Marble Farm and the 
southwest boundary of the Swartz Farm.  The District comprises approximately 203 acres. 
 
The historic contexts for this District are the early settlement and agriculture of Utica Township 
and the New Chapel Area (Criterion A).  All of the properties can be related in some way to the 
early settlers and their descendants, many of whom made distinctive contributions to the growth 
and development of the area.  All of the properties have distinctive architectural styles as well 
(Criterion C).  The Swartz Farm retains a number of character-defining features of the cultural 
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landscape, such as the farm lane and seasonal ford, the farm pond and related outbuildings.  The 
relationships of the natural systems are evident in the farm plan, and can be seen in the sitting of 
the main structure and its relationship to the outbuildings and plantings.  The Swartz-Voight-
Marble Farm exhibits some of these features, such as the vegetation marking the lane and the 
relationship between the barn and the main house.  At least one of the barns and the house 
demonstrate contributing architectural features.  Although the Central Passage House property 
lacks integrity of the main farmstead and existing defining features of the cultural landscape, it 
retains adequate integrity to contribute to the historic district. 
 
The District is immediately adjacent S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange and would be bisected by all 
East End Alternatives, including Alternative A-15.  One of the properties within the District (the 
Central Passage House) would be acquired by Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16.  A 
second property, Swartz-Voight-Marble Farm, has been compromised by the construction of the 
Northport Business Center to the south and west of the farmhouse and associated buildings 
within the District.  A detention pond has been constructed behind the farmhouse and 
outbuildings as part of the commercial/industrial complex.   
 
All East End Alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the District, 
including the Central Passage House located at 3012 Utica – Sellersburg Road.  The Swartz 
Farm house is not directly impacted by any alternatives.  Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15, A-
16 and B-1 would have an adverse encroachment effect on the District.  Alternative B-1 would 
have taken an outbuilding (barn) from the District. 
 
Although the District has been compromised with the construction of the large retention pond 
and other adjacent residential construction, all East End Alternatives, including Alternative C-1, 
would further compromise the historic characteristics, which qualify the District for inclusion on 
the NRHP. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have an adverse effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-15. 
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TABLE 5.3-15 
SWARTZ FARM RURAL HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
FRY FARM (IE-HC-45030) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                      NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Fry House and farm are eligible for the NRHP for their association with agriculture and as 
an excellent example of mid-nineteenth century rural architecture.  The Fry House is an 1877 I-
house in excellent condition, with an ornate, open porch and other nice detailing.  It is a good 
surviving example of an intact nineteenth-century I-House.  The house is an “L” plan, two-story 
clapboard structure with a front gable at the center, repeated in the porch roof.  The main door 
has a fanlight and most of the windows are two over two light, with a projecting cornice above 
flat heads. 
 
Reconstruction of Utica-Sellersburg Road included with Alternative A-9 would have been closer 
to the property than the right-of-way for the mainline.  The closest point of construction on 
Utica-Sellersburg Road would have been 320 feet from the primary structure, and would have 
been 82 feet from the historic boundary associated with Alternative A-9.   
 
The construction of Utica Sellersburg Road over Alternatives A-15 and A-16 is closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternatives’ rights-of-way. The construction includes a grade 
separation of the existing roadway over the proposed alternative to maintain access of the 
roadway. This reconstruction is 1,907 feet from the northern historic boundary of the resource 
and 2,147 feet from the primary structure from both Alternatives A-15 and A-16.   
 
The remaining East End Alternatives would have been located north of the resource and would 
have been separated by a residential area, Utica Elementary School and densely wooded 
ridgelines. Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located southwest of 
the resource and would have been separated by the developing Northport Business District.  

 
None of the alternatives, including Alternative A-15, would require the acquisition of right-of-
way from the resource. There would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the 
alternatives.   
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The alternative that would have been closest to the property was Alternative A-9.  It would have 
been 1,317 feet from the resource’s eastern historic boundary and would have been obstructed by 
the existing residential subdivision of which it is a part.  However, a portion of the Utica-
Sellersburg Road, 82 feet north of the historic boundary, would have been realigned and 
reconstructed on the same elevation to intersect an access road to Alternative A-9. The Northport 
Business District that occupies the land between the resource and the alternative/road relocation 
would have obstructed Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from view.  The remaining 
East End Alternatives would be separated by the Utica Elementary School and densely wooded 
ridgelines. 
 
The nearest artificial lighting would be included with the S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange 
reconstruction, more than 3,500 feet from the property.  There would be no light intrusion from 
any of the alternatives. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives, or the Port Road Relocation option, would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-16. 
 
TABLE 5.3-16 
FRY FARM IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
JAMES A. SMITH FARMSTEAD (IE-HC-45024) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and D 
The farm consists of a farmhouse, an early cemetery, the farm lane and several outbuildings.  
The house is a brick, two-story structure, circa 1830.  The symmetrical plan of the main façade is 
typical of the Federal/Greek Revival era, which the house represents. Other buildings and 
features on the property include several outbuildings, including sheds, a springhouse and a 
family cemetery.  The cemetery contains a number of marked burials relative to the Smith family 
with readable dates from 1835 to 1887.  An 1875 atlas of the county shows property ownership 
by the Smith family, and a 1920 plat map shows portions of the property also in ownership by 
the Smith family, thereby maintaining considerable continuity throughout the years. The James 
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A. Smith Farm is eligible for the NRHP for its association with agriculture and early settlement.  
A cemetery is also part of the property. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have encroached upon the historic farm lane.  The land between the 
structure and the alternative was primarily a cultivated field with trees surrounding the 
farmhouse. The roadway of Alternative A-9 would have been constructed in a cut section and 
would have been at a lower elevation than the farmhouse.  Access to the farm would have to 
have been reconstructed with Alternative A-9.  No other alternatives, including Alternative A-
15, would encroach upon the property. 
 
The remaining East End Alternatives are located substantially farther from the resource.  
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 are located to the east of the property, and Alternative B-
1 and Port Road would have been located to the west of the property.    
 
The roadway of Alternative A-9 would have been constructed in a cut section adjacent to the 
property, obscuring the view of the road from the resource.  The new road would not have been 
visible from the main part of the farmstead.  The key viewshed of the farmstead is to the 
north/northwest and away from Alternative A-9.  Alternative A-9 would have been only 404 feet 
from the primary structure and topography or a vegetative border would not have obstructed the 
viewshed. 

 
The remaining East End Alternatives are substantially removed in distance and their views from 
the structure would be effectively obstructed. Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would not 
be visible from this property due to heavily wooded ridgelines between the property and the 
alternatives to the north.  The developing Northport Business District and the existing residential 
subdivision located between the property and Utica Sellersburg Road would have blocked the 
view of Alternative B-1 and Port Road. 

 
The nearest artificial lighting will be included for the S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange 
reconstruction, which will be more than 3,800 feet from the property. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives, or the Port Road Relocation option, would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-17. 
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TABLE 5.3-17 
JAMES A. SMITH FARMSTEAD IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
FEDERAL STYLE HOUSE (IE-HC-45031) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                    NRHP Criterion: A 
The Federal Style house is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP for its association with agriculture.  
The circa 1820 Federal style house is a one story, square brick residence with an open porch with 
delicately turned brackets and a wide lintel.  The house contains floor-to-ceiling windows within 
the front porch, flanking a door with high transom.  It is built into the topography of the hill on 
which it is sited, with the basement floor on the rear, lower levels that originally were indented at 
the center.  
 
The reconstruction of Utica-Sellersburg Road associated with Alternative A-9 is closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The reconstruction of Utica 
Sellersburg Road is 1,170 feet from the northern historic boundary of the resource and 1,272 feet 
from the structure. The reconstruction of Utica Sellersburg Road would involve the realignment 
and rehabilitation of the existing roadway to accommodate an access road to the mainline of 
Alternative A-9.   
 
The reconstruction of Utica Sellersburg Road over Alternatives A-2, A-15 and A-16 would be 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternatives’ rights-of-way. The reconstruction 
includes a grade separation of the existing roadway over the proposed alternative to maintain 
access of the roadway. The reconstruction would have been 4,035 feet from the structure to 
Alternative A-2, and would have been the same distance from the property boundary.  The 
reconstruction will be 2,988 feet from the northern historic boundary of the resource and 3,092 
feet from the structure for both Alternatives A-15 and A-16.   
 
Alternative A-9, the closest alternative, would have been located directly to the west and would 
have been separated by agricultural land in production. The roadway of Alternative A-9 would 
have been constructed in a cut section and would have been at a lower elevation than the 
resource.  The remaining East End Alternatives are located substantially farther from the 
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resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 are located to the east of the resource, and 
Alternative B-1 and Port Road would have been located to the west of the resource.  None of the 
alternatives, including Alternative A-15, would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
property.   
 
Alternative A-9, the closest alternative to the property, would have been 1,597 feet from the 
property's eastern historic boundary and would not have been permanently obstructed from view 
by the existing agricultural field.  A portion of the Utica-Sellersburg Road, 1,170 feet north of 
the historic boundary, would have been realigned and reconstructed to intersect an access road as 
part of Alternative A-9. 
 
The Northport Business District and other commercial/industrial developments to the south 
occupy the land between the resource and the alignment/road relocation and would have 
obstructed Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from view from the structure.  The 
remaining East End Alternatives, including Alternative A-15, would be separated by the 
existing residential developments. 
 
The nearest artificial lighting will be included for the S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange 
reconstruction, which will be more than 4,500 feet from the property. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives, or the Port Road Relocation option, would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-18. 
 
TABLE 5.3-18 
FEDERAL STYLE HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
PRATHER FARM (IE-HC-45029) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Prather Farm is eligible for the NRHP for its association with local agriculture and as an 
example of a Federal house with a farm complex, which retains adequate integrity for its 
association with early agricultural practices.  The farm consists of a main house built circa 1820. 
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It is a Federal/I-house with six over six and nine over six light windows in a five-bay façade with 
a main, round-arched entry on the ground floor and a front, open porch with turned wood posts, 
and a dentil frieze in the cornice. The main entry also has a wood framed elliptical fan light 
within the brick arch.  The narrow cornice on the house also features dentils.  There are a number 
of outbuildings, which add significance to the farmstead, including a corncrib or granary and a 
bank barn, as well as a summer kitchen and other buildings.  The Prather Farm is significant 
historically for its associations with early settlement and agriculture in Clark County.  It is also 
significant architecturally as a good example of the I-House form. 
  
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located immediately to the east of 
the resource.  The remaining East End Alternatives are at a minimum of 2,462 feet to the north 
and all begin at the existing S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange.   
 
None of the alternatives, including Alternative A-15, would require the acquisition of right-of-
way from the property. 
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been clearly visible from the resource, 
as the Port Road relocation would have been only nine feet from the nearest historic boundary.  
Alternative B-1 would have been on-structure at this location. 
 
The remaining East End Alternatives, beginning at the existing S.R. 265/S.R. 62, would be 
incorporated into the existing roadway, and the view of the alternatives from the resource would 
be partially obstructed by rolling hills, the developing Northport Business District and the Swartz 
Farm Rural Historic District. 
 
Additional artificial lighting will be erected at the S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange.  Presently, the 
existing interchange and the property are separated by large wooded residential lots which will 
continue to somewhat obstruct illumination dispersion from the interchange. 
 
Alternatives B-1 and the Port Road Relocation option would have had an adverse effect on the 
historic property.  Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15, and A-16 would have no adverse effect on 
the historic property. Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-19. 
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TABLE 5.3-19 
PRATHER FARM IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Construction 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

 
DELLINGER FARM (IE-HC-55005B) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                    NRHP Criterion: A 
The John Dellinger farm is eligible for the NRHP for its association with nineteenth and early 
twentieth century agriculture.  The John Dellinger farm consists of a circa 1880 central passage 
house with two over two windows and front door with transom in a five-bay façade.  The house 
has a circa 1920 addition to the rear which joins it to a circa 1900 smokehouse and summer 
kitchen. A cistern is still visible behind the house. A circa 1900 English barn with a circa 1940 
dairy barn addition and a circa 1920 granary and a circa 1940 grain elevator add significance to 
the property, as well as several outbuildings dating to approximately 1900. Several modern 
buildings are to the back of the historic buildings. 
 
The reconstruction of Utica-Sellersburg Road associated with Alternative A-9 would have been 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The reconstruction of 
Utica-Sellersburg Road would have been 5,041 feet from the eastern historic boundary of the 
resource and 5,700 feet from the structure. The reconstruction of Utica-Sellersburg Road would 
have required the realignment and rehabilitation of the existing roadway to accommodate an 
access road to the mainline of Alternative A-9.   
 
The reconstruction of Utica-Sellersburg Road over Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 
would be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternatives’ rights-of-way. The 
reconstruction includes a grade separation of the existing roadway over the proposed alternative 
to maintain access of the roadway.  This reconstruction would have been 6,955 feet from the 
eastern historic boundary of the resource and 7,608 feet from the structure from both 
Alternatives A-2 and A-13.  This reconstruction is 6,190 feet from the eastern historic boundary 
of the resource and 6,850 feet from the structure from both Alternatives A-15 and A-16.  
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Alternative B-1 would have encroached upon the resource along the eastern historic boundary, 
taking 4.0 acres of permanent right-of-way.  No other project alternative requires the acquisition 
of permanent right-of-way. 
 
The Port Road Relocation option would have been located 0.5 mile to the north.  The remaining 
East End Alternatives are at a minimum of 5,041 feet to the north and would all begin at the 
existing S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been immediately adjacent to the eastern historic boundary and 
would have been clearly visible from the resource.  A proposed interchange of Alternative B-1 
and Utica Pike would have been south of the resource and may have been visible across 
agricultural land (between the resource and the proposed interchange). 
 
The Far East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are obstructed from view by various 
residential, commercial and industrial developments. The closest Far East End Alternative would 
have been approximately one mile east of the resource, and the Port Road relocation would have 
been approximately 0.5 mile north of the resource.   
 
Artificial lighting would have been erected at the proposed Alternative B-1 and Utica Pike 
interchange, ending near the southeastern corner of the property.  There would have been no 
lighting intrusion from either conventional lighting or high mast lighting (the nearest pole would 
be within the proposed loop). The proximity of the interchange would have contributed to 
nighttime visibility of the interchange from the property.  All other East End Alternatives are 
more than a mile from the property and the Port Relocation would have been more than 3,300 
feet from the building.  
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation would have no effect on the historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
20. 
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TABLE 5.3-20 
DELLINGER FARM IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
WOODS HOUSE (IE-HC-45035) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Woods house is eligible for the NRHP for its association with events and architecture, as a 
good example of late Federal style architecture and ethnic heritage.  The two story brick, circa 
1820, house is of the double-pen/federal style with six over six windows in a five-bay façade, 
and a main entry with sidelights and transom.  A lattice-surrounded ‘widows walk’ on the roof is 
a modern reconstruction of an original walkway.  The south side of the house faces the Ohio 
River.  This house was built for a riverboat captain around 1820.  During the Civil War, the 
house was reportedly a stop on the Underground Railroad. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located northeast of the resource.  Several homes would have 
separated the resource and the alternative to the north and east.  Adjacent modern buildings and a 
modern marina are located within the immediate area.  The resource is located at the top of a 
bluff and the southern viewshed is unobstructed by flat, undeveloped, open-space floodplain.   
 
The East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are substantially further from the 
resource to the east and north.  The closest alternative would be 7,972 feet, or more than 1.5 
miles, from the resource. None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way 
from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the east of the eastern historic boundary and would 
have been clearly visible from the resource to the south. The adjacent modern buildings and 
modern marina have already altered the integrity of this property, especially it’s setting as a 
riverfront residence.  The close proximity of the bridge and approaches would have further 
altered the view from this property. 
 
The remaining East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation would be obstructed from 
view by various residential, commercial and industrial developments.  The closest East End 
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Alternative would have been approximately 1.5 miles east of the resource, and the Port Road 
relocation would have been approximately 1.8 miles north of the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting would have been erected at the proposed interchange of Alternative B-1 and 
Utica Pike and on-structure.  The resource would have been affected by the installation of 
lighting at the interchange.  In addition, lighting would have been placed on the structure for 
vehicles and navigation purposes and would have been visible from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
21. 
 
TABLE 5.3-21 
WOODS HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Affect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
FARMHOUSE (IE-HC-55012B) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                              NRHP Criterion: C 
Built circa 1930, this notable farmhouse consists of a one and one half-story arts and crafts 
house.  The house has a rectangular plan and a stone foundation.  The walls are composed of 
course, roughly dressed sandstone.  There is an open side porch to the east with high, rounded 
arches and heavy timbers, and a stoop on the west end.  There is a wing with a one-car garage.  
The windows consist of a bay window, metal casement windows, and a gable dormer, which is 
located on the back of the house.  The roof is a high side gable with a front gable bay and is 
covered by architectural tile.  Over the stoop is a copper bell cast roof with a scalloped frieze 
supported by brackets.  There is also a copper roof over the bay window. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located directly east of the resource.  Numerous residential 
subdivisions associated with the city of Jeffersonville would have separated the resource and the 
alternative.   Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 1.4 miles east of the resource.  All 
of the East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are located greater than 2 miles to the 
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east and north.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the east of the eastern historic boundary and would 
have been 1.4 miles from the resource. The view of the alternative upstream of the resource 
would have been obstructed due to the curvature of the Ohio River at this location and the 
wooded riverbank that would have separated the resource and Alternative B-1.  The remaining 
East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are obstructed from view by various 
residential, commercial and industrial developments.  The closest East End Alternative would be 
over two miles from the resource.  Artificial lighting included with the Utica Pike interchange on 
Alternative B-1, would have been the closest point of lighting for the project, and would not 
affect this property.  
 
All of the East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on 
the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-22. 
 
TABLE 5.3-22 
FARMHOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
JOHN HOFFMAN HOUSE (IE-HC-55012) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                               NRHP Criterion: C 
This notable Queen Anne/Free Classic house features an irregular plan on a dressed, rock-faced 
stone foundation.  Built circa 1880 by John H. Hoffman, the house was originally part of a 120-
acre farm.  The walls are over sided with vinyl.  There is a long, rectangular back addition that is 
composed of a three-car garage, turrets and lanai.  The addition is also over sided with vinyl.  
The house has a wrap around veranda. Two inset second floor porches have Eastlake openwork.  
Columns and railings are situated to either side of the second story double window, which is 
surrounded with appliquéd decoration on the front façade.  There is a central turret.  The 
openings are numerous and varied.  The double front door is composed of art glass, possibly 
made by Tiffany, with a transom.  The windows include two over two windows, one over one 
windows, three vertical over one windows in the attic, single panes and art glass.  The windows 
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in the gable end of the cross gable roof have a modified shingle roof and are tri-parte in type with 
art glass and a three-part projecting paneled bay at the base on the front façade.  The outbuildings 
are a three-car carport, guesthouse and a horse stable.  In 1939, John H. Hoffman sold the house 
to Mr. and Mrs. Robert Sheehan who constructed the stable and training areas located behind the 
house.  
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located east of the resource.  Numerous residential subdivisions 
associated with the city of Jeffersonville would have separated the resource and the alternative.  
Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 1.3 miles east of the resource.  The East End 
Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are located greater than 2 miles to the east and north.  
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the east of the eastern historic boundary and would 
have been 1.3 miles from the resource. The view of the river is significant to this resource. The 
view of the alternative upstream of the resource would have been obstructed due to the curvature 
of the Ohio River at this location and the wooded riverbank that would have separated the 
resource and Alternative B-1.  The remaining East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation 
are obstructed from view by various residential, commercial and industrial developments.  The 
closest East End Alternative would be over two miles from the resource.  Artificial lighting 
would have been erected at the Utica Pike interchange associated with Alternative B-1, more 
than 1.3 miles from the property. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-23. 
 
TABLE 5.3-23 
JOHN HOFFMAN HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
MOSS FAMILY HOUSE (IE-HC-55010) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                              NRHP Criterion: C 
According to local information, the Moss family built this notable two-story federal brick 
farmhouse in 1861.  Six generations of the Moss family have occupied the house since its 
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construction.  The ell-plan house rests on a brick foundation.  The brick used in its construction 
was fired on the premises (Cf. “Jeffersonville’s Annual Historic Home Tour,” Evening News, 
December 8, 1990).  The windows are six over six with segmental arches and are flanked by 
wooden shutters.  The second story door is in-filled with vinyl siding and has a replacement 
window.  The roof is gabled with wide returns.  Additions include the front and back porch 
which are enclosed with shed roof and over sided with vinyl, a one story vinyl over sided 
addition with a shed roof at the rear of the house and a two story vinyl over sided addition with a 
shed roof is located in the center of the ell.  There is new railing on the front porch roof and a 
surface flew on the front façade.  A three-car garage with vinyl over siding and an above ground 
swimming pool are situated on the grounds behind the house. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located east of the resource. Numerous residential subdivisions 
associated with the city of Jeffersonville would have separated the resource and the alternative.  
Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 0.8 mile east of the resource.  The remaining 
East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are located greater than 2 miles to the east 
and north.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the east of the eastern historic boundary and would 
have been 0.8 mile from the resource. The view of the river is significant to this resource.  The 
wooded riverbank and adjacent floodplain, rolling terrain and residential development between 
the property and the structure associated with Alternative B-1 would have partially obstructed 
the viewshed of the property.  The remaining East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation 
are obstructed from view by various residential, commercial and industrial developments and 
wooded terrain.  The closest East End Alternative is over 2miles from the resource.  Artificial 
lighting would have been erected at the Utica Pike interchange associated with the construction 
of Alternative B-1, approximately 0.8 mile from the property.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
24. 
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TABLE 5.3-24 
MOSS FAMILY HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
HOUSE, 3209 UTICA PIKE (IE-HC-55009) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                                Criterion: C 
Constructed by James and Henry Hoffman in 1878, this notable two and one half story free 
classic house with its circa 1890 additions utilizes a combination plan with irregular massing.  
The original block was probably Italianate in style. The house has a brick foundation and is 
covered with wide aluminum over siding. There is a two-sided portico on the front and 
northwestern sides.  The latter rests on a cast-stone block foundation.  The portico possesses a 
wide decorated lintel and Tuscan columns.  The windows are primarily one over one with several 
small windows made of stained and art glass, including a medallion with opalescent glass.  There 
are decorative cornices on the front windows.  The bay window on the southwest side contains 
art glass, as does the double front door.  On the front façade, the second story window is recessed 
with columns and has a swag underneath.  A similar feature is found on the southwest side where 
the window is decorated with swag but is not recessed.  The roof is a combination of hipped and 
gabled with dormers. Finials are used in the roofline detailing.  An in-filled porch has been 
added.  There is a detached brick two-car garage to the rear of the house. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located east of the resource. Numerous residential subdivisions 
associated with the city of Jeffersonville would have separated the resource and the alternative.  
Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 0.6 mile east of the resource.  The remaining 
East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are more than 2 miles to the east and north.  
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the east of the eastern historic boundary and would 
have been 0.6 mile from the resource. The view of the river is significant to this resource.  
Although the vertical ground elevation is lower to the east of the property, the viewshed 
upstream from the resource would have been totally obstructed by woody vegetation and 
residential development separating the resource and the structure of Alternative B-1.  The 
remaining East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are obstructed from view by 
various residential, commercial and industrial developments.  The closest East End Alternative is 
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over 2 miles from the resource.  Artificial lighting would have been erected at the Utica Pike 
interchange with Alternative B-1, approximately 0.6 mile from the property. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
25. 
 
TABLE 5.3-25 
HOUSE, 3209 UTICA PIKE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
HOUSE, LONGVIEW DRIVE (IE-HC-55008A) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                               NRHP Criterion: C 
The house is a circa 1940 colonial revival of one and one-half story constructed on a rectangular 
plan and situated on a concrete foundation.  The walls are of used brick.  The windows include 
eight over eight on the back and front sides, six over nine on the front, and various others in 
addition to the radiating voussoirs on the front façade.  There are brick sills all around.  Wooden 
shutters flank the windows with armatures.  The front door is an entablature with a dental frieze, 
pilasters to the left and right, and slightly recessed sidelights with panels underneath.  There is a 
wood panel door and storm door.  Access to the basement is gained via a narrow outside 
entrance.  The high-sided gable roof features a wide fascia with dentils and wide returns at the 
eaves line.  An aluminum over-sided dormer with a shed roof has been added to the back.  The 
garage is connected to the house by a wooden ell addition. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located east of the resource.  Numerous residential subdivisions 
associated with the city of Jeffersonville would have separated the resource and the alternative.  
Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 0.4 mile east of the resource.  The remaining 
East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are located more than 2 miles to the east and 
north.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the east of the eastern historic boundary and would 
have been 0.4 mile from the resource. The house is located wholly within a residential 
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subdivision that would have obstructed views from the resource in all directions.  This 
development and the accompanying residential vegetation would also have obstructed the 
viewshed.  The remaining East End Alternatives and the Port Road relocation are obstructed 
from view by various residential, commercial and industrial developments.  The closest East End 
Alternative is over two miles from the resource.  Artificial lighting would have been erected at 
the Utica Pike interchange associated with the construction of Alternative B-1, approximately 0.4 
mile from the property. 

 
None of the East End Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-26. 
 
TABLE 5.3-26 
HOUSE, LONGVIEW DRIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
FARMSTEAD, 117 UTICA-SELLERSBURG ROAD (IE-HC-45033) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                      NRHP Criteria: A and C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
The farmstead consists of a circa 1840/1860 Federal/Greek revival house, two barns and a 
modern concrete garage.  The two-story, side-gabled central passage house was built circa 1840.  
The foundation is parged concrete over stone.  The walls are common bond brick.  There is a 
small front porch.  The residence has a large circa 1860 rear addition with cornice returns and 
long porches on each side.  A small half-hip porch extends from the façade.  The house has one 
over one double-hung windows, a cellar entrance on the west elevation and a well opening.  The 
rear addition has two over two windows, replacement porch posts and aluminum storm windows.  
The chimneys are located on the end walls of the front structure and on the ridge of the rear 
addition.  The rear structure also features overhanging eaves and vinyl over siding.  The home is 
located on a hill with retaining walls to the north and south.  The barns are located on the 
southwest corner of the property.  
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Alternative A-9 would have been located 0.4 mile to the west of the resource, and would have 
been separated by the densely wooded stream corridor of Lentzier Creek and residential, 
commercial and light-industrial development.  The resource is located southwest of the town of 
Utica.  The remaining East End Alternatives are located to the north, and are separated by 
various residential developments, the town of Utica and dense woods.   Alternative B-1 and the 
Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.4 miles to the northwest of the 
resource, and would have been separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial 
development and the Northport Business Center.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located 0.4 mile to the west of the resource, and would have 
been separated by the densely wooded stream corridor of Lentzier Creek and residential, 
commercial and light-industrial development.  The resource is located southwest of the town of 
Utica, and the wooded topography would have separated the resource and Alternative A-9.  
Alternative A-9 would not have been visible from the resource.   
 
The remaining East End Alternatives are located to the north, and are separated by various 
residential developments, the town of Utica and dense woods.  Alternative B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation would have been located approximately 1.4 miles to the northwest of the resource, and 
would have been separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial development and the 
Northport Business Center. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would be approximately 1 mile north of the resource at the intersection of Alternative A-13 and 
Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternative A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem Road would be further 
north of Alternative A-13.  
 
None of the East End Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-27. 
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TABLE 5.3-27 
FARMSTEAD, 117 UTICA-SELLERSBURG ROAD IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 
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Effect 

No 
Effect 
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No 
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Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
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No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
UTICA CEMETERY (IE-HC-46001) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                              NRHP Criterion: A 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
With burials as early as 1822, the Utica Cemetery, circa 1820 to the present, exemplifies the 
development of monument art in southern Indiana through the variety of material and styles 
utilized in the headstones.  Sandstone, granite, marble and concrete stones are carved using the 
popular motifs of three rings, lambs, cut logs, hands, eyes, flora, bibles, a cross and crown, 
doves, and fraternal emblems.  Frequently decorated with scrolls and drapery, the headstones 
take the form of tablets, obelisks, Greek crosses, podiums and columns.  Some of the headstones 
feature text written in German.  Cast concrete borders section off family plots.  The cemetery has 
a circular drive, a flagpole, a mausoleum and a caretaker’s shed constructed of rounded cinder 
block with a picket fence at the rear.  Among the families interred in the cemetery are Daneld, 
Snider, Lentz, Smith and Fleitz.  A memorial to Captain Robert George of Arlington Springs, 
Virginia (d. 1808), who served under General George Rogers Clark in the winning of the 
Northwest Territory, is present.  There are graves related to the Civil War, World War I, World 
War II, the Korean War and the Vietnam War.  Incorporated in 1932, the cemetery is located on 
a hill overlooking the Ohio River at the east end of Fourth Street in the town of Utica. 
 
In addition to its association with the development of the town of Utica, and with various 
important families, this cemetery, although vernacular, has definite design qualities, including 
the circular drive, subsidiary stone building, and adaptation of the stones to the topography and 
the plantation of vegetation that make it significant. 
 
The resource is located on the northwest side of the town of Utica, and the closest alternative, 
Alternative A-13, is 0.2 mile to the north.  The cemetery is entirely encompassed by a densely 
wooded perimeter contributing to the serenity normally characteristic of a cemetery. Alternatives 
A-2, A-15 and A-16 are located to the north of the cemetery and Alternative A-13.  Alternatives 
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A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located to the southwest of the cemetery 
and are separated by residential, commercial, light-industrial developments and the town of 
Utica.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
The cemetery is located on a bluff at a higher elevation than the town of Utica, which is to the 
south.  Due to the dense woods north and south of the cemetery, the rolling terrain to the west 
and south, and the Ohio River to the east, panoramic views of the landscape are somewhat 
limited from the cemetery. Views of Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would only be 
visible from the eastern portion of the cemetery and would be somewhat obstructed by the town 
of Utica and the wooded surroundings.  Views of bridges located upstream may be possible, but 
would not compromise the setting of the cemetery. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located 1.1 miles to the southwest, and would not have been 
visible from the property.  Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located 
approximately 2 miles to the southwest.  Residential, commercial and light-industrial 
developments and the town of Utica would have separated the cemetery and Alternative B-1 and 
the Port Road relocation; this separation would have completely obstructed the view of 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the cemetery. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the cemetery as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 1 mile northwest of the cemetery at the intersection of 
Alternative A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem 
Road would be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for 
vehicles and navigation purposes and would not be visible from the cemetery.  
 
Alternative A-13 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives A-2, 
A-15, and A-16 would have no adverse effect on the historic property. None of the East End 
Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on this historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
28. 
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TABLE 5.3-28 
UTICA CEMETERY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
UTICA METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH (IE-HC-46007) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
Situated on a corner lot in a residential area, the 1847-1882 Greek revival church features an 
irregular basilica plan on a rubble stone and concrete block foundation.  The walls are common 
bond brick surmounted by a gable front roof.  There is an arched central door and five large 
stained glass windows along each side.  The steeple is located on the ridge of the roof towards 
the façade.  The church has been altered by the addition of vinyl over siding to the soffits and by 
the addition of aluminum over siding on the lintels of the windows.  There is a 1956 concrete 
block addition with steel casement windows, concrete sills and rounded corners.  A small flat 
roof has been added above the secondary entry on the northeast side.  Even with these structural 
changes, the church appears to retain adequate integrity and association with the early history of 
the town.  
 
The construction of the Salem Road interchange associated with Alternative A-2 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The interchange 
would have included the construction of on/off ramps providing access to the highway. This 
interchange construction, which would have been associated with Alternative A-2, is 4,361 feet 
from the church.  The interchange would have been 293 feet closer to the church than the 
mainline right-of-way of Alternative A-2.  
 
The church is located between proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 in the northern portion of the 
town of Utica, and is immediately adjacent to the Central Utica Historic District.  Alternative A-
13, the closest alternative, would have been approximately 0.4 mile north of the church.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located approximately 1 mile south of the church and 
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Alternative A-13 would have been located to the north. Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 would 
be located further north of Alternative A-13.  
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.9 miles 
to the west. The church and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been 
separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would 
have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
church. None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
The resources within the Central Utica Historic District are located immediately east of the 
church and, along with the residences and vegetation throughout the town, obstruct views from 
the church toward the river.  The river is not visible from this resource.  In addition, the ground 
elevation of the town and District is lower than the surrounding topography that the church sits 
upon, which would further obstruct views from the church toward potential alignments.  A 
distant view of a bridge upstream or downstream associated with any East End alignment would 
not be visible from the church.  The characteristics of the church, which qualify it for the NRHP 
do not include vistas of the Ohio River. 
 
The Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.9 miles to the west.  The 
church and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the church. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the church as the closest East End interchange 
would have been approximately 1 mile northwest of the church at the intersection of Alternative 
A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem Road would 
be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting placed on the structure for vehicles and 
navigation purposes will not be visible from the church. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-29. 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-125 Environmental Consequences 

TABLE 5.3-29 
UTICA METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
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No 
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Effect 

No 
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No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
HOWES FARM (IE-HC-46008) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                     NRHP Criteria: A and C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
The Howes Farm consists of an 1851 Greek Revival house, a transverse frame barn and a 
modern carport.  The clapboard house is a one story, central passage dwelling on a rubble stone 
ashlar foundation with a side gabled roof.  Only one cornice return remains.  Three bays are 
present on the front and on the sides.  Vinyl replacement windows are present.  The centered 
entry has a transom and sidelights.  The side and rear elevations also have transoms above the 
doors.  There is a circa 1870 hipped roof addition and a circa 1870 front porch.  The two 
chimneys are located on the roof ridge of each section.  The structure has been altered by a mid 
1950s shed roof addition with steel casement windows. 
 
The construction of the Salem Road interchange associated with Alternative A-2 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The interchange 
would have included construction of on/off ramps providing access to the highway. This 
interchange construction associated with Alternative A-2 would have been 3,718 feet from the 
western historic boundary and 3,928 feet from the structure. The reconstruction of Salem Road 
associated with the interchange of Alternative A-2 at Salem Road would have been 
approximately 275 feet closer to the farm than the mainline right-of-way of Alternative A-2.   
 
The farm is located between proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 in the northern portion of the 
town of Utica.  Alternative A-13, the closest alternative, would have been approximately 0.3 
mile north of the farm.  Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the farm and 
Alternative A-13 would have been located to the north.  Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 are 
located further north of Alternative A-13.  
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Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.8 miles 
to the west.  The farm and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the farm. 
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
The ground elevation of the town is lower than the surrounding topography, which, along with 
the residences and vegetation associated with the town, would obstruct views from the farm 
toward potential alignments.  The Ohio River is not visible from this resource.  A distant view of 
a bridge upstream or downstream associated with any East End Alternative would not be visible 
and would not intrude into the historic setting of the farm.  The characteristics of the farm, which 
qualify it for the NRHP do not include vistas of the Ohio River. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the farm as the closest East End interchange would 
have been approximately 0.8 mile northwest of the farm at the intersection of Alternative A-13 
and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 at Salem Road would be 
further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting placed on the structure for vehicles and navigation 
purposes would not be visible from the farm.  

 
None of the East End Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-30. 
 
TABLE 5.3-30 
HOWES FARM IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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Effect 
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Effect 
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Effect 
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Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
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No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
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HOUSE, 609 LOCUST STREET (IE-HC-46011E) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                               NRHP Criterion: C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
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This one story, Italianate cottage, circa 1860, originally had an upright and wing plan prior to the 
rear addition.  The house is clapboard on rubble stone and has a concrete block foundation.  The 
roof is a gabled ell.  Many of the original features remain, including tall two over two double 
hung windows with large projected lintels, a flower-shaped vent in the gable end and simple 
exposed rafters.  The entrance on the façade includes a two-pane transom window.  A new porch 
on the façade and a polygonal bay window on the north elevation have altered the home.  There 
is a modern detached two-car garage. 
 
The construction of the Salem Road interchange associated with Alternative A-2 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The interchange 
would have included the construction of on/off ramps to provide access to the highway. This 
interchange construction associated with Alternative A-2 would have been 4,292 feet from the 
structure. The reconstruction of Salem Road associated with the interchange of Alternative A-2 
at Salem Road would have been approximately 663 feet closer to the resource than the mainline 
right-of-way of Alternative A-2.   
 
The resource is located between proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 in the western portion of 
the town of Utica, and south of the Central Utica Historic District.  Alternative A-13, the closest 
alternative, would have been approximately 0.5 mile north of the resource. Alternative A-9 
would have been located south of the resource and Alternative A-13 would have been located to 
the north. Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 are located further north of Alternative A-13.   
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.8 miles 
to the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the resource.   
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
The resources within the Central Utica Historic District are located northeast of the resource and 
would obstruct views from the structure across the river.  A view of the river is possible to the 
east along Locust Street, but views either upstream or downstream are not possible.  The ground 
elevation of the town is lower than the surrounding topography, which, along with residences 
and vegetation associated with the town, would further obstruct views from the resource toward 
potential alignments.  A distant view of a bridge upstream or downstream associated with any 
East End Alternative would not be visible, and therefore, would not intrude into the historic 
setting of the resource.  The characteristics of the resource, which qualify it for the NRHP, do not 
include vistas of the Ohio River.  
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.8 miles 
to the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been 
separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would 
have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
resource. 
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Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 0.5 mile northwest of the resource at the intersection of 
Alternative A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 at Salem 
Road would be further north of Alternative A-13. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-31. 
 
TABLE 5.3-31 
HOUSE, 609 LOCUST STREET IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 
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Effect 
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No 
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Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
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UTICA CHRISTIAN CHAPEL (IE-HC-46016) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES                               NRHP Criterion: C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
Constructed in 1877, the single story chapel is an example of a high style Greek revival church 
with a basilican plan.  The church has a dressed ashlar foundation, common bond brick walls and 
a gable front roof.  The façade has a large projected arched double door entry that is centered.  
The gabled ends of the building are elaborated by a series of decorative cross bracing members, 
exposed rafters, and gothic arched stained glass windows. The side elevations have similar 
arched stained glass windows, brick buttresses, and brick crenellations.  Also present is a series 
of projected drip courses.  The structure has been altered by a rear, modern two story, brick 
addition with an exterior stairway.  The addition has a low gabled roof and multi-pane steel 
casement windows.  A chimney is located on the main building’s southeast elevation end wall. 
 
The construction of the Salem Road interchange associated with Alternative A-2 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The interchange 
would have included the construction of on/off ramps providing access to the highway. This 
interchange construction associated with Alternative A-2 would have been 5,129 feet from the 
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chapel.  The interchange would have been 475 feet closer to the chapel than the mainline right-
of-way of Alternative A-2.    
 
The resource would is located between the proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 on the south side 
of the town of Utica and south of the Central Utica Historic District. Alternative A-13, the 
closest alternative, would have been approximately 0.6 mile north of the resource. Alternative A-
9 would have been located south of the resource and Alternative A-13 would have been located 
to the north. Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 are located further north of Alternative A-13.  
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.8 miles 
to the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the resource. None of 
the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Three blocks of development east of the resource and toward the Ohio River within the town of 
Utica would completely obstruct views across the river of all East End Alternatives.  In addition, 
the ground elevation of the town is lower than the surrounding topography, which, along with 
residences and vegetation associated with the town, would further obstruct views from the 
resource toward potential alignments.  The characteristic of the resource, which qualifies it for 
the NRHP does not include vistas of the Ohio River. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 0.7 mile northwest of the resource at the interchange of 
Alternative A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem 
Road would be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting placed on the structure for vehicles 
and navigation purposes would not be visible from the resource. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives or the Port Road Relocation option would have an effect on 
this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-32. 
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TABLE 5.3-32 
UTICA CHRISTIAN CHAPEL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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Effect 
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Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
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No 
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No 
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No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
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Vibration No Effect No 
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HOUSE, 206 SECOND STREET (IE-HC- 46015) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 

This house located on Locust Street in Utica is an I-house/Federal style and is circa 1820.  The 
house is a two story, three bay, brick structure.  With low side gables and a chimney in the gable 
end, this house has six over six windows and a recessed main door with transom.  The rear wing 
of the house is brick on the west side and frame on the east or river side.  The house faces Locust 
Street, with the side elevation on Second Street.  Outbuildings on the property include a modern 
garage and a small shed.  
 
The resource would have been located between Alternative A-9 and Alternative A-13 and is on 
the south side of the town of Utica and is south of the Central Utica Historic District.  It is 
approximately one block west of the Ohio River. Alternative A-13, the closest alternative, would 
have been approximately 0.5 mile north of the resource. Alternative A-9 would have been  
located south of the resource. Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 are located further north of 
Alternative A-13.  Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located greater 
than 2 miles to the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were 
separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would 
have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
resource. None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource. 
 
This resource is approximately one block west of the Ohio River and the existing view is 
obstructed by other structures within the block, which separates the resource from the river. The 
East End Alternative bridges would not be visible upstream or downstream from the resource.  
The characteristic of the resource, which qualifies it for the NRHP, does not include vistas of the 
Ohio River. 
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Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located greater than two miles to 
the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 0.7 mile northwest of the resource at the intersection of 
Alternative A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem 
Road would be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for 
vehicles and navigation purposes and would be visible from the resource but would not alter the 
historic character of the resource. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-33. 
 
TABLE 5.3-33 
HOUSE, 206 SECOND STREET IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
WILLIAM BRINDLE HOUSE (IE-HC-46012) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
This house located at the intersection of Fourth Street and Locust Street is of the I-house/Federal 
style circa 1824.  The house is a two story, five-bay, brick I-house and has two chimneys at each 
of the side gable-ends.  It has a medium gable roof with simple cornice, six over six windows 
and a central, recessed main entry.  One window on the front façade has been replaced with a 
multi-pane, oversized, modern window.  There is an attached rear wing of brick, one story, with 
six over six windows and a high chimney.  At the front of the house, a simple stoop and concrete 
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pad has been added, with local stone slabs as a front patio.  The latter detail was once common 
for sidewalk treatments in Utica. 
 
The construction of the Salem Road interchange associated with Alternative A-2 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The proposed 
interchange included the construction of on/off ramps providing access to the highway. This 
interchange construction associated with Alternative A-2 would have been 4,909 feet from the 
structure.  The interchange would have been 110 feet closer to the resource than the mainline 
right-of-way of Alternative A-2.   
 
The resource is located between the proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 on the south side of the 
town of Utica and south of the Central Utica Historic District.  It is approximately three blocks 
west of the Ohio River. Alternative A-13, the closest alternative, would have been approximately 
0.5 mile north of the resource. Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the resource 
and Alternative A-13 would have been located to the north. Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 are 
located further north of Alternative A-13.  
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.9 miles 
to the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the resource.  None of 
the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
This resource is approximately three blocks west of the Ohio River and other structures and 
vegetation within the three blocks that separate the resource from the river and obstruct the 
existing view. Although the river is visible east along Locust Street, the East End Alternative 
bridges would not be visible due to the development within the town of Utica.  The characteristic 
of the resource, which qualifies it for the NRHP, does not include vistas of the Ohio River. 
 
The Port Road relocation is located approximately 1.9 miles to the west.  The resource and 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation are separated by residential, commercial and light-
industrial developments; this separation completely obstructs the view of Alternative B-1 and the 
Port Road relocation from the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 0.6 mile northwest of the resource at the intersection of 
Alternative A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem 
Road would be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for 
vehicles and navigation purposes, but will not be visible from the resource. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-34. 
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TABLE 5.3-34 
WILLIAM BRINDLE HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
HOUSE, 108 LOCUST STREET (IE-HC- 46014) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
This house located on Locust Street in Utica is of the log I-house style circa 1815.  This is a five-
bay, double pen, two-story, log building.  It has an attached chimney on the north façade and a 
second, interior chimney on the opposite side.  The windows are all replacements, as is the main 
door.  There is a modern rear, shed roof wing.  Because of the pattern of notching and local 
information, it is possible that this building dates to the early period of the town, when a number 
of log structures were built as a planned development, circa 1816.  However, this appears to be 
two structures combined later into one. 
 
The resource is located between the proposed Alternative A-9 on the north and Alternative A-13 
on the south and is on the south side of the town of Utica, south of the Central Utica Historic 
District.  It is approximately one block west of the Ohio River. Alternative A-13, the closest 
alternative would have been approximately 0.5 mile north of the resource. Alternative A-9 would 
have been located 0.9 mile south of the resource. Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 are located 
further north of Alternative A-13.  Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been 
located greater than 2 miles to the west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation were separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this 
separation would have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation from the resource.   
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
This resource is approximately one block west of the Ohio River and the existing view is 
partially obstructed with other structures within the block that separates the resource from the 
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river. The East End Alternative bridges would be partially visible upstream and downstream 
from the resource.  The characteristic of the resource, which qualifies it for the NRHP, does not 
include vistas of the Ohio River. 
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located greater than two miles to 
the west and were beyond the defined visual APE.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the 
Port Road relocation were separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial 
developments; this separation would have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and 
the Port Road relocation from the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 0.7 mile northwest of the resource at the intersection of 
Alternative A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem 
Road would be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for 
vehicles and navigation purposes and will not be visible from the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15, and A-16 would have no adverse effect on the historic 
property.  Alternative B-1 and the Port Road Relocation option would have had no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-35. 
 
TABLE 5.3-35 
HOUSE, 108 LOCUST STREET IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
UTICA LIME INDUSTRY (IE-HC-48001 – IE-HC-48004) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES        NRHP Criterion: A and D 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL). 
 
The town of Utica was active in the lime industry during the latter nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries.  The town and township became known for the production of lime, which came from 
the dolomitic limestone exposed on the bluffs near the Ohio River.   For a period of time, the 
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lime industry actually supported the town.    Utica was known up and down the Ohio River for 
this product.  According to contemporary sources, about 13 individuals or local families were 
involved in lime either ground hog or patent kiln production.  An 1873 map included with the 
annual report of the state geologist showed several kilns upstream of Utica, and two properties 
owned by companies active at the time: The Louisville Cement Company and the Utica Lime 
Company. 
 
Two types of kilns have been identified through the cultural investigations.  A ground hog or 
temporary, limited-use kiln was built into the side of a hill.  Limestone was loaded into a vertical 
cylindrical stone or brick-lined shaft from the top of the hill, and a fire was built in a specially 
constructed arch below the limestone.  Later, larger more permanent kilns were built, including 
perpetual kilns, which were in operation in 1875. 
 
The four identified kilns are described below: 
Site IE-HC-48001 – A ground hog lime kiln is located at the base of a hill.  The kiln is 

constructed of cut limestone blocks.  The aboveground section of the kiln 
consists of an arch with metal spacers placed between the blocks.  Due to 
the amount of debris in the kiln, the precise height of the kiln is unknown. 

 
Sites IE-HC-48002 and IE-HC-48003 – A lime kiln complex documented two abandoned 

vertical lime kilns.  Both kilns are situated on slope benched with the kilns 
constructed in the side of the hill.  A ravine separates the two kilns.  The 
eastern kiln (IE-HC-48002) consists of only the kiln, while the western 
kiln (IE-HC-48003) is associated with several structural remnants.   

 
The eastern kiln is constructed of cut limestone blocks.  Two arch shaped 
vaults are documented on the south side of the kiln.  Both vaults are lined 
with mortared-fire brick in a “V” pattern.  A metal chute is evident on the 
eastern vault, and the remains of a metal door are evident on the western 
vault. 
 
The western kiln consists of a kiln, a retaining wall, five poured concrete 
posts, two poured concrete foundation remnants and two foundation 
stones.  This kiln is constructed much like the eastern one with mortared 
cut limestone blocks.  Two arch shaped vaults exist on the south-
southwest side of the structure.  The remains of a metal door are evident 
on each opening.  The concrete retaining wall projects from the east wall 
perpendicular to the kiln. 
 
Located east of the kiln, are the five concrete posts and two foundation 
remnants.  The two foundation stones are located to the south side of the 
kilns. It is not known the type or purpose of any of these structures based 
upon field review and the lack of archival photographs. 
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Site IE-HC-48004  – This is a ground hog type kiln built into the side of a hill.  Located along 
Old River Road, it is known locally as the Utica Kiln.  Unlike the other 
kilns discussed, this one has a modest Gothic arch opening.  The ashlar is 
rough, combining a use of the existing natural stone and dressed courses. 

 
Site IE-HC-48001 would have been located immediately adjacent to the south side of Alternative 
A-13 and is located northeast of the town of Utica.  Sites IE-HC-48002 and IE-HC-48003 are 
located between Alternatives A-13 and A-15 and northeast of the town of Utica.  Site IE-HC-
48004 would have been immediately north of the north side of Alternative A-16 and northeast of 
the town of Utica.  All four sites are along Utica Pike and adjacent to or near the western bank of 
the Ohio River.   
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located greater than 2 miles to the 
west.  The resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been separated 
by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have 
completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
resource. 
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from Site IE-HC-48001.  
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from Sites IE-HC-48002 
and IE-HC-48003. There would be no encroachment on these sites from any alternative.  Only 
Alternative A-16 would impact Site IE-HC-48004, requiring the acquisition and removal of the 
kiln.  None of the other alternatives would impact IE-HC-48004. 
 
Alternative A-13 would have had an adverse effect on Site IE-HC-48001.  All other East End 
Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the resource.   
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15, and A-16 would have an adverse effect on Sites IE-HC-48002 and IE-
HC-48003.  All other East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have had 
no effect on the resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-15, and A-16 would have an adverse effect on 
Site IE-HC-48004.  All other East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would 
have no effect on the resource.  Individual components of possible effects used in the assessment 
for each of these lime kilns are summarized in Tables 5.3-36 to 5.3-38. 
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TABLE 5.3-36 
UTICA LIME INDUSTRY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
SITE IE-HC-48001 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
TABLE 5.3-37 
UTICA LIME INDUSTRY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
SITES IE-HC-48002 AND IE-HC-48003 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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TABLE 5.3-38 
UTICA LIME INDUSTRY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
SITE IE-HC-48004 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect N/A No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect N/A No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
LENTZ CEMETERY (IE-HC-45022) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL).  This cemetery is circa 1812 – 1900.  The cemetery is located 
north of Alternative A-2, just south of Patrol Road and the INAAP.  All other East End 
Alternatives are located further south.  Dense woods surround the cemetery, which is located on 
a bluff adjacent to the quarry.   
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located greater than 2 miles to the 
southwest.  Residential, commercial and light-industrial developments and the town of Utica 
would have separated the resource and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation; this 
separation would have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation from the resource.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-
way from the cemetery.   
 
Dense woods surround the cemetery and panoramic views of the landscape are not associated 
with the site.  The cemetery is located on a bluff at a higher elevation than the adjacent quarry.  
The densely wooded surroundings would obstruct views of Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 
and A-16.  Views of bridges upstream and downstream would not be possible. 
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located more than 2 miles to the 
southwest.  Residential, commercial and light-industrial developments and the town of Utica 
separated the cemetery and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation; this separation would 
have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
cemetery. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the cemetery as the closest East End interchanges, 
would be approximately 0.9 mile west of the cemetery at the intersection of Alternatives A-15 
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and A-16 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-2 and A-13 and Salem Road would 
have been located further south of Alternatives A-15 and A-16. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-15, and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All 
other East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have had no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-39. 
 
TABLE 5.3-39 
LENTZ CEMETERY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
LENTZ HEIRS CEMETERY (IE-HC-45022A) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL).  This cemetery is located in the east end of the INAAP on a 
hill in the middle of an open field off South Patrol Road.  It is surrounded by open pasture for 
free-range cattle.  The cemetery contains the burial of a Revolutionary War drummer with a 
recently placed marker.   
 
The cemetery would have been located just north of Alternative A-2 adjacent to Patrol Road 
within the INAAP.  All other East End Alternatives are located further south. Open fields 
surround the cemetery, which is located on a high bluff adjacent to the west side of the quarry.   
A narrow tree line exists between the cemetery and the quarry.   
 
Alternative A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located greater than 2 miles 
to the southwest.  Residential, commercial and light-industrial developments and the town of 
Utica would have separated the cemetery and Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation; this separation would have completely obstructed the view of Alternatives A-9, B-1 
and the Port Road relocation from the cemetery.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the cemetery.  
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Open fields surround the cemetery. A steep grade separates the cemetery and the western bank of 
the Ohio River, affording a view toward an East End bridge. Bridges associated with 
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 may be visible from the cemetery.  A distant view of 
bridges downstream would not compromise the integrity of the cemetery.  Alternatives A-9, B-1 
and the Port Road relocation would have been located more than 2 miles to the southwest.  
Residential, commercial and light-industrial developments and the town of Utica would have 
separated the cemetery and Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation; this separation 
would have completely obstructed the view of Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation from the cemetery. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the cemetery as the closest East End interchanges, 
would be approximately 1.3 miles west of the cemetery at the intersection of Alternatives A-15 
and A-16 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-2 and A-13 and Salem Road would 
have been further south of Alternatives A-15 and A-16. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have had no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-40. 
 
TABLE 5.3-40 
LENTZ HEIRS CEMETERY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
CENTRAL UTICA HISTORIC DISTRICT (IE-HC-47001 – IE-HC-47020) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES          NRHP Criteria: A and C 
This resource is included in the Architectural and Historical Resources of Utica Township 
Multiple Property Listing (MPL).   
 
Utica’s original town plan is intact from Second Street west and from Ash Street to 
approximately Chestnut Street.  This area represents the original town plat with the exception of 
the eastern half of Front Street that was lost to the river.  The original 100 x 100 foot square lots 
are intact within the district, and throughout much of the central part of the town.  Streets, 
including the drainage structures and systems measure approximately 60 feet in width.  Earthen 
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open drainage ditches are present within the core of the district and are probably a part of the 
town’s early system.  The town square, a shared public space has remained.  Today it has a 
modern concrete community center on the northern half, but the south half is intact with 
children’s play equipment for use of the public.  Two dedicated streets once bound this square.  
Both have been abandoned and planted in grass.  Their locations are obvious, as mature trees 
were planted along their length, providing landscape evidence of the original street locations.        
 
The building phases of the town are represented by part of one or two early log cabins 
constructed in the town.  A number of early, Federal brick houses have survived, particularly 
along Mulberry Street.  In addition, several examples of the use of local limestone as building 
materials are present.  In various places within the district, the inventive use of local materials for 
porches, walks, and retaining wall construction is evident.  Representative structures, particularly 
along Fourth Street, represent the construction activities during the early twentieth century. 
 
The district encompasses all of the following original town lots: 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 48, 49, 
68, 69, 88, 89, 106, 107, 108, 109, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 147, 148 and 149.  In addition, 
two of the four lots, which comprised the original town square, are included.  There are 9 
contributing and 8 non-contributing structures.  
 
The Central Utica Historic District is located between the proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 in 
the northern portion of the town of Utica.  Alternative A-13, the closest alternative, would have 
been located 0.4 mile north of the District.  Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the 
District and Alternative A-13 would have been located to the north.  Alternatives A-15, A-16 and 
A-2 are located further north of Alternative A-13.   
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.9 miles 
to the west.  The District and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been 
separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would 
have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
District.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the District. 
 
The bridges associated with the East End Alternatives would not be visible from within the 
District.  Intervening buildings, residences and vegetation within the town of Utica would 
obstruct views across the river.  In addition, the ground elevation of the town is lower than the 
surrounding topography, which would further obstruct views from the District toward potential 
alignments.  A view of a bridge upstream or downstream from the District would not intrude into 
the historic setting of the District.  The characteristics that qualify the District for the NRHP do 
not include vistas of the Ohio River. 
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.9 miles 
to the west.  The District and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been 
separated by residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would 
have completely obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the 
District. 
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Artificial lighting would not be visible from the District as the closest East End interchange, 
would have been approximately 1 mile northwest of the District at the intersection of Alternative 
A-13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternative A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem Road would 
be further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for vehicles and 
navigation purposes and would not be visible from the District. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-41. 
 
TABLE 5.3-41 
CENTRAL UTICA HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
WPA SEA WALL (IE-HC-46018) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
Constructed in 1936, the sea wall runs along the Ohio River from Ash to Walnut Streets, the 
length of the original town plat.  There are entrances at each intervening east/west street.  The 
sea wall is composed of limestone rock.  No plaque commemorating the work exists although it 
is locally purported that one was to be set upon a stone at the foot of Mulberry Street, the main 
commercial thoroughfare.  This resource is eligible for its association with WPA efforts in the 
town of Utica and elsewhere in Indiana. 

The sea wall would have been located south of Alternative A-13 and separated by the northern 
half of the town of Utica from the Ohio River located to the east.  The sea wall does not extend 
along the river south of the town of Utica.  Alternatives A-2, A-15 and A-16 are located to the 
north and Alternative A-9 is located to the south. 
 
Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 2 miles to 
the west.  The sea wall and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by 
residential, commercial and light-industrial developments; this separation would have completely 
obstructed the view of Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the sea wall.  None of 
the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the sea wall.   
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The sea wall faces the Ohio River and East End Alternatives would be visible upstream and 
downstream.  However, the sea wall is not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP for its association 
with views of the Ohio River, but its association with engineering and social history.  The 
historic character of the sea wall would not be compromised by a view of a bridge.  The sea wall 
and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation were separated by Six Mile Island and the 
curvature of the Ohio River to the southwest that would have obstructed the view of Alternative 
B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the sea wall. 
 
Artificial lighting on the bridges associated with Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 
would be visible from the sea wall. Lighting would be placed on the structure for vehicles and 
navigation purposes and would be visible from the sea wall.   The lighting would not alter the 
character of the sea wall. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-42. 
 
TABLE 5.3-42 
WPA SEA WALL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

 
RANNEY WELLS HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A and C 
The primary purpose of the INAAP operation was the production of smokeless powder for 
ammunition, an operation that required large amounts of water.  An available, abundant source 
of water was one of the considerations for selecting the locale for the plant.  The company 
constructing the plant, DuPont, chose a then state–of–the-art system for collecting water – the 
radial well.  The system that was installed had a capacity of 70 million gallons per day, and is 
still the largest water well system ever constructed in the United States. 
 
The radial well system was first designed by the Ranney Water Collection of New York, and 
named for Leo Ranney, the Canadian-born founder of the company and developer of the 
technology.  The system offers a more efficient method of retrieving large quantities of water 
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from a source than traditional vertical wells.  Ranney Wells consist of a 13-foot caisson that 
extends to the bottom of the water bearing formation.  In the bottom section are ports through 
which eight-inch laterals are pushed.  They are slatted almost their entire length, which can 
extend outward up to 250 yards, giving them much greater contact with the water bearing strata.  
Prior to 1940, there were only four such systems in the United States.  Construction began in 
November 1940 and seven wells were installed by May 1941.  
 
Each well house contains two pumps with a combined capacity of 49,000 gallons per minute, 
giving the well system a capacity of 70.56 million gallons.  The water is stored in two 5 million-
gallon reservoirs, one at each powerhouse and one overhead tank for drinking water.  
 
The system today consists of seven Ranney Wells and two vertical wells.  The latter supply a 
number of large storage tanks around the reservation.  Only two of the Ranney Wells are in 
operation today because of a reduced need for their use.  They are leased by the U.S. Army to a 
private company, which provides water for various manufacturing entities around the plant. The 
wells can be upgraded to increase their capacity.  However, during the time of peak production in 
World War II, pumping was still well below the rated capacity of the system.  
     
All of the wells are located on the west bank of the Ohio River, along a stretch of land extending 
north from residential development north of Utica.  The two vertical wells are located near this 
residential area and the first Ranney Well, No. 7, is located just north of these houses.   
 
The closest alternative, Alternative A-2, would have been located within approximately 1 mile of 
the southern edge of the Ranney Wells District.  All other alternatives are located south of 
Alternative A-2.   
 
Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 2 
miles to the west.  The District and Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would 
have been more than 2 miles from the District.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the District. 
 
The wells face the Ohio River and views of Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would not be 
visible downstream.  Residential development and ornamental vegetation on these properties 
exist between the wells and the river, blocking the views of any alternatives, as well as the river.  
The District is not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP for its association with views of the Ohio 
River, but its association with engineering.  The historic character of the wells would not be 
compromised by a view of a bridge. 
 
Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located beyond 2 miles.  
The wells and Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been separated by 
Six Mile Island and the curvature of the Ohio River to the southwest, which would have 
obstructed the view of Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation from the wells. 
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Artificial lighting on the bridges associated with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would 
be visible from the wells. Lighting would be placed on the structure for vehicles and navigation 
purposes and would be visible but would not alter the historic character of the wells. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-43. 
 
TABLE 5.3-43 
RANNEY WELLS HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
INAAP IGLOO STORAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES       NRHP Criterion: A 
Storage of materials at the INAAP property required care and special considerations.  The large 
storage area with small structures located at regular intervals was termed the Igloo Storage Area.  
These structures and the complex with which they are a part were constructed in 1941. 
 
The Igloo Storage System is a network of parallel roads, bounded roughly by Patrol Road on the 
south, by Avenue R and its extensions on the west and Water Line Road on the north and east.  
The storage area abuts the Powder Preparation area on the north.  The streets within the storage 
complex are asphalt and are oriented in roughly a north-to-west pattern.  They are named 
avenues (north/south roads) and streets.  The avenues are named alphabetically (A, B, C, etc.) 
and the streets are numeric.  Connections are curved rather that at right angles, for the most part, 
especially at the perimeter of the storage area. 
 
The igloos are small, concrete, bermed, bunker-type structures.  A large number of these 
structures (estimate of 176) were required to minimize the size of the powder storage in any one 
igloo.  Thus, if an explosion occurred, it was less likely to ignite other igloos.  In addition, the 
distances between the igloos were designed to maximize access and minimize the possibility of 
multiple combustion episodes.  The area is grassed and well maintained.  All of the igloos are 
identical in design and construction.  
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This District is located on the INAAP property, west of the Ranney Wells District, and the 
boundary of the District falls immediately north of the north right-of-way line of Alternatives A-
2, A-15 and A-16.  Alternative A-13 is 0.3 mile to the south.  Alternative A-9 is 1.1 miles south 
and Alternative B-1 and the Port Road relocation are 1.7 miles to the south.   
 
Although the edge of right-of-way for Alternatives A-2, A-15 and A-16 is immediately adjacent 
to the INAAP property, none of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way 
from the INAAP property/ District. There would be no encroachment on this District from any 
alternative. 
 
The District faces the Ohio River and Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be visible.  
However, the District is not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP for its association with the Ohio 
River or views of the Ohio River, but its association with engineering.  The historic character of 
the igloos would not be compromised by a view of a bridge or roadway. 
 
Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.1 
miles to the south.  The igloos and Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road relocation would 
have been separated by the town of Utica and residential, commercial and light-industrial 
developments which would have obstructed the view of Alternatives A-9, B-1 and the Port Road 
relocation from the igloos. 
 
Artificial lighting on the bridges associated with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would 
be visible from the igloos.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for vehicles and navigation 
purposes and will be visible from the igloos but would not alter the historic character of the 
District. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-15 and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All 
other East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-44. 
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TABLE 5.3-44 
INAAP IGLOO STORAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
HOUSE, 203 FOURTH STREET (IE-HC-46013) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
This house located at the intersection of Fourth Street and Locust Street is of Central 
Passage/Craftsman style circa 1810/1920.  The house is a one and one half story, stone, three-bay 
structure and has one chimney at the back of the structure.   
 
The construction of the Salem Road interchange associated with Alternative A-2 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The interchange 
would have included construction of on/off ramps providing access to the highway. This 
interchange construction associated with Alternative A-2 would have been 4,909 feet from the 
structure.  The interchange would have been 190 feet closer to the resource than the mainline of 
Alternative A-2.  
 
The resource is located between the proposed Alternatives A-9 and A-13 on the south side of the 
town of Utica and south of the Central Utica Historic District.  It is approximately three blocks 
west of the Ohio River.  Alternative A-13, the closest alignment, would have been approximately 
0.5 mile north of the resource.  Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the resource 
and Alternative A-13 would have been located to the north of the resource.  Alternatives A-15, 
A-16 and A-2 are located further north of Alternative A-13.  
 
The Port Road relocation would have been located approximately 1.9 miles to the west.  The 
resource and the Port Road relocation would have been separated by residential, commercial and 
light-industrial developments; this separation completely obstructed the view of the Port Road 
relocation from the resource.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-
way from the resource.   
 
This resource is approximately three blocks west of the Ohio River and other structures and 
residential vegetation within the three blocks that separate the resource from the river and 
obstruct the existing view. Although the river is visible east along Locust Street, the East End 
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Alternative bridges would not be visible due to the development and vegetation within the town 
of Utica.  The characteristic of the resource, which qualifies it for the NRHP, does not include 
vistas of the Ohio River.  The Port Road relocation is located approximately 1.9 miles to the 
west.  The resource and the Port Road relocation are separated by residential, commercial and 
light-industrial developments; this separation completely obstructs the view of the Port Road 
relocation from the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting would not be visible from the resource as the closest East End interchange, 
would be approximately 0.6 mile northwest of the resource at the intersection of Alternative A-
13 and Salem Road.  Interchanges of Alternatives A-15, A-16 and A-2 and Salem Road would be 
further north of Alternative A-13.  Lighting would be placed on the structure for vehicles and 
navigation purposes and would not be visible from the resource. 
 
All East End Alternatives and the Port Road Relocation option would have no effect on the 
historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-45. 
 
TABLE 5.3-45 
HOUSE, 203 FOURTH STREET IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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Kentucky 
(See Figures 5.3-4 through 5.3-6) 
 
BROWN TOBACCO WAREHOUSE (KD-HC-JFWP139) 
NRHP Listed: YES           NRHP Criterion: C 
The Brown Tobacco Warehouse is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C).  The Brown Tobacco Warehouse is representative of the architecture of the 
tobacco warehouses built after the 1890 tornado.  It is part of a blockface that is unified in scale 
and style.  The building is a two-story brick structure with a central semi circular arched entry for 
vehicles, which is flanked on each side by three narrower round arched bays containing 
windows. The arches are capped by eyebrow shaped stone molding. The central section of the 
roof lien is elevated and contains a clear story of windows, which extends to the rear of the 
building. It was built circa 1892.  
 
Alternative C-2 would have been located to the northeast of the resource and would have been 
separated by several light-industrial buildings in a cityscape setting.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 
would be located upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and 
numerous commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 1.4 miles to the 
east.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  
There would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the resource, however the eligibility of the 
resource is related to architecture the historic character of the resource would not be 
compromised.  The bridge crossing the Ohio River would have introduced artificial lighting 
associated with Alternative C-2.  The lighting would have been approximately 800 feet from the 
structure.  The lighting would not have intruded into the historic setting of the resource. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-46. 
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TABLE 5.3-46 
BROWN TOBACCO WAREHOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
SNEAD MANUFACTURING (KD-HC-JFCD107) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Snead Manufacturing is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture (Criterion C) as 
an excellent example of early twentieth century functional design with an almost total absence of 
decorative details.  This building is an eight-story nine-bay structure made of reinforced concrete 
and brick. The minimal ornamentation includes the pedimented parapet over the three central 
bays.  It is believed that its construction marked one of the earliest uses of reinforced concrete on 
such a large scale in Louisville.  It was constructed in 1910.  
 
Alternative C-2 would have been located to the west of the resource and would be adjacent to the 
alternative in a cityscape setting.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located upstream of the 
resource and would be separated by several city blocks and numerous commercial and industrial 
developments, and would be approximately 0.6 mile to the east.  None of the alternatives would 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no encroachment on 
this resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative C-2 would have been located to the west of the resource with the closest proximity 
being 107 feet from the structure.  This resource is located within a commercial area.  The 
existing interchange would have been reconstructed with this alternative and driving lanes 
(ramps) moved closer to the building.  Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the 
resource, however the eligibility of the resource is related to architecture and the historic 
character would not have been compromised.  Artificial lighting would have been introduced at 
the I-64 and Alternative C-2 interchange.  This lighting would have been approximately 370 feet 
from the resource and would have been visible from the resource.   

 
Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-47. 
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TABLE 5.3-47 
SNEAD MANUFACTURING IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
WEST MAIN STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT (KD-HC-107) 
NRHP Listed: YES            NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The West Main Street Historic District is listed on the NRHP for its association with events and 
architecture (Criterion A and C).  The West Main Street area includes the original site of Fort 
Nelson, which was the first permanent fort established by the settlers of Louisville. Main Street 
originally was lined with simple residences followed by a mix of commercial and residential 
structures. West Main Street grew to be the principal commercial street in Louisville early in the 
nineteenth-century and contains one of the finest collections of cast-iron building facades in the 
country. Fires, a tornado, and commercial expansion shaped the development of the area. 
Louisville waterfront cast iron storefronts include a majority of the buildings constructed 
between 1870 and 1890. The commercial buildings are three to five stories in height with cast 
iron construction. Most of the cast iron used in Louisville commercial facades was manufactured 
across the Ohio River in southern Indiana foundries. The architecturally significant facades are 
primarily high Victorian Gothic and Italianate.  
 
Three blocks along Louisville’s Main Street, north and south sides are essentially intact and 
represent one of the last remaining groupings of nineteenth-century cast-iron commercial 
storefronts in the country.   
 
The West Main Street Historic District is located to the west of I-65 and south of the Ohio River.  
Alternative C-2 would have followed the northern boundary line of the West Main Street 
District.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located upstream of the resource and would be 
separated by several city blocks and numerous commercial and industrial developments, and 
would be approximately 0.9 mile to the east.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the District.  There would be no encroachment on this District 
from any of the alternatives. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have been adjacent to the District and therefore, visible from most of the 
buildings.  The existing viewshed contains a view of commercial structures and the existing 
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transportation systems. Construction of Alternative C-2 would not have introduced differing 
conditions than those that exist today, but the roadway would have been immediately adjacent to 
the resource.  Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge alignments 
of all Downtown Alternatives similar to the existing in-place lighting.  The proposed lighting 
would have no noticeable difference from the existing conditions. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-48. 
 
TABLE 5.3-48 
WEST MAIN STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

 
PHOENIX HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT (KD-HC-5) 
NRHP Listed: YES            NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Phoenix Hill Historic District is listed on the NRHP for its association with events and 
architecture (Criterion A and C).  Present day Phoenix Hill, known as Uptown, was part of the 
original town of Louisville. Land subdivision began around 1835 and accelerated with the influx 
of immigrants in the next decade. The early development of Phoenix Hill as a middle and 
working class neighborhood is evident in the number of extant structures, which predate the 
Civil War. The Bloody Monday riots, perpetuated by the Know Nothing Party’s successful 
attempts to deny naturalized citizens the vote, occurred on Election Day, August 6, 1855. Bloody 
Monday began in Phoenix Hill. Riots, street fights, ransacking, and fires spread throughout other 
ethnic neighborhoods of the city resulting in numerous deaths and major property damage. 
Bloody Monday was successful in discouraging further immigration to Louisville for sometime 
afterwards. The ethnic heritage of the neighborhood can be seen in the churches, which were 
established by the German and Irish populations. German-Catholic populations founded St. 
Martin’s Church and St. Boniface; St. John the Evangelist was founded for the Irish immigrants. 
The residential architecture in Phoenix Hill spans nearly a century with some examples dating as 
early as 1840. These are some of the earliest residential examples, which remain in the inner city. 
The most common style of housing in Phoenix Hill is the shotgun, represented in nearly every 
variation in both frame and brick construction. 
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All Downtown Alternatives would bisect the District north to south in the northwestern portion 
of the District.  All of the Downtown Alternatives would encroach upon this District.  
Alternatives C-1, C-2, and C-3 right-of-way would take 1.2 acres from this District including 
two contributing buildings. 
 
I-65 currently bisects the District.  Both Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would expand the interstate, 
with Alternative C-3 slightly more than Alternative C-1.  For either, this change would not 
introduce a condition within the District that does not exist today.  Reconstruction of the 
Kennedy Interchange (either option) would require additional expansion of the roadways to the 
north.  Alternative C-2 would not have been visible, however the work associated with 
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange would still interject roadway expansion to the north.  
Buildings would be removed and the view altered.  The existing lighting for the interstate and 
interchange would be reconstructed and expanded, however this would not introduce an effect 
that does not exist today. 

 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
49. 
 
TABLE 5.3-49 
PHOENIX HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

 
BUTCHERTOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT (KD-HC-4) 
NRHP Listed: YES             NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Butchertown Historic District is listed on the NRHP for its association with events and 
architecture (Criterion A and C).  Significant geographical features for Butchertown in the early 
nineteenth-century were Beargrass Creek and the Frankfort Pike, which connected Louisville at 
the Falls of the Ohio with the fertile Bluegrass region of central Kentucky. Droves of cattle and 
hogs, products of the Bluegrass, were driven down Frankfort Pike to the mouth of Beargrass 
Creek on the Ohio River, a point of departure to the southern states. Some animals were shipped 
live, but it was more practical to butcher them in Louisville, salt the pork, pickle the beef, and 
pack the products in barrels. Louisville’s first city directory in 1832 listed 12 butchers in the area 
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covered by present day Butchertown. Germans who immigrated to the area after 1848 eventually 
dominated Louisville’s butchering business. As the butchering business expanded, special inns 
with pens for livestock were built to accommodate the drovers and their herds. These livestock 
pens were absorbed into the Bourbon Stock Yards, which opened in its present location in 1869.  
 
The skilled German butchers built their shops facing Frankfort Pike, which became Main Street 
in the late 1840s. The butchers’ slaughtering sheds were to the rear of their properties along 
Beargrass Creek, which proceeded water needed during the butchering process and also served 
as a drain for the waste. From these independent butchers came the name “Butchertown” in the 
early 1850s. In addition to the butchers’ shops, packinghouses, tanners, coopers, soap and tallow 
makers, were a woolen mill, furniture factory, and two breweries.  In the late 1860s a young 
Western Union telegrapher, Thomas Edison, boarded at a house on East Washington Street. 
According to local history, Edison’s stay in the neighborhood was ended when he was fired for 
ruining his boss’s office carpet with one of his experiments. Butchertown is distinguished by the  
intermingling of modest wood shotgun houses with larger, more ambitious brick dwellings, and 
various industrial plants.  Butchertown’s architectural diversity is one of its unique 
characteristics.  
 
The Butchertown Historic District is currently bisected by existing I-64 on the eastern end of the 
District.  All alternatives would improve existing I-64 on the east, and would pass immediately 
adjacent to the western edge of the District, south of the Downtown area. All three Downtown 
Alternatives include reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange and the section of I-64 through 
the District.  Two options are included for reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange, either in-
place or shifted to the south.  Relocating the interchange to the south would shift into the 
northeastern edge of the District and extreme western edge and move the entire interchange 
closer to the northern boundary of the District.   
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives, with the Kennedy Interchange shift to the south option, would 
encroach upon the District. Alternative C-1 will take approximately 1.0 acre from the District 
and Alignments C-2 and C-3 would have taken 2.6 acres. 
 
Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange will not introduce a condition into this District that 
does not exist today, as the existing interchange is visible from the District.  Both reconstruction 
plans for the Kennedy Interchange include major widening and reconstruction.  However, the 
shifting the interchange to the south will move the interchange much closer into the District and 
will move the roadway immediately adjacent to the District.  The existing lighting for the 
interstate and interchange will be reconstructed and expanded. This would not introduce an effect 
that does not exist today, but would bring artificial lighting closer to the District. 

 
All Downtown Alternatives would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-50. 
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TABLE 5.3-50 
BUTCHERTOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect* 

Adverse 
Effect* 

Adverse 
Effect* 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

*Applies to Kennedy Interchange option of shifting to the south 
 
WEST MAIN/10th STREET MANUFACTURING HISTORIC DISTRICT  
The West Main/10th Street Manufacturing Historic District consists of several properties located 
within the vicinity of the West Main Street-10th Street intersection.  These include the Illinois 
Central Freight Terminal building, U. S. Post Office garage at 1001 – 1007 West Main Street, 
three-story commercial building at 1004, 1006, 1008 West Main Street, the National Biscuit 
Company building at 117 South 10th Street, buildings at 108 South 10th Street, 116 South 10th 
Street, and 120 South 10th, New Enterprise Tobacco warehouse, and the Tobacco Realty 
Company building.  This district is eligible as a small manufacturing district. 
 
(a) NEW ENTERPRISE TOBACCO (KD-HC-JFWP134) 
NRHP Listed: YES               NRHP Criterion: C 
The New Enterprise Tobacco Company is listed on the NRHP for its association with 
architecture (Criterion C) as the finest remaining examples of the many warehouses that formed 
the center of Louisville’s vast tobacco trade in the nineteenth century.  The New Enterprise 
Tobacco Warehouse was built in the last half of 1890, following a tornado. The two-story brick 
warehouse is 80’ (24.4 m) wide and 200’ (61 m) deep. The façade presently painted gray is 
composed of five compound arches separated by brick piers, which rise two stories. The central 
projecting bay is round arched while the flanking smaller arches are segmentally arched. The 
piers rest upon large rough-cut bases. Below the capitals, the brickwork resembles fluting. The 
cornice line features brick corbelling.  Hidden by the front façade is a clear story of windows that 
runs almost the entire depth of the building.   
 
Alternative C-2 would have required the acquisition of this resource.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 
would be located upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and 
numerous commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.9 mile to the 
east.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would not encroach upon the resource. 
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Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-51. 
 
TABLE 5.3-51 
NEW ENTERPRISE TOBACCO IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 Port Rd. C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect N/A No 

Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect N/A No 

Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect N/A No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
(b) TOBACCO REALTY COMPANY (KD-HC-JFWP137) 
NRHP Listed: YES           NRHP Criterion: C 
The Tobacco Realty Company is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C).  The Tobacco Realty Company is a two-story, English bond, brick structure with 
one-story wings. The long, narrow, rectangular, front-gabled building faces 10th Street. All of the 
entries and windows in both stories are brick relieving arches have undergone considerable 
alteration. The tobacco warehouse was designed with a clear story of windows running the entire 
length on each side providing light to the interior and ventilation to aid in the drying of the 
tobacco.  The building is situated in what was once the heart of Louisville’s tobacco district.  It 
was designed by C.A. Curtin, a prominent local architect, and was built circa 1912.  
 
Alternative C-2 would have been located to the northeast and an access ramp associated with the 
alternative would be immediately adjacent to the resource.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 are located 
upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and numerous 
commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.9 mile to the east.  None 
of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would 
be no encroachment on this property from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the resource.  The proximity of one of the access 
ramps would have obscured the view of the building’s main façade and would have created a 
visual intrusion.  Additional lighting would have been included with the I-64/Ninth Street 
interchange at Alternative C-2; however, it would not have altered the existing conditions.   
 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-160 Environmental Consequences 

Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-52. 
 
TABLE 5.3-52 
TOBACCO REALTY COMPANY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
(c) WEST MAIN/10th STREET MANUFACTURING HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
The West Main/10th Street Manufacturing Historic District consists of several properties located 
within the vicinity of the West Main Street-10th Street intersection.  These include the Illinois 
Central Freight Terminal building, U. S. Post Office garage at 1001 – 1007 West Main Street, 
three-story commercial building at 1004, 1006, 1008 West Main Street, the National Biscuit 
Company building at 117 South 10th Street, buildings at 108 South 10th Street, 116 South 10th 
Street, and 120 South 10th, New Enterprise Tobacco warehouse, and the Tobacco Realty 
Company building.  This district is eligible as a small manufacturing district. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have bisected the District and would have included ramps and roadways 
along the eastern edge of the District.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located upstream of 
the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and numerous commercial and 
industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.6 mile to the east.  Alternative C-2 
would have encroached into the District and takes at least 3 buildings.  Two additional buildings 
would have been in close proximity to ramps associated with the Ninth Street – I-64 interchange.  
Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would not encroach on the District. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the District, encroaching into the District.  This 
project would not introduce an element into the area that does not exist today, nor would it alter 
the characteristics that make this District eligible for the NRHP. However, the roadway would 
move closer to the resource. Additional artificial lighting would have been included with 
Alternative C-2. The lighting would not alter conditions that exist today, but would introduce 
lighting at closer range. 
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Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-53. 
 
TABLE 5.3-53 
WEST MAIN/10TH STREET MANUFACTURING HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect 

 
GIVENS, HEADLEY AND COMPANY TOBACCO WAREHOUSE  
(KD-HC-JFWP-144) 
NRHP Listed: YES            NRHP Criteria: A and C 
This two-story, brick structure with a central, segmentally arched vehicular entrance is flanked 
on each side by four bays.  In the bays are narrow doors and windows.  Several openings have 
been altered.  Two on the west end of the building have been converted to a vehicular entrance.  
Along the roof peak, a set of clerestory windows provides light and ventilation to the interior of 
the tobacco warehouse.  In 1989, Givens, Headley and Company decided to move from this 
warehouse completed in 1886 to a new location in the 800 block of West Main Street, which was 
damaged by the 1890 tornado.  This tobacco warehouse in the 1100 block was unharmed.  The 
following uses are documented in the City Directories: 
 

1900 Independent Tobacco Warehouse (1119-1125) 
1905 Louisville Warehouse Company-United Park Warehouse No. 3 (Sanborn 

1905) 
1910 Louisville Tobacco Warehouse (1113-1123) 
1920 G.O. Truck International Planters Corporation (1113-1123) 
1930 Merchants Wholesale Grocery Company (1119-1123) 
1940 R.C. Auto Service (1117-1123) 

 
This property was listed on the NRHP as part of a multiple property nomination entitled “The 
Historic Resources of West Louisville.”  The boundary consists of the lot upon which the 
tobacco warehouse is located.  The Survey/National Register form notes that this is the oldest 
remaining tobacco warehouse in the immediate area.   
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Alternative C-2 was the only alternative in the vicinity of this resource, and would have been 
located to the southeast of I-64 and west of Roy Wilkins (Ninth Street).  Alternatives C-1 and C-
3 would be located upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and 
numerous commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.8 mile to the 
east.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  
There would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
The nearest alternative to this resource would have been Alternative C-2.  It would have been 
visible from the resource; however there would have been no intrusion into the resource that 
does not exist today.  This alternative would not have altered the characteristics that make this 
resource eligible for the NRHP.  Additional artificial lighting would have been included with 
Alternative C-2. The lighting would not have altered conditions that exist today, but would have 
introduced lighting at a closer range. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-54. 
 
TABLE 5.3-54 
GIVENS, HEADLEY AND COMPANY TOBACCO WAREHOUSE IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect 

 
CONRAD-RAWLS SHOE COMPANY  
NRHP Eligibility: YES          NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The façade of the Conrad-Rawls Shoe Company building on Rowan Street is five-stories, 
constructed in 1903.  The other sides are four stories due to the slope of the land.  A band of 
brick corbelling runs beneath the roof cornice.  Windows, which retain their original sash, are 
double hung with four over four lights.  The openings for many other windows have been 
bricked.  On the 1905 Sanborn Map, only the four-story, rectangular brick section is shown.  On 
the side adjacent to North 12th Street is a row of dwellings.  The 1950 Sanborn Map identifies the 
structure as the Kentucky Sanitary Bedding Company and shows an addition on the west side 
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towards North 12th Street.  Occupants of the building as listed in the city directories are as 
follows: 
 

1904-1907 Conrad-Rawls Shoe Company 
1908-1913 Conrad Shoe Company 

Forman-Breen Manufacturing Company, wholesale saddles 
Kentucky Harness Stay Company (1913 only) 

1914-1915 Forman-Breen Manufacturing 
F.E. Reesor Shoe Manufacturing Company 

 1916  F.E. Reesor Shoe Manufacturing Company 
1917-1923 F.E. Reesor Shoe Manufacturing Company 

Henry L. Kroehler Manufacturing Company (printing machinery man.) 
1924-1928 U.S. Shoe Company 
1929-1937 Vacant 
1937-1968 Kentucky Sanitary Bedding Company (division of Booker-Price in 1968) 
1969-1970 Vacant 
After 1970 Louisville Seed Company (moved here from 831 West Main Street) 

 
The closest alternative to this resource would have been Alternative C-2.  The resource is located 
southeast of I-64 and west of Roy Wilkins (Ninth Street).  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be 
located upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and numerous 
commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.8 mile to the east.  None 
of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. There would 
be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from this resource.  Work near this resource would have 
included the reconstruction of I-64 and Ninth Street and the existing interchange.  The project 
would not have altered the conditions near this resource.  Alternative C-2 and all other 
alternatives would not have an impact on the characteristics that make this resource eligible for 
the NRHP. 
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-55. 
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TABLE 5.3-55 
CONRAD-RAWLS SHOE COMPANY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect 

 
E.J. O’BRIEN OFFICE (KD-HC-JFWP-142) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The O’Brien Office is a two and one-half story, brick commercial structure with caster iron 
pilasters on the first floor.  Above the first story, there is a narrow band of red sandstone.  Above 
each of the windows on the second floor is a roundelle with iron grillwork.  Sandstone globes 
rest on each corner of the front-gabled roof.  Windows still open on the first floor. 
 
The closest alternative would have been Alternative C-2.  The resource is located west of the 
proposed Alternative C-2 and south of Main Street.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located 
upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and numerous 
commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.7 mile to the east.  None 
of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from this resource. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the resource.  A ramp with the I-64 interchange 
would be have been closer to the resource than the existing interchange and would be visible 
from the resource.  Ramps associated with the interchange south of I-64, connecting to Roy 
Wilkins, would also be visible along the Main Street corridor.  Alternative C-2 would not have 
introduced an intrusion into the viewshed nor alter the characteristics that make this resource 
eligible for the NRHP.  All other alternatives are blocked from view from this resource by the 
buildings in Downtown Louisville.  Additional artificial lighting would have been included with 
the I-64 interchange; however conditions that exist today would not have been substantially 
altered. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives C-1 and 
C-3 would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-56. 
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TABLE 5.3-56 
E.J. O'BRIEN OFFICE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
PENNSYLVANIA LINES FREIGHT DEPOT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES           NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The angled orientation of the building on this property reflects the former alignment of Portland 
Avenue, which came through the site.  Included on the property are a two-story office building 
and an attached one-story loading dock, which retains the shed-roofed coverings on both sides.  
In the two-story section, the segmentally arched windows have stone sills and hood moldings.  In 
the gabled ends is brick corbelling in a repeating arched pattern.  The depot was built for the 
Jefferson, Madison, and Indianapolis Railroad Company, but later served as the freight depot of 
the Pennsylvania lines.  In 1919, the Louisville Bridge and Terminal Railroad Company 
purchased it.  Within the depot are the offices and some storage for the Adkins Construction 
Company.   
 
The construction of improvements to I-64 would have been 304 feet from the historic boundary 
and 321 feet from the primary structure.  The closest alternative would have been Alternative C-
2.  The resource is located west of the proposed Alternative C-2 and north of Main Street.  
Ramps west of Ninth Street and the I-64 improvements associated with the interchange would 
have been the closest in proximity to the property.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located 
upstream of the resource and would be separated by several city blocks and numerous 
commercial and industrial developments, and would be approximately 0.8 mile to the east.  None 
of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from this resource. 
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the resource.  A ramp with the I-64 interchange 
would have been closer to the resource than the existing interchange and would be visible from 
the resource.  Alternative C-2 would not have introduced an intrusion into the viewshed, nor 
would it have altered the characteristics that make this resource eligible for the NRHP.  All other 
alternatives are blocked from view from this resource by the buildings in Downtown Louisville.  
Additional artificial lighting would be included with the I-64 interchange; however conditions 
that exist today would not be altered. All of the Downtown Alternatives would have no effect on 
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this historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in the assessment are 
summarized in Table 5.3-57. 
 
TABLE 5.3-57 
PENNSYLVANIA LINES FREIGHT DEPOT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
PEASLEE-GAULBERT PAINT MANUFACTURING HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
This property contains the paint manufacturing facilities of the Peaslee-Gaulbert Company 
(Property #104).  A comparison of the extant buildings with a tracing of the 1940 Sanborn Map 
shows that most of the buildings are still in place.  The ones along Northwestern Avenue have 
been covered with a modern metal fabric.  The Peaslee-Gaulbert Company was founded in 1867 
and in 1920 had offices at 139 (409) West Main Street.  In an advertisement in the 1920 City 
Directory, the company celebrated 50 years of business.  Other facilities associated with the 
company include the paint factory at 15th Street and Lytle Street; varnish factory at 16th Street 
and High Street; mirror plant at Floyd Street and A Street; warehouse at 15th Street and Portland 
Avenue; and ware rooms at 114-137-139 Bullitt Street. 
 
From 1900 to 1920, George Gaulbert was the president of the company with G.W. Gaulbert, vice 
president.  The company sold paints, oils, glass, and lamps at a store at 413-417 West Main 
Street.  In 1930, the company was listed as Peaslee-Gaulbert, paint and varnish company with an 
address at 223 North 15th Street.  In 1940, Peaslee-Gaulbert was affiliated with Kentucky 
Varnish Company or Progress Varnish Company.  By 1940, Peaslee-Gaulbert was associated 
with Devoe and Reynolds, a New York Company.   
 
In the 1950 City Directory, Peaslee-Gaulbert advertised the sale of wholesale oils, lead, 
glassware, auto, electric, and radio supplies, floor covering, and furniture.  The executive offices 
and warehouse were located at 226 North 15th Street at the corner of Lytle Street.  The factory 
for a division of Devoe and Reynolds, manufacturer of paints, varnish, and enamel, was located 
at 223 North 15th Street.  The wholesale and retail facilities were at 224 West Broadway Street.  
In 1961, Gaulbert Paint and Varnish Company had wholesale carpet at 1535 Lytle Street and a 
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wholesale/retail store at 224 West Broadway Street.  Devoe and Reynolds has a wholesale and 
retail paint store in the Shelbyville Road Plaza. 
 
Included in this district are two additional properties-Wrampelmeier Furniture Company (JF-
158), 1880 located at 226-228 North Fifteenth Street and Peaslee-Gaubert Warehouse (JFWP-
159), 1902 located at 1427 Lytle Street.  Both of these properties were listed on the NRHP in 
1983. 
 
Wramplemeier Furniture, which was located in this neighborhood before the Civil War, first 
occupied this commercial structure in 1880.  The next occupant was Stratton and Terstegge, 
stove manufacturers, which was established here in 1895.  The Peaslee-Gaubert Corporation, 
which added the stone entry, moved its offices here in 1935.  The five-story, brick commercial 
structure has a central recessed entry with a door surround made of smooth, coursed ashlar stone.  
The first story windows are multi-paned with brick relieving arches.  Penestration in the upper 
four stories is identical and consists of multi-paned, windows resting on stone sills which are 
capped by segmental arches below arched corbelled brick hoods.  Brick pilasters separate the 
windows.  A solid brick parapet with corbelling creates the roof line.  (Foshee, 1979) 
 
The warehouse was built for Peaslee-Gaubert, a paint manufacturing company.  It is a four-story, 
brick warehouse, which occupies an entire block of Fifteenth Street.  The Fifteenth Street façade 
is divided into bays by brick pilasters, which are rounded at the point of juncture with the 
parapet.  Each bay contains a pair of segmentally arches windows. (Foshee, 1979) 
 
The closest alternative would have been Alternative C-2.  The District would be located west of 
the proposed Alternative C-2 and north of Main Street.  Ramps west of Ninth Street and the I-64 
improvements associated with the interchange would be the closest project element to the 
District.  Alternatives C-1 and C-3 would be located upstream of the resource and would be 
separated by several city blocks and numerous commercial and industrial developments, and 
would be approximately 2.3 miles to the east.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the District. There would be no encroachment on this District 
from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative C-2 would have been visible from the District.  A ramp with the I-64 interchange 
would have been closer to the District than the existing interchange and ramp and the I-64 
interchange would have been higher.  They both would have been visible from the District.  
Alternative C-2 would not have introduced an intrusion into the viewshed nor would it have 
altered the characteristics that make this District eligible for the NRHP. All other alternatives are 
blocked from view from this District by the buildings in Downtown Louisville.  Additional 
artificial lighting would be included with the I-64 interchange; however conditions that exist 
today would not be substantially altered. 
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-58. 
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TABLE 5.3-58 
PEASLEE-GAULBERT PAINT MANUFACTURING HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
BELLE OF LOUISVILLE (KD-HC-JFCD 218) 
NRHP Listed: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
National Historic Landmark 
The Belle of Louisville was built in 1914 by James Rees and Sons of Pittsburgh.  Named the 
Idlewild, the boat was used for excursion traffic in the 1920s and 1930s.  Sold in 1947, the vessel 
was renamed the following year as the Avalon and traveled the Mississippi River until it was 
sold at auction to the Jefferson Fiscal Court in 1962.  The Belle of Louisville, a National Historic 
Landmark, is the oldest steamboat operating on the Ohio River.  It was listed on the NRHP in 
1972.   
 
The Belle of Louisville travels up and down river, proximity from each of the alternatives would 
vary from time to time given the nature of the resource and what it is used for.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no 
encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives.  There would be no visual impacts 
due to the given nature of this resource.  This vessel travels up and down the river and part of its 
significance is the visual panorama that one is experiencing while aboard. 
 
All of the alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-59. 
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TABLE 5.3-59 
BELLE OF LOUISVILLE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

 
MAYOR ANDREW BROADDUS (KD-HC-JFCD-252) 
NRHP Listed: YES                     NRHP Criterion: C 
National Historic Landmark 
The Mayor Andrew Broaddus (Coast Guard Life-Saving Station No. 10) was listed on the NRHP 
in 1989.  It is a floating former life-saving station on the Ohio River.  Broaddus now serves as 
the wharf boat and offices for the city’s other historic vessel, the Belle of Louisville.  Broaddus 
has a two-deck superstructure atop a rectangular scow form hull.  This superstructure follows the 
design of most lifesaving stations with bays for two lifeboats at one end.  The hull is built of 
riveted steel plates and the superstructure is constructed of wood over a steel frame.  The hull is 
98 feet long with a 38 foot beam and 5.5 foot maximum draft.   
 
The Life-Saving Service was established in 1848 to rescue shipwrecked mariners.  Life-saving 
stations were established around the country near dangerous waters.  The first life-saving station 
on the Western Rivers was established at Louisville in 1881 to guard the treacherous Falls of the 
Ohio River.  The Mayor Andrew Broaddus is the direct descendant of that station.  It is one of 
the few remaining U.S. Life-Saving Stations of any kind in the country.   
 
The location of the station remained at the foot of Second Street from 1881 to 1936, but the 
construction of the George Rogers Memorial Bridge made the relocation of the station necessary.  
The moorings were moved downstream to the foot of Fourth Street. (Foster, 1989). 
 
The Andrew Broaddus is docked at the Belvedere, which is located at the end of Fourth Street.  
This resource travels the river only twice each year.  It escorts the Belle of Louisville to and from 
winter storage. 
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives.  There will be no visual 
impacts due to the given nature of this resource as a service vessel to the Belle of Louisville.  
This vessel is primarily docked in an urban setting and part of its significance is the visual 
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panorama that one experiences while aboard it, including the undersides of the surrounding 
bridges and other structures. 
 
All of the alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-60. 
 
TABLE 5.3-60 
MAYOR ANDREW BROADDUS IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
LOUISVILLE MEDICAL COLLEGE BUILDING (KD-HC-JFCD 159) 
NRHP Listed: YES            NRHP Criteria: A and C 
This four-and-one-half story building is made of rusticated limestone with carved detailing in 
both rough and smooth faced stone.  On the corner is a six-story square tower, which has a 
pyramid roof.  To the north is a two-story façade with a four-story building to the east, which 
was completed in 1935.  The structure was completed in 1893 for the Louisville Medical 
College, which had been founded in 1869.  In 1907-1908, the Louisville Medical College 
merged with the University of Louisville Medical School (founded in 1837) and the Louisville 
Hospital Medical College (founded in 1873).  The University of Louisville School of Medicine 
occupied the building from 1907 until 1970.  It was listed on the NRHP in 1975.  It is also listed 
as a Local Landmark. 
 
This building is located west of First Street and north of Chestnut Street.  Some improvements to 
I-65 associated with the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange would begin in the vicinity of 
Mohammed Ali Boulevard, but they would not move traffic any closer than the existing I-65 
southbound ramp from First Street. 
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
The existing interstate is in close proximity to this resource and any construction would make 
minimal changes to that view, since this is near the end of construction associated with all 
alternatives.  Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge alternatives 
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of all Downtown Alternatives similar to the existing in-place lighting.  The proposed lighting 
would have no noticeable difference from the existing, which does not intrude upon the site. 
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-61. 
 
TABLE 5.3-61 
LOUISVILLE MEDICAL COLLEGE BUILDING IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
THEODORE AHRENS TRADE HIGH SCHOOL  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A and C 
A section of the Trade School contains a gym dating back to 1870.  All other sections were built 
in either 1925 or 1938.  Theodore Ahrens (1859-1938) was a Louisville business leader and 
philanthropist.  Ahrens opened his own plumbing business in Louisville in 1880 and later bought 
his father’s company Ahrens and Ott, which produced plumbing supplies.  Capitalizing on the 
growing popularity of in-home bathrooms, Ahrens consolidated nine other businesses related to 
plumbing to create Standard Sanitary Manufacturing Company.  After World War I, the 
company merged with American Radiator Company to become one of the nation’s major 
industrial firms. 
 
Ahrens believed that well-trained workers were an asset to any industry and was instrumental in 
the establishment of the city’s first vocation school in 1913.  Ahrens financial contributions grew 
as the school expanded.  In 1925, Ahrens contributed $300,000 for a new building with the 
provision that the school board contributes land and equipment.  A building at 546 South First 
Street, which had been owned by the school board for 70 years and vacated by Male High School 
in 1915, and surrounding lots were selected.  When it was completed in 1926, the name for the 
new school was changed from the Louisville Vocational School to Theodore Ahrens Trade 
School in honor of his interest and generosity.  Over the course of his lifetime, Ahrens 
contributed over $1 million to the school.  The school closed in 1980, but the building continues 
to be used as the Graham Brown School and the Ahrens Educational Resource Center. 
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This building is located west of First Street between Chestnut Street and Mohammed Ali 
Boulevard. Some improvements to I-65 associated with the reconstruction of the Kennedy 
Interchange would begin in the vicinity of Mohammed Ali Boulevard, but improvements would 
not move traffic any closer than the existing I-65 southbound ramp from First Street.  None of 
the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be 
no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
The existing interstate is in close proximity to this resource and any construction would make 
minimal changes to that view, since this is near the end of construction associated with all 
alternatives.  Artificial lighting would be erected along the roadway and the bridge alternatives 
of all Downtown Alternatives similar to the existing in-place lighting.  The proposed lighting 
would have no noticeable difference from the existing, which does not intrude upon the site. 
 
All of the Downtown Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-62. 
 
TABLE 5.3-62 
THEODORE AHRENS TRADE HIGH SCHOOL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
DETERMAN HOUSE (KE-HC-JF843) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
The John Determan House is a one-story, flat-roofed, concrete block structure completed in 
1954.  Its form and detailing reflect the Art Modern style.  The Determan house is eligible for the 
NRHP for its association with events (Criterion A) as an unaltered, intact example of a river 
camp which is characterized as a weekend dwelling made of masonry to survive the repeated 
flooding of the Ohio River and utilizing steel windows.  It is significant for its recreational use as 
a river camp.  
 
The Determan House is located on the east bank of the Ohio River between Alternatives A-13 
and A-15.  The land separating the structure and these alternatives consist of wooded residential 
lots.  The bridges over the Ohio River associated with Alternatives A-13, A-15, and A-16 would 
be elevated near the resource.   
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Alternative A-2 would have been located north of the resource and would have be separated by 
wooded residential lots and dense woods surrounding the water company’s settling pond.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the resource and would have been separated 
by wooded residential areas, the wooded stream corridors of Little Goose and Harrods Creeks 
and rolling topography. 
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
The bridges for Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be elevated near the resource.  
Therefore, these new roads would be visible from the resource.  The key viewshed of the house 
is to the west and toward the river, where there is a vegetative border that does not obstruct the 
viewshed. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-9 would have been removed in distance.  While the bridges across the 
river for Alternatives A-2 and A-9 would have been visible in the distance from the resource, 
they would not have been an intrusion into the historic use of the resource as a river camp. 
 
Artificial lighting along Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 bridges would be introduced by the 
project and would result in an adverse lighting effect.  Artificial lighting on the bridges of the 
remaining alternatives would be visible in the distance from the resource.  However, the lighting 
would not intrude into the historic setting of this resource. 
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15, and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  
Alternatives A-2 and A-9 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternative 
B-1 would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-63. 
 
TABLE 5.3-63 
DETERMAN HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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J. SCHILDKNECHT HOUSE (KE-HC-JF841) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
The J. Schildknecht house is eligible for the NRHP for its association with events (Criterion A) 
as an intact example of a river camp characterized by its masonry construction and raised first 
floor.  The Schildknecht House is composed of one-story atop a full foundation. It is a three-bay, 
flat-roofed, brick, river camp dwelling. It was built circa 1941.  The house is one of the few 
remaining examples of a pre-World War II river camp.   
 
The J. Schildknecht house is located on the east bank of the Ohio River between the proposed 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16.  The land separating the structure and these proposed alternatives 
contains wooded residential lots.  The bridges over the Ohio River associated with Alternatives 
A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be elevated near the resource.   
 
Alternative A-13 would have been located south of the resource and would have been separated 
by wooded residential lots and the dense woods surrounding the Louisville Water Company’s 
settling ponds.  Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the resource and would have 
been separated by wooded residential areas, the wooded stream corridors of Little Goose and 
Harrods Creeks and rolling topography.   
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
The bridges associated with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be elevated near the 
resource.  Therefore, these new roads would be visible from the resource.  The key viewshed of 
the house is to the west and toward the river where there is a vegetative border that does not 
obstruct the viewshed.  Alternative A-9 would have been over a mile in the distance.  While the 
bridge across the river would have been visible in the distance from the resource, it would not 
have been an intrusion into the historic use of the resource as a river camp. 
 
Artificial lighting along the structures of Alternatives A-2, A-15 and A-16 would be introduced 
by the project, and would intrude into the historic setting of the resource.  Artificial lighting on 
the bridges of the remaining alternatives would be visible in the distance from the resource.  
However, the lighting would not intrude into the use of the resource.   
 
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  
Alternative A-9 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternative B-1 
would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-64. 
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TABLE 5.3-64 
J. SCHILDKNECHT HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
ROSEWELL (KE-HC-JF452) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Rosewell, also known as the Barber House, is eligible for the NRHP for its association with 
architecture (Criterion C).  Rosewell is a two-story, three-bay, central passage dwelling.  It is 
basically Greek Revival with certain details that indicate a transition to the Italianate style. The 
house was built circa 1851 and is one of the few remaining examples of the Greek Revival era in 
Jefferson County. The design of Rosewell has been attributed to Henry Whitestone; one of 
Louisville’s most prominent nineteenth-century architects.  To the east of the main dwelling is a 
brick smokehouse.  There is a modern three-car garage on the site.   
 
The construction of the U.S. 42 access ramp associated with Alternative A-9 would have been 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The access road would 
have been 5,825 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 5,383 feet from the primary 
structure for Alternative A-9.  
 
Rosewell is located approximately 2,000 feet east of the Ohio River between proposed 
Alternatives A-16 and A-15.  Alternative A-16 right-of-way, the closest alternative, would have 
been immediately adjacent to the northern historic boundary of the resource. Alternative A-15 
will be located south of the resource.  The land separating the resource and Alternative A-15 is 
primarily a mixture of wooded areas and pasture.  
 
The remaining East End Alternatives would be located further from the resource.  Alternative A-
2 would have been located to the north of the resource, and Alternative A-9 would have been 
located to the south of the property.   
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives.   
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Rosewell is located approximately 2,000 feet from of the Ohio River.  Alternatives A-13, A-15 
and A-16 would be elevated near this location and would be visible from the house and property.  
The key viewshed of the house is to the west and would be altered by the introduction of these 
alternatives on-structure. 
 
Alternative A-2 would have been approximately 0.4 mile to the north of the historic boundary.  
Wooded lots and residential development would have obstructed the view of the roadway and 
bridge associated with Alternative A-2. The alternative would not have introduced visual 
intrusions to the historic character of the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been approximately 1.3 miles to the south of the historic boundary.  
Wooded areas, rolling hills, the wooded stream corridor of Harrods Creek and various residential 
developments, would have obstructed the view of the roadway and bridge of Alternative A-9. 
The alternative would not have been visible from the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting along the structures of Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 near the resource 
would be visible from the resource. Artificial lighting on the roadways of the remaining 
alternatives would not be visible from the resource.  
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All 
remaining East End Alternatives would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-65. 
 
TABLE 5.3-65 
ROSEWELL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
BELLEVIEW (KE-HC-JF453) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: A 
Belleview is eligible for the NRHP for its association with agriculture (Criterion A).  Belleview 
represents a nineteenth-century Gentleman Farm.  The property achieved its significance as a 
fully realized Gentleman Farm between 1860 and 1930.  The original section of the main 
dwelling is a two-story single pile I-house. Later the house was remodeled; the central part of the 
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main dwelling now consists of a two-story, double pile, brick structure. The architect of the 
house is unknown at this time.  
 
The construction of the U.S. 42 access ramp associated with Alternative A-9 would have been 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The access road would 
have been 3,086 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 4,324 feet from the primary 
structure associated with Alternative A-9.  
 
The Belleview property is located on the east bank of the Ohio River.  The south edge of the 
proposed Alternative A-13 right-of-way would have bordered the resource near the river, and the 
south edge of Alternatives A-13 and A-15 rights-of-way border the resource toward the east. 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would be north of the resource and would have been separated from 
the resource by pasture and residences.  
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the south of the resource.  At least one mile of tree 
lines, the wooded stream corridors of Harrods and Little Goose Creeks and residences would 
have separated the resource from this alternative.  The northern portion of the County Estates 
Historic District is between Harrods Creek and the proposed Alternative A-9, which would have 
further separating the resource from this alternative.   
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be visible from the house. The proximity and height of 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would create visual intrusions upon the resource's setting and 
historic agricultural use, which would alter Belleview's agricultural significance and historic 
association with the context of the "Gentleman Farm." 
 
Alternative A-2 would have been approximately 0.6 mile to the north of the historic boundary.  
Wooded lots and residential development would have obstructed the view of the roadway and 
bridge associated with Alternative A-2. The alternative would not have been visible from the 
resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been approximately 0.8 mile to the south of the historic boundary.  
Wooded areas, rolling hills, the wooded stream corridor of Harrods Creek and various residential 
developments would have obstructed the view of the roadway and bridge associated with 
Alternative A-9. The alternative would not have been visible from the resource. 
 
Artificial lighting along the structure of Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 near the resource 
would be visible from the resource.  Artificial lighting on the roadways of the remaining 
alternatives would not be visible from the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All 
other East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-66. 
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TABLE 5.3-66 
BELLEVIEW IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

 
COUNTRY ESTATES HISTORIC DISTRICT (KE-HC-1) 
The Country Estates of River Road consist of all or portions of a string of contiguous estates, 
many with designed landscapes, covering approximately 700 acres (295.2 ha) northeast of 
Louisville.  Four historic districts and 10 individually listed properties are contained with the 
district.   
 
The total acreage within the four historic districts is 475 and the acres are distributed from the (k) 
Harrods Creek Historic District – 316 acres (the largest); (l) Glenview Historic District – 81 
acres; (m) Drumanard Historic District – 48 acres and (n) Nitta Yuma Historic District – 30 
acres. 
 
The ten (10) individually listed properties on the NRHP are (a) Ashbourne (Harrods Creek 
Historic District), (b) Bingham-Hilliard (Harrods Creek Historic District), (c) Rogers Clark 
Ballard School, (d) Shwab House, (e) Rockledge, (f) Winkworth, (g) Ladless Hill, (h) Jesse 
Chrisler House, (i) Lyncliffe, and (j) Blankenbaker Station.    
 
The 10 individually listed properties, four individual districts and then Country Estates Historic 
District (o) as a whole will be addressed in the following material. 
 
(a) ASHBOURNE (JF-570) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Ashbourne is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture (Criterion C).  
It is approximately 14 acres in size and is located adjacent to the northern boundary of Harrods 
Creek Historic District on the eastern end of Country Estates.  
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15, the closest alternatives would be located to the north and separated 
by trees along Harrods Creek.  Alternative A-16 would have been the next closest alternative to 
the resource.  It would have been 2,635 feet from the right-of-way to the nearest historic 
boundary.  This alternative would have been located to the north of the resource.  Alternatives A-
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2 and A-9 would have been substantially further away from the resource.  Alternative A-2 would 
have been located to the north of the resource and Alternative A-9 would have been located to 
the south of the resource.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way 
from the resource.   
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be visible from the edge of the resource.  The view 
would be partially obstructed by the vegetation along Harrods Creek and near the resource.  The 
bridge and roadway for these alternatives would not compromise the integrity of the landscape, 
setting and architectural style of the house which make it eligible for the NRHP.  Alternative A-9 
would have an unobstructed view from the edge of the property.  The project would be an 
intrusion to the historic setting and landscape.  The remaining East End Alternatives would not 
have been visible from the resource due to intervening vegetation and rolling terrain. 
 
Artificial lighting for the bridges on Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 would be visible in the 
distance; however there would be no light intrusion onto the property.  Lighting for bridges on 
the remaining alternatives would have been barely visible from the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives A-13, A-15 
and A-16 would have no adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives A-2 and B-1 would 
have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in 
this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-67. 
 
TABLE 5.3-67 
ASHBOURNE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(b) BINGHAM-HILLIARD (JF-557) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Bingham-Hilliard is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C).  The property is approximately 9 acres in size and is located within the Harrods 
Creek Historic District.   
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Alternative A-9, the closest alternative, would have been located to the south of the resource.  
The property is located adjacent to Little Goose Creek, which forms a portion of the north and 
west property boundaries.  Dense woods surround the property.  All remaining Far East 
alternatives would be located to the north of the resource.  None of the alternatives would require 
the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no encroachment on this 
resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located 1,376 feet from the resource and the view of the 
alternative would not have been be permanently obstructed by the existing trees and residences.  
Trees and residences between the resource and the proposed alternatives would obstruct the view 
of Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  The remaining East End Alternatives would have been 
approximately a mile or greater from the resource and the views would have been obstructed by 
intervening terrain and vegetation.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the river 
crossing of Alternative A-9 would have been visible from the primary structure of the resource.   
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives A-13 
and A-15 would have no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End Alternatives 
would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-68. 
 
TABLE 5.3-68 
BINGHAM-HILLIARD IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(c) ROGERS CLARK BALLARD SCHOOL (JF-555) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Rogers Clark Ballard School is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with 
architecture (Criterion C).  This resource consists of approximately 2 acres atop a bluff off Lime 
Kiln Lane. 
      
Alternative A-9, the closest alternative, would have been located north of the resource.  This 
resource sets on top of a bluff and is surrounded by dense vegetation.  The remaining East End 
Alternatives would be located over a mile from the resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and 
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A-16 would be located northeast of the resource, and Alternative B-1 would have been located 
west of the resource.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from 
the resource.  There would be no effect on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been 1,647 feet north of the resource. The view would have been 
partially blocked by the vegetation surrounding the resource, however the bridge and fill for this 
alternative would have still been visible and would have intruded into the historic setting.  The 
remaining East End Alternatives would be greater than one mile from the resource and the view 
would be obstructed by terrain and existing vegetation. Artificial lighting for the bridge 
associated with the river crossing of Alternative A-9 would have been visible from the primary 
structure of the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-69. 
 
TABLE 5.3-69 
ROGERS CLARK BALLARD SCHOOL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No  Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(d) SHWAB HOUSE (JF-545) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
The Shwab House is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C).  The Shwab House is located on the northwestern National Historic Boundary line 
of Country Estates Historic District, between proposed Alternatives A-9 and B-1.  Rockledge is 
adjacent to the southern boundary of this property. The resource is approximately 7 acres.   
 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 5,132 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 4,538 feet from the nearest structure.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the northeast of the resource and would have been 
separated by soccer fields, various structures and the wooded Goose Creek stream corridor.    
The resource is located on a bluff and overlooks the Ohio River.  None of the alternatives would 
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require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no effect on this 
resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
The view from Alternative A-9 would have been partially blocked, however the bridge would 
still have been visible in the distance due to the position of the resource.  It would have been 
approximately 1 mile from the property to the bridge.  The alternative would have intruded into 
the historic river view landscape setting of this resource.  Alternative B-1 would have been 
located downstream and blocked from view by vegetation, terrain and other development along 
River Road.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the river crossing of Alternative A-
9 would have been visible in the distance from the primary structure of the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-70. 
 
TABLE 5.3-70 
SHWAB HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(e) ROCKLEDGE (JF-544) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Rockledge is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture (Criterion C).  
Rockledge covers approximately 6 acres within the Country Estates Historic District and its 
northern boundary is located adjacent to the Shwab House boundary. 
 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 4,176 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 4,497 feet from the nearest structure.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the northeast of the resource and would have been 
separated by soccer fields, various structures and the wooded Goose Creek stream corridor.    
The resource is located on a bluff and overlooks the Ohio River.  None of the alternatives would 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no effect on this 
resource from any of the alternatives.   
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Alternatives A-9 and B-1 would have been the closest alternatives to the resource located 
approximately 1.0 mile north and south of the property.  The view of these alternatives would 
have been partially blocked by vegetation, however, the historic setting on a bluff overlooking 
the river would have been compromised.  Artificial lighting for the bridges associated with the 
river crossings of Alternatives A-9 and B-1 would have been visible in the distance from the 
primary structure of the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-9 and B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-71. 
 
TABLE 5.3-71 
ROCKLEDGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

 
(f) WINKWORTH (JF-533) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Winkworth is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture (Criterion C).  
 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 2,215 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 2,710 feet from the nearest structure.  
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There 
would be no effect on this resource from any of the alternatives.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been the closest alternative to the resource and the view would have 
been partially obstructed by vegetation and intervening terrain.  The designed landscape would 
have been altered by the distant view of a river bridge.  Alternative A-9 would have been 1.3 
miles upstream and would not have been visible from the resource due to the natural curvature of 
the Ohio River.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the river crossing of Alternative 
B-1 would have been visible from the primary structure of the resource. 
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Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-72. 
 
TABLE 5.3-72 
WINKWORTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(g) LADLESS HILL (JF-532) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Ladless Hill is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture.  This 
resource is located on a bluff overlooking the Ohio River. 

 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 1,526 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 2,001 feet from the nearest structure.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the northeast of the resource and would have been 
separated by densely wooded areas, various structures and the natural curvature of the Ohio 
River.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been the closest alternative to the resource.  The view would have 
not been obstructed and there would have been an intrusion on the historic river view of the 
resource.  Alternative A-9 would have been located 1.5 miles upstream and would not have been 
visible from the resource due to the natural curvature of the Ohio River.  Artificial lighting for 
the bridge associated with the river crossing of Alternative B-1 would have been visible from the 
primary structure of the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-73. 
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TABLE 5.3-73 
LADLESS HILL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(h) JESSE CHRISLER HOUSE (JF-457) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Jesse Chrisler House is individually listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C).   
 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 1,662 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 2,125 feet from the nearest structure.  
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the southwest, or downstream, of the resource.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the north, or upstream of the resource.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been the closest alternative to the resource.  The view of the bridge 
crossing the Ohio River would not have been obstructed and would have been an intrusion into 
the historic setting.  Alternative A-9 would have been located 1.5 miles upstream and would not 
have been visible from the resource due to the natural curvature of the Ohio River.  Artificial 
lighting for the bridge associated with the river crossing of Alternative B-1 would have been 
visible from the primary structure of the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-74. 
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TABLE 5.3-74 
JESSE CHRISLER HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

  
(i) LYNCLIFFE (JF-531) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Lyncliffe is a three-story, stuccoed structure with a hipped roof, dormers, and interior brick 
chimneys.  The window sills, lintels, and quoins are limestone.  The house is surrounded by vast 
lawns that are accented by large trees and extensive gardens.  In addition to the main dwelling, 
the contributing structures on the site include a carriage house, generator house, barn, and two 
stuccoed cottages built for servants, gardener or caretaker.  There are two non-contributing 
greenhouse which date from the 1960s.  Lyncliffe was listed on the NRHP in 1983 under 
criterion C (architecture).  It is evident of significant early twentieth century Georgian Revival 
mansion. 

 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 102 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 722 feet from the primary structure.  
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the southwest, or downstream, of the resource.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the north, or upstream of the resource.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been the closest alternative to the resource.  The view would not 
have been obstructed and there would have been an intrusion into the historic setting.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located 1.8 miles upstream and would not have been be visible 
from the resource due to the intervening vegetation and the natural curvature of the Ohio River.  
Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the construction of the I-71/I-264 interchange 
associated with Alternative B-1 would have been visible from the primary structure of the 
resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-75. 
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TABLE 5.3-75 
LYNCLIFFE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(j) BLANKENBAKER STATION (JF-658) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Blankenbaker Station is sited on grounds above the Ohio River. It is a two and a half story, neo-
colonial stone structure that is flanked by wings on each side.  Dormers ornament the slate roof.  
The main façade is highlighted by a pent roof between the first and second stories.  The structure 
was completed in 1916.  The name “Blankenbaker Station” refers to the Interurban station which 
stood at the bottom of the hill in the early twentieth century. Blankenbaker Station meets 
criterion C because of the example of Neo-Colonial Revival movement of the early twentieth 
century. 

 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been closer to the resource than the 
mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The proposed interchange would have been 86 feet 
from the nearest historic boundary and would have been 294 feet from the nearest structure.  
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the southwest, or downstream, of the resource.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the north, or upstream of the resource.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been the closest alternative to the resource.  The view of the 
alternative would not have been obstructed and there would have been an intrusion into the 
historic setting.  Alternative A-9 would have been located 1.9 miles upstream and would not 
have been visible from the resource due to the intervening vegetation and the natural curvature of 
the Ohio River.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the construction of the I-71/I-
264 interchange associated with Alternative B-1 would have been visible from the primary 
structure of the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-76. 
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TABLE 5.3-76 
BLANKENBAKER STATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No   

Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(k) HARRODS CREEK HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Harrods Creek Historic District is the largest historic district within the Country Estates Historic 
District.  It is located along the northern edge of the district.  River Road forms a major portion 
of the boundary, extending from near Captains Quarters to the Drumanard Historic District, 
southeast of the River Road-Wolf Pen Branch Road intersection.  Two of the individually listed 
NRHP listed properties, Ashbourne and Bingham-Hilliard, are located within the Harrods Creek 
Historic District. 

 
The proposed Alternative B-1 interchange would have been 8,068 feet from the nearest historic 
boundary, and would have been separated by numerous residential developments, rolling terrain 
and the Goose and Little Goose Creek stream corridors.  Alternative A-9 would have cut through 
the southern edge of the District.  Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be approximately 866 feet 
to the north, Alternative A-16 would have been approximately 2,400 feet to the north, and 
Alignment A-2 would have been approximately 4,900 feet to the north of the District.  
Alternative A-9 would have acquired right-of-way from the District.  Alternative A-9 would 
have had an encroachment effect on this District. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 are partially obstructed from view from the District.  The fill north 
of River Road for both alternatives would be visible from the District.  Alternative A-16 would 
have been located further north, with more intervening obstructions of the view due to vegetation 
and terrain.  The view of this alternative would not have altered the characteristics that make this 
District eligible for the NRHP.  Alternatives A-2 and B-1 would have been located further from 
the District.  The intervening terrain, vegetation and distance would have obstructed a view of 
these alternatives.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the river crossing of 
Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 would be visible from within the District. 
 
Shady Brook Farm is located within Harrods Creek Historic District and would have been 
located 539 feet from the structure to right-of-way of Alternative A-9.  A noise reading was 
taken from this property and a determination of adverse effect was made.  Since the alignment is 
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within the district and will increase noise levels in excess of 5 dBA through undeveloped 
portions, A-9 would have had an adverse noise effect.   
 
The terrain south of Harrods Creek would block noise from Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  From 
this point, the alternatives bend to the north, moving further away from the District.  Ashbourne, 
the other listed resource, would have been the closest resource within the District at this point, 
more than 1,200 feet south of these alternatives.  Alternatives A-16 and A-2 would have been 
located even further to the north.  Alternative B-1 would have been located more than 2 miles to 
the southwest.  Alternatives A-2, A-16 and B-1 would have had no noise effect on the District.   
 
Alternatives A-9, A-13, and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  
Alternative A-16 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives A-2 
and B-1 would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-77. 
 
TABLE 5.3-77 
HARRODS CREEK HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No   

Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

 
(l) GLENVIEW HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Glenview Historic District is near the middle of the Country Estates Historic District.  It is more 
or less centered on Glenview Avenue, extending approximately 0.25 mile north and south.  It 
extends approximately 0.5 mile southeast from the Ohio River floodplain. 

 
The construction of the of U.S. 42/KY 841 access ramps associated with Alternatives A-13 and 
A-15 would be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternatives right-of-way. The 
interchange would be 7,988 feet from the historic boundary associated with Alternative A-13, 
and would be 8,774 feet from the historic boundary associated with Alternative A-15. 
 
The closest alternative, Alternative A-9, would have been located to the northeast and would be 
separated by wooded areas, various structures and the Goose Creek stream corridor.  Alternatives 
A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be located to the northeast and would be separated by wooded areas, 
various structures and the Goose Creek and Harrods Creek stream corridors.  Alternative B-1 
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would have been located southwest of the resource and would be separated by various structures 
and densely wooded areas.  None of the alternatives would acquire right-of-way from the 
District.   
 
Alternatives A-9 and B-1 would have been located closest to the District.  The view from many 
of the properties would have been partially blocked by the vegetation and intervening terrain.  
These alternatives would have required a large amount of fill within the floodplain and this 
would have interfered with the view of some properties.  Alternative B-1 would have been 
located to the south of the District and would have been separated from the alternative by 
wooded and residential areas.  Alternative B-1 would not have been visible from the District.  All 
remaining alternatives are greater than 1.0 mile or more from the District, blocked from view by 
the vegetation.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated with the river crossing of Alternative 
A-9 would have been visible from within the District. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All remaining East 
End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-78. 
 
TABLE 5.3-78 
GLENVIEW HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No   

Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(m) DRUMANARD ESTATES HISTORIC DISTRICT 
The Drumanard Estates Historic District is near the northern edge of the Country Estates Historic 
District.  It is located on the north side of Wolf Pen Branch Road, opposite the Nitta Yuma 
Historic District. 

 
The closest alternatives would have been Alternatives A-13 and A-15, which include a tunnel 
under the District. Alternative A-16 would have been located to the north and would have been 
separated by wooded areas.  Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the District, 
crossing U.S. 42 and following Little Goose Creek to the Ohio River floodplain.  None of the 
alternatives would require right-of-way from the District.  Some type of preservation easement 
may be required for the area where the proposed tunnel would be located. 
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Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be partially obstructed from view by vegetation and 
intervening terrain north of the tunnel.  The road would be approximately 60 feet below U.S. 42 
south of the District.  Alternative A-16 crosses Harrods Creek, north of Alternatives A-13 and A-
15, and would have been partially visible from high points within the District.  Alternative A-2 
would have been located further to the north.  The view from the District would have been 
almost entirely obstructed by the vegetation and terrain.  Artificial lighting would have be 
included within the tunnel associated with Alternative A-13 and A-15, but would be below the 
surface and would not affect this resource. 
 
Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All 
other East End Alternative would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-79. 
 
TABLE 5.3-79 
DRUMANARD ESTATES HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No   
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

 
(n) NITTA YUMA HISTORIC DISTRICT 
The Nitta Yuma Historic District is near the northern edge of the Country Estates Historic 
District.  It is located on the south side of Wolf Pen Branch Road, opposite the Drumanard 
Estates Historic District. 

 
The closest alternatives would be Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15. Alternative A-9 would have 
crossed U.S. 42 and would have been located in a ravine blocked from most of the properties 
within the District.  Similarly, Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be in a cut section under U.S. 
42 and under the Drumanard Estates Historic District.  The hill north of Wolf Pen Branch Road 
would block the view of these alternatives until they cross Harrods Creek.  Alternatives A-2 and 
A-16 would have been located northeast of the District and would be separated by the 
Drumanard Historic District and densely wooded areas.  None of the alternatives would acquire 
right-of-way from the District.   
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located closest to the District.  The view from many of the 
properties would have been partially blocked by vegetation and intervening terrain. The 
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vegetation and terrain would entirely obstruct views of Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  Alternative 
A-9 would have been separated from the District by vegetation and rolling terrain, but may have 
been visible in the distance from the southern historic boundary.  Alternative A-9 would have not 
compromised the historic character of this District.  Artificial lighting for the bridge associated 
with the river crossing of Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 would not be visible from within the 
District. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-80. 
 
TABLE 5.3-80 
NITTA YUMA HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No   

Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
(o) COUNTRY ESTATES HISTORIC DISTRICT (KE-HC-1) 
NRHP Listed: YES            NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Country Estates of River Road consist of all or portions of a string of contiguous estates, 
many with designed landscapes, covering approximately 700 acres (295.2 ha) northeast of 
Louisville.  The estates developed from circa 1875 to 1938. They stretch in a line along the Ohio 
River bottomlands and the steep river bluffs behind them. Country Estates encompasses the 
Historic Districts of Nitta Yuma, Harrods Creek, Glenview, and Drumanard. The majority of the 
residences in the district, dating from 1900 to 1938 are high style two and one-half story, 
architect-designed houses. The architecturally significant styles range from Colonial, Georgian, 
Tudor Revival to Craftsman and to eclectic mixes which use elements from several of these.  
Estates may be listed for their architectural or their historical significance, determining to a 
certain extent the necessary degree of integrity of design, materials, and workmanship required 
to render the property or its individual elements contributing.   
 
Frederick Law Olmsted’s firm of landscape architects was engaged by the City of Louisville in 
1891 to design its three major public parks.  The string of country places along River Road 
generated one of the Olmsted’s largest clusters of clients in the area. Marian Cruger Coffin and 
Arthur Westcott Cowell also designed gardens in the district.  The stock market crash in 
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December 1929 and the ensuing depression brought residential construction along River Road to 
an abrupt halt and also ended the golden age of the country estate.  
 
Total sum acres for the four districts is 475 and the acres are distributed from largest- Harrods 
Creek Historic District – 316 acres; Glenview Historic District – 81 acres; Drumanard Historic 
District – 48 acres and Nitta Yuma Historic District – 30 acres. 
 
Ten (10) individually listed properties on the NRHP are also encompassed within Country 
Estates – Ashbourne (Harrods Creek Historic District), Bingham-Hilliard (Harrods Creek 
Historic District), Rogers Clark Ballard School, Shwab House, Rockledge, Winkworth, Ladless 
Hill, Jesse Chrisler House, Lyncliffe, and Blankenbaker Station.    
 
Alternative A-9 would have bisected the District in the vicinity of the Harrods Creek Historic 
District.  Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would cross through the District on the far northeastern 
boundary underneath the Drumanard Historic District.  Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have 
been located further to north of the District boundary. Alternative B-1 would have been located 
to the southwest of the District boundary. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have required the acquisition of right-of-way from the District.  
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would take subsurface property, but would not take or disturb the 
above-ground elements which contribute to Drumanard’s historic significance. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been visible through the District.  Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15, A-
16 and B-1 would be visible for portions of the District.  These impacts would be small in 
comparison to the size of the District, however the qualities that make this District eligible for 
the NRHP would be altered. 
 
All East End Alternatives would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-81. 
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TABLE 5.3-81 
COUNTRY ESTATES HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No   
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
BRUCE HOUSE (KE-HC-8) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The Bruce House has several other names; it is also known as the Smith House, Royal House, 
and Knolbrook.  The Bruce house is eligible for the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C) as an intact example of Colonial Revival architecture.  The house is a one and one-
half story, three-bay, side-gabled, (double-pile) frame Colonial Revival structure. It was built 
circa 1940.  The architect is unknown at this time.   
 
The construction of the U.S. 42 interchange associated with Alternative A-9 would have been 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The construction of the 
interchange would have included on/off ramps providing access to the roadway. The interchange 
would have been 2,563 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 2,720 feet from the 
primary structure for Alternative A-9. 
  
The construction of the Wolf Pen Branch access road associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-
15 would be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  For 
Alternative A-13, the paving would have been within 2,195 feet from the historic boundary and 
2,365 feet from the primary structure.  For Alternative A-15, the paving would be within 1,671 
feet of the historic boundary and 1,815 feet of the primary structure. 
 
The reconfiguration of the I-265/I-71 associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to 
the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The reconfigured interchange 
would have been 8,256 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 8,377 feet from the 
primary structure for Alternative B-1.  
 
The Bruce House would be located between the proposed Alternatives A-2 and A-16 near the 
point where the two alternatives intersected. The land between the structure and these 
alternatives would be located on a partially wooded tract. Alternative A-2 would have been 
located to the east of the property and would have been separated by a densely wooded area.  
Alternative A-16 would have been located along the western and southern property lines due to 
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the curvature of the alternative near this resource. The tree line separating the alternative and the 
resource would be less dense than the tree line to the east.   
 
Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 and B-1 would be located to the south of the resource and would 
be separated from the resource by wooded ridgelines, residential development, and the stream 
corridors of Goose and Little Goose Creeks.  
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have introduced visual intrusion upon the historic property's 
immediate view of the surrounding countryside.  This would have been an alteration to a 
characteristic of the Colonial Revival house setting.  The remaining alternatives are substantially 
removed in distance and their views would be effectively obstructed from the resource due to 
distance, wooded areas and extensive residential development between the property and 
alternatives to the south.  Artificial lighting would not be visible from the structure, as the closest 
East End interchange would be approximately 0.7 mile from the resource at the interchange with 
KY 841. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-82. 
 
TABLE 5.3-82 
BRUCE HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
CROWFOOT (KE-HC-9) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
Crowfoot, also known as the R.F. Cate House, is eligible for the NRHP for its association with 
architecture (Criterion C) as an intact example of Colonial Revival architecture designed by a 
prominent local architecture firm in the early twentieth century. Wischmeyer, Arrasmith, and 
Elsmith, a locally known architectural firm, designed the house on Crowfoot.  The dwelling is a 
one and one-half story, three-bay side-gabled, brick, Colonial Revival salt box type structure.  It 
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was built circa 1936.  At the northeast corner along Wolf Pen Branch Road, on the adjacent 
property is a small family cemetery with the graves of Joseph Miller (1805-1868) and Cristena 
who died in 1839.  The proposed NRHP boundary follows the property lines of Crowfoot and 
does not include this adjacent cemetery.    
 
The construction of the U.S. 42 interchange associated with Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 
would be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The 
construction of the interchange would include on/off ramps providing access to the roadway. The 
interchange would be 1,837 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 2,334 feet from 
the primary structure for Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15.  
 
The reconfiguration of the I-265/I-71 associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to 
the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The reconfigured interchange 
would have been 6,071 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 6,536 feet from the 
primary structure for Alternative B-1.  
 
The Crowfoot House is located in the northeastern corner of Spring Farm Road and Wolf Pen 
Branch Road. Alternative A-2 would have involved reconstructing both of these roads near the 
resource. At the northeast corner along Wolf Pen Branch Road on the adjacent property is a 
small family cemetery that is not included in the historical boundary. The land separating the 
structure and this alternative is a residential yard.   
 
Alternative A-16 would have been located to the southwest and would have been separated from 
the structure by dense woods and residences.  Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-9 are located 
further to the south and are separated from the structure by woods and residential subdivisions.  
Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 1.5 miles to the south and would have been 
separated from the structure by wooded ridgelines, residential development, and the stream 
corridors of Goose and Little Goose Creeks.  
 
Alternative A-2 would have required the acquisition of a strip 32 feet wide along Wolf Pen 
Branch Road; an adjacent cemetery would also have been acquired.  Additionally, a strip 20 feet 
wide along Spring Farm Road would have been required.  There would have been no 
encroachment on this property from any of the remaining alternatives. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have introduced visual intrusion upon the historic property's 
immediate view of the surrounding countryside.  This would have been an alteration to a 
characteristic of the Colonial Revival house setting.  The remaining alternatives are substantially 
removed in distance and their views would be effectively obstructed from the resource due to 
distance, wooded areas and extensive residential development between the resource and 
alternatives to the south.  Artificial lighting associated with Alternatives A-2 and A16 would 
have been visible from the structure, as the closest interchange would have been approximately 
0.4 mile from the resource at the interchange with KY 841. The artificial lighting would not have 
infringed upon the setting of the structure, due to the physical distance between the property and 
the light source. 
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Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-83. 
 
TABLE 5.3-83 
CROWFOOT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
FINCASTLE (KE-HC-JF918)       
NRHP Listed: YES           NRHP Criterion: C 
Fincastle is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture and landscape (Criterion C) for 
the high quality and high degree of integrity of the home as well as the designed landscape, which 
was designed by a locally significant landscape architect.  In 1936, the Chicago architectural firm of 
Ambrose E. Cramer designed a Colonial Revival dwelling for Fincastle.  Ann Bruce Haldeman, a 
well-known landscape architect, designed the formal landscape surrounding the home.  The land 
beyond the home was left in a natural state.  The house is a two-story Greek Revival style 
homestead. The house is one-story on the east elevation, two stories on the west elevation, with five 
bay windows, and central block.  Fincastle is a significant example of architecture and landscape 
architecture for the periods 1937-1940.    
 
The construction of the U.S. 42/KY 841 interchange associated with Alternatives A-9, A-13 and 
A-15 would be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s rights-of-way.  The 
construction of the interchange would be 2,040 feet from the historic boundary and 4,236 feet 
from the structure for Alternative A-9. The construction of the interchange would be 1,981 feet 
from the historic boundary and 3,824 feet from the structure for Alternative A-13. The 
construction of the interchange would be 1,015 feet from the historic boundary and 3,122 feet 
from the structure for Alternative A-15. 
 
The reconfiguration of the I-265/I-71 interchange associated with Alternative B-1 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The construction 
of the interchange would have been 6,676 feet from the historic boundary and 9,088 feet from 
the structure for Alternative B-1.   
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Alternative A-2 would have been located immediately adjacent to the western historic boundary 
and would require the acquisition of right-of-way.  Alternative A-16 would have been located 
immediately adjacent to the western historic boundary, but would not have required property 
from the resource.  Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be located to the west of the resource and 
would be separated from the resource by woods, residential development and a portion of the 
wooded stream corridor of Harrods Creek.  Alternative A-9 would have been located to the 
southwest and would have been separated from the resource by dense tree lines, residences, 
rolling topography, existing KY 841 roadway and the stream corridor of Little Goose Creek.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located 1.5 miles to the south of the resource and would have 
been separated from the resource by tree lines, residential development, rolling topography and 
the stream corridors of Goose and Little Goose Creeks.   
 
Alternative A-2 would have required the acquisition of 14.1 acres of property. Along the western 
historic boundary, a strip varying from 130-295 feet in width would have been used.  Along 
Wolf Pen Branch Road, a strip varying from 30-200 feet in width would also have been used.  
None of the remaining alternatives would have required the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource. There would have been no encroachment on this resource from any of the remaining 
alternatives.   
 
Alternative A-2 would have been located immediately adjacent to the western historic boundary 
and would have been required the acquisition of right-of-way. The alternative would have 
intruded into the historic setting and would have altered a significant characteristic of the 
resource.  Alternative A-16 would have been located immediately adjacent to the western 
historic boundary, but would not have required property from the resource.  The alternative 
would be separated by tree lines and rolling topography and the alternative would not be visible 
from the structure. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be located to the southwest of the resource and would be 
separated from the resource by woods, residential development and a portion of the wooded 
stream corridor of Harrods Creek.  Alternative A-9 would be located to the southwest and would 
be separated from the resource by dense tree lines, residences, rolling topography, existing KY 
841 roadway and the stream corridor of Little Goose Creek. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located 1.5 miles to the south of the resource and would have 
been separated from the resource by tree lines, residential development, rolling topography and 
the stream corridors of Goose and Little Goose Creeks. 
 
Artificial lighting associated with Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been introduced by the 
project at the interchange of either alternative with KY 841 and would have been approximately 
0.5 mile from the structure.  The artificial lighting would not have infringed upon the setting of 
the structure, due to the physical distance between the property and the light source. 
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Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-84. 
 
TABLE 5.3-84 
FINCASTLE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No Adverse 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
MERRIWETHER HOUSE (KE-HC-JF690) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: A 
The Merriwether house is listed on the NRHP for its associated with events (Criterion A) as a 
well-preserved illustration of the settlement of African-Americans in the rural community of 
Harrods Creek in the last quarter of the nineteenth century.  In 1898, Harry Hall Merriwether 
acquired the property; according to oral history, the dwelling was built a short time later. A 
terrace was built on the creek bank of Harrods Creek to provide a level building site. There the 
Merriwether family engaged in small scale agriculture, raising and slaughtering hogs, tending a 
large garden, and managing rental docks and cottages along the creek.  The house and its site on 
the bank of Harrods Creek reflect the use of the land by these small-scale farmers and laborers.  
 
The construction of the U.S. 42/KY 841 interchange associated with Alternative A-9 would have 
been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The construction 
of the interchange would have been 2,703 feet from the historic boundary and 2,832 feet from 
the structure for Alternative A-9.   
 
Alternatives A-13 an A-15 would be located to the northeast of the resource and would be 
separated from the resource by woods and the stream corridor of Harrods Creek.  The 
alternatives would be on-structure near the resource crossing Harrods Creek.    
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been located further to the northeast and would be 
separated by dense tree lines, residences, rolling topography and the stream corridor of Harrods 
Creek.   
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Alternative A-9 would have been located to the south would be separated from the resource by 
dense tree lines, residences, rolling topography and the stream corridor of Little Goose Creek.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been beyond the 2 mile visual APE would be separated from the 
resource by dense tree lines, residences, rolling topography and the stream corridor of Little 
Goose Creek.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource. There would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
The proximity of Alternatives A-13 and A-15 introduces a visual intrusion upon the historic 
property’s view of Harrods Creek, which was significant in determining the property’s use as a 
small-scale African-American settlement.  This alters a significant characteristic of the 
property’s setting and location.  Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been at a minimum of 
0.3 mile north. Tree lines, rolling topography, residences and the wooded stream corridor 
Harrods Creek would have effectively obstructed their views.   
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the south approximately 0.7 mile and would have 
been separated from the resource by residential areas, dense tree lines, rolling topography and the 
stream corridor of Little Goose Creek.  Alternative B-1 would have been greater than 2 miles 
from the resource.   
 
Artificial lighting would be introduced by the project on the bridge over the Ohio River and 
would be approximately 0.7 mile west of the resource.  The lighting would not intrude into the 
historic setting. The artificial lighting would not infringe upon the setting of the structure, due to 
the physical distance between the property and the light source. The bridge over Harrods Creek 
near the resource will not include artificial lighting.  All alternatives would have no lighting 
effect on this resource.   

 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-85. 
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TABLE 5.3-85 
MERRIWETHER HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
ALLISON-BARRICKMAN (KE-HC-JF563) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
The Allison-Barrickman House is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture 
(Criterion C) as an intact example of a modified Greek Revival house, unique in Jefferson 
County.  The Allison-Barrickman House, built circa 1844, is a one and one-half story, five-bay, 
front-gabled frame structure that rests upon a stone foundation. It has a full width porch 
supported by four squared columns; the porch is ornamented by a later sawn bargeboard.  
References to Greek Revival in the detailing include pilaster corner boards, returns and sidelights 
that flank the central doorway. On the interior, a central passage runs the length of the dwelling. 
North of the house is a dairy barn and silo that date to 1918. North of the barn area is a family 
cemetery and a slave cemetery. To the east of the house are farm outbuildings and an icehouse 
ruin. 
 
The construction of the Wolf Pen Branch access road associated with Alternatives A-2 and A-16 
would have been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternatives’ rights-of-way.  The 
construction of the access road would have been 2,201 feet from the historic boundary of the 
resource and 2,737 feet from the structure associated with Alternative A-2. The construction of 
the access road would have been 1,581 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 2,008 
feet from the structure associated with Alternative A-16. 
 
The reconfiguration of I-265/I-71 associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The reconfiguration of I-265/I-71 
would have been 7,159 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 7,398 feet from the 
structure associated with Alternative B-1.     
 
The Allison-Barrickman House would be located between the proposed Alternative A-9 and 
Alternatives A-13a and A-15a.  The right-of-way of Alternatives A-13a and A-15a would be 
immediately adjacent to the northern historic boundary. The land between the structure and these 
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alternatives would be a mixture of wooded areas and pasture including a family cemetery and a 
slave cemetery.   
 
Alternatives A-13b and A-15b would encroach upon the property, requiring the acquisition of a 
portion of it for the construction of a full access interchange at U.S. 42/KY 841.   
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been located north of the property and would have been 
separated from the resource by the existing KY 841, residential subdivisions and the wooded 
stream corridor of Harrods Creek.  Alternative B-1 would have been located south of the 
property and would have been separated by rolling terrain, Goose and Little Goose Creek 
wooded stream corridors and various residential subdivisions.   
 
Alternatives A-13b and A-15b would encroach upon the property requiring the acquisition of a 
portion of the property for the construction of a full access interchange at U.S. 42/KY 841.  None 
of the remaining alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  
There would be no encroachment on this property from any of the remaining alternatives.   
 
The key viewshed of the house is to the east and incorporates a view of KY 841.  Alternative A-9 
would further alter the setting of the resource. Alternative A-9 would be visible from the 
resource and would intrude into the historic setting of the resource.   
 
Alternatives A-13a and A-15a would be visible from the resource.  These alternatives would be 
constructed in a depressed section where they would be nearest to the resource. The wooded 
perimeter of the resource would partially obstruct the view of these alternatives.  Alternatives A-
13b and A-15b would be visible from the resource and would remove a portion of the northern 
property within the pasture.  The alternatives would be visible from the house.   
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been located north of the resource and would have been 
separated from the resource by the existing KY 841, residential subdivisions and the wooded 
stream corridor of Harrods Creek.  These alternatives would not have been visible from the 
resource.  Alternative B-1 would have been more than two miles from the resource. 
 
The nearest point where artificial lighting would be introduced by the project would be 
approximately 525 feet from the structure at the interchange of U.S. 42/KY 841. The view from 
the structure of this lighting would be partially obstructed. 
 
Alternatives A-9, A-13, and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property, 
including both options for the connection with U.S. 42.  All other East End Alternatives would 
have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in this 
assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-86. 
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TABLE 5.3-86 
ALLISON-BARRICKMAN IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13a A-13b A-15a A-15b A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

 Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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JUNIPER BEACH HISTORIC DISTRICT (KE-HC-7)  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
The Juniper Beach Historic District is eligible for the NRHP for its association with events 
(Criterion A) through the context of River Recreation.  North of the entry drive connecting 
Beach Road to River Road is a concentration of small one-story, concrete block or brick river 
camps most of which date from the mid 1940s to the early 1950s. Juniper Beach has retained 
integrity of scale and materials for its association with the context of river recreation. 
 
The reconfiguration of the I-264/I-71 associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to 
the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The reconfigured interchange 
would have been 10,237 feet from the historic boundary of the District for Alternative B-1.  
 
The Juniper Beach Historic District is located on the east bank of the Ohio River north of the 
proposed Alternative A-9. The land separating the District from the proposed alternative consists 
of wooded residential lots. The bridge over the Ohio River associated with Alternative A-9 
would have been elevated near the District.   
 
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be located to the north of the District and would 
be separated by wooded residential areas, the wooded stream corridors of Little Goose and 
Harrods Creeks and topography.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located greater than two miles to the south of the District and 
would have been separated by wooded residential areas, the wooded stream corridors of Little 
Goose and Harrods Creeks and rolling topography. 
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the District. There 
would be no encroachment on this District from any of the alternatives. 
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The bridge for Alternative A-9 would have been south of the District, and the roadway would 
have been elevated; therefore, the new road would have been visible from the District.  The key 
viewshed of the District is to the west and toward the river.  The existing vegetative border does 
not obstruct the viewshed.  The remaining East End Alternatives would be substantially removed 
in distance.  While the bridges across the river would be visible from the District, they would not 
be an intrusion into the historic setting of the District.  Artificial lighting along the Alternative A-
9 Bridge would be introduced by the project.  Artificial lighting on the bridges of the remaining 
alternatives would be visible from the District.  However, the lighting would not intrude into the 
District. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternatives A-2, A-
13, A-15, and A-16 would have no adverse effect on the historic property.  Alternative B-1 
would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects 
used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-87. 
 
TABLE 5.3-87 
JUNIPER BEACH HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
DOGWOOD HILL (KE-HC-JF772) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
Dogwood Hill is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture and landscape 
architecture (Criterion C).  Dogwood Hill is significant architecturally for its carefully detailed 
Colonial Revival house designed by Ossian P. Ward.   It is also significant for its landscape 
design.  Henry Fletcher Kenney in the Olmsted tradition landscaped the grounds.  The W.G. 
Simpson House at Dogwood Hill is a two-story, brick, five-bay, Colonial Revival dwelling. The 
main block is flanked on the east by a projecting one-story wing. On the west is a small lateral 
wing attached to one and one-half story garage. The central entry porch is octagonal with a 
gently sloping pyramidal roof. The portico resembles the main entrance to Gunston Hall in 
Fairfax County, Virginia.   
 
The construction of the Wolf Pen Branch access road associated with Alternatives A-2 and A-16 
would have been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s rights-of-way.   The 
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access road would have been 5,981 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 6,603 feet 
from the primary structure for Alternative A-2. The access road would have been 4,590 feet from 
the historic boundary of the resource and 5,339 feet from the primary structure for Alternative A-
16.   
 
The construction of the U.S. 42 access ramp associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would 
be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternatives’ rights-of-way.  The access road 
would be 2,441 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 3,431 feet from the primary 
structure for Alternative A-13. The access road would be 2,991 feet from the historic boundary 
of the resource and 3,763 feet from the primary structure for Alternative A-15. 
 
The reconfiguration of I-265/I-71 associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The reconfiguration would have 
been 7,357 feet from the historic boundary and 7,997 feet from the primary structure for 
Alternative B-1. 
 
The anticipated right-of-way of Alternative A-9, the closest alternative, would have been 
immediately adjacent to the northern historic boundary and would have been approximately 549 
feet from the structure.  The land between the structure and the proposed alternative is densely 
wooded.   
 
The remaining alternatives would be located substantially further from the resource.  
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15, and A-16 would be located to the north of the resource, and 
Alternative B-1 would be located to the southwest. None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no encroachment on this resource 
from any of the alternatives.   
 
The roadway of Alternative A-9 would not have been visible from the house but would have 
been at the closest point on the property to the alternative. The alternative would have introduced 
visual intrusions to the resource.  The remaining East End Alternatives would be substantially 
removed in distance and their views would be obstructed from the resource.  Alternatives A-2, 
A-13, A-15, and A-16 are further north from the resource. Alternative B-1 would have been 
located over two miles to the southwest.  Artificial lighting would have been introduced at the 
interchange of Alternative A-9 and S.R. 841. Artificial lighting would not have been visible from 
the resource because it would have been located 0.6 mile to the northeast. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-88. 
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TABLE 5.3-88 
DOGWOOD HILL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
ST. FRANCIS IN THE FIELDS CHURCH (KE-HC-10) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
St. Francis in the Fields Church is eligible for the NRHP for its association with events (Criterion 
A).  The congregation for this church was organized in 1945 when a committee of local 
neighbors formed a new parish at Harrods Creek with Rt. Reverend Charles Clingman who was 
the bishop of the diocese.  This church was completed in the spring of 1948.  Plantings from the 
1946 Olmsted landscape plan for the grounds of the church were installed in 1947 and 1948.  St. 
Francis in the Fields Church is significant because it clearly illustrates the continuum of seeking 
the design guidance of professional landscape designers in Jefferson County, including Olmsted 
and the Olmsted firms.  The period of significance of the site is 1945-1951. Modern additions 
were placed on the church building in 1958.  The study of Rt. Reverend Benjamin Bosworth 
Smith, who was an early leader of Episcopalians in Kentucky, was moved to the church grounds, 
and restored circa 1959.   
 
The construction of the Wolf Pen Branch access road associated with Alternative A-2 would 
have been located to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The 
construction of the access road would have been 3,787 feet from the historic boundary of the 
resource and 4,142 feet from the structure associated with Alternative A-2.    
 
Alternatives A-13a and A-15a are associated with a partial reconstruction of the U.S. 42 
interchange. The partial reconstruction of U.S. 42 ends at Wolf Pen Branch Road, at the historic 
boundary and 1,000 feet from the primary structure associated with Alternatives A-13a and A-
15a.   
 
Alternatives A-13b and A-15b are associated with a full reconstruction of the U.S. 42 
interchange. The full reconstruction of U.S. 42 ends at Wolf Pen Branch Road, at the historic 
boundary and 1,000 feet from the primary structure associated with Alternatives A-13b and A-



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-207 Environmental Consequences 

15b.  This interchange configuration would widen Wolf Pen Branch Road.   Wolf Pen Branch 
Road would be reconstructed to a five-lane section between KY 841 and U.S. 42. 
 
The reconfiguration of I-265/I-71 associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The reconfiguration of I-265/I-71 
would have been 8,050 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 8,396 feet from the 
structure associated with Alternative B-1.     
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located south of the resource and would be separated by rolling 
wooded topography and several dwellings south of the church.    
 
Alternative A-16 would have been located north of the resource, and would have been separated 
by a residential subdivision, wooded areas and the existing U.S. 42/ KY 841 roadways.   
 
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There 
would be no encroachment on this resource from any of the alternatives. 
 
The elevations of the proposed interchange ramps associated with Alternatives A-13a and A-15a 
would be at a lower elevation than the church.  The alternatives would therefore introduce no 
visual change to the viewshed of the church.  Alternatives A-13b and A-15b include a full 
reconstruction of the U.S. 42 interchange and the ramps associated with this interchange would 
be at a higher elevation than the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been approximately 221 feet to the south of the historic boundary.  
The view of the roadway of Alternative A-9 would have been partially obscured by wooded, 
rolling hills and dwellings to the south. The alternative would not have introduced visual 
intrusions. 
 
The remaining East End Alternatives would be substantially removed in distance and their views 
would be effectively obstructed from the resource.  Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been 
located approximately 0.5 mile to the north of the historic boundary, and would have been 
separated by a residential subdivision, wooded areas and the existing S.R. 841 and U.S. 42 
roadways.  Alternative B-1 would have been greater than two miles to the southwest. 
 
The nearest point where artificial lighting would be introduced by the project would be 
approximately 525 feet from the structure at the interchange of U.S. 42/KY 841.  The view from 
the structure of this lighting would be partially obstructed. 
 
Alternatives A-9, A-13, and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property, 
including both interchange options for A-13 and A-15.  Alternatives A-2, A-16, and B-1 would 
have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible effects used in 
this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-89. 
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TABLE 5.3-89 
ST. FRANCIS IN THE FIELDS CHURCH IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13a A-13b A-15a A-15b A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 
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Effect 

No 
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Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 
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Effect 

No 
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No 
Effect 

No 
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No 
Effect 
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Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
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No 
Effect 

No 
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No  
Effect 

No  
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
CROGHAN-BLANKENBAKER HOUSE (KE-HC-JF458 and 530) 
NRHP Listed: YES           NRHP Criterion: C 
The Croghan-Blankenbaker is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture (Criterion 
C).  The Croghan-Blankenbaker House is significant as a fine example of the Greek Revival 
style.  The double parapet chimneys are unique in Jefferson County.  Also significant as a farm 
complex, the property has four original outbuildings and is surrounded by a stone fence made 
from stone quarried on the property.  The main dwelling was completed circa 1832. Included in 
the NRHP listing is the Blankenbaker-Mattingley House, slave quarters, a smokehouse, and a 
forge. This two-story frame dwelling was built after 1879 (before 1900).  The I-house has 
interior chimneys and a three-bay façade. The house is referred to as “Aunt Fannie’s House.”  
 
The anticipated right-of-way of Alternative B-1, the closest alternative, would have been 
immediately adjacent to the northern historic boundary and would have been located 
approximately 194 feet from the house.  The yard of the Croghan-Blankenbaker house would 
have been between the structure and Alternative B-1.  The East End Alternatives are located 
northeast of the resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15, and A-16 would be located to the 
northeast of the historic boundary. 
 
The proposed right-of-way associated with Alternative B-1 would have bordered the eastern 
historic boundary, but would not have directly encroached upon the property.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
The proximity of Alternative B-1 would have presented a visual intrusion upon the historic 
property, which would have altered the historic characteristics of the property’s setting and 
location.  The proposed right-of-way for Alternative B-1 would have fallen immediately adjacent 
to the eastern historic boundary.  Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be 
approximately two miles to the northeast and are beyond the visual APE of the primary structure.  
Artificial lighting would have been located at the proposed I-264/I-71 interchange. In addition, 
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lighting would have been placed on the structure for vehicles and navigation purposes and would 
be visible from the resource.  The resource would have been affected by the installation of 
lighting at the interchange and along the bridge of Alternative B-1.  
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-90. 
 
TABLE 5.3-90 
CROGHAN-BLANKENBAKER HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No 
Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

 
MIDLANDS (KE-HC-JF671) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
The Midlands is listed on the NRHP for its association with architecture (Criterion C) as an 
example of an early twentieth century Georgian Revival house designed by one of Louisville’s 
outstanding architectural firms.  The Midlands dwelling is a three-story, brick, Georgian Revival 
house. The six-acre site retains a rural ambiance. The Louisville architectural firm of J.B. 
Hutchings and Sons designed the house.  It was built circa 1913-1914.  
 
Alternative B-1, the closest alternative would have been located immediately adjacent to the 
northern historic boundary of the resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would 
have been located approximately 2 miles northeast of the resource and would have been 
separated by residential areas, undulating topography and stream corridors with wooded banks. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have required the acquisition of right-of-way from within the historic 
boundary of the resource.  While the house would have remained outside of the required right-of-
way, it’s setting and historic integrity would have been compromised.  Although the use of the 
right-of-way would not have required the entire property, the size of the property is such that it 
would have been acquired in total.  None of the other alternatives would have required the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  There would be no encroachment on this property 
from the remaining alternatives.  
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Alternative B-1 would have had no visual effect, as the historic property would have been 
acquired in total.  The remaining East End Alternatives would be substantially removed in 
distance and their views would be effectively obstructed from the resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-
9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be located approximately 2 miles to the northeast.  Artificial 
lighting would not be visible at the resource, as the closest East End bridge associated with 
Alternative A-9, would have been approximately 1.8 miles from the resource.  Lighting placed 
on-structure for vehicles and navigational purposes will not be visible from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would have no effect on the historic property.  
Individual components of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-
91. 
 
TABLE 5.3-91 
MIDLANDS IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Visual No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect N/A No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect N/A No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect N/A No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

 
JAMES T. TAYLOR/JAMES W. CHANDLER HOUSE 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
The dwelling was built and owned by James Taylor (1885-1965), an African American 
contractor who developed the Taylor subdivisions (site 123) on sections of the A.E. Shirley 
estate on the north side of River Road in the early 1920s.  James T. Taylor, son of Fannie Lang 
Taylor, inherited the land in 1928.  He was the heir and nephew of J.W. Lang, George Lang, and 
A. D. Lang.  The property changed hands, ultimately from E. N. and Irene Andriot to Nathan and 
Ruth Lord in 1945. 
 
The KY 841 ramp would be located 2,457 feet from the historic boundary and would be 2,593 
feet from the structure.  Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be located to northeast of the 
resource and would be separated by a residential subdivision and densely wooded lots. 
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the southwest of the resource and would have been 
separated by the Country Estates Historic District and the wooded stream corridor of Little 
Goose Creek.  Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been located further to the north and 
would have been separated by residential development and the wooded stream corridor of 
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Harrods Creek.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource.   
 
The nearest alternatives to this resource would be Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  These 
alternatives include a tunnel under the Drumanard Estates and a roadway north of the tunnel 
blocked from view by the rolling terrain.  The bridge over Harrods Creek and River Road and fill 
area north of River Road will be partially visible through the dense vegetation along the creek 
and hillside.  The primary view from this resource is toward the west.  The bridge and 
approaches would alter a view from the back, undeveloped portion of the property near Harrods 
Creek.  The remaining alternatives would be further from the resource and the intervening 
terrain, vegetation, and distance would block views of the remaining alternatives.  The nearest 
artificial lighting introduced with the project will be at the interchange with U.S. 42 for 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  This lighting will be placed no higher than the existing ground due 
to the inclusion of a tunnel with these alternatives.  The intervening terrain between the resource 
and the alternatives will block the view of this lighting.  Lighting for any other alternative would 
be further removed and blocked by terrain, vegetation and distance from view from the property. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have had no effect on the historic property.  Individual components 
of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-92. 
 
TABLE 5.3-92 
JAMES T. TAYLOR/JAMES W. CHANDLER HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
ALICE SPEED STOLL HOUSE  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
Alice Speed Stoll, wife of Berry V. Stoll, was the daughter of William S. Speed, president of the 
Louisville Cement Company and founder of Louisville Collegiate School and daughter-in-law of 
Charles C. Stoll, president of Stoll Oil Refining Company.  Berry V. Stoll (b.1894), who married 
Alice Speed in 1928, became a vice-president of Stoll Oil Refinery in 1919, director of the 
Louisville Cement Company, Black Star Coal, and the Louisville Street Railway. 
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Mrs. Stoll was kidnapped in October 1934 from her home on Lime Kiln Lane.  She was returned 
safely to Louisville after the payment of a ransom.  Thomas Henry Robinson, the kidnapper was 
arrested in California in 1936.  Alice Speed Stoll acquired the property from the administrator of 
the will of Adeline Holme Strater in 1930.  The J. B. Speed Art Museum obtained the property in 
1998.  Ownership of the property changed again in 1998, ultimately with a transfer to Paul Jones 
Breckinridge. 

 
The construction of the I-264/I-71 interchange would have been 5,692 feet from the historic 
boundary and would have been 6,050 feet from the primary structure.  The proposed interchange 
would have been separated from the resource by residential developments.  Alternative A-9 
would have been located to the north of the resource and would have been separated by wooded 
areas, various structures and the wooded stream corridor of Goose Creek.  Alternative B-1 would 
have been located 1.7 miles to the southwest of the resource and would have been separated by 
wooded areas and numerous residential developments.  All remaining East End Alternatives are 
greater than two miles northeast of the nearest historic boundary.  None of the alternatives would 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9, the nearest alternative, would have been located to the northeast of the resource.  
The view would have been partially obstructed by vegetation and intervening terrain.  A short 
section of the fill on this alternative would have been partially visible.  The primary view from 
the house is to the south.  All other alternatives are outside the viewshed of this property.  The 
nearest artificial lighting introduced with the project would have been for the river crossing 
bridge associated with Alternative A-9.  The vegetation and terrain would have blocked the view 
from this resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-93. 
 
TABLE 5.3-93 
ALICE SPEED STOLL HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 
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UPPER RIVER ROAD BRIDGE OVER HARRODS CREEK 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The one-lane Harrods Creek Bridge is composed of three poured concrete arches with concrete 
spandrels.  The stone foundations of an earlier bridge are visible west of the present-day bridge. 
 
The closest alternatives to this resource are Alternatives A-13 and A-15, located northeast of the 
structure.  Alternatives A-16 and A-2 would have been located slightly further to the northeast 
and Alternative A-9 would have been located southwest of the structure.  Alternative B-1 would 
have been greater than two miles from the structure.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the structure. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 are 334 feet from the structure.  These alternatives would introduce 
a change to the view along River Road.  The bridge over River Road would not alter the existing 
roadway.  All remaining alternatives would have no visual effect on this structure. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-94. 
 
TABLE 5.3-94 
UPPER RIVER ROAD BRIDGE OVER HARRODS CREEK IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect Adverse 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
HARRODS CREEK VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The district is composed of several properties located along Harrods Creek, extending north from 
the Wolf Pen Branch Road – River Road intersection.  This small community is composed of 
several businesses and a few homes.  The individual properties include: 
 
Lang’s Garage – The building on this site was built in c. 1934 as a gas/service station.  A 
concrete block addition was placed on the southwest side.  The former service station retains the 
canopy, which covered the gas pumps.  John C. Lang died at the age of 86 on December 25, 
1990.  He was the owner of Harrods Creek Auto Service and a member of the St. Francis in the 
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Fields Church.  He was married to Mary Elizabeth Bader Lang.  His sister Virginia Abell lived in 
Crestwood.  The current occupant of the garage is Harrods Creek Imports and Service.  d Mary 
Lang 
 
Walter Bader’s Grocery Store – Bader’s Grocery Store is a one-story, three-bay, frame, shed-
roofed structure constructed c. 1925.  Windows are triped on each side of the central entry.  
Walter L. Bader who died at the age of 68 on March 25, 1954 was the husband of Mary Eifler 
Bader, who had inherited the property from her mother Mary Eifler in 1921.  The Prospect 
Interurban passed through the center of the grocery store and Hoskins General Store.   
 
Mary Elizabeth Bader Lang House – The Lang House is a one-story, five-bay, brick ranch 
house, constructed post 1955.  Mary Elizabeth Lang died in December of 1996 at the age of 83.  
Dwelling was constructed in about 1955.  Property was acquired in 1955 from Mildred 
Robinson.  It was part of property acquired by Mamie Eifler Bader in 1921. 
 
Finch or Finney House – The Finch House is a one-story, side-gabled, frame house that has 
been made into a T-plan through an addition, which has three bays.  The shed-roofed porch is 
supported by metal posts.  In 1927, this site was part of 14 acres including the Merrewether 
House, which was owned by B.J. Craighead. 
 
House – This one-story, square fire brick dwelling with a hipped roof has two large plate glass 
windows flanking the central entry.  Based on information obtained by locals, the dwelling is 
approximately 30 to 40 years old.  The property upon which the dwelling is located was part of 
fourteen acres including the Merrewether House, which was owned by B.J. Craighead in 1927. 
 
General Store and Old Post Office – The General Store is a two-story, weatherboarded 
structure with side-gabled and hip-roofed sections.  It was constructed in the 1910-1925 time 
frame.  In the 1927 property atlas, a person named M. B. Claybrook is shown here with either 5 
or .5 acres. 
 
House – This one and one-story, flat-roofed stuccoed single family dwelling, constructed post 
1950.  The property was owned by R. H. and Mary Hoskins in 1895.  Wiliam Wheeler acquired 
the property from the Hoskins family and was held in his name until his death in 1936. 
 
House – This one and one-half story, side-gabled frame swelling has a centrally-located 
chimney.  A modern addition has been placed on the front and side of the dwelling for its present 
use as a business (Fanny’s Cedar Chest, Alterations).  It was constructed circa 1900.  J. B. 
Chrisler owned the property in 1913.  C. C. Schneitmiller was shown as the owner in 1927. 
 
The closest alternatives are Alternatives A-13 and A-15 and would be located to the northeast.  
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would be located northeast of the District and Alternatives A-9 would 
be located southwest of the District.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of 
right-of-way from the District.   
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The view of the bridges associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be partially 
obstructed by vegetation along the Harrods Creek stream corridor. Alternatives A-13 and A-15 
would be seen from the District and would cause an intrusion to the historic setting.  The river 
corridor of Harrods Creek and residential areas would have obstructed the view of Alternatives 
A-2 and A-16.  Alternative A-9 would have been separated from the resource by residential 
development and wooded areas.  The nearest point of artificial lighting associated with the 
project would be for the bridges over the Ohio River included with Alternatives A-13 and A-15.   
This lighting will not intrude into the setting of this District. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would have an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
alternatives would have had no effect on this historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-95. 
 
TABLE 5.3-95 
HARRODS CREEK VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

 
GREEN CASTLE BAPTIST CHURCH  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
The congregation of the Green Castle Baptist Church was formed in 1869.  The sanctuary for 
this church was raised in 1946 and the addition finished in 1979.  It is associated with the 
development of the African American community in the Harrods Creek area. 
 
This resource is located along Rose Island Road, just west of the U.S. 42 intersection.  
Alternative A-2 would have been located to the southwest of the resource and would have been 
separated by residential areas and the Louisville Water Company and associated settling ponds.  
All other alternatives would be located further to the southwest and separated by residential 
areas, wooded areas, the Louisville Water Company and associated settling ponds and rolling 
terrain.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
None of the alternatives would be visible from this resource.  The East End Alternatives would 
be obstructed from view by various residential developments and the Louisville Water Company 
and associate settling ponds.  The nearest artificial lighting included with any alternative would 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-216 Environmental Consequences 

have been roadway lighting on the Alternative A-2 bridge over the Ohio River and would not 
have been visible. 
 
All of the East End Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-96. 
 
TABLE 5.3-96 
GREEN CASTLE BAPTIST CHURCH IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

 
PROSPECT STORE 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A 
This two and one-half story, front-gabled, frame store building has a first floor entry flanked by 
display windows and covered by a shed-roofed porch.  The upper floors have apartments.  In the 
gable ends are wood shingles with brackets beneath the wide roof eaves.  A series of modern 
decks and stairways were attached to the north side when the building was remodeled for use as 
apartments. 
 
The paving of Mason Boulevard associated with Alternative A-13 would have been closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The paving of Mason Boulevard 
would have been 8,958 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 9,099 feet from the 
primary structure.  Alternative A-2 would have been located to the southwest of the resource and 
would have been separated by residential areas and the Louisville Water Company and 
associated settling ponds.   All other alternatives would be located further to the southwest and 
separated by residential areas, wooded areas, the Louisville Water Company and associated 
settling ponds and rolling terrain.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-
of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative A-2, the closest alternative, would have been located approximately 6,658 feet from 
the resource.  The view from the resource would be obstructed from view of any of the East End 
Alternatives by rolling terrain and residential developments.  The closest point of artificial 
lighting would have been erected along the bridge associated with Alternative A-2 spanning the 
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Ohio River. The bridge would have been located approximately 1.6 miles from the primary 
structure.  
 
All of the East End Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-97. 
 
TABLE 5.3-97 
PROSPECT STORE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
SUTHERLAND FARM (KE-HC-JF-447) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The Sutherland House is a two-story, five-bay, frame Neo-Colonial dwelling, which rests upon a 
stone foundation.  Three dormers and tall exterior, paired brick chimneys accent its steeply 
pitched hip roof.  Sidelights and a fanlight at the top frame the central entrance.  A one-story 
porch covers the central entry and a bay on each side.  Modillions and dentils ornament the 
cornice.  Walter N. Haldeman, publisher of the Courier Journal, acquired the site in 1872 in the 
late nineteenth century.  Samuel Russell, a banker, lawyer, and member of the Kentucky General 
Assembly later owned it. 
 
S.J. and Eva Burford acquired the land in two tracts in 1899 and 1905 and possibly built the main 
part of the house.  S.J. Burford was the secretary of the Rhodes-Burford Furniture Company.  
Eva Burford sold the property to F.D. and Ella Wood in 1917.  In 1921, William F. Knebelcamp, 
president of the Louisville Baseball Company, which owned the old Louisville Colonels baseball 
team, acquired the property.  George Garvin Brown, founder of the Brown-Foreman 
Corporation, bought the house and acreage in 1943.  The Olmsted Brothers firm worked on the 
property from 1946 to 1963. 
 
Of the 300 acres, the Joe D. Cross, a former automobile-dealership owner, sold 245 acres to the 
old STM Development Corporation, which was eventually developed by NTS Corporation.  
Associated with the Sutherland property is the Sutherland Mound, the only known prehistoric 
mound in Jefferson County, which was incorporated into green space in the development.  
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Additional recent development has occurred to reduce the amount of land associated with the 
dwelling.   
 
The closest alternative would have been Alternative A-2, and would have been located to the 
southwest of the resource and would have been separated by open pasture, the Louisville Water 
Company and associated settling ponds and wooded fence rows.  All other alternatives would be 
located further to the southwest. The remaining East End Alternatives would be separated from 
the resource by residential developments, rolling terrain, the Louisville Water Company and 
associated settling ponds and wooded areas.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Areas surrounding the Sutherland Farm are being subdivided and any view of the river crossing 
associated with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be partially obstructed be this 
development.  Alternatives A-9 and B-1 would have been located further to the southwest and 
would not be visible from the resource.  Artificial lighting associated with any of the alternatives 
would not intrude into the setting of this resource. 
 
All of the East End Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-98. 
 
TABLE 5.3-98 
SUTHERLAND FARM IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
A.E. SHIRLEY/WILLIAM C. BAASS HOUSE/JAMES S. TAYLOR  
NRHP Eligibility: YES           NRHP Criteria: B and C 
The Baass House is a one and one-half story Bungalow with a red tile roof and buff brick 
exterior.  The site includes a garage and fishpond.  Ownership of the property is outlined below: 
 

1912 Deed of partition of the heirs of Andrew Elias (A.E.) Shirley who acquired 
the land from his father’s will (John Shirley, which was probated in 
November 1831) and mother’s will (Jane Shirley, which was probated 
January 16, 1882)- land partitioned into 6 tracts 
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1919  William Baass acquired property upon which house is located  
1950 Lena Nieman was left the business buildings and storerooms at 112-114 

East Market Street in the will of William Baass, who died December 21, 
1950 (L.A. Henry Baass, brother of William was executor) 

1953 L.A. Henry Baass and wife Ivy H. Baass, and Pauline C. Rettig, and 
Henrietta Bass to C.C. Saunders 

1957 C.C. Saunders to James S. Taylor 
 
James Stewart Taylor, an African American, was the son of James T. Taylor, the developer of 
the subdivision, which includes Shirley and Duroc Avenues.  James S. Taylor and wife Bettie L. 
Taylor developed the subdivisions Beachland, Section 1 with 16 lots (Riverway) in 1958 and 
Beachland, Section 2 with 14 lots (Restway) in 1959.  He also developed Beachland Nursing 
Home, Mount Lebanon Nursing Home, and Mt. Lebanon Cedars of Lebanon Apartments.  As a 
licensed funeral director and embalmer, Taylor served on the board of Rodgers Funeral Home.  
Taylor was the first African American to be elected to the Louisville Real Estate Board in 1965.   
 
The closest alternative to this resource, Alternative A-2, would have been located to the 
southwest and would have been separated by the Louisville Water Company and associated 
settling ponds and rolling terrain.  Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be located further to 
the southwest and would be separated by the Louisville Water Company and associated settling 
ponds, wooded areas and rolling terrain.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition 
of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
None of the alternatives would visually alter the characteristics that make this resource eligible 
for the NRHP.  The alternatives would be visible from the resource.  The nearest artificial 
lighting would be on the bridges associated with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would have no adverse effect on the historic property.  
Alternatives A-9 and B-1 would have had no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-99. 
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TABLE 5.3-99 
A.E. SHIRLEY/WILLIAM C. BAASS HOUSE/JAMES S. TAYLOR IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
JAMES T. TAYLOR SUBDIVISIONS HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A  
Shirley Avenue was shown as early as September 1922 and Duroc Avenue as early as September 
1924 on plats of this subdivision.  Two plats were filed by James T. Taylor (1885-1965) and his 
wife J. Etta Taylor on land created by the partition of the A.E. Shirley Estate (Site 122) in 1912.  
The subdivision of Portion No. 2 (30 acres) to create Shirley Avenue was approved in 1923.  A 
second subdivision was approved in 1925 for Portion No. 1 to create Duroc Avenue.  Between 
the two Taylor subdivisions, a private road is indicated for access to the William C. Baass (later 
spelled Bass) House.   
 
Some of the early residents along Shirley Avenue included Will Clay, Edward Wilson (whose 
house burned), Fred Rudy, James T. Taylor (6600), Alonza Howard, and Burrell Ditto.  James T. 
Taylor originally lived in a house on Wolf Pen Branch Road (Site 85), but later built a house at 
6900 Shirley Avenue.  His son, James Stewart Taylor, later lived in the William Bass House 
(Site 122) and developed the nearby nursing home and subdivisions.   
 
Although the plats showing the lots were filed in the early 1920s, few houses appear to have 
been built prior to World War II.  The 1937 and 1947 aerial photographs show houses primarily 
on the south side of Shirley Avenue.  These houses are interspersed with houses of much later 
construction.   
 
The paving of Mason Boulevard associated with Alternative A-13 would have been closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The paving of Mason Boulevard 
would have been 3,902 feet from the historic boundary of the District.  The closest alternative to 
this resource, Alternative A-2, would have been located to the southwest of the resource and 
would have been separated by residential developments and wooded areas.  Alternatives A-13, 
A-15 and A-16 would be located to the southwest and would be separated by residential 
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developments and wooded areas.  Alternative A-9 would have been located to the south of the 
resource and would have been separated from the roadway by the wooded river corridor of 
Harrods Creek, residential developments and wooded areas.  None of the alternatives would 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
The closest alternative to this District would have been Alternative A-2, which would have been 
located to the southwest and would have been separated by residential developments and wooded 
areas.  Alternative A-2 would have been visible from the District.  Adjacent development is 
located between the alternative and this District.  The viewshed is not a contributing element to 
the eligibility of this District for the NRHP.  All other alternatives, which are located further to 
the southwest, would not have a visual effect on this District.  The nearest artificial lighting 
associated with any of the alternatives would have been located on the bridge over the Ohio 
River associated with Alternative A-2, approximately 0.5 mile from the District. 
 
All of the East End Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-100. 
 
TABLE 5.3-100 
JAMES T. TAYLOR SUBDIVISIONS HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
JACOB SCHOOL ROAD HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES        NRHP Criterion: A 
A number of single family dwellings constructed between 1912 and 1947 are located within this 
District, from which a lot was utilized for the Jefferson Jacob School.  The dwellings within this 
site include: 
 

6713: One-story, two-bay, frame, front-gabled dwelling with a full-width, hip-
roofed porch supported by modern metal columns 

6707: One and one-half story, frame bungalow with side-gabled roof, containing 
a shed-roofed dormer-porch has been enclosed to create an additional 
room 

6701: Two-story, side-gabled, frame dwelling with a wrap-around porch 
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6711: Modern frame ranch dwelling 
6401: Jefferson Jacob School (see site 125) 
6511:  Modern, frame ranch house 
6508:  One and one-half story, side-gabled, frame bungalow with porch enclosed 

to create additional room 
6505: One-story, front-gabled, modern frame dwelling 
6503: One-story, front-gabled frame dwelling with a full-width, hip-roofed porch 

supported by square wood posts 
6419:  One-story, hip-roofed dwelling that has been covered with a brick veneer 
6417: One-story, modern frame ranch house 
6413: Two-story, front-gabled frame building that may have been originally used 

as a store-modern shed-roofed porch covers central doorway-on side is a 
shed-roofed, concrete block addition visible from the road 

6411: Front-gabled, one and one-half story, frame dwelling 
 
The paving of Mason Boulevard associated with Alternative A-13 would have been closer to the 
resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The paving of Mason Boulevard 
would have been 3,380 feet from the historic boundary of the District. 
 
The closest alternative, Alternative A-2, would have been located to the southwest and would 
have been separated by wooded fence rows and the Louisville Water Company property.  All 
other alternatives are located further to the southwest.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the District. 
 
The existing view from the property includes public and residential development. Alternative A-
2 would have been located approximately 1,400 feet from the resource and would have been 
visible from across the water treatment plant fields.  Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 
would be located further to the southwest and the view would be blocked by wooded and rolling 
terrain.  The nearest artificial lighting would be placed on the bridge on the Ohio River 
associated with Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-16, A-13 and A-15.  Lighting associated with 
Alternative A-2 would have been visible from the resource.  The lighting associated with 
Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would not intrude into the District nor alter the 
characteristics that make this resource eligible for the NRHP. 
 
Alternative A-2 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-101. 
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TABLE 5.3-101 
JACOB SCHOOL ROAD HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Noise Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

 
JEFFERSON JACOB SCHOOL  
NRHP Eligibility: YES           NRHP Criteria: A and C 
The Jefferson Jacob School is a two and one-half story, frame, four-bay, cross-gabled structure.  
Also located on the site with the school is a two-story frame cottage built in the 1930s for home 
economics and wood shop classes.  Vinyl siding covers the original exterior fabric and the 
entrances have been altered.  The school, which served the local African-American community, 
was opened in 1916.  According to local history, two smaller one-room schools for black 
children in the area were consolidated into this school.  Part of the construction was financed by 
the Rosenwald Foundation.  The school was closed by the school board and sold to Prospect 
Masonic Lodge #109 in 1957.   
 
Julius Rosenwald, the president of Sears and Roebuck and Company, began a fund to build 
schools for black children in the south.  Rosenwald’s generosity stemmed from a friendship with 
Booker T. Washington who exposed Rosenwald to the plight of African-American education.  
Rosenwald gave grants for the construction of approximately 5,000 schools in the south for 
African-American children.  To tie the schools to the communities, Rosenwald required funding 
contributions from the community and the local school district.  
 
Frank Lloyd Wright designed the floor plans of the schools with large windows.  Each school 
was built on an acre of land to ensure room for playground facilities.  By the time of 
Rosenwald’s death in 1932, he had contributed $4.3 million for the construction of about 5,400 
schools, shops, and teacher’s homes in 15 southern states.  According to the Kentucky Heritage 
Council, 155 Rosenwald Schools were built in Kentucky.  Today, approximately 20 to 30 
Rosenwald Schools are still standing in Kentucky.   
 
The construction of the U.S. 42 access ramp associated with Alternative A-9 would have been 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The construction of the 
U.S. 42 access ramp would have been 7,152 feet from the historic boundary of the resource and 
7,233 feet from the primary structure.  The paving of Mason Boulevard associated with 
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Alternative A-13 would have been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alignment 
right-of-way.  The paving of Mason Boulevard would have been 3,825 feet from the historic 
boundary of the resource and 3,938 feet from the primary structure.   
 
Alternative A-2 would have been the closest alternative to the resource.  The alternative would 
have been located to the southwest and would have been separated by the Louisville Water 
Company property.  All other alternatives would be located further to the southwest and would 
be separated by the Louisville Water Company property, wooded areas and residential 
developments.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the 
resource. 
 
The existing view from the property includes public and residential development. Alternative A-
2 would have been located approximately 1,400 feet from the resource and may be visible from 
across the water treatment plant fields.  Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be located 
further to the southwest and the view would be blocked by wooded and rolling terrain.  The 
nearest artificial lighting would be placed on the bridge on the Ohio River associated with 
Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16.  Lighting associated with Alternative A-2 would 
have been visible from the resource.  The lighting associated with Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 
and A-16 would not intrude into the District nor alter the characteristics that make this resource 
eligible for the NRHP. 
 
Alternative A-2 would have had an adverse effect on this historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-102. 
 
TABLE 5.3-102 
JEFFERSON JACOB SCHOOL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

Adverse  
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
BENNETT/GRIESBAUM/LANG HOUSE  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The Bennett/Griesbaum/Lang House was constructed pre-1905, possibly 1875-1880.  It is a two-
story dwelling whose first floor is limestone block and the second is frame.  The first floor is two 
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bays, which the second is three bays.  Across the second floor is a full-width, shed-roofed porch 
with wood supports.  The original windows have been replaced by metal ones.  To the rear is a 
flat-roofed, concrete block addition.  Deed research on the property revealed the following: 
  

1879  J. Bennett shown with building here (1879 Beers Map) 
1913 S. Griesbaum was shown as owner (1913 Property Atlas)-Property to Susan 

Bennett Griesbaum by will of Edward Pitchford-Daisy Pitchford to Bennett, same 
property to Joseph Bennett (1875-1876) 

1938 B. Frank and Nellie Bennett to Henry and Addie Lang (B. Frank Bennett was heir 
of Susan Bennett (Griesbaum), widow without a will who died January 13, 1916) 

1943 Henry Lang (widower) to John C. Lang and Virginia Lang Abell 
1954 Virginia Lang Abell (sister) ½ interest to John C. Lang 

 
The closest alternatives, Alternatives A-13 and A-15, would be located to the northeast and 
would be separated by the wooded stream corridor of Harrods Creek and rolling terrain.  The 
resource is located on the opposite side of Harrods Creek, northwest of the Wolf Pen Branch 
Road – River Road intersection.  Alternative A-9 would have been located to the southeast and 
would have been separated by densely wooded areas, the wooded stream corridor of Little Goose 
Creek and residential developments.  Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been located further 
to the northeast and would have been separated by the wooded stream corridor of Harrods Creek, 
residential developments and wooded areas.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would not be visible through the trees lining the Harrods Creek 
stream corridor.  Alternative A-9 would not have been visible through the dense trees lining 
River Road, residential developments and the wooded stream corridor of Little Goose Creek. 
Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 would not alter the characteristics that make this resource 
eligible for the NRHP. All other alternatives would have been blocked from view from this 
resource.  The nearest artificial lighting associated with the project would be located on the 
bridge over the Ohio River associated with Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15. The lighting on the 
bridges would not be visible from the resource. 
 
All of the East End Alternatives would have no effect on this historic property.  Individual 
components of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-103. 
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TABLE 5.3-103 
BENNETT/GRIESBAUM/LANG HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
DR. J.C. METCALFE HOUSE  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
In 1871, Dr. J.C. Metcalfe bought 130 acres of land on the Ohio River and Goose Creek from 
Gerard and R.T. Bate.  Metcalfe purchased an additional 17 acres from William R. and Sallie 
Lentz, who were heirs of Henry Lentz.  On the 1879 Atlas of Jefferson County are several 
structures along River Road with Dr. Metcalfe’s name or initials.  The Bank of Louisville sold 
the property in 1885 to Heinrich Louis Vernholdt.  The Vornholdts owned the property until 
1923.  Owners after the Vornholdts have included J.C. and Charles Bright, Fielding H. Dickey, 
Consolidated Realty Company, John Redman, and John Lang (1937).    
 
The closest alternative, Alternative A-9, would have been located to the south, and would have been 
separated by residential developments and sparse trees.  The structure would have been elevated 
near this resource.  Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be located to the north of the 
resource and would be separated by Captains Quarters marina, the wooded stream corridor of 
Harrods Creek, other wooded areas and residential developments.  None of the alternatives would 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been elevated as it crossed the floodplain approaching the Ohio River 
bridge.  The resource is located on the floodplain of the Ohio River and is adjacent to the Country 
Estates Historic District.  Alternative A-9 would have been visible from the resource as it crossed 
the floodplain.  Although the buildings of Juniper Beach obscure some of the resource’s view of the 
river, the height of the crossing at this location would have presented a visual impact to the 
property’s viewshed.  The remaining alternatives would be obstructed from the viewshed of this 
property by rolling terrain, the wooded stream corridor of Harrods Creek, other wooded areas and 
residential developments.  Artificial lighting on the Alternative A-9 approach to the Ohio River 
bridge would have been visible from the resource. 
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Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-104. 
 
TABLE 5.3-104 
DR. J.C. METCALFE HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect 
 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

 
No 

Effect 
 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 

 
GAFFNEY HOUSE (KE-HC-JF677) 
NRHP Listed: YES           NRHP Criterion: C 
J.J. Gaffney (1863-1946) was a prominent Louisville architect from the late nineteenth century 
until his retirement in 1930.  His designs include the first building in a Tudor Gothic style, at 
Waverly Hills Tuberculosis Sanatorium, Taggart House (now the Wildwood County Club), St. 
James Church, Holy Name Church, and the Belvoir and Besten Apartments. 
 
J.J. Gaffney purchased the land in 1910 and completed the house before 1927.  J.J. Gaffney 
designed his weekend home using a mixture of design motifs from Arts and Crafts, Prairie Style, 
and the Mayan culture.  The single story structure rests upon a raised basement that overlooks 
the Ohio River.  Bricks of different colors are laid in multiple patterns to give texture to the 
exterior walls of the house.  It was listed on the NRHP in 1983. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the south of the resource and would have been 
separated by the open water of the Ohio River.  The resource is located on the shoreline of the 
river.  Alternative A-9 would have been located to the northeast of the resource and would have 
been separated by the open water of the Ohio River.  The curvature of the Ohio River to the 
northeast would have brought the structure into the viewshed of the resource.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have presented a visual effect to the property due to the height of the 
structure in relation to the river and its proximity to the resource.  Alternative A-9 would have 
been located further to the north and would be visible due to the curvature of the Ohio River.  
The existing viewshed currently contains Six Mile Island, which would partially obstruct the 
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view of a bridge upstream of the resource.   The view of a bridge upstream would not alter the 
historic character of the resource, which makes it eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  Artificial 
lighting associated with Alternative B-1 would be visible from the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-105. 
 
TABLE 5.3-105 
GAFFNEY HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual 
 

No Effect 
 

No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No Effect 
 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
EDGEWATER GARDEN/RICHMOND BOAT CLUB (KE-HC-JF-802) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: A and C 
W.F. Woodruff built the building on this property in 1922 as a nightclub or roadhouse on 
property he inherited from his grandfather Abraham Blankenbaker in 1900.  The nightclub was 
rumored to have been the scene of bootlegging, bathtub gin, and gambling.  Woodruff was 
murdered in the late 1920s and found in the driveway to his home, the Croghan-Blankenbaker 
House (JF-450 and Site 43).  The building was purchased in 1926 by the Richmond Boat Club 
and sold to the Knights of Columbus in 1965.  The first floor is veneered with random ashlar 
limestone reported to have been quarried from behind the Croghan-Blankenbaker House (JF-
458).  The second floor is frame.  The present-day five acre property includes the club house 
facility overlooking the Ohio River on the west side of River Road.  East of River Road are a 
bath house/concession building, pool, tennis court, parking lot, and wading pool.   
 
Alternative B-1 would be located to the south of the resource and would be separated by the 
open water of the Ohio River.  The resource is located on the shoreline of the river.  Alternative 
A-9 would be located to the northeast of the resource and would be separated by the open water 
of the Ohio River.  The curvature of the Ohio River to the northeast would bring the structure 
into the viewshed of the resource.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of 
right-of-way from the resource. 
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Alternative B-1 would have presented a visual effect to the property due to the height of the 
structure in relation to the river and its proximity to the resource.  Alternative A-9 would have 
been be located further to the north and would have been visible due to the curvature of the Ohio 
River. The existing viewshed currently contains Six Mile Island, which would partially obstruct 
the view of a bridge upstream of the resource.   The view of a bridge upstream would not alter 
the historic character of the resource, which makes it eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  
Artificial lighting associated with Alternative B-1 would have been visible from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-106. 
 
TABLE 5.3-106 
EDGEWATER GARDEN/RICHMOND BOAT CLUB IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY PUMPING STATION  
NRHP Listed: YES (1971)          NRHP Criterion: C 
National Historic Landmark 
The Louisville Water Company was incorporated by the Kentucky General Assembly in 1854.  
Theodore R. Scowden, the chief engineer of the water company, designed the Louisville Water 
Company Pumping Station.  In 1893, an additional pumping facility was completed on the site to 
double the capacity of the water works.   
 
The original pumping station is composed of an engine room and the standpipe tower.  Both 
structures are designed in the Classical Revival style.  The two-story brick engine and boiler 
room is in the form of a temple of the Corinthian order.  It is three bays wide with a handsome 
tetrastyle entrance portico.  Flanking the central section are long, one-story wings, which are also 
three bays wide.  The Corinthian capitals and rich entablature detail are made of terra cotta.  
Immediately in front of the entrance portico is the 169-foot standpipe tower, which imitates a 
triumphal Roman column in the Doric order.  A balustrade peristyle of ten Corinthian columns 
surrounds the base of the column.  On the top of each pedestal is a life-sized classical statue of 
mythological figures such as Ceres, Flora, or Diana.  The shaft of the standpipe is made of 
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riveted plates of steel and sheet metal.  The standpipe was blown over during the 1890 tornado, 
but was immediately re-erected by chief engineer Charles Hermany, who had been Scowden’s 
assistant at the time of its original construction.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located northeast of the resource, and would have been 
separated by open water and the curvature of the Ohio River.  None of the alternatives would 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.  Alternative B-1 would have crossed 
the Ohio River at a point approximately two miles from the resource.  The amount of shoreline 
development and distance from the alternative would have diminished the view of the bridge.  
All other alternatives are more than two miles away.  Lighting associated with the bridge on 
Alternative B-1 would have been visible, but would have not altered the view from this resource. 
 
All East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components 
of possible effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-107. 
 
TABLE 5.3-107 
LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY PUMPING STATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

 
UPPER RIVER ROAD HISTORIC DISTRICT  
NRHP Eligibility: YES           NRHP Criteria: B and C 
The Upper River Road Historic District consists of a number of properties along Upper River 
Road, including the C. W. Stoll/James Callahan House at 405 Mockingbird Valley Road, John 
V. Collis House at 3720 Upper River Road, Attila Cox House at 3750 Upper River Road, 
William C. and Frances Dabney House at 3760 Upper River Road, and the Louisville Country 
Club at 3744 Upper River Road.   
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located to the northeast and would have been separated by the 
existing I-71, residential development and a bluff.  All other alternatives are located greater than 
two miles northeast of the resource.  The portion of I-71 along the front of this district would 
have been reconstructed with the B-1 alternative.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the District. 
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Alternative B-1 would have been obstructed from view by existing I-71 and intervening terrain. 
Reconstruction of I-71 in the vicinity of this District would have been visible.  All remaining 
alternatives would have no visual effect on this District.  Artificial lighting associated with the 
construction of I-71 interchange and Alternative B-1 would have not intruded into the setting of 
this District.  Lighting would be located more than 0.7 mile to the northeast and would have been 
obstructed by terrain and vegetation. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in the assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-108. 
 
TABLE 5.3-108 
UPPER RIVER ROAD HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
RIVER HILL/STONEBRIDGE HISTORIC DISTRICT (25 BUILDINGS)  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
This proposed district consists of River Hill Road (Huston Hills Subdivision), Stonebridge Road 
(Riviera Subdivision) and River Bluff (Rio Vista Subdivision).  It is a neighborhood of single 
dwellings of multiple forms, built from 1915 to the present.  The dates for the plats of the 
subdivisions involved include Huston Hills Subdivision (1906) and Riviera Subdivision (1926).  
Rio Vista Subdivision to the south was approved in 1956.  The date of construction for dwellings 
within or adjacent to the expanded APE, range from 1915 (Dr. J.E. Mays) to 1997.  Ten of the 
nineteen properties are less than 50 years of age.   
 
All of the alternatives are greater than two miles from the River Hill/Stonebridge Historic 
District, with the exception of Alternative B-1.  The District is located on the south side of I-71, 
south and west of the interchange that would have been included at I-71 for this alternative.  The 
widening of I-71 included with Alternative B-1 would have required the acquisition of right-of-
way from this District.  None of the other alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-
way. 
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Alternative B-1 would have been visible from the District.  The surrounding area is densely 
residential, with I-71 passing through the District on the north.  The interstate is a part of the 
present setting of this District.  Ramps associated with Alternative B-1 leading to a bridge over 
the Ohio River would also have been visible from the District. Additional travel lanes would 
have been added to I-71 to accommodate traffic movement, mostly to the south of the District.  
Artificial lighting associated with the construction of the I-71 interchange and Alternative B-1 
would have likely intruded into the setting of this District.  Lighting would have been located 0.4 
mile from the District. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-109. 
 
TABLE 5.3-109 
RIVER HILL/STONEBRIDGE HISTORIC DISTRICT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
JOHN C. DOOLAN HOUSE, DUNMANWAY  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: B 
The Doolan House was originally associated with 10 acres on Lot 1 of the Fort Stanyx 
Subdivision from 1907.  The property passed to his wife, Katherine Doolan, in 1946.  Ben Reid 
bought the property in October of 1955 and a subsequent owner, J.M. Clark, subdivided the 
property into six lots for Poplar Woods Subdivision, leaving approximately 5 acres with the 
house in 1987.  To the north is the Poplar Crest Subdivision.   
 
John Calvin Doolan was born in Shelby County in 1868 and married Katherine Clark in 1905.  
He was a lawyer in general and corporate practice in Louisville from 1890 as a member of the 
firm of Trabue, Doolan, Helm and Helm.  Doolan was the district attorney for Kentucky for the 
I.C. and C. I. and L. Railroad Companies.  He served as the president of the Louisville Bar 
Association in 1917 and the Kentucky Bar Association from 1925 to 1926.  His home on Upper 
River Road was called Dunmanway. 
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Alternative B-1 would have been located to the north of the resource and would have been 
separated by wooded areas and existing I-71. This resource is located south of I-71 and west of 
Blankenbaker Lane.  None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from 
the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have crossed the Ohio River immediately north of the resource.  The 
bridge would have been visible from the resource in addition to ramps associated with the I-71 
interchange. Alternative B-1 would have altered the viewshed of the resource.  Artificial lighting 
would have been included for the I-71 interchange. There would have been an intrusion of light 
onto the resource, and the lighting would have been visible from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-110. 
 
TABLE 5.3-110 
JOHN C. DOOLAN HOUSE, DUNMANWAY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
MCFERRAN HOUSE  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The McFerran House is a two and one-half story, frame house completed circa 1900.  On the 
main façade is a massive, two-story pedimented porch, which is supported by fluted ionic 
columns.  A semi-elliptical fanlight, tracery, and modillions enhance the pediment.  James C. 
McFerran and his son John B. McFerran bought the site for this house from John T. Bate circa 
1879.  James C. McFerran had acquired part of present day Berry Hill (JF-552) in 1868 and 
established a trotting horse-breeding farm.  The name was changed to Glenview Stock Farm.   
 
The resource is located between U.S. 42 and I-71, immediately adjacent to the east side of the 
Watterson Expressway (I-264). The reconstruction of the I-71 and I-264 interchange associated 
with Alternative B-1 would have been located to the northwest of the resource and would have 
been separated by residential development and tree lines.  None of the alternatives would require 
the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
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The Watterson Expressway would have been reconstructed adjacent to the resource with the 
addition of a collector-distributor (C-D) road.  I-71 and I-264 are in deep rock cuts in the area 
and extensive residential development surround the resource.  The characteristics that make the 
resource eligible for the NRHP would not have been altered by the planned activities.  There 
would have been little change in the artificial lighting associated with Alternative B-1 near the 
resource.  Any change would have been limited to the reconstruction of existing lighting.  There 
would been no light intrusion to the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-111. 
 
TABLE 5.3-111 
MCFERRAN HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
J.E. SKINNER HOUSE (KE-HC-JF-581) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The Skinner House is a two-story, three-bay, front-gabled frame structure with a centrally 
located brick chimney.  It was constructed in the 1865-1875 time frame.  It is an example of a 
significant architectural form.  
 
The resource is located on Wolf Pen Branch Road, at the eastern edge of the Fincastle estate.  It 
is approximately 1,000 feet east of the locations where Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would pass 
under Wolf Pen Branch Road, in the vicinity of the Spring Farms Road intersection. 
 
The reconstruction of Wolf Pen Branch Road and Spring Farm Road associated with Alternative 
A-2 would have been closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. 
The end of construction on Wolf Pen Branch Road would have been located approximately 941 
feet from the historic boundary and approximately 1,135 feet from the primary structure.  The 
end of construction on Spring Farm Road would have been located approximately 1,519 feet 
from the historic boundary and approximately 1,723 feet from the primary structure. 
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The reconstruction of Wolf Pen Branch Road associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would 
be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The end of 
construction on Wolf Pen Branch Road would have been approximately 3,325 feet from the 
historic boundary and 3,513 feet from the primary structure associated with Alternative A-13. 
The end of construction on Wolf Pen Branch Road will be approximately 2,793 feet from the 
historic boundary and approximately 2,991 feet from the primary structure associated with 
Alternative A-15. 
 
The reconstruction of I-71 interchange associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer 
to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The nearest point of 
construction would have been approximately 6,939 feet from the historic boundary and 7,078 
feet from the primary structure. 
 
Alternative A-2 would have been located to the west of the resource and would have been 
separated by rolling grassy pastures and tree lines.  Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 
would be located to the southwest of the resource and would be separated by residential 
development, dense trees and rolling terrain.  Alternative B-1 would have been located to the 
south of the resource and would be separated by rolling terrain and residential developments.  
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been the closest alternatives to the resource.  Both would 
have been located in a 25 foot trench, as they passed under Wolf Pen Branch Road.  Alternatives 
A-2 and A-16 would have been visible further to the southeast; however neither would have 
altered the characteristics that make the resource eligible for the NRHP. 
 
Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 within the vicinity of this resource include reconstruction of 
existing KY 841 beginning at the I-71 interchange.  Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be 
lowered within the existing KY 841 right-of-way to include a tunnel approximately 60 feet under 
U.S. 42.  Alternative A-9 would have maintained the approximate alignment and elevation of 
existing KY 841. 
 
Alternative B-1 south of this resource would have included the widening of I-71 and 
reconstruction of the KY 841 interchange. These changes would not have been visible from the 
resource.  Rolling terrain and residential developments would have separated the widening of I-
71 and reconstruction of the KY 841 interchange. 
 
Artificial lighting associated with Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been included for the 
interchanges north of the existing KY 841 and I-71 interchange. The lighting would have been 
visible from the resource, but there would have not been any light intrusion onto the property.  
High mast lighting could have been a consideration for these interchanges.   
 
Artificial lighting associated with Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 would be included at the 
existing KY 841 – I-71 interchange.  This would be limited to the reconstruction of the existing 
lighting system.  Artificial lighting would also be included for the interchanges near U.S. 42.  
Due to limited space within these interchanges, conventional lighting is the only feasible option. 
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Lighting for all three alternatives would be obstructed by intervening terrain, vegetation and 
residential development. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-112. 
 
TABLE 5.3-112 
J.E. SKINNER HOUSE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
T.G. PEYTON  
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: C 
The Peyton House is a one-story, double-pen log structure with a dogtrot.  On the exterior of the 
north end is a stone chimney.  A stone and brick chimney can be found on the south end of the 
structure.  The entry is centered on the west side of the north pen.  It was constructed in the 
1865-1875 time frame.  
 
The resource is located on Wolf Pen Branch Road, at the eastern edge of the Fincastle estate.  It 
is over 1,000 feet east of the locations where Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would pass under Wolf 
Pen Branch Road, in the vicinity of the Spring Farms Road intersection. 
 
The reconstruction of Wolf Pen Branch Road associated with Alternative A-2 would have been 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way. The end of construction 
on Wolf Pen Branch Road would have been located approximately 1,201 feet from the historic 
boundary and approximately 1,306 feet from the primary structure.  
 
The reconstruction of Wolf Pen Branch Road associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would 
be closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The end of 
construction on Wolf Pen Branch Road would have been approximately 4,003 feet from the 
historic boundary and 4,110 feet from the primary structure associated with Alternative A-13. 
The end of construction on Wolf Pen Branch Road will be approximately 4,003 feet from the 
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historic boundary and approximately 4,110 feet from the primary structure associated with 
Alternative A-15. 
 
The reconstruction of I-71 interchange associated with Alternative B-1 would have been closer 
to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  The nearest point of 
construction associated with Alternative B-1 would have been approximately 6,682 feet from the 
historic boundary and 6,764 feet from the primary structure. 
 
Alternative A-2 would have been located to the west of the resource and would have been 
separated by rolling grassy pastures and tree lines.  Alternatives A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 
would be located to the southwest of the resource and would be separated by residential 
development, dense trees and rolling terrain.  Alternative B-1 would have been located to the 
south of the resource and would be separated by rolling terrain and residential developments.  
None of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been the closest alternatives to the resource.  Both would 
have been located in a 25- foot trench, as they passed under Wolf Pen Branch Road.  
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would both have been visible further to the southeast; however 
neither have would altered the characteristics that make the resource eligible for the NRHP. 
 
Alternatives A-9, A-13, and A-15 within the vicinity of this resource, include reconstruction of 
existing KY 841 beginning at the I-71 interchange.  Alternatives A-13 and A-15 would be 
lowered within the existing KY 841 right-of-way to include a tunnel approximately 60 feet under 
U.S. 42.  Alternative A-9 would have maintained the approximate alignment and elevation of 
existing KY 841. 
 
Alternative B-1, south of this resource, would have included the widening of I-71 and 
reconstruction of the KY 841 interchange. These changes would not have been visible from the 
resource.  Rolling terrain and residential developments would have separated the widening of I-
71 and reconstruction of the KY 841 interchange. 
 
Artificial lighting associated with Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have been included for the 
interchanges north of the existing KY 841 and I-71 interchange.  The lighting would have been 
visible from the resource, but there would have not been any light intrusion onto the property.  
High mast lighting may have been a consideration for these interchanges.  Artificial lighting 
associated with Alternatives A-9, A-13 and A-15 would be included at the existing KY 841 – I-
71 interchange.  This would be limited to the reconstruction of the existing lighting system.  
Artificial lighting will also be included for the interchanges near U.S. 42.  Due to limited space 
within these interchanges, conventional lighting is the only feasible option. Intervening terrain, 
vegetation and residential development would obstruct lighting for all three alternatives. 
 
Alternatives A-2 and A-16 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other 
East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of 
possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-113. 
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TABLE 5.3-113 
T.G. PEYTON IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual 
No 

Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

No 
Adverse 
Effect 

No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
CEDARBROOK FARM (KE-HC-JF559) 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: A 
The present day dwelling completed by Lewis G. Kaye in 1940 absorbed the second Harbold I-
House, which dated from circa 1860.  Lewis Kaye (b. 1897) was a banker associated with 
Citizens Union National Bank.  After Kaye acquired the property in 1932, he moved stone from 
a circa 1790 house in Vevay, Indiana to the present day Cedarbrook Farm.  The main block of 
the present day house was built of this stone.  Fred Elswick, a locally prominent architect, 
supervised the reconstruction. 
 
The main block of the dwelling is a large one and one-half story, seven-bay, central passage, 
single-pile structure that exhibits elements from the Federal and Greek Revival periods.  On the 
main façade is a pedimented portico, which is supported by four columns. 
 
South of the main house are two connected log structures.  The eastern pen, which has dovetail 
notching, is reputed to be the first dwelling of the Harbold Family.  The second cabin, which has 
V-notching, is connected to the first by an enclosed dogtrot.  It was moved to its present location 
from outlying fields in 1932.  The second cabin was reputedly the first schoolhouse in Jefferson 
County.  Zachary Taylor is said to have attended school here.  South of the log cabins is the 
stone springhouse on Little Goose Creek.  
 
Northwest of the house is the agricultural complex which includes a horse barn, grain silo, 
garage/farm equipment shed, tenant house, and slave quarters. 
 
Cedarbrook Farm was listed on the NRHP in 1990 with a boundary of 30 acres.  It met Criterion 
A as an active and evolving example of a gentleman farm.  Recently, the northern section of 
Cedarbrook Farm along Springdale Road has been developed into a subdivision called Asbury 
Park.  
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The resource is located south of KY 841 and just north of I-71 near the KY 841 - I-71 
interchange.  The property includes open pasture and is separated from KY 841 by rolling 
terrain, open pasture and agricultural fields.   
 
The repaving of KY 841 associated with Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 would be 
closer to the resource than the mainline of the alternative’s rights-of-way. The repaving of KY 
841 would be located approximately 215 feet from the historic boundary and approximately 
1,207 feet from the primary structure.  The repaving of I-71 that would have been associated 
with Alternative B-1 would have been closer to the resource than the mainline of the 
alternative’s right-of-way.  The repaving of I-71 would have been approximately 902 feet from 
the historic boundary and 1,163 feet from the primary structure. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 an A-16 would be located to the north of the resource and would 
be separated by rolling grassy pastures and tree lines.  Alternative A-9 would have been located 
to the southwest of the resource and would have been separated by residential development, 
dense trees and rolling terrain.  Alternative B-1 would have been located to the south of the 
resource and would have been separated by rolling terrain and residential developments.  None 
of the alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15 and A-16 are the same at this point.  The alternatives at this 
point include the reconstruction of existing KY 841, widening of I-71 and reconstruction of the 
existing I-71 – KY 841 interchange.  There would be no alteration of the viewshed.  Alternative 
B-1, south of this resource, would have included the widening of I-71 and reconstruction of the 
KY 841 interchange. These changes would not have been visible from the resource.  Rolling 
terrain and residential developments would have separated the widening of I-71 and 
reconstruction of the KY 841 interchange.  Artificial lighting associated with all of the 
alternatives would have included reconstruction of the existing interchange lighting for I-71 – 
KY 841 and the addition of lighting for the new interchanges on Alternatives A-2 and A-16.  
Lighting already exists within the area. 
 
All East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components 
of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-114. 
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TABLE 5.3-114 
CEDARBROOK FARM IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect 
No 

Effect 
No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
OLD UPPER RIVER ROAD BRIDGE OVER GOOSE CREEK (JF-786) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES           NRHP Criteria: C 
The Old Goose Creek Bridge is made of mortared stone with a rounded arched opening.  Stone 
buttresses anchor each end of the bridge.  Access to the bridge is blocked by a newer bridge (JF-
787) built in 1935.  
 
The construction of the I-264/I-71 interchange would be 8,896 feet to the primary structure.  The 
stream corridor of Goose Creek, rolling terrain, densely wooded areas and residential 
developments would separate the proposed interchange from the resource.   
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located immediately to the northeast of the resource and would 
have been separated by open pasture and several residences.  Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and 
A-16 would be located to the north, and would be separated by the wooded stream corridor of 
Harrods Creek, residential developments, rolling terrain and wooded areas.  Alternative B-1 
would have been located to the south and would have been separated by a vast expanse of land 
including: wooded areas, commercial development and residential subdivisions.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located just northeast of the resource and would have been 
visible from the resource.  The view of the alternative would not have altered the characteristics 
that make this resource eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  Alternative A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-
16 would be located to the north and would be separated by the wooded stream corridor of 
Harrods Creek, residential developments, rolling terrain and wooded areas.   The view of these 
alternatives would be obstructed by these elements.  Alternative B-1 would not have been visible 
from the resource.   The resource would have been separated from the alternative by a vast 
expanse of land including wooded areas, commercial development and residential subdivisions.  
Artificial lighting would have been included on the bridge crossing the Ohio River and 
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floodplain associated with Alternative A-9, but would not have intruded into the historic setting 
of the resource. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had an adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-115. 
 
TABLE 5.3-115 
OLD UPPER RIVER ROAD BRIDGE OVER GOOSE CREEK IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Visual No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Noise No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Vibration No Effect Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Construction No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect Adverse 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect No Effect No Effect 

 
ADDISON W. LEE HOUSE, 4218 RIVER ROAD 
NRHP Listed: YES         NRHP Criterion: B  
The Lee House is a two-story, three-bay, side-gabled, frame Colonial dwelling with a full-width, 
two-tiered porch on the main façade.  It has two interior-end chimneys with clay pots, a concrete 
foundation and weatherboard siding.  A flat roof porch, supported by four square posts, stretches 
across the full width of the home.  The most significant aspect of this home is that, other than a 
small porch addition on the rear, there have been no changes since its construction in 1928. 
 
Addison W. Lee purchased lot 97 in the Riviera subdivision on September 16, 1926 from 
Consolidated Realty Company.  This subdivision was surveyed in 1924 and the Lee House was 
the only one constructed prior to the mid-twentieth century.  The house is cited on the second of 
the four lots, consisting of 0.81 acres.  It is the only structure on the property and is surrounded 
by a lushly landscaped yard, with an excellent view of the Ohio River.  Addison W. Lee retained 
ownership until 1940, when he sold the property to Claude and Frances Graham. 
 
While Addison W. Lee was president of the Louisville Gas and Electric Company, he is best 
known for his contributions to Jefferson County’s aviation history.  The Lee terminal airport 
building at Standiford Field, which opened in 1950, was named after Addison W. Lee.  A bronze 
plaque on the building commemorated Lee’s contributions, it read: “The guiding spirit in the 
development of Bowman Field.  He was a pioneer in aviation in this community, and, as first 
chairman of the air board, served continuously from October 16, 1928, to the date of his death on 
May 1, 1949.” 
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Alternative B-1 would have been located to the northeast and would have been separated by 
residential development and wooded areas.  The remaining alternatives would be located greater 
than 2 miles to the northeast of the resource.  None of the alternatives would require the 
acquisition of right-of-way from the resource. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have been located southwest of the resource.  The view of the alternative 
would have been partially obstructed by residential development and wooded areas.  Artificial 
lighting would have been included with the reconstruction of the I-71 and I-265 interchange; 
however, visibility of the lighting would have been obstructed by residential development and 
wooded areas. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had no adverse effect on the historic property.  All other East End 
Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components of possible 
effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-116. 
 
TABLE 5.3-116 
ADDISON W. LEE HOUSE, 4218 RIVER ROAD IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Visual No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

Noise No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Vibration No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Construction No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination 

No 
Effect No Effect No 

Effect No Effect No Effect No Adverse 
Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

 
HORNER HOUSE, 3509 WOODSIDE DRIVE 
NRHP Listed: YES          NRHP Criterion: C 
The two-story frame section of this house was completed circa 1900 by Clarence and Octavia 
Bate Graves on a tract, which was part of Woodside Subdivision developed by Clarence Bate, 
the father of Mrs. Graves.  In 1928, a subsequent owner, Charles Horner, president of Kosmos-
Portland Cement, added a two-story, brick wing.  The first story of the new wing contains a 
library, which is a pre-Georgian paneled room, which the Horners purchased in England.  The 
pickled pine paneling was installed under the direction of Joseph Bittner, head cabinetmaker of 
the Louisville firm of Bittner Brothers. 
 
The original farmhouse, a vernacular structure with references to Colonial Revival, was similar 
to several other structures in the area, which were built as summer homes.  The brick wing added 
in 1928, exemplifies the influence of English revival styles in the architecture of a number of 
country houses built in the area from 1900 to 1930.   
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Alternative B-1 would have been located to the southwest and would have been separated by 
residential development, rolling terrain and wooded areas.  Existing I-71 is closer to the resource 
than the mainline of the alternative’s right-of-way.  Reconstruction of existing I-71 would have 
been 3,266 feet from the primary structure and 2,818 feet from the historic boundary of the 
resource.  Alternative A-9 would have been located to the north and would have been separated 
by residential and commercial developments, rolling terrain and wooded areas.  None of the 
alternatives would require the acquisition of right-of-way from the resource.   
 
Alternative B-1, the closest alternative, would have been located southwest of the resource.  The 
view would have been obstructed by residential development, rolling terrain and wooded areas.  
Alternative A-9 would have been located to the north of the resource. The view would have been 
obstructed by residential and commercial developments, rolling terrain and wooded areas.  
Artificial lighting would have been included at the interchange of I-71 and I-265, however, 
visibility of the lighting would have been obstructed by rolling terrain and wooded areas. 
 
All East End Alternatives would have no effect on the historic property.  Individual components 
of possible effects used in this assessment are summarized in Table 5.3-117. 
 
TABLE 5.3-117 
HORNER HOUSE, 3509 WOODSIDE DRIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Alternatives A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 

Encroachment No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Visual No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Noise No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Vibration No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Construction No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 
Effect 

Effect 
Determination No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect No 

Effect 

 
5.3.1.3 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
 
The following discussion presents the evaluation of reasonably foreseeable indirect and 
cumulative effects of the project on historic properties.  This includes both standing structures 
and archaeological resources.  Information and data included in the “Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects Analysis (ICEA) Technical Report”1 and the “Socio-Economic Report” were used to 
evaluate indirect and cumulative effects on historic properties.  This evaluation included those 
properties already listed on the NRHP within the Alternative Specific APE and Broad APE, as 

                                                           
1 Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis, Draft Technical Report, dated November 2001. 
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well as those properties within the Alternative Specific APE that have been determined eligible 
for listing on the NRHP.     
 
Information used in developing the “Socio-Economic Report” and the “ICEA Technical Report” 
was obtained from a number of sources, including agencies with resource data and the public 
through the outreach program included with the project. The program provided the public with 
an opportunity to define issues important in assessing project impacts on a wide range of 
resources.  One of these was growth, including potential changes to historic properties. The data 
and information obtained through this coordination provided a foundation for the assessment of 
indirect and cumulative effects of the project as a whole.  The ICEA Technical Report prepared 
from that data then provided a strong foundation for the assessment of indirect and cumulative 
effects on historic properties addressed in this report. 
 
The reasonably foreseeable indirect effects of the project on historic properties are primarily 
related to potential changes in population and employment caused by the project.  Such changes 
have the potential to alter land use patterns in the project area and thereby put additional 
development pressures on historic properties that may be located in that area.   
 
The potential cumulative effects of the project on historic properties includes the incremental 
effect of project alternatives when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions within the region.  Potential cumulative effects may be associated with the incremental 
visual or other proximity effects of project alternatives on historic properties within the 
Alternative Specific APE when added to similar effects of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions on those properties. Cumulative effects also may include the 
incremental effect of the project on land use within the Broad APE when added to the land use 
effects of other identified actions in that area. 
 
Historic Properties 
 
The assessment of reasonably foreseeable indirect and cumulative effects included an evaluation 
of all NRHP-listed and NRHP–eligible properties within the Alternative Specific APE, which is 
the area in which the “proximity” effects of the project are expected to occur.  In addition, that 
assessment included an evaluation of all NRHP-listed within the Broad APE, but outside the 
Alternative Specific APE. NRHP-listed properties and NRHP-eligible properties within the 
Alternative Specific APE are identified in Table 5.3-118. NRHP-listed properties outside the 
Alternative Specific APE, but within the Broad APE are identified in Table 5.3-119. 
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TABLE 5.3-118 
NRHP - LISTED AND NRHP - ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES 

Property (Indiana) Type 
Shwartz Farm Historic District Historic District 
Fry House Building 
James A. Smith Farm Farm 
Federal Style House Building 
Prather Farm Farm 
Dellinger Farm Farm 
Woods House Farm 
Old Jeffersonville HD* Historic District 
City School School 
Train Depot Building 
Colgate-Palmolive HD Historic District 
Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive Co. HD Historic District 
Big Four Railroad Bridge Structure 
Pennsylvania Railroad Bridge Structure 
George Rogers Clark Memorial Bridge Structure 
Farmstead, 2307 Utica Pike House/Land 
John Hoffman House House 
Moss Family House House 
House, 3209 Utica Pike House 
House, 200 Longview Drive House 
Farmstead, 1117 Utica-Sellersburg Road House/Land 
Utica Cemetery Cemetery 
Utica Methodist Episcopal Church Church 
Howes Farm Farm 
House, 609 Locust Street, Utica House 
Utica Christian Chapel Church 
WPA Sea Wall Structure 
Central Utica HD Historic District 
Lime Kilns Multiple Property Listing (4) Structures 
Utica Area Cemeteries (2) Cemetery 
Ranney Wells HD Historic District 
INAAP Igloo Storage HD Historic District 
House, 108 Locust Street, Utica House 
House, 203 Fourth Street, Utica House 
House, 115 Fourth Street, Utica House 
House, 206 Second Street, Utica House 

Property (Kentucky) Type 
Determan House House 
J. Schildknecht House House 
Rosewell House/Land 
Belleview House/Land 
Country Estates of River Road HD* Historic District 
 Jesse Chrisler House* House/Land 
 Brandeis House/Ladless Hill* House/Land 
 Lincliffe-W. R. Belknap House*  House/Land 
 Winkworth/Box Hill*  House/Land 
 Blankenbaker Station* House/Land 
 Rockledge* House/Land 
 Drumanard* House/Land 
 Rogers Clark Ballard High School* Building/Land 
 Shwab House* House 
 Bingham/Hilliard House* House/Land 
 Harrods Creek Historic District* Historic District 
 Nitta Yuma Historic District* Historic District 
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 Drumanard Historic District* Historic District 
 Glenview Historic District* Historic District 
Bruce House House 
Crowfoot House/Land 
Fincastle House/Land 
Merriwether House* House 
Allison-Barrickman* House 
Juniper Beach HD Historic District 
Dogwood Hill* House/Land 
St. Francis in the Fields Church Church/Land 
Croghan-Blankenbaker House* House 
Midlands* House/Land 
Brown Tobacco Warehouse Building 
Tobacco Realty Company Building 
New Enterprise Tobacco Building 
Snead Manufacturing Building 
West Main Street HD Historic District 
Phoenix Hill HD Historic District 
Butchertown HD Historic District 
Upper River Road Bridge over Harrods Creek Bridge 
West Main Street/10th Street Manufacturing HD Historic District 
Conrad-Rawls Shoe Company Building 
E. J. O'Brien Office Building 
Pennsylvania Lines Freight Depot Building 
Peaslee-Gaulbert Manufacturing HD Historic District 
Belle of Louisville Boat 
Andrew Broaddus Boat 
Louisville Medical College School 
Theodore Ahrens Trade High School School 
Green Castle Baptist Church Church 
Prospect Store Building 
Sutherland Farm Farm 
A. E. Shirley/William C. Baass House House 
James T. Taylor Subdivisions HD Historic District 
Jefferson Jacob School School 
Jacob School Road HD Historic District 
Harrods Creek Community HD Historic District 
Bennett/Griesbaum/Lang House House 
Dr. J. C. Metcalfe House House 
J. J. Gaffney House House 
Edgewater Garden/Richmond Boat Club Building 
Louisville Water Company Pumping Station Structure 
Upper River Road HD Historic District 
Neil H. Whitehead House House/Land 
River Hill/Stonebridge HD Historic District 
John C. Doolan House House 
McFerran House House 
J. E. Skinner House House 
T. G. Peyton House House 
James T. Taylor/James W. Chandler House House 
Alice Speed Stoll House House 
Cedarbrook Farm* Farm 
Horner House House/Land 

Properties in bold are also National Historic Landmarks 
Properties with an asterisk are those listed on the NRHP 
Properties in italics are those included in historic districts but also individually listed on the NRHP  
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TABLE 5.3-119 
NRHP-LISTED PROPERTIES WITHIN THE BROAD APE AND OUTSIDE THE 
ALTERNATIVE SPECIFIC APE 

Clark County (Indiana) 
Property 

Address Type 

Thomas Downs House Charlestown House 
Benjamin Ferguson House Charlestown House 
Watson House Charlestown House 
Bottorff-McCulloch Farm Charlestown House 
Henry French House Jeffersonville House 
Howard Home Jeffersonville House 
Floyd County (Indiana) 
Property 

Address Type 

Culbertson Mansion New Albany House 
Division Street School New Albany School 
Mansion Row Historic District New Albany Historic District 
New Albany Downtown HD New Albany Historic District 
New Albany National Cemetery New Albany Cemetery 
Old Pike Inn New Albany Building 
Scribner House New Albany House 
Sweet Gum Stable New Albany Building/Land 
Woodbine New Albany Building 
Jefferson County (Kentucky) 
Property 

Address Type 

James Clore House Covered Bridge Road House 
Barber/Barbour House 6415 Transylvania Avenue House 
Wilhoyte House Covered Bridge Road House 
Croghan-Blankenbaker 901 Blankenbaker Lane House 
Locust Grove 561 Blankenbaker Lane House/Land 
Old Bank of Louisville 316-320 West Main St. Building 
Springfield/Zachary Taylor House  5608 Apache Road House 
Zachary Taylor National Cemetery 4701 Brownsboro Road Cemetery 
John T. Bate House/Woodside (JF-534) 3100 Woodside Drive House/Land 
Atherton Carriage House (JF-535) 3204 Woodside Drive House/Land 
Edgewood (JF-540) 3505 Glenview Drive House/Land 
Hewitt House (JF-542) [Dem. 1987] 3605 Woodside Drive House/Land 
Pirtle House (JF-543) 5803 Orion Drive House/Land 
Berry Hill (JF-552) Dunraven Court House 
Killinore Stock Farm  10501 Brownsboro Road House/Land 
James Trigg House  222 Covered Bridge Road House/Land 
Taylor-Oldham-Herr 1823 Ballard Mill Lane House 
Wolf Pen Branch Mill 8117 Wolf Pen Branch Road Structure 
Haldeman House  3609 Glenview Avenue House/Land 
Clifton Historic District Clifton Historic District 
Heigold Façade River Road Structure 
Paget House River Road Structure 
Fifth & Market Street District  Historic District 

Oldham County (Kentucky) 
Property 

Address Type 

Central LaGrange Historic District Washington, Main and Jefferson Streets District 
Albert E. Clore House 6400 Clore Lane House 
Harrods Creek Baptist Church NW of Crestwood on Old Brownsboro  Church 
Abraham Kellar House W of Brownsboro off KY 329 House 
Locke-Mount House S of Goshen off U.S. 42 House 
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Oldham County (Kentucky) 
Property (Continued) 

Address Type 

Phillip R. Taylor House Shuler Lane House 
Yager House SE of Goshen on Covered Bridge Road House 
Yewell-Snyder House 6206 N. Hitt Lane House 

 
Table 5.3-120 provides a listing of the interchanges that were considered with each of the 
alternatives.  Some alternatives had more than one interchange option for certain locations, such 
as the full and partial interchange options at U.S. 42 associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  
A full interchange means that all directional movements between the alternative and the 
intersecting road are provided for with that alternative.  A partial interchange means that only 
some of the directional movements are provided for with that alternative.   

  
Projected Changes in Population and Employment 
 
The most likely indirect effects on historic properties are associated with projected changes in 
population and employment caused by the project, which may result in changes in land use 
patterns.  Increased commercial, industrial and residential land use development caused by the 
project may place additional pressure on historic properties through direct development pressure 
(e.g., subdivision and development of historic properties), as well as through associated 
proximity effects, such as visual and auditory intrusions on historic settings or landscapes.  
Specific impacts to historic properties cannot be reasonably predicted, because these types of 
effects, which would occur over a large area and are more distant in time, are difficult to predict 
with certainty.  Rather, an assessment of likely land use changes in general geographic areas can 
allow for an assessment of the kinds of effects such changes may have on historic properties 
located in those areas.  Consequently, the assessment of indirect effects for this project was 
based on an analysis of projected changes in population and employment associated with each of 
the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS and the likely effect such changes may have on historic 
properties in the LMA. 
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TABLE 5.3-120 
INTERCHANGES CONSIDERED FOR EACH BRIDGE OPTION 

Alternative Interchange New/Reconstructed Full/Partial 
A-2 U.S. 42 utilizing KY 841 (K) 

Salem Road (north of Utica) (I) 
S.R. 62/S.R. 265 (I) 

Reconstructed 
New 
Reconstructed 

Full 
Full 
Full 

A-9 U.S. 42 utilizing KY 841 (K) 
S.R. 62/S.R. 265 (I) 

Reconstructed 
Reconstructed 

Full 
Full 

A-13 U.S. 42 (K) or 
Wolf Pen Branch Road (K) 
Salem Road (I) 
S.R. 62/S.R. 265 (I) 

Reconstructed 
Reconstructed 
New 
Reconstructed 

Partial 
Full 
Full 
Full 

A-15 U.S. 42 (K) or 
Wolf Pen Branch Road (K) 
Salem Road (I) 
S.R. 62/S.R. 265 (I) 

Reconstructed 
Reconstructed 
New  
Reconstructed  

Partial 
Full 
Full 
Full 

A-16 U.S. 42 utilizing KY 841 (K) 
Salem Road (I) 
S.R. 62/S.R. 265 (I) 

Reconstructed 
Reconstructed 
Reconstructed 

Full 
Full 
Full 

B-1 I-71 (west of I-264) (K) 
Utica Pike (near Clark Maritime) (I) 
S.R. 62/S.R. 265 (I) 

New 
New 
Reconstructed 

Full 
Full 
Full 

C-1/C-3 Kennedy Interchange* (I-K) New or Reconstructed Full 
C-2 I-64 @ Ninth Street (K) Reconstructed Full 

* Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange in Kentucky and the U.S. 31, Court Street, 10th Street and Stansifer Avenue interchanges in Indiana 
will occur more or less in their current locations. (I) = Indiana (K) = Kentucky 
 
Strong growth is expected to continue within the five-county metropolitan area, for both the 
“Build” and “No-Build” alternatives. This area includes Clark and Floyd Counties in Indiana and 
Jefferson, Bullitt and Oldham Counties in Kentucky.  Comparisons of the 1990 Base Year values 
and the 2025 Target Year projections for the no-build option are provided in Tables 5.3-121 and 
5.3-122. 
 
Projections for 2025 population and employment under the “No-Build” alternative were 
reviewed and approved by KIPDA.  Those projections included population, household and 
employment numbers for each of 757 transportation analysis zones (TAZs) for the five-county 
metropolitan area.  The “Socio-Economic Report” then presented forecasts of population and 
employment for each of the “Build” alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, and identified the 
changes in the population and employment distribution between each of the build alternatives 
and the “No-Build” alternative. This data demonstrates the potential each alternative has to 
increase or decrease population and employment levels in various parts of the LMA, and thereby 
alter land use patterns in those areas.  Tables 5.3-123 and 5.3-124 provide a comparison of these 
changes on a county-by-county basis, using the 2025 “No-Build” as the base.  Data for Jefferson 
County was further divided into four sub-areas.  
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TABLE 5.3-121 
GROWTH PROJECTIONS (POPULATION) - NO-BUILD CONDITION 

Area 1990 2025 No-Build Growth
Clark County 86,374 135,600 49,226 57%
Floyd County 63,412 100,466 37,054 58%
Jefferson County 653,738 742,011 88,273 14%
Bullitt County 47,474 88,461 40,987 86%
Oldham County 31,235 78,748 47,513 52%
Totals 882,234 1,145,285 263,053 30%

 
TABLE 5.3-122 
GROWTH PROJECTIONS (EMPLOYMENT) - NO-BUILD CONDITION 

Area 1990 2025 No-Build Growth 
Clark County 45,853 81,178 35,325 77% 
Floyd County 27,279 44,756 17,477 64% 
Jefferson County 458,823 658,701 199,878 43% 
Bullitt County 11,879 24,054 12,175 102% 
Oldham County 13,050 50,477 37,427 286% 
Totals 556,884 859,166 302,282 54% 

 
TABLE 5.3-123 
“BUILD” ALTERNATIVES IMPACTS ON 2025 POPULATION GROWTH AND 
PROJECTED CHANGES TO THE NO-BUILD GROWTH 

 
 
Area 

“Build”
Downtown
& Far East 

“Build”
Far East

Bridge 

“Build” 
Downtown 

Bridge 

“Build”
Near East

Bridge 
Jefferson Co. (4,561) (3,244) (1,318) (3,286)
City of Louisville 0 0 0 0
Northeast Jefferson Co. (3,300) (2,032) (1,268) (2,217)
Southeast Jefferson Co. (1,261) (1,212) (50) (1,169)
West Jefferson Co. 0 0 0 0
Bullitt Co. 0 0 0 0
Oldham Co. (4,518) (4,043) (475) (4,482)
Clark Co. 5,171 5,446 (275) 4,363
Floyd Co. 3,907 1,844 2,063 3,043

(Figures in parenthesis represent reductions) 
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TABLE 5.3-124 
“BUILD” ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT GROWTH AND 
PROJECTED CHANGES TO THE “NO-BUILD” GROWTH 

 
 
Area 

“Build” 
Downtown 
& Far East 

“Build” 
Far East 
Bridge 

“Build” 
Downtown 

Bridge 

“Build” 
Near East 

Bridge 
Jefferson Co. (6,187) (4,603) (1,584) (4,664) 
City of Louisville 0 0 0 0 
Northeast Jefferson Co. (4,537) (2,953) (1,584) (3,009) 
Southeast Jefferson Co. (1,650) (1,650) 0 (1,655) 
West Jefferson Co. 0 0 0 0 
Bullitt Co. 0 0 0 0 
Oldham Co. (5,800) (5,767) (33) (5,837) 
Clark Co. 8,825 8,851 (26) 8,384 
Floyd Co. 3,162 1,524 1,636 2,115 

(Figures in parenthesis represent reductions) 
 
This data shows that a modest change in population and job growth in Jefferson and Oldham 
Counties in Kentucky and Clark and Floyd Counties in Indiana is expected with each of the 
“Build” alternatives.  While all counties in the LMA would continue to grow significantly, the 
rates of growth in Jefferson County (especially eastern Jefferson County) and Oldham County 
would be somewhat less, while the rates of growth in Clark and Floyd Counties would increase.  
The construction of a Downtown bridge alone would have resulted in the least change in 
population and employment, while the construction of a Far East bridge and a Downtown bridge 
will result in the greatest change. As a result of these changes, land development pressures would 
be expected to be reduced somewhat in Oldham and eastern Jefferson Counties, while such 
pressures would increase in Clark and Floyd Counties. 
 
5.3.1.4     Indirect Effects on Historic Resources 
 
The five-county metropolitan area is expected to continue its strong (30%) growth through the 
year 2025.  The construction of the Preferred Alternative is expected to redirect some of that 
growth, primarily from Jefferson County and Oldham County in Kentucky to Clark County and 
Floyd County in Indiana.  For example, the Preferred Alternative is projected to increase the 
future population growth by approximately 10.5% in Clark and Floyd Counties, while reducing 
the future population growth by approximately 6.7% in Jefferson and Oldham Counties.  This 
shift would slow the rate of population growth in Jefferson (primarily eastern Jefferson County) 
and Oldham Counties for the 25-year time period (1990 – 2015) from 19.8% to 18.5%.  
Conversely, modest increases in the rates of growth of population and employment were forecast 
for northern Floyd and southeastern Clark counties, with the greatest change associated with the 
two-bridge “Build” alternative.  The largest concentration of increased growth would occur in 
Clark County, generally between Utica and Otisco, and within the northwestern edge of New 
Albany in Floyd County.  Thus, the greatest potential for indirect effects on historic properties as 
a result of land use changes associated with this project would be in Clark and Floyd Counties in 
Indiana.  All areas are projected to experience significant growth, albeit with some reductions in 
growth rates.  Hence, no areas would experience adverse effects from disinvestments. 
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Interchanges are the areas where change may be more pronounced.  The potential interchange at 
Salem Road with four of the Far East alternatives (A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16) or an interchange 
at Utica Pike with Alternative B-1, coupled with changes in the population and job growth rates 
in the general area, would place additional pressure on properties in close proximity to the 
potential interchanges.  The Preferred Alternative, Alternative A-15, includes an interchange at 
Salem Road.  Indirect adverse effects on historic properties could occur with the implementation 
of the respective alternatives through increased development pressures and the proximity effects 
of growth in those areas.  The potential for indirect effects due to changes in land use and 
interchanges considered for project alternatives is addressed below: 
 
Alternative A-2  
 
The interchanges considered with Alternative A-2 are listed in Table 5.3-120.  The interchange 
providing (continuing) access to U.S. 42 would have had little effect on growth rates and land 
use within the Kentucky portion of the Broad APE.  The results of the “Socio-Economic Report” 
indicate the pressures on historic properties within this area would have been reduced.  
Development pressures generally associated with interstate interchanges were not expected due 
to the interstate-to-interstate highway connection and no additional access being provided to 
abutting properties.   
 
Reconstruction of the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange in Indiana could be expected to increase the 
development potential of land within the general vicinity of this interchange, especially in light 
of the change in population and job growth rates expected with the construction of the project. 
The construction of a new interchange at Salem Road also has the potential to increase 
development pressures on properties in the vicinity of the interchange.  Properties along Salem 
Road and within the general vicinity of the interchange, including those between the interchange 
and Utica, will be subjected to greater development pressure.  Floodplain concerns within the 
town of Utica should limit the potential for any substantial amount of growth in the town of 
Utica. 
 
There are four NRHP-listed historic properties within the area of increased growth in Clark 
County and three in Charlestown.  These properties are individual homes.  They include the 
Thomas Downs House, the Benjamin Ferguson House, the Watson House, and the fourth is 
south of Charlestown on Bethany Road, the Bottorff – McCulloch Farm.  
 
Two eligible historic districts within the Alternative Specific APE are located within, or 
immediately adjacent to, the area of increased growth and are of a size and location that would 
have likely made them particularly susceptible to increased development pressures, the Swartz 
Farm Rural Historic District and the INAAP Igloo Historic District.  The latter property houses 
explosives and would require an extensive environmental cleanup before any portion of the 
property could be developed.  
   
The Howes Farm and Prather Farm are two additional NRHP-eligible historic properties within 
the Alternative Specific APE that could have experienced increased developmental pressure 
from the construction of Alternative A-2.   However, it would have been more limited than for 
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larger properties in closer proximity to the interchanges or along the Port Road Corridor between 
S.R. 62 and the Clark Maritime Center.  The Prather Farm is located on the side of the railroad 
away from Port Road, which would have limited its development potential in association with 
the implementation of Alternative A-2.  
  
Alternative A-9  
 
The interchanges considered with Alternative A-9 are listed in Table 5.3-120.  The interchange 
providing (continuing) access to U.S. 42 would have had little effect on growth rates and land 
use within the Kentucky portion of the project.  In fact, the results of the socio-economic 
modeling indicate the pressures on historic properties within this area would have likely been 
reduced.  Development pressures generally associated with interstate interchanges would not 
have been expected because of the interstate-to-interstate connection and no additional access 
being provided to abutting properties. 
 
The addition of a roadway near the west side of the Allison-Barrickman property could have 
diminished the setting of this property and over time, contributed to further indirect impacts to 
the property.  With the construction of Alternative A-9, the property would have been in 
proximity to three roadways (KY 841, U.S. 42 and Alternative A-9) and traffic flow and access 
to the immediate area could change and contribute to that diminishing effect on the setting. 
 
The roadway of Alternative A-9 and the interchange providing a connection to U.S. 42, east of 
the St. Francis in the Field Church would have allowed traffic to access this section of U.S. 42 
from both sides of the Ohio River. This change in traffic flow could have contributed to a 
decrease of the integrity of setting and the character of this historic property. 
 
Reconstruction of the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange in Indiana would likely have increased the 
development potential of land within the general vicinity of this interchange.  No intermediate 
interchange between S.R. 62 and the Ohio River was included with this alternative. 
 
Alternative A-9 would have had nearly identical impacts to the four NRHP-listed properties 
identified for Alternative A-2. The Prather Farm is another historic property within the 
Alternative Specific APE that also could have experienced increased developmental pressure, 
however more limited than for larger properties in closer proximity to the interchanges or along 
the Port Road Corridor between S.R. 62 and the Clark Maritime Center.   
 
Alternative A-13  
 
The interchanges considered with Alternative A-13 are listed in Table 5.3-120.  Two options for 
the interchange connecting to U.S. 42 were considered for this alternative, a partial interchange 
connecting to U.S. 42 within the area of the existing KY 841 and U.S. 42 intersection right-of-
way, or a full interchange using Wolf Pen Branch Road between KY 841 and U.S. 42.  The 
partial interchange would have maintained the access that exists today.  No change in 
development pressure was anticipated for this option.  The full interchange could have increased 
development pressure on properties within the vicinity of the interchange.  The section of Wolf 
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Pen Branch Road between the interchange and existing U.S. 42 intersection would have been 
upgraded with the full interchange option to provide a wider roadway section (five-lane 
roadway) to accommodate the projected volume of traffic.  The properties abutting this section 
of Wolf Pen Branch Road as well as those properties immediately abutting U.S. 42 could have 
been subjected to increased development pressures.   
 
As the proposed reconstruction of the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange in Indiana and possible 
construction of a new interchange on Salem Road is identical to that which was proposed for 
Alternative A-2, the anticipated impacts are the same.  In addition, the historical impacts 
associated with Alternative A-13 are identical to the historical impacts associated with 
Alternative A-2 in Indiana.    
 
Historic resources in Kentucky that could have been subjected to increased development pressure 
from construction of the full diamond interchange option at U.S. 42 and Wolf Pen Branch Road, 
are the Allison Barrickman property and St. Francis in the Fields Church.  The NRHP boundary 
of the Allison Barrickman property is currently proposed for amendment, to include the house 
and two acres.  The church boundary currently includes all of the land associated with the 
church.  There is an area to the west of the church that is undeveloped and could have been 
subjected to development.  
 
Alternative A-15  
 
The interchanges included as part of Alternative A-15 are listed in Table 5.3-120.  The 
interchanges considered with this alternative are the same as those considered with Alternative 
A-13.   Therefore, the predicted indirect effects associated with Alternative A-13 would be also 
be applicable to Alternative A-15.   The overall alignment of Alternative A-15 varies very little 
from the alignment of Alternative A-13.  The primary differentiation is near the town of Utica, 
where Alternative A-15 shifts upriver to increase the distance between the town of Utica and the 
roadway.   
 
Reconstruction of the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange in Indiana could be expected to increase the 
development potential of land within the general vicinity of this interchange. Properties along 
Salem Road and within the general vicinity of that interchange may also be subjected to greater 
development pressure. 
 
There are four NRHP-listed historic properties within the area of increased growth in Clark 
County and three in Charlestown.  These properties are individual homes.  They include; Thomas 
Downs House, Benjamin Ferguson House and Watson House – and the fourth is south of 
Charlestown on Bethany Road, the Bottorff – McCulloch Farm.  Only the latter property may be 
the subject of any increased developmental pressure from the construction of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
Two eligible historic districts within the Alternative Specific APE are located within, or 
immediately adjacent to, the area of increased growth.  The Districts are of a size and location 
that may be particularly susceptible to increased development pressures.  The Districts are the 
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Swartz Farm Rural Historic District and the INAAP Igloo Historic District.  The INAAP 
property houses explosives and would require an extensive environmental cleanup before any 
portion of the property could be developed.  Accessibility to the Swartz Farm Rural Historic 
District will generally control the nature and type of development that may occur within that 
District.  
 
The indirect effects upon historic resources associated with Alternative A-15 are identical as 
those predicted for the partial diamond interchange option at U.S. 42 and Wolf Pen Branch Road 
discussed as part of Alternative A-13.  The partial interchange will maintain the existing access.  
No change in development pressure is anticipated for the construction of a partial diamond 
interchange at this location. 
 
Alternative A-16 
 
The interchanges considered as part of Alternative A-16 are listed in Table 5.3-120.  The 
interchange providing access to U.S. 42 would be similar to that which was proposed for 
Alternative A-2.  As such, the predicted indirect effects discussed above are similar.  The 
variation in Alternative A-16 as compared to Alternative A-2 was in Kentucky.  Alternative A-
16 diverged from Alternative A-2 and would have followed Harrods Creek to U.S. 42.  The 
alternative would have slowly converged with the alignment of Alternative A-2 north of the river 
in Indiana.  Due to the similarity in the alternatives, the predicted indirect effects of this 
alternative on historic properties would be the same as those discussed for Alternative A-2. 
 
Alternative B-1 
 
The interchanges considered as part of Alternative B-1 are listed in Table 5.3-120.  The proposed 
interchange at I-71, immediately west of the I-264 (Watterson Expressway) interchange would 
have involved no change in access to the existing surface street system.  Indirect impacts from 
changes in growth associated with Alternative B-1 were not expected in Kentucky.   
 
Reconstruction of the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange in Indiana could have increased the 
development potential of land within the general vicinity of the interchange, especially in light of 
the shift in population and job growth rates expected with any of the alternatives.  The 
construction of a new interchange at Utica Pike had the potential to increase development 
pressures on properties within the general vicinity of the interchange.  Properties along Utica 
Pike and within the general vicinity of the interchange, including any between the interchange 
and Clark Maritime Center would have been subjected to greater development pressure. The 
proximity of Port Road would have further subjected properties to the east and north of Utica 
Pike to increased development pressure. 
 
Alternative B-1 would have had similar impacts to the four NRHP-listed properties identified for 
Alternative A-2.  The two properties located within the Alternative Specific APE, the Swartz 
Farm Rural Historic District, the Dellinger Farm, the Prather Farm and the INAAP Igloo Historic 
District would have been subjected to an increase in development pressures.  Development 
pressure on the INAAP Igloo Historic District would have been less than the pressure applied as 
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a result of the Far East alternatives.  No direct access would have been provided to the Dellinger 
Farm. Access would have been via Utica Pike, Port Road or Middle Road.  Although this access 
would have been circuitous, the property would have been located in close proximity of the 
interchange.  The property would have been visible from the interchange.  The Prather Farm 
could have likely experienced an increase developmental pressure.  It would have been more 
limited than the larger properties that would have been in closer proximity to the interchange.   
 
Alternative C-1  
 
Alternative C-1 essentially reconstructs the existing roadway and interchanges that exist in the 
Downtown area.  There are few, if any predicted indirect effects upon historic properties beyond 
the direct effects previously discussed.  There may be increased potential for redevelopment with 
the construction of Alternative C-1, but none that can be reasonably foreseen.  A substantial 
number of NRHP-listed properties are located within the Downtown area, outside the Alternative 
Specific APE.  There are no expected indirect effects upon historic properties associated with 
this alternative.  For a listing of these properties, see Table 5.3-119. 
 
Alternative C-2 
 
Alternative C-2 would have essentially constructed a new roadway between 10th Street and I-65 
in Indiana and Ninth Street and I-64 in Kentucky.  The only change in access that would have 
been associated with this alternative is the provision of two ramps connecting to Sixth Street in 
Clarksville, south of the Colgate-Palmolive Historic District and west of the Ohio Falls Historic 
District.   Both of these historic districts would have been subjected to indirect effects associated 
with the construction of the interchange along Sixth Street to the west of Alternative C-2.  The 
indirect effects were likely to include increased potential for redevelopment of properties 
adjacent to these two historic districts.  Some additional redevelopment pressure could have 
occurred in Kentucky on Ninth Street, south of I-64 and on Main Street west of Ninth Street.   
 
A substantial number of NRHP-listed properties are located within the Downtown area of 
Louisville, outside the Alternative Specific APE.  A program similar to that used for 
redevelopment of the West Main Historic District could have substantially reduced the potential 
indirect effects on historic properties within the Ninth Street corridor.  For a listing of these 
properties, see Table 5.3-119. 
 
Alternative C-3  
 
Alternative C-3 essentially would have reconstructed the existing roadway and interchanges that 
exist in the Downtown.  There would have been no indirect effects upon historic properties 
beyond the direct effects previously identified.  There may have been an increased potential for 
redevelopment with this alternative, however none that was reasonably foreseeable. A substantial 
number of NRHP-listed properties are located within the Downtown, outside the Alternative 
Specific APE.  There were not expected to be any indirect effects associated with this alternative.  
For a listing of these properties, see Table 5.3-119. 
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Major Projects Planned for the Area 
 
Past, present and reasonably foreseeable major actions in the LMA were identified in the ICEA 
Report and are listed below in Table 5.3-125 for use in evaluating the reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative effects of the project on historic properties. 
 
TABLE 5.3-125 
MAJOR ACTIONS AFFECTING RESOURCES 

1. INAAP Redevelopment – 4,600 acres for commercial and industrial uses; 2,000 acres for parkland 

and nature preserves 

2. Planned economic development (commercial/industrial) in and around Clark Maritime Center - 

830 acres in Clark Maritime, 500 acres in North Pointe Business Center, 500 acres in Bridge Port 

Business Center 

3. Planned residential development in southeast Clark County near the I-265/IN-62 interchange – 

1,000 to 1,200 residential units 

4. Norton Commons master planned mixed-use development - Jefferson/Oldham County Line – 2,500 

housing units, 200,000 square feet of commercial space, 200,000 square feet of office space 

5. Springdale Development - 100-acre site - 316 luxury apartments, The Summit at Louisville with a 

350,000 square foot retail center, 500,000 square feet of office space, and two full service hotels 

6. Old Henry Road Development (Forest Springs/Woodmont) - 722 dwelling units of various types, 

200,000 square feet of commercial space, 200 undeveloped acres designated for future office space, 

100 undeveloped acres designated for future dwelling/office use 

7. Planned economic development along I-265 between I-64 and I-71 - Eastpoint Business Center - 

600 acres 

8. Planned commercial/office park/residential development along Blankenbaker Parkway near I-64 

9. Planned economic development/expansion of Bluegrass Industrial Park at I-265/I-64 

10. Planned office/research park development along Hurstbourne Parkway between I-64 and I-71 - 

200 acres (Hurstbourne Green) 

11. Economic development/redevelopment in Downtown Louisville 

12. Technology Park of Greater Louisville (formerly Naval Ordinance) - includes 10 large 

manufacturing units, numerous offices, support and other buildings on 142 acres 

13. Waterfront Park expansion - continued development of parkland and pedestrian/bike paths along the 

Ohio River 

14. Indiana Greenways Project - planned parkland/open space/pedestrian and bike paths along the Ohio 

River 

15. Reconstruction of Ohio River Locks near the Falls of the Ohio 

16. LG & E Hydroelectric Plant expansion 

17. Construction of the Dynegy power plant near Crestwood 
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18. Widening of I-65 from I-265 in Indiana to the Ohio River 

19. Widening of I-64 from I-265 to I-71 (Downtown Louisville) 

20. Widening of I-71 from I-265 to I-64 (Downtown Louisville) 

21. Construction of South Central Light Rail Transit (LRT) line from Downtown Louisville to I-265 

22. Expansion of Louisville International Airport (Standiford Field) 

 
Cumulative Effects 
 
The cumulative effects on historic properties of each project alternative, in light of other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions in the area are addressed in the following material.  
The major actions planned for the area (Table 5.3-125), such as the INAAP redevelopment, 
planned development in and around the Clark Maritime Center, planned residential development 
in southeastern Clark County near the I-265/S.R. 62 interchange, the Norton Commons 
development in eastern Jefferson County and the I-71 widening project, may have effects on 
historic properties that may be significant.   
 
East End Corridor 
 
On-going development within southeastern Clark County, coupled with other planned major 
work such as redevelopment of INAAP, development at the Clark Maritime Center and 
additional planned residential development around the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange, would have 
a greater cumulative effect on historic properties than the incremental effect of any of the East 
End Alternatives.  The existing highway infrastructure, including Port Road, S.R. 62 and Utica 
Pike, is sufficient to support this growth. Implementation of any alternative may accelerate some 
of the planned activities and incrementally increase the development pressure on historic 
properties within the areas identified in Clark and Floyd Counties.  Each of the alternatives is 
addressed in the following material. 
 
Alternative A-2 
 
Alternative A-2 would have been located adjacent to INAAP, generally following the terrain 
with limited cuts and fills, terminating at the existing S.R. 265 at S.R. 62.  In this area, the 
incremental effect of this alternative on historic properties would have been small, in light of the 
on-going development and other planned activities noted above. Considerable development 
pressure has been placed on southeastern Clark County in recent years, resulting in the 
development of formerly agricultural land for residential and commercial purposes.  This 
alternative could have increased those development pressures as a result of increased 
accessibility to this area, resulting in the possibility for cumulatively greater development 
pressures on historic properties.  However, the changes in population and employment in the area 
associated with this undertaking are relatively minor in the context of the overall growth 
occurring in this area of Clark County. Additionally, the visual and noise effects of Alternative 
A-2 on properties within the Alternative-Specific APE in Clark County may have resulted in 
cumulative effects when added to other potential increases in noise and visual effects associated 
with ongoing and anticipated residential and commercial development in the area.  For example, 
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visual and noise effects from the project on historic properties in the vicinity of the S.R. 265/S.R. 
62 interchange, when added to the potential visual and/or noise effects of other development in 
that area (e.g., associated with the Clark Maritime Center), may have resulted in cumulative 
adverse visual or noise effects. Most notably, the decrease in the rural character of the area may 
have been accelerated somewhat as a result of the implementation of this alternative.  However, 
specific areas of impact as a result of future growth are impossible to predict with certainty. 
 
Change could also have been expected in the viewshed of historic properties located on the Ohio 
River banks and bluffs in Kentucky as a result of increased development in Clark County.  
 
The bridge and interchange included associated with Alternative A-2 may have had a cumulative 
visual effect when added to the visual impacts of development associated with the Clark 
Maritime Center and the large-scale residential developments underway, for historic properties 
identified along the Ohio River and historic properties along the bluffs overlooking the Ohio 
River.  As noted above, the primary contribution of this alternative would have been the possible 
acceleration of these planned activities.  The cumulative effect for this alternative in association 
with other reasonably foreseeable future actions for the area south of U.S. 42 and extending to 
the I-71 interchange was expected to be minimal. 
 
Alternative A-9 
 
Alternative A-9 would have been located between the city of Jeffersonville and the town of 
Utica, in close proximity to the Clark Maritime Center.  The incremental and cumulative effects 
may have been greater than those predicted for Alternative A-2, as the closer proximity to 
existing development may have increased the potential for induced growth.  This potential would 
have been especially high in light of the direct visual effects previously identified in relation to 
historic properties located between these two communities.  However, the nature of the potential 
cumulative effects was expected to be the same as those predicted for Alternative A-2, although 
it may have been to a greater extent.  The incremental and cumulative effects also may have been 
greater for those historic properties identified in Kentucky along the Ohio River bank and bluffs 
as discussed in relation to Alternative A-2 above. As with Alternative A-2, cumulative effects 
were not expected on historic properties in Kentucky south of U.S. 42 or beyond the immediate 
vicinity of the project.  Growth pressure is expected to decrease in this area. 
   
Alternative A-13 
 
In Indiana, this alternative would have been located adjacent to the INAAP, generally following 
the terrain with limited cuts and fills, terminating at the existing S.R. 265/S.R. 62.  In this area, 
the incremental effect of this alternative on historic properties would have been very similar to 
those outlined for Alternative A-2.  The cumulative effects in Kentucky also were expected to be 
similar, with the exception of the Country Estates Historic District, which would have been much 
closer to the alignment of Alternative A-13 than Alternative A-2.  Again, the most notable effect 
of Alternative A-13 would have likely been the possible acceleration of growth that is already 
occurring in Indiana and the potential effects associated with that growth.  The cumulative effect 
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of this alternative in association with other reasonably foreseeable future actions for the area 
south of U.S. 42 and extending to the I-71 interchange was expected to be minimal. 
 
Alternative A-15  
 
Alternative A-15 is very similar to Alternative A-13 with the exception of the area near the town 
of Utica.  This small variation in this location is not expected to introduce any additional or 
different effects that have not been previously discussed.  Therefore, the incremental and 
cumulative effects of this alternative would be the same as those outlined for Alternative A-13 
above.   
 
Alternative A-16  
 
Alternative A-16 is essentially the same as both Alternatives A-2 and A-15 in Indiana. In 
Kentucky, Alternative A-16 would have been located slightly downstream from Alternative A-2, 
crossing U.S. 42 near the Harrods Creek Bridge and connecting with the proposed alignment of 
Alternative A-2 just north of the I-71 interchange.  The cumulative effect of this alternative for 
those historic properties south of U.S. 42 was expected to be minimal.  The incremental and 
cumulative effects of this alternative north of U.S. 42 in Kentucky and extending to the S.R 
62/S.R. 265 interchange in Indiana were expected to be the same as those outlined for 
Alternative A-2. 
 
Alternative B-1  
 
This alternative would have included a new interchange with I-71, west of the Watterson 
Expressway (I-264) interchange in Kentucky, a new interchange with Utica Pike in Indiana and 
the reconstruction of the S.R. 62/S.R. 265 interchange.  In Indiana, the incremental and 
cumulative effects of this alternative in association with the planned activities are expected to be 
greater than those outlined for Alternative A-9.  The new Utica Pike interchange would have 
been very near the Clark Maritime Center and would have provided enhanced access to Port 
Road.  The visual effects on historic properties would have generally been most pronounced 
within a mile on either side of Port Road.  The incremental effect of noise associated with this 
alternative and the cumulative effect of noise when added to other actions in the area would have 
generally been confined to those historic properties located near the Clark Maritime Center and 
within 1,200 feet of Port Road.  
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Changes in the growth of population and employment are projected with any of the three 
Downtown Alternatives.  A moderate increase in growth would occur in a small area of Clark 
County in Indiana and a larger area in Floyd County in Indiana, along the I-265/S.R. 265 
corridor.  A moderate decrease in growth is projected for a small area in eastern Jefferson 
County along I-265 and a slightly larger area in Oldham County, adjacent to I-71.  The largest 
area for potential cumulative effects on historic properties with any of these alternatives would 
be in Floyd County.  The cumulative effect of any of these alternatives would generally be 
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expected to be those direct effects previously identified.  Each of the Downtown Alternatives are 
addressed below. 
 
Alternative C-1  
 
Alternative C-1 includes a new bridge upstream of the existing Kennedy Bridge and 
reconstruction of I-65 north and south of the river.  The incremental effect of this alternative 
added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions would generally be 
limited, in light of the development that already exists.  Any cumulative effects associated with 
this alternative and other reasonably foreseeable future action would also be generally limited to 
those direct effects previously identified.   
 
Alternative C-2 
 
The incremental effect of this alternative based on past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions would have generally been very limited, in light of the development that already 
exists.  Any cumulative effects associated with this alternative and other reasonably foreseeable 
future action would also be generally limited to those direct effects previously identified.  There 
could have been a cumulative effect associated with this alternative for those historic properties 
located along Ninth Street in Kentucky and south of I-64, depending on the type of 
redevelopment strategy that had been selected.    
 
Alternative C-3  
 
This alternative included a new bridge downstream of the existing Kennedy Bridge and 
reconstruction of I-65 north and south of the river.  The incremental and cumulative effects of 
this alternative would have been the same as those outlined for Alternative C-1.  
 
5.3.2 Archaeological Resources  

 
Nineteen archaeological sites were identified in the APE of the different alternatives during 
Phase I investigations in Indiana and during an archaeological reconnaissance survey in 
Kentucky.  Fourteen of these sites are located in Indiana and the other five sites are in Kentucky.  
(See Section 4.3.2.)  Initial investigations by the IN SHPO and the KY SHPO have indicated that 
these sites are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  Because additional testing may be destructive 
to the sites, these sites were treated as eligible during this phase of the Project.  There is no 
mapping included which shows the locations of any of these sites due to the sensitive nature of 
such information.  This information is restricted in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4 to preserve 
site integrity.  These sites occur in the Far East and Near East; no known archaeological sites 
would be impacted by any of the Downtown Alternatives.  None of the archaeological sites was 
found to warrant preservation in place; therefore additional surveys to resolve determinations of 
eligibility and develop appropriate treatment will be included during the development of 
construction plans.  Information on each of the 19 sites is provided below.   
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5.3.2.1    Direct Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct impacts to archaeological resources as the result of the No-
Action or Transportation Management alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
Seventeen of the 19 archaeological sites are located in the Far East corridor.  The “A” 
alternatives would potentially impact a minimum of two archaeological sites (Alternative A-2) to 
a maximum of nine archaeological sites (Alternative A-13).  Alternative A-15 will impact five 
known sites, Alternative A-16 would have impacted seven sites and Alternative A-9 would have 
impacted eight sites.    
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Alternative B-1 would have impacted three archaeological sites.   
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Current research has documented no archaeological sites along any of the Downtown 
Alternatives.  However, only limited investigations have been conducted in the Downtown area.  
While the top 1.6 to 2.6 feet of soil profile is fill, indicating significant past disturbance, previous 
research in this area indicates a high likelihood remains for encountering intact archaeological 
sites below the fill material layer.   
 
5.3.2.2      Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no indirect impacts to archaeological resources as a result of the No-
Action or Transportation Management alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Far East and Near East Corridors 
 
Many other major actions are currently under construction or will continue to be phased in over 
time.  In addition, the bridge/highway alternatives could stimulate the planning of future projects 
and influence their location nearest to the proposed bridge(s).  Therefore, indirect impacts are 
possible.  In the eastern corridors, the other major actions include the INAAP, Clark Maritime 
Center, North Port Business Center, Bridge Port Business Center and East Point Business Center.  
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Some potential exists for these projects to have some impacts on archaeological resources.  
Therefore, these projects in combination with the proposed bridge/highway alternatives could 
also cause cumulative effects. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Current research indicates that the Downtown area has a high potential for impacting 
archaeological resources.  Therefore, indirect effects are expected with any of the Downtown 
Alternatives for the bridge/highway alternatives.  The other major actions closest to the 
Downtown Alternatives are the I-71 widening project in Kentucky, the Indiana Greenways 
project and the Riverfront Park Expansion.  These projects in combination with any of the 
bridge/highway alternatives may impact archaeological resources.  
 
Archaeological Sites – Indiana 
 
The following sites were determined eligible and found to have an adverse effect from one or 
more of the alternatives: 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-22) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a previously documented prehistoric site.  The exact size could not be determined, 
however the portion within project limits is approximately 180 meters by 45 meters.  Lithic 
artifacts collected during the previous investigation included secondary flake fragments, a 
tertiary flake fragment, indeterminate flake fragment, and shatter.  Fire-cracked rock (FCR) was 
noted but not collected.  No diagnostic lithic artifacts were collected from the site; consequently, 
temporal/cultural affiliation for the site could not be determined from the lithic artifacts.  Seven 
pieces of prehistoric ceramics were also collected; all limestone grit tempered.  Only one of the 
sherds could be analyzed.  It was a body sherd with no decoration.  Due to the absence of 
decoration and the nature of the sherd, it could not be ascertained what culture these sherds 
represent.  Only a general Woodland temporal period could be assigned. 
 
Artifacts recovered during the investigations for the project included secondary flakes, 
indeterminate flakes, modified flakes, shatter, a scraper, and a biface fragment.  The potential for 
deeply buried cultural horizons was noted for this site. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that 
would be required within the limits of this site would be the placement of piers associated with a 
bridge over the Ohio River.  There would not likely to be any other type of excavation required 
within the limits of this site.  There also would not likely be any indirect effect on this site for 
any of the project alternatives. 
  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-509) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 15 meters by 30 meters.  Artifacts collected from the site 
include a secondary flake, secondary flake fragments, tertiary flake fragments, indeterminate 
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flake fragments, shatter, and a Brewerton Side Notched projectile point (diagnostic of the Late 
Archaic period). 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that 
would be required within the limits of this site would be the placement of an embankment.  Any 
excavation would be limited to the possible placement of drainage pipes.  The area is currently 
under development pressure.  None of the East End Alternatives would impose any additional 
indirect effects. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-510) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 20 meters by 50 meters.  Artifacts collected from the site 
included a primary flake, secondary flakes, secondary flake fragments, tertiary flakes, tertiary 
flake fragments, indeterminate flake fragments, and shatter.  No diagnostic materials were 
collected, therefore no cultural/temporal affiliation could be assigned to the site.  FCR was noted, 
indicating prolonged or repeated use of the site.  The site location also allows for easy 
exploitation of the natural resources. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that 
would be required within the limits of this site would be the placement of an embankment.  Any 
excavation would be limited to the possible placement of drainage pipes.  The area is currently 
under development pressure.  None of the East End bridge options therefore would impose any 
additional indirect effects; however there may be an acceleration of development. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-516) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 70 meters by 45 meters.  A possible feature was 
documented at this site – basin shape that appeared cultural in origin.  A prehistoric ceramic 
sherd was collected from the feature, however due to its small size and eroded condition, 
decorations and temper could not be determined.  As a result, a more definite determination of 
the cultural/temporal affiliation of the site, besides Woodland could not be ascertained.  Lithic 
tools collected at the site included a knife, modified flake, biface fragment, bladelet fragment 
(diagnostic of Middle Woodland), and a Merom-Trimble side notched projectile point (affiliated 
with the Terminal Archaic Riverton culture). 

None of the East End Alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that would be 
required within the vicinity of this site would be the placement of an embankment.  Any 
excavation would be limited to the possible placement of drainage pipes.  The area is currently 
under development pressure.  Several of the East End Alternatives could potentially indirectly 
affect this site because of an acceleration of development.  Several other East End Alternatives 
could potentially isolate this site from development pressures due to its proximity to those 
alternatives. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-525) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES      NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 40 meters by 50 meters.  Lithic artifacts collected at the 
site included a primary flake, secondary flake, secondary flake fragments, tertiary flake, 
indeterminate flake fragments, shatter, and biface fragment.  One small prehistoric sherd was 
also collected.  Only a general Woodland temporal period could be assigned to this site.  The 
presence of the sherd indicates the occupants were somewhat sedentary and the site may be able 
to provide data concerning settlement patterns and procurement patterns. 
 
One or more of the alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that would be 
required within the limits of this site would be the placement of an embankment.  Any 
excavation would be limited to the possible placement of drainage pipes.  The area is currently 
being developed and the integrity of the site has either been compromised or adversely impacted 
to the point that the value of information from the site has been lost. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-527) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES      NRHP Criterion: D 
This is an historic site.  It consists of a well/cistern at the base of a sinkhole, that appeared to 
have been used as a disposal site and may contain artifacts greater than 50 years of age.    
 
One or more of the alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that would be 
required within the limits of this site would be the placement of an embankment.  Any 
excavation would be limited to the possible placement of drainage pipes.  The area is currently 
being developed and the integrity of the site has either been compromised or adversely impacted 
to the point that the value of information from the site has been lost. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-529) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 22.5 meters by 37.5 meters.  Artifacts collected at the 
included a primary flake, a secondary flake, secondary flake fragments, tertiary flakes, 
indeterminate flake fragments, and shatter.  No diagnostic artifacts were collected from the site; 
therefore the temporal/cultural affiliation of the site could not be determined.   
 
One or more of the alternatives would directly impact this site.  There would likely be excavation 
associated with the construction of the mainline roadway, including the possible placement of 
drainage pipes.  The other East End Alternatives could indirectly affect this site through the 
acceleration of development. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-530) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 30 meters by 82.5 meters.  Lithic artifacts collected from 
the site included a primary flake, primary flake fragments, secondary flake fragments, a tertiary 
flake, a tertiary flake fragment, indeterminate flake fragments, shatter, and a drill fragment.  
Prehistoric ceramics were also collected.  A Middle Woodland date is suggested because the 
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ceramics are limestone tempered.  The presence of pottery indicates the occupants were at least 
semi-sedentary and therefore subsurface cultural features are possible. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  There would likely be 
excavation associated with the construction of the mainline roadway, including the possible 
placement of drainage pipes.  The other East End Alternatives could indirectly affect this site 
through the acceleration of development. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-549) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is an historic site northwest of the town of Utica.  It consists of a well, measuring 1.75 
meters in diameter.  The well is filled in and encircled by wooden planks or staves.  It is 
reasonable to assume that deposition occurred over an extended period of time and may contain 
artifacts greater than 50 years of age. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that would be 
required within the vicinity of this site would be reconstruction of a short section of Salem Road 
associated with the interchange included with Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16.  All of 
these alternatives could indirectly affect this site through acceleration of development. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-551) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a historic site upstream of Utica and west of Upper River Road.  It consists of a 
groundhog lime kiln (addressed in the material for the lime industry multiple property listing – 
kiln 48001) constructed from limestone blocks in an arch with metal spacers placed between the 
blocks.  This site was assessed as part of the Utica Lime Industry Multiple Property Listing. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-555) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This a prehistoric site, approximately 20 meters by 40 meters.  Lithic artifacts collected included 
secondary flake fragments, indeterminate flake fragments, and biface midsection.  FCR was 
noted at the site.  Six prehistoric sherds (limestone grit tempered) were also collected at the site, 
suggesting occupation during the Woodland period. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  There would likely be 
excavation associated with the construction of the mainline roadway, including the possible 
placement of drainage pipes.  There is not likely to be any indirect effects from the project 
associated with any of the East End Alternatives due to the isolated location of this site. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-559) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is an historic site west of Salem Road and northwest of the town of Utica.  It consists of a 
house foundation (remains of an I-house) and cistern.  All that remains is a cellar and that portion 
of the foundation that lines the cellar.  The foundation consists of dried-laid cut limestone blocks.  
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The remains of a fireplace were observed on the eastern and western end of the house through 
the presence of bricks and cut limestone block rubble piles, as well as a hearth in the interior of 
the house.  The cistern is a beehive construction with mortared brick and concrete top. 
 
None of the East End Alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that would be 
required within the vicinity of this site would be construction of a side-hill cut or possible fill 
along the edge of the hill for Alternatives A-15 and A-16, below this site.  All of these 
alternatives could indirectly affect this site through acceleration of development. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-561) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is an historic site upstream of Utica west of Upper River Road.  It consists of a lime kiln 
complex containing two abandoned vertical lime kilns constructed into the side of the hill 
(addressed in the material for the lime industry multiple property listing – kilns 48002 and 
48003).  A ravine separates the two kilns.  The eastern kiln consists of only the kiln, while the 
western kiln is associated with several structural remnants.  The eastern kiln is constructed of cut 
limestone blocks, with three rails projecting out with a piece of wood plank that may have been 
used as a placard.  The western kiln is constructed of mortared cut limestone blocks on the 
exterior with a concrete wall with metal bands behind the limestone blocks.  Also located at this 
site were a retaining wall, five poured concrete posts, two poured concrete foundation remnants, 
and two foundation stones.  This site was assessed as part of the Utica Lime Industry Multiple 
Property Listing. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (IE-AR-CL-623) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 80 meters by 100 meters.  Artifacts collected at the 
included modified flakes, a primary flake, secondary flakes, tertiary flakes, indeterminate flake 
fragments, shatter, and a core.  The 58 prehistoric artifacts collected at this site displayed a clear 
preference by the site’s inhabitants for Wyandotte chert.  Two ceramic sherds were recovered, 
both sand tempered and one displayed evidence of cord-making.   
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  There would likely be 
excavation associated with the construction of the mainline roadway, including the possible 
placement of drainage pipes.  The other East End Alternatives could indirectly affect this site 
through the acceleration of development. 
 
Archaeological Sites – Kentucky 
 
The following sites were determined eligible and found to have an adverse effect from one or 
more of the alternatives: 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (KE-AR-JF677) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a buried prehistoric site, approximately 1,614 square meters in size.  Remains collected or 
observed consisted of lithic flake debris, fire-cracked rock (FCR), charcoal, bone, and burnt soil.  
The remains were buried in fine-grained alluvial sediments and extended to at least 100 
centimeters below the present ground surface.  The potential for even more deeply buried 
archaeological remains cannot be discounted.  The presence of FCR/Rough Rock, and other 
materials indicated the site functioned as a residential camp and appeared to contain intact 
cultural deposits. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that 
would be required within the limits of this site would be the placement of piers associated with a 
bridge over the Ohio River.  Any excavation would be limited to the possible placement of 
drainage pipes.  There would not likely be any utilities placed or relocated within this area.  
There also would not likely be any indirect effect on this site for any of the project alternatives. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (KE-AR-JF678) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a prehistoric site, approximately 7,050 square meters in size.  The site contained a light 
density scatter of lithic flake debris and fire-cracked rock/Rough Rock.  A total of 14 pieces of 
lithic material was recovered from the site.  The data was limited, however it indicated this might 
have been a residential site. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  The major work that 
would be required within the limits of this site would be the placement of an embankment.  Any 
excavation would be limited to the possible placement of drainage pipes.  There would not likely 
be any utilities placed or relocated within this area. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (KE-AR-JF679) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a multicomponent site consisting of prehistoric and historic components, approximately 
31,647.5 square meters in size.  Materials collected from the prehistoric component included 
pottery (Woodland in age), Early Archaic projectile point (appeared to be out of context because 
it was found in the A horizon), FCR, and flake debris.  The historic component consisted of two 
foundations (possibly barns), and other a few other associated outbuildings. 
 
One or more of the project alternatives would directly impact this site.  Most of the site however 
has recently been directly impacted by the construction of a new home (completed in July 2002) 
and any historic or prehistoric materials is probably either lost or seriously compromised. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (KE-AR-JF680) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is an indeterminate prehistoric site, approximately 578 square meters in size.  The 
landowner requested that work on the site be limited.  A total of 14 artifacts were recovered, 
including flake debris and fire-cracked rock.  One or more of the project alternatives would 
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directly impact this site.  There would not likely be any indirect effect on this site for any of the 
project alternatives. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE (KE-AR-JF683) 
NRHP Eligibility: YES         NRHP Criterion: D 
This is a historic site with contributing elements to the association with the Allison-Barrickman 
Historic Property.  It is approximately 32,270 square meters in size, located adjacent to KY 841, 
south of U.S. 42.  Included within this site are a cemetery, two possible structure foundations, 
icehouse foundation, possible slave cabin and midden.  The boundary for this archaeological 
material was included in the boundary defined for the Allison-Barrickman historic property. 
 
The boundary for the Allison-Barrickman house was expanded from the current and proposed 
NRHP boundary to encompass all of these features.  The elimination of any taking from the 
property along KY 841 eliminates any potential direct effect on the historic archaeological site.  
There however would be the potential for indirect effects due to Alternatives A-13 and A-15.  
The potential indirect effects are addressed in the ICEA analysis of historic property impacts 
included in the Assessment of Effects documentation. 
 
Potential For Encountering Archaeological Resources within the Area of Potential Effect  
 
The archaeological sites listed above were identified through office and field research.  All of 
these are located within the eastern portion of the project.  Due to the level of existing 
development within the Downtown area, there is little potential for discovering intact historic or 
prehistoric sites.  Even though there is limited potential, some mitigation steps may be 
appropriate within the Downtown area for the Preferred Alternative.  Additional fieldwork 
should also be considered for those identified sites within the limits of the Preferred Alternative.  
Lastly, any revision that could affect areas not previously evaluated in the field or where 
permission to perform fieldwork was not granted should be evaluated for the potential of sites 
being located in or near these areas. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
 
The Preferred Alternative directly impacts five archaeological sites (IE-AR-CL-525, KE-AR-
JF677, KE-AR-JF678, KE-AR-JF679 and KE-AR-JF680) and 25 historic properties.  No 
archaeological sites have been identified in the Downtown area.   The project would involve 
encroachment impacts to each of these sites.  Refer to Attachment D of the MOA in Chapter 8 
for information regarding these archaeological sites. 
 
The Preferred Alternative was determined to have an adverse effect due to encroachment, visual 
impacts, noise impacts, vibration impacts, or construction impacts or a combination of these, for 
seven above-ground historic properties in the Downtown area along Alternative C-1 and 18 
above-ground historic properties in the East End along Alternative A-15.   
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Of the seven above-ground historic properties within the Downtown area, four are located in 
Indiana and three in Kentucky.  Five of the seven above-ground historic properties are historic 
districts, three in Indiana and two in Kentucky.   
 
Of the 18 above-ground historic properties within the East End, five are located in Indiana and 
13 are located in Kentucky.  Six of the 18 above-ground historic properties are historic districts, 
two in Indiana and four in Kentucky.  Two of the above-ground historic properties in Indiana are 
lime kilns, which are part of the Utica Lime Industry Multiple Property Listing.  These properties 
were also identified as archaeological sites.  Two of the historic districts in Kentucky, the 
Drumanard Historic District and the Harrods Creek Historic District, are also identified as 
contributing properties to the Country Estates of River Road Historic District. 
 
The Preferred Alternative encroaches upon 5 above-ground historic properties; four along 
Alternative C-1 and one along Alternative A-15.   The Schwartz Farm is the only above-ground 
historic property impacted by Alternative A-15.  All East End Alternatives, including 
Alternative B-1, have an encroachment impact on this historic property.  Alternatives A-2 and A-
15 have the least overall impact as they take the smallest amount of acreage from the resource. 
 
Both Alternative C-1 and the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange impact two of the 
historic districts in the Downtown area, the Butchertown Historic District and the Phoenix Hill 
District.  This includes encroachment impacts that are similar for both of the project elements.   
 
5.3.3     Mitigation 
 
Detailed mitigation measures are outlined in the MOA prepared for the project.  The MOA is 
included in Chapter 8. 
 
5.4 Air Quality 
 
5.4.1 CO Hot Spot Analysis 
 
To assess the air quality impacts of this project, an analysis was conducted to estimate future 
carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations utilizing the CAL3QHC model developed by the USEPA 
and approved by FHWA.  The model considers traffic volume, roadway geometry, carbon 
monoxide emission factors and atmospheric conditions to predict one-hour CO concentrations in 
parts per million (ppm) at specified receptors. 
 
The carbon monoxide emission factors utilized were generated using MOBILE5B, with 
parameters for the current inspection/maintenance program (VET) being incorporated in the 
analysis.  Due to the impending termination of the VET program and the release of the new 
USEPA MOBILE6 model, a comparison was made to the original MOBILE5B to verify that the 
conclusions of this study would be valid under the new program and parameters.  The 2025 CO 
speed-emission table for MOBILE6, with no VET program, shows considerably lower emission 
factors than the corresponding 2025 MOBILE5B tables utilized in the project analysis.  
Therefore, a 2025 hot-spot analysis utilizing the lower emission factors from MOBILE6 would 
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result in lower predicted CO concentrations than those in the project analysis.  The 2025 CO hot-
spot analysis utilizing MOBILE5B had no intersections that exceeded the CO standards.  
Therefore, a 2025 CO hot-spot analysis utilizing MOBILE6, with its lower emission factors and 
resultant lower predicted CO concentrations would also not exceed CO standards at any 
intersection.  The conclusions of the project analysis, therefore, remain valid. 
 
A total of 860 receptors were analyzed for one-hour CO concentrations.  A persistence factor, 
provided by the Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (LMAPCD), was applied to the 
one-hour concentrations to estimate eight-hour CO concentrations. 
 
Receptors were analyzed at each bridge crossing to assess potential air quality impacts to the 
neighborhoods located near the bridge crossings.  In addition, a series of receptors were 
considered at a total 24 high-traffic intersections (hot spot intersections) within the project area 
to determine the potential impact to air quality.  The intersections studied were identified by the 
LMAPCD as areas of potentially high concentrations of carbon monoxide.  Twenty-one of the 
hot spot intersections are located in Downtown Louisville.  Each of the remaining three hot spot 
intersections are located near the East End project area in Kentucky, the Downtown project area 
in Indiana, and the East End project area in Indiana.  The intersections analyzed are listed in 
Table 5.4-1 and 5.4-2. 
 
TABLE 5.4-1 
DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE HOT SPOT INTERSECTIONS 

Street 
Direction 

 Eastbound/Westbound Streets 
 

  First St. Second St. Third St. Fourth St. Ninth St. 
Main St. •  •  •  •  •  

Market St. •  •  •  •  •  
Jefferson St. •  •  •  •  •  
Liberty St. •  •  •  •  •  

 
N
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hb
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et
s 

Muhammad Ali     •  

 
TABLE 5.4-2 
OTHER HOT SPOT INTERSECTIONS 

Intersection Location 

Court Street/I-65 Northbound Ramp Jeffersonville, Indiana (Downtown) 

S.R. 62 and Allison Lane Clark County, Indiana (East End) 

U.S. 42 and KY 22 Jefferson County, Kentucky (East End) 

 
Table 5.4-3 lists the highest CO concentrations determined for each alternative, including the 
intersection and receptor at which it is predicted. All existing and predicted CO concentrations 
are below the 1-hour standard of 35 ppm and the 8-hour standard of 9 ppm. 
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5.4.2 Conformity Plan Compliance 
 
The Louisville non-attainment area (Clark and Floyd Counties, IN, Jefferson County, KY, and 
parts of Bullitt and Oldham Counties) was designated maintenance for ozone in November 2001.  
As part of the request for redesignation, a plan was submitted indicating how the ozone standard 
was to be maintained in the region.  Included in that plan were limits on the amount of pollutant 
emissions from mobile sources.  These limits, known as budgets, were established for volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) and for oxides of nitrogen (NOx), the precursors of ozone. 
 
KIPDA is responsible for coordinating the identification and selection of transportation projects 
in the LMA and for demonstrating conformity to the Louisville Ozone Maintenance State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) budgets for Indiana and Kentucky.  KIPDA updated the 2020 RMP to 
the year 2025 in 2002 and included the Louisville Bridges project in the RMP.  
 
In completing the EIS, it was determined that six lanes are needed on I-265 between I-71 in 
Kentucky and S.R. 62 in Indiana to maintain a LOS C, in accordance with the project purpose 
and need.  The KIPDA RMP Conformity analysis reflects the original four lanes that were 
recommended at the conclusion of the ORMIS.  KIPDA has completed an analysis of the 
regional conformity analysis and has demonstrated that the project with six lanes on I-265 
between I-71 in Kentucky and S.R. 62 in Indiana will conform to the requirements of the 
respective State Implementation Plans (SIPs, see Appendix C.10). 
 
There is an “administrative freeze” on any new conformity findings, effective January 29, 2003, 
until the Louisville Ozone Maintenance SIP is updated using Mobile 6.  KIPDA provided the 
VMT and travel speeds to the respective State Air Agencies in mid-March 2003, and it is 
anticipated that EPA will be in a position to issue an adequacy finding on the new SIP budgets in 
June 2003.  KIPDA is initiating an update of the KIPDA RMP, and will modify the Louisville 
Bridges “design concept and scope” to reflect the Preferred Alternative “design concept and 
scope.”  In accordance with 40CFR93.107, it is required that the updated “design concept and 
scope” be incorporated into the KIPDA conforming RMP prior to NEPA “process completion.”  
It should be noted that the FEIS does not constitute “process completion,” as the FEIS is the 
agency expression of a preferred alternative, together with a request for public and agency 
comment.   FHWA will not sign the Record of Decision (ROD, process completion), until the 
FEIS preferred alternative “design concept and scope” is amended into the KIPDA RMP, and 
found to conform.  This will assure that the Louisville Bridges project conforms to the new 
Louisville Ozone Maintenance SIP Budget (using Mobile 6), prior to “process completion” 
(ROD).
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TABLE 5.4-3 
PREDICTED MAXIMUM CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS  

Alternative Intersection Receptor No. Concentration (ppm) 
   1-Hour 8-Hour 
Existing (1999) Third/Liberty 35 9.50 8.20 

No-Action/Transportation 
Management 

Second/Main 31 9.50 8.20 

One Bridge/Highway     

   Far East (A) Second/Main 31 9.40 8.12 

   Near East (B) Second/Market 5 9.30 8.04 

   Downtown (C-1/C-3) Second/Market 5 9.10 7.88 

   Downtown (C-2) Second/Main 31 9.70 8.36 

Two Bridges/Highway     

   A + C-1/C-3 Second/Market 5 9.00 7.80 

   B + C-1/C-3 Second/Main and 
Second/Market 

30/5 10.20 8.76 

   A + C-2 Second/Main 31 9.90 8.52 

   B + C-2 Second/Market 5 9.60 8.28 

 
5.4.3 Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
 
The Kentucky and Indiana SIP budgets for the LMA were established in such a way to assure 
that all existing and reasonably foreseeable emissions from point, mobile and area-wide sources, 
when considered in total, will not result in an exceedance of the NAAQS during the 20-year 
maintenance period.  KIPDA completed an analysis of regional emissions in March 2003 to 
update the Louisville Bridges conformity analysis to reflect the “design concept and scope” 
included in the FEIS Preferred Alternative (see Appendix C.10).  This analysis demonstrates that 
the Preferred Alternative, in combination with all reasonably foreseeable transportation projects, 
in combination with all other point, mobile and area-wide sources, will not result in an 
exceedance of the NAAQS established by the Clean Air Act.  It is anticipated that the LMA will 
have an updated Ozone Maintenance SIP Budget prior to issuance of the ROD (process 
completion).  In accordance with 40CFR93.107, KIPDA will amend the RMP to update the 
Louisville Bridges “design concept and scope”, and the updated RMP will be found to conform, 
before FHWA issues the ROD (process completion).  This will assure that the Louisville Bridges 
project conforms to both the existing SIP budget (see Appendix C.10), and the new Mobile 6 SIP 
Budget before the ROD is approved. 
 
The hot spot analysis conducted for the Preferred Alternative resulted in all concentrations below 
the 1-hour and 8-hour standards.  The air quality impact of this project, when considered with all 
other foreseeable sources of emissions, is found to conform to the requirements of the Clean Air 
Act. 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-274 Environmental Consequences 

 
Regarding ozone and particulate matter, the USEPA will be designating non-attainment areas for 
the new 8-hour ozone standard in 2004 and PM 2.5 some time in the future and KIPDA will need 
to demonstrate conformity in 2005 in accordance with regulations yet to be developed.  The 
Preferred Alternative results in less VMT, and thus, fewer emissions than the No-Action 
Alternative.  Therefore, the efficiencies that would result from this project should allow the city 
of Louisville to demonstrate conformity to the new standards at the appropriate time. 
 
The CO hot spot analysis conducted for the Preferred Alternative resulted in all concentrations 
below the 1-hour and 8-hour standards.  Furthermore, the Preferred Alternative is included in the 
conforming KIPDA RMP.   As such, the air quality impact of this project, when considered with 
all other foreseeable sources of emissions, is found to conform to the requirements of the Clean 
Air Act. 
 
5.4.4 Mitigation  
 
The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential of temporarily impacting 
ambient air quality due to emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust from 
construction activities.  Fugitive dust (particulate matter) typically has the greatest impact.  This 
impact would occur in association with excavation and earthwork; cement, asphalt, aggregate 
handling; heavy equipment operation; use of unpaved haul roads; and wind erosion of exposed 
areas and material storage piles.  These air quality effects would be temporary and would vary in 
scale depending on the type and number of equipment, local weather conditions, the degree of 
construction activity, and the nature of the construction activity. 
 
Measures will be taken to reduce fugitive dust and other emissions generated during 
construction.  Construction activities would be performed in a manner that controls emissions 
from occurring as the result of burning (where permitted), drilling, blasting, production of 
materials, hauling, or any other necessary construction operations of any kind.  Air pollution 
associated with dust will be effectively controlled through the use of watering, the application of 
calcium chloride or other techniques in accordance with KYTC and INDOT specifications.  
Watering work areas to increase moisture and reduce dust will control air pollutants generated by 
construction. Contract specifications will dictate that all drilling, grinding, and sawing of rock, 
shale, concrete, and other similar dust-producing materials be performed with equipment 
provided with water spays, fabric-filtered collection systems, or other suitable devices to prevent 
excessive dust from becoming airborne.  In addition, the contractor will be required to develop a 
plan detailing the source and method of transportation of borrow/fill with minimum community 
and environmental impacts. Emissions from construction equipment will be controlled in 
accordance with emission standards prescribed under state and federal regulations.  Equipment 
should be maintained in proper mechanical condition with original exhaust equipment. 
 
No burning of construction wastes would be permitted without proper variance from the Indiana 
Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) and/or the Kentucky Natural Resources and 
Environmental Protection Cabinet (KNREPC).  All burning would be conducted in accordance 
with applicable laws, ordinances, rules and regulations. 
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5.5 Noise     
 
Impacts 
 
Design year noise levels were generated according to the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model (Report N. FHWA-RD-77-108).  The STAMINA2.0 model was employed to 
compute the predicted noise levels utilizing parameters that include traffic volume, speed and 
truck percentages to reflect traffic characteristics which yield the worst hourly traffic noise 
impact on a regular basis under normal conditions. 
 
The identification of traffic noise impacts at modeled receptors differs by state.  The policies for 
impact identification for the Louisville – Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project are in 
accordance with policies outlined in the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet’s “Noise Abatement 
Policy” and the Indiana Department of Transportation’s “Policy for the Consideration of 
Highway Traffic Noise on Federal-Aid Highway Projects” and are as follows: 
 
Traffic noise impacts occur if either of two conditions is met: 
 

1) Kentucky and Indiana – The noise level predicted for the design year approaches (within 
one (1) dBA Leq) or exceeds the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for the land use 
category affected; and/or 

2) Kentucky – The noise level increase predicted for the design year is 10 dBA Leq (or 
more) greater than the measured existing noise level (substantially exceed); Indiana – The 
predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed (15 dBA or more) the existing noise 
levels. 

 
The Kentucky and Indiana guidelines both identify receptors as impacted if the NAC is 
approached by 1 dBA Leq or exceeded yet the policies differ in their identification of impacts 
due to substantially exceeding the existing noise level.  The Kentucky policy, designating a 
receptor as impacted if exceeding the existing level by 10 dBA Leq, is more conservative and 
will be used to identify impacts for this project.  While the Kentucky classification system was 
utilized to identify impacts, the assessment of receptor mitigation was analyzed separately for 
Kentucky and Indiana.  The results of the STAMINA 2.0 analysis and the identification of 
impacts are presented in Appendix B.2.  Table 5.5-1 summarizes the number of impacts, their 
level of noise increase and the number of structures that are represented by the impacted 
receptor.  While receptors refer to the sites actually modeled in STAMINA, represented 
properties indicate the estimated number of structures near receptors that may experience similar 
noise level increases as the modeled receptor.  The number of represented properties is 
determined by enumerating all properties that are inclusive to the area encompassed by half the 
distance to the next receptors and up to twice the distance of the impacted receptor to the 
alternative.  This formulation allows for the inclusion of all properties that may be impacted 
along the alternative.  The Preferred Alternative is shown in boldface in all tables in this section. 
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Table 5.5-1 
LEVEL OF NOISE INCREASE AT IMPACTED RECEPTORS  
AND NUMBER OF PROPERTIES REPRESENTED BY IMPACTED RECEPTORS 

 (Number of Impacts/Number of Representative Properties) 

Alternatives  
 
 

Increase 
In dBA 

 
A-2 

 
A-9 

 
A-13a 

 
A-13b 

 
A-15a 

 
A-15b 

 
A-16 

 
B-1 

C-1 
In-Place 

C-1 
Relocated 

 
C-2 

 
C-3 

0-5  -- 2/29 2/47 2/47 2/47 1/26 -- 2/93 4/23 5/33 7/50 4/20 

6-10  2/5 4/47 4/84 3/19 6/88 6/59 4/36 5/114 6/31 5/32 6/32 6/32 

11-15  7/96 13/86 18/162 18/168 15/133 12/97 8/81 7/81 3/12 2/8 4/22 1/10 

>15  10/74 7/46 9/89 9/89 10/77 10/77 11/81 2/9 1/8 1/8 -- 1/2 

Total 19/1175 26/208 33/382 32/323 33/345 29/259 23/198 16/297 14/74 14/81 17/104 12/64 

The a & b designations are for the partial diamond interchange at U.S. 42 and the full diamond interchange at Wolf Pen Branch Road, 
respectively. 
 
5.5.1    Mitigation   
 
Noise impacts were assessed for the sensitive receivers along the Bridge/Highway alternatives in 
accordance with 23 CFR Part 772.  Table 2 in Appendix B.2, summarizes the impacts in the 
project area.  For abatement considerations only, impacts were categorized based on the KYTC 
Noise Abatement Policy for receptors located in Kentucky, while the Indiana impacts were 
categorized according to the INDOT Policy for the Consideration of Highway Traffic Noise on 
Federal-Aid Highway Projects. 
 
Kentucky and Indiana both require the consideration of reasonable and “feasible” measures that 
would abate identified traffic noise impacts.  Both states define feasible as acoustically possible 
to reduce traffic noise at an impacted receptor by at least five dBA Leq.  Traffic noise abatement 
measures include traffic control measures, alteration of vertical or horizontal alignment, 
acquisition of noise buffer zones, noise insulation of impacted receptors, and construction of 
traffic noise barriers.   In determining noise barrier reasonableness, both states consider the 
following factors:  
 
• Severity of Impact 
• Number of People Affected 
• Cost (and cost effectiveness) of Barriers 
• Structural Feasibility of the Barriers 
• Views of Impacted Residents 
 
A useful parameter in determining the reasonableness of barrier abatement is the severity of the 
impact at effected receptors. KYTC guidelines classify impacted receptors utilizing four 
categories that are based on severity of impact, while INDOT assigns a level of impact ranging 
from “no impact” to “severe impact”.  The absolute level and the increase of the future noise are 
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the two aspects with which the severity of the noise impacts was assessed.  Figure 1 of the 
INDOT policy on noise analysis was used in the determination of impact levels in Indiana. 
The categorization criteria used for abatement considerations, for each state are listed below.   
 
Kentucky guidelines identify impacts based on the following criteria: 
 
• Category 1 (>10 dBA Leq over existing levels; within 1 dBA Leq or exceeds the NAC); 
• Category 2 (<10 dBA Leq over existing levels; within 1 dBA Leq or exceeds the NAC); 
• Category 3 (>10 dBA Leq over existing levels; between 60-65 dBA Leq); 
• Category 4 (>10 dBA Leq over existing levels; less than 60 dBA Leq). 
 
Indiana guidelines identify impacts based on the following criteria: 
 
• Receptor considered impacted if the predicted levels approach or exceed (higher than 1 dBA 

Leq below the appropriate noise abatement criteria) the noise abatement criteria or 
• The predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise level (exceed 

existing noise levels by 15 dBA Leq or more). 
 
Both states also utilize a cost-effectiveness analysis as part of the evaluation of the 
feasibility/reasonableness of potential noise barriers.  The cost-effectiveness of a barrier is 
determined by the relationship of its estimated cost relative to projected noise reductions and the 
number of receptors that would benefit.  Conditions in which barrier construction is generally not 
considered reasonable include: 
 
• Along existing roadways where the proposed project does not appreciably alter (>3dBA) 

future noise levels. 
• At locations where site characteristics prohibit reasonable wall dimensions necessary to 

substantially reduce (5 dBA or greater) projected noise levels. 
• At locations where barrier cost-effectiveness analyses indicate an excessive cost per 

benefited receptor (unless site specific special considerations create overriding 
circumstance). 

• At locations where the barrier would pose overriding safety and maintenance problems. 
• At locations where, after citizen involvement, it is obvious that the majority of the affected 

public are opposed to the wall. 
 
The STAMINA 2.0 analysis was utilized to generate a worst-case set of dBA levels to identify 
noise impacts along the proposed facilities, providing noise levels and impacts for alternative 
comparison, while ensuring that potentially impacted properties would be identified and 
analyzed for barrier mitigation.  Areas that warranted barrier consideration were then evaluated 
with refined noise and barrier analyses that included topography, ground zones (e.g. large areas 
of water), and intervening building rows that act to block noise from the homes behind.  In 
addition to the receptors utilized in the impact analysis, additional receptors, including 
surrounding homes were modeled to provide a comprehensive determination of highway noise 
effects from the Preferred Alternative and effectiveness of barrier mitigation.  The goal of the 
barrier analyses was to obtain a 10dBA reduction in future noise levels where feasible.  Where it 
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was not possible to obtain a 10dBA reduction, then 5dBA was considered as the minimum 
insertion loss.  Any residence that would receive a 5dBA reduction of projected noise levels was 
considered as benefiting from the barrier.  Any residence that was mitigated (identified as 
impacted and the impact abated) or benefited (any residence for which the barrier reduced future 
noise levels by 5dBA or greater) was considered for the cost-effectiveness analysis and 
determination of reasonableness.  A conservative cost of $25.00/ft2 ($269.10/m2) was used in 
barrier cost determinations and a cost-effectiveness value of $25,000/benefited receptor or less 
was considered reasonable for noise wall mitigation.  It should be noted that estimated barrier 
costs presented below do not reflect the potential cost of additional right-of-way that may be 
necessary in order to extend the roadway width to accommodate a noise barrier, while 
maintaining sufficient distance for vehicle safety.   
  
The noise abatement tables (Appendix B.2, Table 2) summarize the noise impacts for the 
modeled receptors and indicate those impacts for which barrier abatement should be considered.  
Tables 5.5-2 and 5.5-3 summarize the noise impacts for the Preferred Alternative.  Those 
receptors for which a barrier analysis was conducted are illustrated on Figures 5.5-1 and 5.5-2. 
 
TABLE 5.5-2 
NOISE SUMMARY FOR ALTERNATIVE A-15 

Alternative A-15 Noise Impact Summary  
(all noise levels are in dBA Leq) 

Receptor Existing 2025  
No-Build 

2025 
Build 

Difference 
Between 

Existing and 
Build 

Difference 
Between  
No-Build 
and Build 

Type of 
Impact 

NAC/Increase 

Barrier 
Abatement 

Likely? 

1 56.6 -- 66 10 -- Both No 
11 51.1 -- 71 20 -- Both No 
12 54.1 -- 68 14 -- Both No 
13 50.8 -- 67 16 -- Both No 
21 54.8 -- 66 11 -- Both Yes 
22 58.1 -- 68 10 -- Both Yes 
23 64.7 -- 65 0* -- -- Yes 
24 68.6 -- 68 0* -- NAC Yes 
25 54.3 -- 64 10 -- Increase Yes 
26 58.5 -- 63 5 -- -- No 
27 56.8 -- 64 7 -- -- No 
28 50.3 -- 63 13 -- NAC Final Design 
29 54.7 -- 65 10 -- Increase Final Design 
30 55.0 -- 66 11 -- Both Final Design 
31 51.8 -- 59 7 -- -- No 
32 52.9 -- 62 9 -- -- No 
33 58.9 -- 63 4 -- -- No 
36 47.6 -- 61 13 -- Increase Yes 
37 49.5 -- 63 14 -- Increase Yes 
38 46.2 -- 63 17 -- Increase No 
39 50.1 -- 62 12 -- Increase Yes 
40 54.8 -- 66 11 -- Both Yes 
41 56.9 -- 64 7 -- -- No 
44 51.4 -- 64 13 -- Increase No 
80 57.4 -- 66 9 -- NAC No 
85 42.6 -- 68 25 -- Both No 
86 54.8 -- 62 7 -- -- No 
90 52.1 -- 67 15 -- Both No 
91 58.1 -- 70 12 -- Both No 
93 49.4 48 66 17 18 Both No 
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Alternative A-15 Noise Impact Summary  
(all noise levels are in dBA Leq) - Continued 

Receptor Existing 2025  
No-Build 

2025 
Build 

Difference 
Between 

Existing and 
Build 

Difference 
Between  
No-Build 
and Build 

Type of 
Impact 

NAC/Increase 

Barrier 
Abatement 

Likely? 

94 53.9 48 68 14 20 Both No 
96 59.5 61 64 5 3 -- No 
97 59.1 65 68 9 3 NAC No 

120 45.3 -- 68 23 -- Both Yes 
121 44.1 -- 69 25 -- Both Yes 
122 47.2 -- 70 23 -- Both No 
123 49.3 -- 68 19 -- Both No 
124 45.5 -- 65 20 -- Increase No 

Receptors in bold exhibit noise impacts due to: an absolute increase in noise level over existing levels of 10 dBA Leq or more, or approaching 
(within 1 dBA Leq) or exceeding the NAC, or both (as indicated in the table).  
*The project does not increase the noise level for this location. 
 

TABLE 5.5-3 
NOISE SUMMARY FOR ALTERNATIVE C-1 

Alternative C-1 – (Relocated Kennedy Interchange) Noise Impact Summary  
(all noise levels are in dBA Leq) 

Receptor Existing 2025 No-
Build 

2025 
Build 

Difference 
Between 

Existing and 
Build 

Difference 
Between No-

Build and 
Build 

Type of 
Impact 

NAC/Increase 

Barrier 
Likely? 

64 75.2 72 75 0* 3 NAC No 
66 67.9 71 67 0* -4 -- No 
67 61.3 76 75 14 -1 Both No 
68 67.7 75 77 9 2 NAC Final Design 
69 71.3 77 76 5 1 NAC No 
70 70.0 71 71 1 0 NAC Yes 
71 69.3 77 78 9 1 NAC No 
72 73.5 79 79 6 0 NAC No 

108 65.2 73 73 8 0 NAC Yes 
109 66.8 75 78 11 3 Both Yes 
110 62.2 75 78 16 3 Both Yes 
111 67.1 68 68 1 0 -- No 
112 66.5 70 72 6 2 NAC No 
113 66.6 71 71 4 0 NAC No 
114 61.0 63 63 2 0 -- No 
115 59.6 59 59 0* 0 -- No 
116 61.2 58 58 0* 0 -- No 
117 64.6 68 69 4 1 NAC No 
118 60.6 68 64 3 -4 -- No 
119 60.4 57 58 0* 1 -- No 
H27 71.3 62 68 0* 6 NAC No 
H28 70.1 63 73 3 10 NAC No 

Receptors in bold exhibit noise impacts due to: an absolute increase in noise level over existing levels of 10 dBA Leq or more, or approaching 
(within 1 dBA Leq) or exceeding the NAC, or both (as indicated in the table). 
*The project does not increase the noise level for this location. 
 
Preferred Alternative  
 
For the Preferred Alternative, Alternatives A-15 and C-1, the impacted receptors were analyzed 
to determine if noise abatement through the construction of noise barriers would be reasonable 
and feasible, based on the factors previously discussed.  The results of those analyses are 
presented below. 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-280 Environmental Consequences 

Alternative A-15 
 
Receptor 1: This is a residential receptor off Spring Farm Road that is 449.5 feet north of the 
centerline of Alternative A-15.  The impact is a category 1 impact, as defined by KYTC, and 
represents an 11 dBA Leq increase over ambient noise conditions.  The refined noise and barrier 
analyses for Receptor 1 indicated that a barrier approximately 3,200 feet long would be required 
at an estimated cost of $1,198,400.  There are four (4) receptors that would benefit from the 
barrier abatement, resulting in a cost per benefited receptor of $299,600.  Barrier abatement at 
this location is considered unreasonable and barrier mitigation is unlikely. 
 
Receptors 11 and 12: These are residential receptors that lie 260 feet north and 475 feet south of 
Alternative A-15 respectively.  Both receptors would receive category 1 impacts, with noise 
level increases of over 10 dBA.  Each receptor represents several residences perpendicular to the 
alternative, along the river and Transylvania Beach Road.  Refined noise and barrier analyses 
were conducted for Receptors 11 and 12.  A barrier at either of these locations would have to be 
constructed on the river bridge.  Due to height limitations of barriers on bridges (maximum 
height of 8 feet), the maximum reduction that could be achieved at either location with a barrier 
would be less than 5 dBA.  A reduction of 5 dBA or greater is the threshold for consideration of 
a noise barrier.  Barrier abatement at this location is not considered feasible or reasonable and 
barrier mitigation is unlikely. 
 
Receptor 13: Receptor 13 represents a residential receiver, situated 365 feet northeast of 
Alternative A-15.  The barrier analysis at this receptor location indicated that a barrier 
approximately 2,900 feet long would be required at an estimated cost of $754,000.  The 
residence is an isolated receptor, resulting in a cost per benefited receptor of $754,000.  Barrier 
mitigation is considered unreasonable for this receptor, and it is unlikely that a noise wall would 
be constructed at this location. 
 
Receptors 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 41: These residential receptors exhibit category 1 and 2 impacts, 
and represent numerous residences in the neighborhood off of Springdale Road that lie within 
250 feet of Alternative A-15.  The neighborhood spans a length of approximately 4,800 feet 
along the proposed alternative, ending at U.S. 42.  The refined noise and barrier analyses showed 
that receptor 41 would not be impacted by the proposed project.  Receptor 41 lies adjacent to the 
existing facility and is along a deep cut in the roadway for the proposed alternative.  The future 
noise level increase is predicted to be 3 dBA at this receptor.  The remainder of the receptors 
representing the Springdale neighborhood would be impacted.  Barrier mitigation for the 
impacted receptors would require a barrier approximately 4,300 feet long at an estimated cost of 
$2,337,900 (Figure 5.5-5).  This barrier would benefit 98 residences at a cost per benefited 
receptor of $23,900.  This site will be analyzed again during final design, when more detailed 
information is available, to confirm the reasonableness of a noise barrier at this location.  Due to 
the large number of homes that would benefit from barrier abatement at this location, noise wall 
construction is likely for this neighborhood.  It should be noted that several residences located 
adjacent to the build alternative and Wolfpen Branch road would also be impacted by the 
proposed project, but due to gaps in the barrier to provide access to the Springdale Farm Road 
subdivision, mitigation would not be feasible for those residences. 
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Receptors 26 and 27: These are residential receptors that represent numerous homes in the Wolf 
Pen Woods neighborhood.  The receptors are located 475 feet north of Alternative A-15 and its 
associated interchange. The refined noise and barrier analyses demonstrated that receptors 26 
and 27 would not be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  This original noise analysis did not 
indicate a substantial increase in noise levels at this location, but rather a NAC impact.  Refined 
analyses, that took into account the deep cut section near the end of the Wolf Pen Woods 
subdivision, determined that the project would not cause increased noise levels at those 
receptors.  However, the incorporation of additional modeled receptors for the Wolf Pen Woods 
subdivision showed that residences adjacent to the project and situated southeast of the cut 
section would experience noise impacts.  Barrier analyses were performed to determine if barrier 
mitigation would be feasible and reasonable at this location.  It was determined that a barrier 
approximately 1,300 feet long would benefit 23 residences at an estimated cost of $825,900 
(Figure 5.5-5).  The $35,900 per benefited receptor is greater than the $25,000 established as 
reasonable, making barrier mitigation unlikely at this location.  This site will be analyzed again 
during final design, when more detailed information is available, to re-evaluate the 
reasonableness of a noise barrier at this location.   
 
Receptors 28, 29 and 30: These residential receptors are located in the Bridgepointe 
neighborhood approximately 325 feet north of Alternative A-15 and 195 feet north of the 
nearest interchange ramp.  While receptor 28 exhibits a category 3 impact (due to it being the 
farthest receptor from the project), the remaining two receptors have category 1 impacts; with all 
three having noise level increases over 10 dBA.  The refined noise and barrier analyses indicated 
that two noise walls, one approximately 380 feet long and one approximately 700 feet long 
would be required, at an estimated cost of $320,900 (Figure 5.5-5).  Ten residences would 
benefit from the noise walls, resulting in a cost per benefited receptor of $32,000.  The estimated 
cost is above the $25,000 per benefited receptor considered to be reasonable; therefore, a noise 
barrier is unlikely at this location.  This location will be analyzed again during final design, when 
more detailed information is available, to re-evaluate the reasonableness of a noise barrier at this 
location.   
 
Receptors 36, 37, 39 and 40: These residential receptors represent the Harbor at Harrods Creek 
Condominiums and are situated to the north of Alternative A-15.  The refined noise and barrier 
analyses indicated that a noise barrier approximately 3,600 feet long would be required at an 
estimated cost of $1,680,800 (Figure 5.5-4).  Eighty-four residences would benefit from the 
barrier abatement, resulting in a cost per benefited receptor of $20,010.  This site will be 
analyzed further during final design, when more detailed information is available, to confirm that 
a noise barrier would be feasible and reasonable.  Because of the number of residences that 
would benefit from noise abatement, it is likely that a barrier will be constructed at this location.   
  
Receptor 38: This residential receptor represents the Shadow Wood neighborhood and is situated 
to the south of Alternative A-15.  The refined noise and barrier analyses indicated that a barrier 
approximately 1,300 feet long would be required at an estimated cost of $557,100.  Only one 
residence would benefit from noise wall construction at this location.  Due to the limited cost-
effectiveness of barrier mitigation, barrier abatement is unlikely at this location.  
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Receptor 44: Receptor 44 represents an isolated residence 400 feet southwest of Alternative A-
15.  The refined and barrier analyses, as described above, indicated that receptor 44 would not be 
impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  The roadway would be in a cut section and would be 
approximately 80 feet below the elevation of the residence.  A noise barrier is not proposed at 
this location. 
 
Receptor 80: Receptor 80 is a residence that lies 350 feet southwest of Alternative A-15.   The 
barrier analysis for this receptor indicated that a barrier approximately 1,600 feet long would be 
required at an estimated cost of $355,600.  Since only one residence would benefit, a noise 
barrier was determined to be not reasonable.  A noise barrier is unlikely at this location.   
 
Receptor 85: Receptor 85 represents a large area of undeveloped land adjacent to Alternative A-
15.  Noise levels in this area are projected to increase by 25 dBA due to the proposed project.  
Noise impacts could be abated in this area by a noise wall 15 feet tall and approximately 2,300 
feet long for an estimated cost of $907,900.  Additional costs associated with the purchase of 
additional right-of-way for barrier construction would increase this cost.  Because no residential 
properties would be affected, no noise barrier is proposed at this location.  Highway traffic noise 
should be a consideration in future development plans. 
 
Receptor 90: This residential receptor is 425 feet north of Alternative A-15.  The receptor would 
have a category 1 impact with a 15 dBA increase over existing noise levels.  The refined noise 
and barrier analyses for this receptor indicated that a barrier approximately 1,640 feet long would 
be required at an estimated cost of $820,000.  Two residences would benefit from the barrier 
abatement, resulting in a cost per benefited receptor of $410,000.  The cost for barrier abatement 
at this location is considered unreasonable; therefore, a noise barrier at this location is unlikely. 
 
Receptor 91: This residential receptor that is 200 feet south of Alternative A-15.  Although the 
receptor would have a category 1 impact with a 12 dBA Leq increase; it is an isolated receptor 
for which cost-effectiveness generally makes barrier abatement unreasonable.  The refined noise 
and barrier analyses for this receptor indicated that a barrier approximately 500 feet long would 
be required at an estimated cost of $244,700.  Only one residence would benefit from a barrier at 
this location, therefore, the cost of barrier abatement is considered unreasonable.  A noise barrier 
at this location is unlikely. 
  
Receptors 93 and 94: These are residential receptors that lie approximately 500 feet north of 
Alternative A-15, off of Utica-Sellersburg Road.  The refined noise and barrier analyses for 
these receptors indicated that a barrier approximately 2,600 feet long would be required at an 
estimated cost of $700,000.  Six receptors would benefit from the barrier abatement, resulting in 
a cost of $116,700 per benefited receptor. The cost per benefited receptor is considered 
unreasonable, therefore, barrier mitigation is unlikely at this location. 
 
Receptor 97: This residential receptor is 1,171 feet south of the Alternative A-15/Reconstructed 
S.R. 265 interchange and 328 feet east of S.R. 62.  The receptor would have a category 2 impact, 
with a 9 dBA increase over existing noise levels.  The receptor represents one additional home.  
There is a NAC impact at this receptor; however, the residences lie in proximity to an existing 
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interchange facility, and future noise levels are only 3dBA over the No-Build Alternative.  
Barrier abatement is generally considered unreasonable for locations were the build alternative 
does not appreciably alter the noise levels over the No-Build Alternative.  A noise barrier at this 
location is unlikely. 
 
Receptors 120 and 121: These residential receptors are located in the Boulder Creek subdivision 
and are located 380 feet and 338 feet, respectively, from Alternative A-15.  Both receptors have 
predicted noise levels that are in excess of 20 dBA over existing levels.  The refined noise and 
barrier analyses indicated that a noise barrier approximately 2,600 feet long would be required at 
an estimated cost of $912,000 (Figure 5.5-3).  Forty-five residences would benefit from the 
barrier abatement, resulting in a cost per benefited receptor of $20,267.  This site will be 
analyzed further during final design, when more detailed information is available, to confirm that 
a noise barrier would be feasible and reasonable.  Because of the number of residences that 
would benefit from noise abatement, it is likely that a barrier will be constructed at this location. 
 
Receptor 122: This receptor is located 322 feet north of the build alternative and represents 
residential lots on which no homes have been constructed.  The receptor has a predicted noise 
level that is 23 dBA over existing levels.  Due to the fact that there are no residences in the 
vicinity of this receptor, no noise barrier mitigation is proposed.  Future site development should 
be planned with consideration of this project’s highway traffic noise impact on the development 
immediately surrounding this receptor. 
 
Receptors 123 and 124: These residential receptors are located in the Boulder Creek subdivision 
and are located 393 feet and 603 feet, respectively, from Alternative A-15.  Both receptors have 
predicted noise levels that are approximately 20 dBA over existing levels.  The refined noise and 
barrier analyses for these receptors indicated that a barrier approximately 2,950 feet long would 
be required at an estimated cost of $1,424,600.  Thirteen receptors would benefit from the barrier 
abatement, resulting in a cost of $109,585 per benefited receptor.  The cost per benefited receptor 
is considered unreasonable; therefore, barrier mitigation is unlikely at this location.  This 
location will be analyzed again during final design, when more detailed information is available 
regarding new construction and final design plans to re-evaluate the reasonableness of a noise 
barrier at this location.   
     
Alternative C-1 and Relocated Kennedy Interchange 
 
Receptor 64:  This commercial receptor is approximately 98 feet south of Alternative C-1.  The 
receptor represents the I-64 East Analysis Area shown in Figure 5.5-7. Nineteen additional 
receptors were modeled in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise 
required a combination of barriers at an approximate cost of $1,595,000 and would benefit 38 
residential and eight commercial receivers.  The cost to benefited receiver ratio is $34,673.  Due 
to the receptors proximity to existing highway infrastructure, the project does not appreciably 
alter (>3 dBA Leq) the future noise levels at this receptor.  This, coupled with the low cost-
effectiveness makes noise barrier abatement unreasonable and unlikely for this location. 
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Receptor 67:  This mixed use receptor is approximately 275 feet west of Alternative C-1.  The 
receptor represents the I-64 North Analysis Area shown in Figure 5.5-7.  A total of seven 
additional receptors were modeled in the refined noise barrier analysis, six within Waterfront 
Park and one commercial site.   The mitigation of noise required a combination of barriers at an 
approximate cost of $2,376,533 and would benefit Waterfront Park and one commercial receiver.   
The cost to benefited receiver ratio is $1,188,267.  Due to the receptors proximity to existing 
highway infrastructure, the project does not appreciably alter (>3 dBA Leq) the future noise 
levels at this receptor.  This, coupled with the low cost-effectiveness makes noise barrier 
abatement unreasonable and unlikely for this location. 
 
Receptor 68:  This receptor is located 22 feet south of Alternative C-1.  The receptor represents 
the I-65 East (Northern) Analysis Area shown in Figure 5.5-7.  Twenty-two additional receptors 
were modeled in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  This area is located in the southeast 
quadrant of the I-64 and I-65 interchange.  In this area many of the traffic lanes, and therefore 
noise sources, are on structure and engineering concerns limit the height of noise barriers.  Also, 
because the roadways contributing traffic noise are on multiple, independent structures, multiple 
barriers would be required.  The barrier modeled on Witherspoon Drive was ineffective due to 
barrier “gaps” necessary at the intersections of Shelby and Campbell Streets.  Even with multiple 
barriers, the preliminary barrier analysis indicated that the minimum attenuation of 5 dBA Leq 
could not be obtained at this location for any combination of barriers.  During the final design 
phase, when more detailed design information is available, barrier feasibility will be reevaluated. 
 
Receptors 69 and 71: These commercial receptors are approximately 57 feet west and 70 feet 
south of Alternative C-1, respectively.  The receptors represent the I-65 West Analysis Area 
shown in Figure 5.5-7.  Fourteen additional receptors were modeled in the refined noise and 
barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise required a combination of barriers at an approximate 
cost of $1,865,530 and would benefit 13 commercial receivers.  The cost to benefited receiver 
ratio is $143,502.  Due to the receptors proximity to existing highway infrastructure, the project 
does not appreciably alter (>3 dBA Leq) the future noise levels at this receptor.  This, coupled 
with the low cost-effectiveness makes noise barrier abatement unreasonable and unlikely for this 
location. 
 
Receptors H27 and H28: These receptors, which were part of the Section 106 noise analysis, are 
1,030 feet and 200 feet respectively from Alternative C-1 and were used to establish an existing 
baseline and subsequent predicted increase over existing levels for this area.  The receptors 
represent the I-64 South (Northern) Analysis Area shown in Figure 5.5-7.  Fifteen additional 
receptors were modeled in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise 
required a combination of barriers at an approximate cost of $1,117,900.  The barriers would 
benefit 6 residences and four commercial receivers.  The cost to benefited receiver ratio is 
$111,790.  Barrier construction at this location is unlikely.  
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Receptor 70:  Receptor 70 is 164 feet from Alternative C-1.   This receptor represents the I-65 
East (Southern) Analysis Area shown in Figure 5.5-7.  Nine additional receptors were modeled 
in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise impacts due to the preferred 
alternative required a combination of barriers at an approximate cost of $65,000 and would 
benefit 45 residences, for a cost to benefited receiver ratio of $14,400/benefited receptor.  Barrier 
construction at this location is likely. 
 
Additional receptor noise and barrier modeling was performed in the area labeled I-64 South 
(Southern) Analysis Area, as shown in Figure 5.5-7.  Three additional receptors were modeled in 
the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise impacts due to Alternative C-1 
required a barrier that reduced the noise level by 5-8 dBA Leq at benefited receptors.  Barrier 
construction would cost approximately $292,300 and would benefit 29 residences, for a cost to 
benefited receiver ratio of $10,000/benefited receptor.  Barrier construction at this location is 
likely.  
 
Receptors 108, 109 and 110: Receptors 108 and 109 are residential receptors that are 144 feet 
and 60 feet from Alternative C-1.   Receptor 110 is a commercial receptor that is located 110 
feet east of the Preferred Alternative. These receptors are located in the I-65 East (Southern) 
Analysis Area as shown in Figure 5.5-6.  Thirty additional receptors were modeled in the refined 
noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise impacts due to the preferred alternative 
required a combination of barriers that reduced the noise level by 5-10 dBA Leq at benefited 
receptors.  Barrier construction would cost approximately $1,325,000 and would benefit 147 
residences and 11 commercial receivers, for a cost to benefited receiver ratio of $8,386/benefited 
receptor.  Due to the large number of residences that would benefit from barrier abatement, 
barrier construction at this location is likely.  
 
Receptor 112: This mixed use area is 159 feet east of Alternative C-1.  The receptor represents 
the I-65 East (Middle) Analysis Area shown in Figure 5.5-6.  Twenty-eight additional receptors 
were modeled in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of noise required a 
combination of barriers at an approximate cost of $1,400,000 and would benefit six residences 
and seven commercial receivers.  The cost to benefited receiver ratio is $107,692.  Due to the 
receptors proximity to existing highway infrastructure, the project does not appreciably alter (>3 
dBA Leq) the future noise levels at this receptor.  This, coupled with the low cost-effectiveness, 
makes noise barrier abatement unreasonable and unlikely for this location. 
 
Receptor 117: This receptor is a hospital located 426 feet from Alternative C-1.  The receptor 
has a NAC impact due to the Preferred Alternative.  This receptor represents the I-65 East 
(Northern) Analysis Area as shown in Figure 5.5-6.  Twenty-two additional receptors were 
modeled in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The mitigation of the noise impacts required a 
combination of barriers at an approximate cost of $1,400,000 and would benefit 9 residences, 13 
commercial receivers and Clark Memorial Hospital.  The cost to benefited receiver ratio is 
$60,869.  There were additional impacts to properties adjacent to the I-65 access road at 10th 
Street but mitigation was not possible due to the limitations in barrier length caused by the 
intersection at 10th and Spring Streets.  Due to the receptors proximity to existing highway 
infrastructure, the project does not appreciably alter (>3 dBA Leq) the future noise levels at this 
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receptor.  This, coupled with the low cost-effectiveness makes noise barrier abatement 
unreasonable and unlikely for this location. 
 
Receptor 118, located in the I-65 West (Northern) Analysis area, was not identified as an 
impacted receptor during impact analysis for Alternative C-1; yet 13 additional receptors were 
modeled in the refined analyses to investigate possible impacts in the area.  One commercial 
receptor was identified as impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  The mitigation of the noise 
impacts required a single barrier at an approximate cost of $640,000 and would benefit two 
commercial receivers, for a cost to benefited receptor ratio of $320,000.  Barrier abatement for 
this location is considered unreasonable and is unlikely. 
 
Receptor 113: This commercial receptor is located 185 feet west of Alternative C-1. This 
receptor represents the I-65 West (Southern) Analysis Area as shown in Figure 5.5-6.  Nineteen 
additional receptors were modeled in the refined noise and barrier analysis.  The refined noise 
and barrier analysis for this area showed that none of the nineteen receptors were impacted by 
the preferred alternative and therefore noise mitigation for this area is not proposed. 
 
Receptor 111, located in the I-65/U.S. 31 Analysis area, was not identified as an impacted 
receptor during impact analysis for Alternative C-1; yet the study area was investigated for 
possible mitigation of impacts to The Harbors Condominiums.  The mitigation of noise impacts 
would require a combination of barriers at an approximate cost of $1,200,000 and would benefit 
approximately 17 residences (first and second floor balconies facing I-65) and 9 commercial 
receivers.  The cost to benefited receiver ratio is $46,153.  Barrier mitigation is not proposed for 
this location, but will be re-evaluated as a part of the final design process. 
 
The commitments to barrier abatement are based on the barrier analyses performed to date.  The 
FHWA, KYTC and INDOT are committed to the construction of feasible/reasonable noise 
abatement measures, subject to the following design considerations, which include the severity 
of the impact, the number of people affected, the cost of the barriers and the structural feasibility 
of the barriers.  As part of the final design process, more detailed barrier analyses and design will 
be performed utilizing the more detailed design information that will be available at that time.  
Potentially reasonable and feasible noise barriers will be coordinated with the affected 
communities for their input to determine if there is local support for proposed barriers.   Final 
decisions regarding exact noise barrier locations, heights and types will be made at that time.   
 
In addition to noise barriers, other forms of noise abatement were considered, including: 

 
• Traffic management measures (primarily restrictions on truck use) – The project, 

when completed, will be part of an interstate highway system.  Prohibiting or 
restricting usage of this interstate facility by trucks or other vehicles was not 
considered to be practical and, therefore, was determined to be not reasonable as a 
method for mitigating highway traffic noise impacts.  

 
• Alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments – The horizontal and vertical 

alignment of the Preferred Alternative has been optimized to the extent practicable to 
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minimize environmental impacts.  Altering the alignment (other than minor 
refinements during final design) would adversely affect other environmental 
resources.  Altering the horizontal and vertical alignment of the Preferred Alternative 
to mitigate noise impacts was determined to be not effective. 

 
• Acquisition of property (buffer zone) – Acquisition of property adjacent to the project 

for a buffer zone would result in acquisition of the residences receiving noise impacts, 
and would provide a buffer only for future development that would not be allowed 
within the buffer zone.  Acquisition of property as a method for mitigating highway 
traffic noise impacts was determined to be not reasonable. 

 
• Insulation of public buildings to achieve substantial reductions in noise levels – No 

public buildings were identified as receiving noise impacts due to insufficient 
insulation.  Insulating public buildings to mitigate highway traffic noise impacts will 
be considered if other mitigation measures are not feasible. 

 
• During the development of the detailed design plans, a noise study will be 

accomplished at designated public buildings (in accordance with the MOA) to 
determine the need for interior noise abatement.  Noise mitigation will be 
implemented, if warranted.  

 
Construction Noise 
 
An increase in project area noise levels is expected to occur during the construction of the 
proposed project.  Land uses that would be sensitive to vehicular noise would also be sensitive to 
construction noise.  Specific noise levels during the construction period cannot be projected, as 
construction noise levels will vary based on the number and type of equipment being used, as 
well as the type of construction activities occurring at a given time.  Construction activities will 
include earth moving and grading operations, and possibly pile driving for bridge supports.     
 
All construction equipment will be required to comply with OSHA (Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration) regulations. Maintaining construction equipment in proper mechanical 
condition with original exhaust equipment should help to mitigate these impacts. Also, the city of 
Louisville has a local noise ordinance with specific provisions that regulate construction noise.  
Those provisions will be incorporated into the project specifications.  
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5.6 Vibration 
 
The vibration sources that are most likely for this project are: 
 

• Traffic Vibration– Traffic on the completed bridges and elevated expressways will 
cause perceptible vibration at locations close to the piers. 
 

• Construction Vibration– Construction of the bridges, the relocated Kennedy 
Interchange and other new roadway construction will involve the use of heavy equipment 
that has the potential to cause perceptible vibration at nearby vibration sensitive 
locations.  Activities such as pile driving and vibratory compacting are the most likely to 
have the potential for producing perceptible vibrations. 
 

• Blasting Vibration– Blasting required to construct roadways through rock and 
associated with the tunnel along Alternative A-15 would cause vibration that may be 
perceptible at nearby buildings. 

 
A common public concern is that ground-borne vibration resulting from activities associated 
with the construction and operation of a highway would cause structural damage to homes.  
Experience has shown that blasting and pile driving are the two activities with the greatest 
potential to inflict damage, generally where structures are in close proximity to such activities.  
The effects of vibration from traffic and other typical construction and transportation sources 
would not be significant. 
 

5.6.1 Criteria 
 
The criteria for assessing the potential effects of vibration were taken from the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Guidance Manual and a report published by the Bureau of Mines.  
Threshold values were identified for various types of structures, which may be susceptible to 
potential damage as a result of blasting activity.  These values are presented in Table 5.6-1, in 
terms of Peak Particle Velocities (PPV), the accepted method of evaluating the potential for 
damage. This criteria applies to those areas where roadways must be cut into rock such as those 
that would have been required along Alternative B-1 and some of the Far East alternatives.  
Blasting will be required to construct the proposed tunnel under the Drumanard property. 
 
TABLE 5.6-1 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION CRITERIA FOR BLASTING 

 
Type of Structure 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 
Levels (PPV) 

Commercial / Industrial 2.0 in/sec 
Residential 0.5 in/sec 
Fragile 0.2 in/sec 
Extremely Fragile Historical 0.12 in/sec 

 
5.6.2 Impact Assessment 
 
The three general categories of potential vibration sources were evaluated for this project and 
impacts are outlined below: 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-296 Environmental Consequences 

Traffic Vibration  
 
Heavy trucks were determined to be the primary source of vibrations resulting from traffic.  The 
potential vibration levels for medium trucks, automobiles and other vehicles would be lower than 
the levels projected for those types of vehicles.  All of these would be far below the damage 
criteria and would not cause damage to any structures. 

 
Construction Vibration  
 
Pile driving and vibratory compacting was determined to be the two primary sources of vibration 
resulting from construction activities. Other equipment used during the construction, interchange 
and other new roadway construction, would have the potential to cause perceptible vibration for 
residents near these areas.  All of these would be far below the damage criteria and would not 
cause damage to any structures. 

 
Blasting Vibration  
 
Blasting vibration is dependent on the charge per delay as well as distance, as compared to the 
more constant relationship between vibration level and distance for traffic or construction 
equipment noise.  The larger the charge, the higher the resulting vibration levels.  The size of 
charge required for cuts through rock and to complete the tunnel under Drumanard would be 
dependent on the type of rock and operation required to complete those activities.  The exact size 
of the charge that will be required is therefore not known.  However, an illustration was 
produced in Figure 5.6-1 that outlines the relationship of distance to the size of a charge for each 
category of structures related in Table 5.6-1.  The relationship in this figure provides the size of 
charge that can be used for a particular location based on the type of building and its proximity to 
the charge.  If the structure in question is 100 feet from the blast site, a charge per delay that 
could be used safely would be 4 lbs or less.  However, if the structure is 500 feet away, the 
charge per delay could be up to 100 lbs. 
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Ohio River Bridges
Blasting Charge vs. Distance
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Figure 5.6-1 Blasting Vibration PPV Curves 
In addition to the cuts through rock that would have been required along Alternative B-1 and 
some of the Far East alternatives, the tunnel for the associated with Alternatives A-13 and A-15 
were evaluated for potential effects to the three buildings on the Drumanard property.  The 
maximum size of a blasting charge near each building was determined from Table 5.6-1 and 
Figure 5.6-1 for the classification of “extremely fragile historical buildings” (Table 5.6-2) and 
“fragile buildings” (Table 5.6-3).  The buildings on the Drumanard property fall within the latter 
category.  The tables also include the closest point of the buildings to the blasting site.  Larger 
charges therefore would be reasonable further away from the buildings. 
 
It has been concluded that blasting could be accommodated without damage to existing 
structures on the Drumanard property.  A similar analysis indicated that blasting could be safely 
accommodated in areas adjacent to the Bridgepointe subdivision without damage to residences. 
 
TABLE 5.6-2 
BLASTING VIBRATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR EXTREMELY FRAGILE 
HISTORICAL BUILDINGS 

Building Distance (ft) Criteria (PPV) Charge per delay (lb) 
1 130 0.12 in/sec < 2 
2 200 0.12 in/sec 4 
3 300 0.12 in/sec 9 

  
TABLE 5.6-3 
BLASTING VIBRATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR FRAGILE BUILDINGS 

Building Distance (ft) Criteria (PPV) Charge per delay (lb) 
1 130 0.2 in/sec <3 
2 200 0.2 in/sec 6 
3 300 0.2 in/sec 14 
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Preferred Alternative  
 
The Preferred Alternative will include a number of construction activities that result in vibration 
impacts to properties that would be adjacent to the required right-of-way.  The construction 
activities would include blasting for the construction of the depressed roadway section from I-71 
to U.S. 42 along Alternative A-15 in Kentucky, blasting for the tunnel under U.S. 42 and the hill 
north of U.S. 42 in Kentucky, vibratory compaction for embankments in the Downtown area 
along Alternative C-1 and the reconstructed Kennedy Interchange and pile driving for bridge 
abutments and piers along all elements of the project.   
 
No structure is within the distance where damage would occur.  No structure within 500 feet of 
any of the construction activities where vibration could be produced was determined to be in the 
“extremely fragile” category.  As a result, it is expected that vibration impacts for the Preferred 
Alternative can be managed to avoid damage through project notes that enhance the 
performance-based specifications currently in-place with the respective state DOTs.   
 
5.6.3      Mitigation  
 
Mitigation measures can be implemented to further ensure that no damage will occur to 
structures during blasting operations.  Measures to be incorporated into the project specifications 
and made part of a blasting plan prior to initiating any blasting on the project include: 
 

• Blasting program that prevents ground vibration in excess of 2.0 in/sec PPV at any 
structure; in excess of 0.5 in/sec PPV at any residential structure; in excess of 0.2 in/sec 
PPV at any fragile buildings; and in excess of 0.12 in/sec PPV at any very fragile 
historical buildings. 
 

• Minimum of one small-test charge that is below the threshold level for that location, for 
each new drill-and-blast site prior to production blasting to establish local ground-borne 
vibration propagation characteristics. 
 

• Seismometers or other devices placed in selected locations around a drill-and-blast site to 
monitor vibration levels to use in refining the blasting program and document compliance 
with the specification limits. 
 

• Adjustments in the charge per delay will be considered for any change in condition 
encountered during construction and as a result of monitored vibration levels. 
 

• Condition surveys for structures within 500 feet of a drill-and-blast site, prior to initiation 
of blasting and after completion of work. 
 

• Blasting program to be designed and performed by certified contractors. 
 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-299 Environmental Consequences 

5.7 Natural Resources 
 
5.7.1 Soils and Geology 
 
Soils 
 
Soils and the impacts associated with the soils have been considered from a structural 
perspective.  Determining the characteristics of the soil in an alternative’s path aids in the 
selection of an alternative based on the ability of the soil to support construction activities. Soil 
characteristics, which can be very important in the alternative selection process, include shear 
strength, drainage, depth to the water table, depth to bedrock, compaction characteristics and 
shrink-swell potential. 
 
Interpretations made by reviewing the soil surveys should be supplemented with field 
investigations at the appropriate time. Figure 4.7-1 depicts all of the soil types included within 
the project area.   
 
The project area is almost entirely dominated by silt loam soils, but scattered areas of sandy 
loam, silty clay and stony rocky loam exist within the project area.  However, only areas that 
were directly impacted by an alternative were evaluated.  Three quarry sites exist within the 
project limits and would be spanned by structures.  The Downtown portion of the project area in 
Indiana is composed primarily of sandy loam soils and alluvial land.     
 
The NRCS Soil Survey of Jefferson County, Kentucky indicates that the banks of the Ohio 
River, extending approximately 100 feet from the river in plan view, contain generally steeply 
sloping unconsolidated, alluvial soils at the surface.  These soils are subject to scour and during 
the spring floods are often covered with new alluvial deposits.  It is reported that these soils are 
generally not suitable for road construction or foundations because of the steep and somewhat 
unstable conditions. 
 
TABLE 5.7-1 
SOIL IMPACTS OF EAST END ALTERNATIVES (ACRES) 

   Stone/Rocky Pits/Quarry     Fine  Alluvial Stone/Rocky  
Alternative Silt Loam Loam Land     Sand Land Silt Loam TOTAL 

 IN KY IN KY IN KY IN KY IN KY IN KY IN KY 
A-2 128 69  27 54   0.7     182 96.7 
A-9 96 52 15       0.7  40 111 92.7 

A-13 116 57 20 12         136 69 
A-15 119 57 27 7         146 64 
A-16 114 133 30 22         144 155 
B-1 128 69  27         128 96 

 
Consolidation settlements and short-term embankment stability problems are common for 
roadway embankments in alluvial floodplains.  Controlled embankment construction loadings 
and/or flatter embankment side slopes should be anticipated.  In addition, embankments 
constructed in floodplains can be expected to become periodically inundated by flood waters, 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-300 Environmental Consequences 

and rip-rap slope protection or use of free draining select rock embankment materials may be 
required to provide adequate factors of safety against rapid drawdown slope failures.  Finally, 
ground surfaces in low lying areas tend to become soft during precipitation events, and 
foundation soil stabilization through the use of select rock blankets prior to embankment 
construction could be required for such areas. 
 
Geology 
 
The underlying bedrock in Kentucky should provide adequate foundation support for point-
bearing piles or drilled shafts extending to or into bedrock.  It is anticipated that unconfined 
compressive strengths for this rock formation will likely range from 1,000 to 5,000 psi.  Any 
friction piles would likely need to be extended into dense sands and gravels to achieve proper 
resistances.  Negative skin friction may be a consideration at bridge approach embankments, 
where foundation settlements induced by embankment loadings would create downward forces 
on drilled shafts or piles.  If design scour actions reach to significant depths, friction piles may 
not be feasible. 
 
Potential embankment problems may occur within the floodplain on both sides of the river.  
Design considerations will include low shear strengths, high settlement potential, periodic 
inundation and ground stabilization.  It is expected that as an alternative reaches an upland area, 
roadways will be in a rock cut situation. Cut slopes within the dolomite and limestone formations 
previously described will likely be on the order of 1H:4V to 1H:2V. 
 
Due to the relatively shallow soil deposits in the outer portions of the floodplain, substructure 
elements for overflow structures here may consist of shallow, rock-bearing spread footings or 
short drilled shafts on rock.  In the deeper soil deposits of the floodplain, substructure elements 
will likely include deep-foundation components, such as point-bearing piles on rock, or drilled 
shafts on rock.  It is anticipated that unconfined compressive strengths for the dolomite and 
limestone formations on the Indiana approach side will likely range from 1,500 to 10,000 psi.  
Foundation elements for bridge piers within the Ohio River will most likely consist of drilled 
shafts on bedrock.  The underlying bedrock should provide adequate foundation support for these 
foundation elements.  An exception would be the thin layers of the Waldron Shale and Osgood 
Formation along the western portion of the riverbed, which contain relatively weak shales.  If 
piers are positioned where these formations outcrop, the tips of drilled shafts must extend 
through these formations to reach more competent bedrock. The approximate ranges of 
unconfined compressive strength values for the bedrock units described above are presented in 
the table on the following page. 
 
The Louisville Limestone, Sellersburg and Jeffersonville Limestones occur in the project area. 
Typically, these types of limestone are known for sinkhole developments and karst activity. 
Voids, clay seams, springs, sinkholes, underground streams and other solution features are 
common characteristics of karst activity. Caverns and shallow sinkholes are concentrated along 
joints in the limestone units, particularly along the bluffs of the Ohio River. Numerous sinkholes 
are shown on the geological mapping through much of the project area, particularly in east 
Jefferson County. These features are visible at the surface in much of the area.  In Indiana, a 
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limestone stratum underlies the quarried site north of the town of Utica. The INAAP property in 
Indiana is located in karst topography with sinkholes, caves and springs common in the area. 
Sinkholes are visible on the geologic maps in Indiana, but to a lesser degree than on the 
Kentucky side of the Ohio River within the project area. 
 
5.7.1.1      Mitigation 
 
During construction, measures to keep silt, sediment and other construction related pollutants 
from entering the various waterways would be provided.  Control measures such as berms, dikes, 
straw bales, geotextile filter cloths, slope drains, sediment basins, mulched seeding, sodding and 
the installation of riprap by the contractor.  Sediment traps will be constructed in major stream 
crossings where warranted.  Such items will be specified in the contract proposal (shown in the 
plans and/or written into the special provisions).  
 
Whenever seeding or sodding must be delayed, temporary erosion protection with mulches, fiber 
mats, matting, dust palliatives, crust-forming chemicals or plastic sheets will be provided.  
Seeding and/or sodding on cut and fill slopes will be provided.  Additional sodding will be 
specified for areas at major stream crossings.  Mulched seed mixtures and sodding will be placed 
as early as practicable to keep the area of bare soil exposed at any one time by construction 
operations to a minimum. 
 
When borrow material is obtained from other than commercially operated sources, erosion of the 
borrow site shall be controlled during and after completion of the work by minimizing the 
erosion in such a way that it will prevent sediment from entering streams or other bodies of 
water.  Waste or disposal areas and construction roads shall be located and constructed in a 
manner that will keep sediment from entering streams.  Diversion channels, dikes and sediment 
traps will be used for this purpose.   
 
All excavated materials will be utilized for roadway embankment or hauled to an upland site and 
secured in such a manner as to prevent runoff from entering streams.  Watering work areas to 
increase moisture will control dust generated during construction.   
 
Implementing an approved soil erosion and sedimentation control plan will control erosion 
within the construction limits.  All construction activities must comply with federal and state soil 
erosion and sedimentation regulations.  This plan will be developed in conjunction with final 
construction plans.  
 
The INDOT Standard Specifications and Special Provisions will govern construction activities in 
Indiana to control erosion and subsequent water pollution. The KYTC Standard Specifications 
for Road and Bridge Construction will guide construction activities in Kentucky.  Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) will be utilized to prevent non-source point pollution, to control 
storm water runoff and to minimize sediment damage to water quality and aquatic habitats. 
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5.7.2 Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat 
 
Natural habitats within the project area generally consist of forested riparian corridors, upland 
fields, upland forests and wetlands. The majority of the project area is developed and, therefore, 
most of the natural habitats exist in small, fragmented parcels.  Fauna may travel between and 
utilize the benefits of cover, forage for food and raise offspring in a variety of habitats.  Detailed 
descriptions of these types of habitat are outlined in Section 4.7.2.  The discussion also lists 
species commonly found in these types of habitats in this region.   
 
Habitat Impacts  
 
Direct adverse impacts to terrestrial wildlife will occur principally through the removal or 
significant modification of habitat within or immediately adjacent to existing or proposed right-
of-way.  This will be most important for cover types that are either relatively uncommon in the 
project area and/or will require a long recovery period. Active cropland, non-native grasslands, 
disturbed land and urban land are abundant in the project area and also can be readily replaced.  
Hedgerows, once common in the agricultural landscape, are now a diminishing cover type due to 
the gradual increase in farm units and the elimination of fence lines.  This cover type consisting 
primarily of shrubs and early successional trees requires from 15 to 25 years to regenerate, so the 
loss of this habitat would constitute a long-term impact.  The loss of emergent wetlands, upland 
forests and savannas would also constitute a long-term to permanent impact.  These cover types 
are relatively uncommon in the project area.  While it is technically feasible to replace these 
habitats, in reality, the time frame required ranges from five to 150 years and the restored habitat 
is likely to be less diverse than similar natural communities of the same cover type.  An 
additional impact may be the alteration of the origin or destination of species.   
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TABLE 5.7-2 
DIRECT IMPACTS BY HABITAT TYPE (ACRES) 

Alternative Developed Riparian 
Forest 

Upland 
Forest 

Wetlands 
and 

Streams 

Upland 
Field Total 

Indiana 64.9  7.7  32.7  1.1 48.0 154.4  
Kentucky 65.3  0.7  30.0  4.4 32.4  132.8  

 
A-2 

 Total 130.2 8.4  62.7  5.5 80.4  287.2  

Indiana 33.5  0 6.7  1.93 68.1  110.2  
Kentucky 26.7  11.1  31.0  2.73 22.4  93.9 

 
A-9 

 Total 60.2  11.1  37.7  4.66 90.5  204.1  

Indiana 73.7  10.4  26.2  1.96 25.7  138.0  
Kentucky 20.5  1.0  21.7  2.83 16.7  62.7  

 
A-13 

 Total 94.2 11.4  47.9  4.79 42.4 200.7  
Indiana 61.6 9.4  28.0  1.4 47.8  148.2  

Kentucky 21.0  0.7  20.5  2.46 19.0  63.7  

 
A-15 

 Total 82.6  10.1  48.5  3.86 66.8  211.9  
Indiana 61.9 9.4  27.7  0.85 46.5 146.3  

Kentucky 73.8  24.0  29.4  5.29 23.0  155.5  

 
A-16 

 Total 135.7 33.4  57.1  6.14 69.5 301.8 
Indiana 36.8  9.1  16.5  2.64 64.9  129.9  

Kentucky 62.8  26.2  20.0  0.1 13.8 122.9  
 

B-1 

Total 99.6 35.3  36.5  2.74 78.7  252.8  

Indiana 13.6  0 14.1  0 69.2  96.9  
Kentucky N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
I-265/ 

Port Rd  Total 13.6  0 14.1  0 69.2  96.9  
Indiana 25.7  0 0 0 0 25.7  

Kentucky 82.5  0.5  0 0.2  0 83.2  
 

C-1* 

 Total 108.2  0.5  0 0.25  0 108.9  
Indiana 23.7  0 0 0 0 23.7  

Kentucky 39.8  0.5 0 0.25 0 40.5  

 
C-2* 

Total 63.5  0.5 0 0.25 0 64.2  
Indiana 14.6  0 0 0 0 14.6  

Kentucky 77.8  0.5  0 0.25  0 78.5  

 
C-3* 

 Total 92.4  0.5  0 0.25 0 93.1  
Indiana 33.9  9.4  57.3  1.4 72.1  173.9  

Kentucky 103.5  1.2  20.5  2.71  19.0  146.9  

 

Total 137.4  10.6  77.8  4.11  91.1  320.8  
*Impacts to riparian forest and wetlands/streams result only from the Relocated Kennedy Interchange option and do not include 
Ohio River impacts. 
 
5.7.2.1      Mitigation  
 
The removal of existing vegetation will be limited to only that which is necessary within the 
project limits.  The principles of context-sensitive design will be incorporated into the final 
design of the project to enhance that effort.  Blending the roadway into the natural or existing 
landscape will minimize the right-of-way area required for construction.  Long-term effects 

Preferred 
Alternative 
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associated with the removal of forested areas can be minimized by revegetation after 
construction.  
 
Provisions will be included in the final plans emphasizing the selection of construction and 
landscaping techniques and equipment that will minimize the spread of invasive plant species, 
particularly in areas where steep slopes are involved.  Attention should also be given to 
minimizing soil disturbance during vegetation management activities.  Construction equipment 
will be inspected and cleaned during construction to further protect against the spread of these 
species.  Invasive-free mulches, topsoil and seed mixtures, and DO NOT DISTURB signs would 
be placed at the construction zone boundaries for those portions of the project within Indiana. 
Eradication strategies to eliminate known species will be incorporated into the final project.  
Notes and details will be included in the final plans to further minimize the removal of trees and 
understory vegetation that fall within the required right-of-way but outside the actual limits of 
construction.  
 
5.7.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Evaluations of potential impacts to threatened and endangered species were conducted by 
correlating available information on species distribution and habitat preferences with habitat 
availability.  Where specific habitats or plant communities were identified in association with 
protected species, potential impacts were assessed based on relative loss of critical habitat, 
including caves, trees or forested units.  Impacts to vegetation or cover types were determined 
following an environmentally conservative approach wherein a worst-case area of impact was 
used. 
 
Direct adverse impacts to protected plant and animal species can occur due to habitat loss or 
direct removal through vegetative clearing and earth-moving activities.  Indirect impacts may 
result from construction disturbances during sensitive breeding periods, or through on-going 
maintenance activities such as the mechanical or chemical removal of woody species. 
 
Indirect Impacts and Cumulative Effects 
 
Rare species are more vulnerable by definition.  The species listed under the auspices of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) either has naturally limited ranges or are facing extinction.  They 
are the most vulnerable and too often the cumulative habitat losses through human actions have 
been cited as a major contributing factor to population declines.  
 
The Indiana bat and the Gray bat have been selected as "keystone" indicators of the indirect and 
cumulative effects analysis since they are federally-endangered species and have been positively 
identified as using habitat in the project area. 
  
Indiana bats have highly specific temperature needs for winter hibernation.  They are highly 
selective and use only 2.4 percent of available caves within their winter range (USFWS, 1998). 
The fact that the Indiana bat uses such a limited number of winter caves indicates the species' 
rigid temperature requirements. 
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USFWS estimates that populations of the Indiana bat are declining in Kentucky, but not as 
rapidly as in Missouri.  In Indiana, the USFWS reports that the Indiana bat population is stable to 
slightly increasing.  The Gray bat population was estimated to be about 2.25 million in 1970.  
However, the 1976 census of 22 important colonies in Alabama and Tennessee revealed an 
average decline of more than 50 percent.  Subsequent protection under the ESA in the late 1970s 
and throughout the 1980s, resulted in stable or, in some cases, increasing populations at some 
high priority colony sites. 
 
The trends show declining populations of both Indiana bat and Gray bat.  These bats are, in part, 
vulnerable due to changes made by humans in their habitats and to human disturbances.  Forest 
fragmentation has reduced and degraded summer habitat, and is a result of land clearing for 
farming and urbanization.  Intrusion or physical disturbance, such as a change in temperature in 
hibernation caves, or hibernacula, can result in bat mortality.  The risk to the species is 
particularly high because of the limited number of caves.  For example, there are only two caves 
where Gray bats are known to hibernate in Kentucky.   
 
An additional concern is the condition of their food and water supplies.  Where applications of 
pesticides have occurred or the animals' water supply has been contaminated, toxins may have 
some additional impact on population numbers. 
 
Field investigations documented the presence of the Indiana bat along the pathway of Alternative 
A-9.  The Gray bat was documented in along Alternative A-9 and Alternative B-1. However, 
literature supports the concept that these species of bats can forage for several miles from their 
colony sites.  Although the Indiana bat was identified only along Alternative A-9, the bat can 
typically fly 1.6 miles from where it was identified.  Likewise, the Gray bats, although found 
along Alternatives A-9 and B-1, can typically fly 10 to 12 miles from the point of siting.  As 
such, it is possible that they may be found anywhere within the project area. 
 
Construction of a bridge in either the Far East or Near East corridor would have some direct 
impact on bat foraging habitat since Indiana and Gray bats have been found in this area. The 
construction of an alternative could reduce riparian forest corridors and wetlands and could 
affect water quality in riverine habitats.  Indirect impacts via induced land use changes can have 
these same consequences. Cumulatively, these direct and indirect effects of the alternatives could 
have a greater effect when added to land use changes created by the redevelopment of the 
INAAP and expansion of the Charlestown State Park. 
 
Biological Assessment and the Preferred Alternative 
 
The USFWS documented seven federally protected species with potential to occur within the 
project impact area: Indiana bat, Gray bat, Peregrine falcon, Running buffalo clover, Short’s 
goldenrod, Pink Mucket Pearly mussel and the Orange-footed Pimpleback mussel. In addition, 
the KSNPC provided records of the Fat Pocketbook, Ring Pink and the Interior Least tern. The 
Indiana field office of the USFWS provided records of the Bald eagle and Clubshell mussel 
within the project vicinity.  (During the course of environmental studies for the project, the 
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Peregrine falcon was down-listed by USFWS, but is still listed as State Endangered in both 
Kentucky and Indiana and is considered rare in most areas east of the Mississippi River.) 
 
A Biological Assessment (BA) document was prepared based on field studies and archival data.  
The document evaluates the eleven species identified by resource agencies as threatened or 
endangered within the project area (does not include the Peregrine falcon).   
 
A consultation meeting was held with the USFWS on August 13 and 14, 2002 to discuss 
potential effects of the Preferred Alternative on threatened and endangered species.  The purpose 
of the meeting was to determine appropriate mitigation measures. The meeting included a 
windshield survey of the Preferred Alternative in the East End.  Individuals in attendance 
included the USFWS (Cookeville Field Office), FHWA, INDOT and the KYTC. 
 
As a result of the coordination meeting, it was determined that the only species that had the 
potential to be impacted by the project identified in the BA were the Indiana bat and Gray bat.  
Although no officially designated critical habitat occurs within the project limits for either 
species, mitigation measures would be required to reduce project impacts upon each species.  
These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with meeting attendees and have been 
reviewed by the USFWS.  On March 13, 2003, the USFWS concurred with the FHWA finding 
of “Not Likely to Adversely Effect” and indicated that formal consultation was not to be 
initiated.  No further coordination is required. The FHWA responsibility under Section 7 of the 
ESA has been satisfied. The BA and documented coordination with the USFWS can be 
referenced in Appendix C.9.  
 
5.7.3.1    Mitigation 
 
The BA includes mitigation measures for the Indiana bat and the Gray bat that will be 
implemented as part of the Preferred Alternative. The following mitigation measures will be 
implemented in project corridor streams. 

 
• Tree removal in construction zones must be scheduled between October 15 and March 31 to 

prevent disturbance to trees that may harbor the Indiana bat summer colonies. 
 

• In order to maintain a riparian buffer zone, tree cutting will be maintained within the 
construction limits and will be limited to that absolutely necessary to complete the project.   

 
• Disturbed areas will be re-vegetated to the maximum extent possible with tree species that 

produce sloughing bark and snags. Species to consider include White oak, Northern red oak, 
White ash, Shagbark hickory, Slippery elm, Black locust, American elm, Shellbark hickory, 
cottonwood and sycamore.  
 

• Preservation of surface water quality within the Gray bat and Indiana bat forage areas will be 
controlled by maintaining stream-crossing impacts.  Channel work such as, vegetation 
clearing, channel widening, shaping of spill slopes and placement of riprap will be limited to 
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the construction limits.  Riprap used for bank stabilization will extend below the low water 
level to aid in the establishment of aquatic life and potential food reservoir.   

 
• In order to protect forage areas for the Indiana and Gray bats and to maintain water quality the 

following management practices shall be implemented; no equipment will be allowed directly 
in the streams.  Staging, refueling and cleanup areas will not be allowed along-side streams.  
All KYTC and INDOT BMP’s for stream protection will be in place during project 
construction. 
  

In addition to the mitigation measures outlined above, possible enhancements of the wooded area 
below the B. E. Payne Water Treatment Plant settling pond will be coordinated with the 
Louisville Water Company during the development of construction plans.  Representatives of the 
Louisville Water Company have indicated a willingness to consider such a plan subject to the 
conditions placed about their future use of the area.  Enhancements would generally be limited to 
the planting of additional trees to provide a diversity of habitat within this floodplain area of the 
Ohio River for the Indiana and Gray bats. 
 

 State-listed species  
 

A number of State listed species have been documented to occur within the proposed project 
corridor. State listed species receive no legal protection as afforded the federally listed species. 
However, they are rare in the states from which they are listed and should receive protection to 
the greatest extent practical. Several of these species were also observed during field 
investigations for this study, and all have the potential to occur within the project impact area.  
Any occurrences of the state-listed species should be given careful and respectful consideration, 
and impacts to these species should be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable.  
Stream disturbances will negatively impact all fish and mussel species, as well as aquatic 
organisms on which foraging bats and birds may feed. Sedimentation and accumulation of silt on 
the river bottom will decrease the suitability of habitat for various species. Bridge piers should be 
kept out of the water whenever possible and sedimentation controls should be practiced to the 
maximum extent practicable.  Channel changes, and stream crossings should be avoided where 
possible. Riparian areas with old growth trees should be avoided with construction activities in 
the area. If riparian areas must be disturbed, they should be re-vegetated with native species as 
soon as possible.  Construction activities should be planned so as to avoid disturbance to any 
nesting species such as the Peregrine Falcon on the Kennedy Bridge. According to the Kentucky 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources, Peregrine falcons are currently nesting on the Big 
Four Bridge and seem to alternate between Big Four and Kennedy Bridges. Falcons set up their 
territory in December or January, at which time the area should be avoided.  There were no 
communities of state listed plants identified within the project area.  

 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918  
 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 states that it is unlawful to, “pursue, hunt, take, capture, 
kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, offer to purchase, purchase, 
deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for transportation, transport, cause to be 
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transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means whatever, receive for shipment, 
transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included 
in the terms of this Convention . . . for the protection of migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or 
egg of any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 703)   This prohibition applies to birds included in the 
respective international conventions between the U.S. and Great Britain, the U.S. and Mexico, 
the U.S. and Japan and the U.S. and the Russia.  The Act designates federal responsibility for the 
protection of migratory birds, and sets seasons for the hunting of those birds.  Additionally, the 
Act regulates the closing of areas, both federal and non-federal, to the hunting of migratory birds. 
 
Coordination with the USFWS, IDNR and KNREPC and field investigation of the Preferred 
Alternative did not identify any resting or nesting areas, waterfowl flyways or habitat used by 
migratory waterfowl.  The proposed project shall not entail the taking, killing or possession of 
any migratory birds.  In accordance with the Act, no impact is anticipated to occur to any 
migratory waterfowl as a result of the construction of the Preferred Alternative.    
 
5.7.4 Natural Areas 
 
Six Mile Island Nature Preserve is one of 34 nature preserves currently owned or managed by the 
Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission (KSNPC).  Dedicated in 1979, Six Mile Island 
Nature Preserve is an approximate 81 acre undeveloped riverine island located in the Ohio River 
noted for its variety of waterbirds.  Access is by boat from the Cox Boat Ramp on River Road.  
There are no facilities on the island.  Activities include passive recreation with an emphasis on 
nature study and bird watching.  The island is protected so that it would be allowed to return to 
its original natural state.  With time, the island will allow researchers and citizens a unique 
opportunity to study the ecology or riverine island systems (KSNPC 1996). 
 
The Commonwealth of Kentucky owns most of Six Mile Island.  The United States of America 
owns a portion of the island, approximately 0.37-acre at the southern tip.  A buffer area that 
extends around the island and upstream of it approximately 4,400 feet protects the portion owned 
by the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 
 
The Preferred Alternative will not impact the Six Mile Island Nature Preserve.  There will be no 
impact upon natural areas by construction of the Preferred Alternative.   
 
5.8 Water Resources 
 
5.8.1 Surface Water 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct impacts to surface water as a result of the No-Action or 
Transportation Management Alternatives. 
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Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
The potential impacts to water resources are most likely to occur during the construction phase 
of the project and, if addressed appropriately, would be temporary. Construction activities will 
expose substantial areas of soil to the potential effects of erosion.   The deposition of silt and 
other sediments in waterways could temporarily affect aquatic habitats. Short-term impacts from 
rechanneling due to bridge and/or culvert placement would include the direct disturbance of 
riparian and benthic habitats. Artificial changes to the natural environment of a stream can 
produce long-term degradation and permanently altered hydrologic flows.  
 
All streams in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative may be affected by sedimentation during 
construction of the proposed project.  The use of heavy equipment to move earth and vegetation 
can disrupt natural drainage patterns and expose soils to erosion.  If uncontrolled, this would 
cause sediments to build up in streams.  Sediment loading could then produce the following 
effects: 
 

• Bury or smother the aquatic plant and animal life that form the base of the food chain, 
ultimately resulting in starvation of higher life forms. 

• Cover aquatic insect habitat, mussel beds and fish spawning beds.   
• Increase water temperatures, leading to a decrease in dissolved oxygen concentrations 

that may cause invertebrate and fish populations to die out. 
• Clog stream channels, leading to an increase in flood risk.   
• Increase stream turbidity, which in turn may destroy essential vegetative cover for fish 

species, irritate fish gills, reduce light penetration, reduce pH and oxygen levels, and 
decreases the stream’s buffering capacity.  

• Increase downstream turbidity, dissolved and suspended solids, conductivity and 
nutrients.   

 
In addition to direct impacts to streams and associated habitats, the Preferred Alternative would 
be associated with sources of non-point source pollution such as de-icing compounds and 
herbicides and pesticides; surface runoff originating from vehicular operation such as oil, grease, 
various heavy metals, asbestos and rubber; spillage of toxic chemicals transported by trucks and 
polluted fill material.  De-icing compounds and herbicide/pesticide usage are seasonal, and 
would result in short-term concentration increases. Use of borrow material from known sources 
would help to minimize pollution from fill materials. Surface run-off of vehicular pollutants is 
unavoidable; however, due to the small quantities of such pollutants, no adverse impacts are 
anticipated. 
 
In the event of an accidental spill, emergency procedures are in place in both states to report, 
contain and clean-up hazardous materials.  In Indiana, the IDEM, Office of Land Quality, 
Emergency Response Section will respond to accidental spills or discharges of hazardous 
materials.  In Kentucky, the Department of Environmental Protection, Environmental Response 
Team will respond to hazardous materials releases. 
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Table 5.8-1 summarizes stream impacts. See Section 5.10 and Appendix B.3, Table IV for 
detailed information regarding water body modifications. 
 
TABLE 5.8-1 
POTENTIAL STREAM IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
 Far East Near East Downtown

Stream A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1/ 
C-2/C-3 

Ohio River* 
 

X X X X X X X 

Goose Creek* 
 

 X      

Little Goose Creek* 
 

 X      

Little Goose 
Creek Tributary 

 X      

Harrods Creek* 
 

X  X X X   

Tributaries to 
Harrods Creek (2) 

X  X X X   

Beargrass Creek* 
 

      X 

Lancassange Creek* 
 

     X  

Lentzier Creek 
 

X  X X X   

Tributaries to 
Lentzier Creek (2) 

X X X  X   

Hunting Creek 
 

    X   

Wolf Pen Branch 
 

       

Muddy Fork 
 

       

* Identified as a Navigable Waterway by the USACE 
 
5.8.2 Groundwater  
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct impacts to groundwater as a result of the No-Action or 
Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
The Indiana Wellhead Protection Rule limits activities within a 200-foot sanitary setback.  
Activities excluded and/or limited by the existing sanitary setback are the spacing of the public 
water supply system wells, and the placement of sanitary and storm sewers and roadways, paved 
and unpaved surfaces accessible to transportation activities. The Indiana Wellhead Protection 
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Rule protects all wellhead areas in the State including the Hertzsch and Babb wellfields located 
in the project vicinity.  
 
Alternative B-1 would have traversed the wellhead protection area and would have directly 
impacted the Babb wellfield.  None of the other bridge/highway alternatives, including the 
Preferred Alternative, would impact Indiana wellhead protection areas.  Collection systems can 
be included on the bridge to contain potential water contaminants in a closed system to be 
disposed of safely.  This would diminish potential contaminants to drinking water supplies.  
  
The Kentucky Wellhead Protection Program is administered by the Groundwater Branch of the 
Kentucky Division of Water.  The wellhead protection area proposed by the Louisville Water 
Company (LWC) encompasses the area from Harrods Creek east to the Oldham 
County/Jefferson County line and from the Indiana shore of the Ohio River on the north south to 
the rock ledge east of Brownsboro Road.  Alternatives A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 will impact the 
LWC proposed wellhead protection area.  Any construction or disturbance to the natural aquifer 
in the vicinity of the proposed wellhead protection area has the potential to negatively affect the 
quality and quantity of the drinking water supply.  Refer to Figure 4.8-1a in Chapter 4.  
 
In addition to the wellhead protection area, the LWC has planned Phase II of the Riverbank 
Infiltration Program.  The current Riverbank Infiltration Program utilizes the natural sands and 
gravels of the Louisville Aquifer to filter the water from the Ohio River before it is pumped to 
the water plant.  Phase II includes the installation of a hard rock tunnel approximately 150 feet 
below grade, with collector wells placed at selected locations.  Water will enter the tunnel by 
way of these collector wells, which will be constructed at or near the natural ground line.   
 
The tunnel will extend from north of Harrods Creek to north of Mayfair Avenue.  A pump station 
will be constructed at the northern end of the tunnel, on property owned by the LWC for their B. 
E. Payne Water Treatment Plant.  Most of the tunnel will be located on private property, for 
which an easement or right-of-way will be acquired.  Preliminary plans for the tunnel indicate 
that the tunnel will be placed along the eastern edge of Transylvania Beach Road.   
 
Alternatives A-2, A-16, A-15 and A-13 would impact the proposed tunnel and will require 
coordination on the placement of piers for the bridge over the Ohio River.  Containment of 
runoff from the bridge will be necessary to reduce the treatment requirements.  Containment was 
already proposed for these alternatives due to their location within the wellhead protection area.  
There will be strict attention during construction to prevent the release of contaminated 
materials. 
 
Alternatives A-2, A-15 and A-16 directly impact existing sludge lagoons maintained by the 
LWC.  These lagoons are utilized by the Crescent Hill Water Treatment Plant and the B.E. Payne 
Water Treatment Plant and are considered vital to the LWC operations.  Removal or elimination 
of any or part of the existing lagoons will require replacement in like size and kind in the vicinity 
of the treatment plant.  See Appendix C.3 for coordination activities with water suppliers in the 
project area.  
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5.8.3 Special Status Streams 
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
Since there are no wild and scenic rivers in the project area, there are no anticipated impacts to 
such rivers. 
 
Navigable Waters 
 
Navigable waters will be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  Table 5.8-1 shows these 
navigable waters by alternative. Appendix B.3, Table IV contains a listing of water body 
modifications of which navigable water impacts are included.   
 
Coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard, Eighth District, was undertaken to analyze impacts of 
the new bridge construction on river transportation and on the McAlpine locks.  The design will 
be such that it will not adversely impact any navigable waterways; the locks will not be impacted 
by the Preferred Alternative.  Horizontal and vertical bridge clearances will not impede current 
or future river transportation.  Continuing coordination with the Coast Guard will be undertaken 
throughout the design phase. 
 
5.8.4 Indirect Impacts and Cumulative Effects 
 
The ICEA boundary for the evaluation of water resources was extended beyond the project area 
to include the Jenny Lind Run and Little Battle Creek watersheds in Clark County where habitat 
for Gray bats has been identified.  The cumulative effects study area contains numerous 
watersheds, basins and sub-basins.  Both the Indiana and Kentucky watersheds were considered. 
 
The Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) operates the sanitary sewer and regulates stormwater for 
Louisville and Jefferson County.  As a part of this effort, the MSD monitors water quality in area 
streams on a long-term basis.  The MSD made a total of 55,116 water quality measurements for 
39 different water quality parameters between January 1, 1991 and August 18, 1998.  Samples 
were taken at 27 sites in Jefferson County and two control sites that are located in surrounding 
counties.  In 1998, the MSD found that 19 stream reaches within the Jefferson County were 
failing to meet their use designations for the support of aquatic life or for recreational uses.  
Increased sediment, fecal coliform bacteria, nutrient levels and chemical levels often exceed 
allowable levels.  The MSD cited a major reason for the poor quality of streams in Jefferson 
County as the high-density human population.  Human activities, including lawn care practices, 
cleaners, faulty septic systems, pesticides and herbicides are known to have a large impact on 
watershed and stream systems.   
 
Based on the MSD study, the trend is for deteriorating water quality.  Non-point source pollution 
is one of the more insidious effects of land use and, in fact, of human activity in general. Non-
point source pollutants are numerous and concentrations of some are influenced more by one 
type of land use than others.  For example, nutrients, such as nitrogen and phosphorous, are 
much higher in streams draining agricultural watersheds than streams draining forested 
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watersheds.  Nutrient levels can also be very high from lands that are highly "manicured" such as 
residential developments and golf courses.  Other pollutants most associated with suburban 
development include pesticides, cleaning agents, oil and grease (primarily from motor vehicles), 
household chemicals and soil/sand.  More urban industrial areas will tend to have higher 
concentrations of heavy metals, industrial chemicals, and floating materials. 
 
The Clean Water Act and its major regulatory mechanism, the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES), are now focused on non-point sources such as discharges from 
municipal stormwater systems and construction sites.  These non-point sources must now be 
permitted through a comprehensive, phased regulatory program. 
 
Without mitigation, however, this alternative will add to the pollutant load of riverine systems 
generally in proportion to their proximity to the river or stream.  More stream crossings will 
mean greater likelihood of impacting water quality.  Induced development will add to these 
impacts indirectly, and numerous unrelated major development projects throughout the ICEA 
area would produce a cumulative effect on water quality and aquatic ecosystems.  For example, 
the added sediment load will affect both biotic and abiotic components of the riverine systems.  
Sediment can impact rates of photosynthesis and respiration and reduce prey availability to 
organisms that are higher in the food chain.  As the loading of a pollutant increases, more 
tolerant forms of plants and animals replace less tolerant species types.  These changes would be 
counter to the expressed uses of these waters for supporting recreation and aquatic life. 
 
5.8.5 Mitigation 
 
The Preferred Alternative will include storm water management measures for quality and 
quantity. Mitigation measures will be incorporated into project planning to minimize impacts to 
the human and natural environment.  This will include measures that address potential impacts 
from normal construction requirements and more specific measures for environmental resources 
requiring additional or enhanced mitigation measures identified during the studies and 
coordination completed for this project.  Mitigation measures and permit conditions outlined in 
this section will be incorporated into the design plans developed and submitted to the project 
team.  
 
Groundwater Protection 
 
Bridge deck runoff shall be collected within a drainage system designed as an element of 
Alternative A-15 that includes bridge-deck drains and storm sewers that will transport runoff to 
the Kentucky end of the bridge.  Storm sewers shall be connected and runoff emptied into a 
storage area designed to hold the one-hour peak discharge for a 100-year storm event.  The 
storage area to be retained and will then either be released to a surface drainage system or 
pumped into trucks and transported to a facility approved to receive such contents.   
 
Pier construction methods will be coordinated with the LWC and the Groundwater Protection 
Branch of the Kentucky Division of Water to assure construction methods are employed to 
prevent contamination of the aquifer.   
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The Kentucky Transportation Cabinet Standards for Road and Bridge Construction and the 
Indiana Department of Transportation Standard Specifications provide standard temporary and 
permanent erosion measures required in the construction of highway facilities.  In addition to 
these standard measures, additional measures are recommended for that portion of the Project 
within the proposed Louisville Water Company wellhead protection area.  These include: 
 

a. Work within the wellhead protection area shall be limited to that included in the plans, 
unless otherwise approved by the Engineer in writing. 

b. Plants shall not be placed nor shall equipment and materials be stored within the wellhead 
protection area.   

c. Equipment required for construction of the bridge piers may be located within the 
wellhead protection area, provided a berm is constructed around the equipment and a 
liner placed within the bermed area to protect against any accidental release. 

d. Equipment required for construction of the bridge piers shall be moved from the wellhead 
protection area at the earliest opportunity, berms and liners removed and any materials 
contained within the bermed area transported to an approved disposal site, outside the 
wellhead protection area. 

 
Design and construction of bridge piers within the wellhead protection area also must be 
developed with attention to the wellhead protection area.  Some general recommendations can be 
provided at this time, however these should be reviewed and modified as appropriate after the 
final structure type is selected and the specific construction requirements of the footers and piers 
has been developed.   
 

a. The contractor shall minimize to the extent possible the area that must be disturbed to 
construct bridge piers and other elements of the bridge substructure located below the 
surface. 

b. Any voids left between the pier and surrounding ground shall be sealed by using 
bentonite clay or other approved materials, as soon as possible after completion of work 
on the pier. 

 
Erosion Control Plan 
 
Measures to control and minimize erosion and water quality impacts from construction activities 
will be incorporated into the project. Best Management Practices (BMPs), standard erosion 
control measures and other measures included in the INDOT Standard Specifications and Special 
Provisions and the KYTC Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction will 
provide the basis of the erosion control plan. 
 
The plan will include measures such as berms, dikes, straw bales, geotextile filter cloths, slope 
drains, sediment basins, mulched seeding, sod and riprap to keep silt, sediment or other 
construction related pollutants from entering the various waterways during construction.  
Sediment traps will be constructed in major stream crossings where warranted.  Any of these 
items required for the final design will be specified in the contract proposal through details in the 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-315 Environmental Consequences 

plans and/or special notes/special provisions.  Permanent erosion control features will be 
incorporated into the project at the earliest practicable time as construction progresses. 
 
Seeding and/or sodding along cut and fill slopes will be provided.  In addition, sodding will be 
specified for areas at major stream crossings.  Mulched seed mixtures and sodding will be placed 
as early as practicable to minimize the area of bare soil exposed at any one time by construction 
operations.  Temporary erosion protection with mulches, fiber mats, matting, dust palliatives, 
crust-forming chemicals or plastic sheets will be included in the project whenever seeding or 
sodding must delayed and as directed by the project engineer. 
 
DO NOT MOW OR SPRAY signs would be posted along the proposed right-of-way for selected 
areas in Indiana in accordance with INDOT requirements and in selected areas in Kentucky 
where mitigation plantings may be required. 
 
The INDOT Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the INDR, INDOT and USFWS 
of 1991 will be utilized in the mitigation of wetland impacts.  A copy of the MOU has been 
included in Appendix B.3.  
 
Waterways and Riparian Vegetation 
 
Physical disturbance of waterways and riparian vegetation will be limited to only that which is 
necessary.  Notes and details will be included in the plans to further minimize the removal of 
trees and understory vegetation that fall within the required right-of-way, but outside the actual 
limits of construction.  
 
The size, shape and stability of natural stream channels unavoidably impacted by construction 
will be used as the basis for designing replacement channels.  Work in the low-water channel of 
existing streams will be minimized to the maximum practicable extent by limiting construction 
to the placement of required drainage structures or structure components such as piers, pilings, 
footings, cofferdams, shaping of spill slopes around bridge abutments and placement of riprap.   
 
Channel work will be avoided during the fish-spawning season between April 1 and June 30, and 
performed from stream banks in shallow waters or barges in deeper waters. 
 
A non-toxic flocculent agent will be added to the bottom water in cofferdams to prevent 
downstream siltation during cofferdam dewatering.  The use of artificial bank stabilization such 
as riprap will be limited to those areas in Indiana unless otherwise required by final design 
details.  A minimum average 6-inch graded stone, extended below normal low water level to 
provide habitat for aquatic organisms in the voids, will be used for those areas in Indiana. 
  
Frequent fording of live streams will not be permitted.  Temporary bridges or other structures 
shall be used whenever necessary.  Unless otherwise approved in writing by the project engineer 
and upon receipt of any required permit or other local, state or federal approval, mechanical 
equipment shall not be operated in live streams or in wetlands.  Only coarse granular material 
will be permitted to be placed in live streams during construction.  Any temporary river accesses 
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built in conjunction with this project will be completely removed upon completion of 
construction activities.  Details of the mitigation for stream impacts requiring local, state or 
federal permits, certifications or other approvals will be developed during final design. 
 
Zebra Mussels 
 
All construction equipment used in the Ohio River and tributaries will be free of Zebra mussel 
adults and veligers.  Any construction equipment that has been used in waters that could have 
been infested with Zebra mussels will be appropriately disinfected and inspected prior to use in 
the Ohio River and tributaries.  A special note should be included in the final plans providing 
information on the appearance and characteristics of zebra mussels, importance of steps required 
to minimize or eliminate potential infestation, and other special steps that may be appropriate for 
the particular phased approach to the final project. 
 
Karst Features 
 
There are no known karst features within the Preferred Alternative.  However, appropriate 
mitigation measures and monitoring and maintenance plans will be developed for any identified 
karst features. The project area on the Indiana side is located just outside and to the east of the 
area designated in the 1993 MOU signed by IDEM USFWS, IDNR and INDOT as potential 
karst features of Indiana.  Prior to acceptance of the final design plans, an agreement will be 
developed which will set out these appropriate and practicable measures to offset unavoidable 
impacts to karst features, should they be encountered.  This agreement will become part of the 
contract documents for the project.  
 
Groundwater protections measures will be addressed during design and implemented during 
construction for that portion of the project in Kentucky.  Best management practices, FHWA 
guidelines, the Kentucky Department of Highways Standard Specifications, and the KYTC 
Generic Groundwater Protection Plan will be followed. 
 
Borrow and Waste Sites 
 
Borrow material will be free of invasive plant species if it is obtained from other than 
commercially operated sources, it will be removed in such a way as to minimize erosion and 
sediment transport to streams and other bodies of water.  Erosion at sites used for this purpose 
will be controlled during and after completion of the work as detailed in this section. 
 
Waste or disposal areas and construction roads will be located and constructed in a manner that 
will keep sediment from entering streams.  Diversion channels, dikes and sediment traps will be 
used for this purpose.  Final restorations of borrow or waste disposal areas will include grading, 
seeding, and/or other necessary treatments that will blend the area into the surrounding 
landscape.  All excavated materials will be utilized for roadway embankment or hauled to an 
upland site and secured in such a manner as to prevent runoff from entering streams. 
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The contractor will dispose of pollutants and construction wastes at an approved landfill or other 
acceptable off-site location.  Any required disposal permits will be obtained and will comply 
with applicable state solid waste rules and testing requirements.  Dredged material removed from 
any stream would be placed in a suitable upland site to prevent its return to and from pollution of 
that stream. 
 
5.9 Floodplains 
 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires that federal agencies avoid significant 
impacts in a floodplain unless the responsible agency can demonstrate that there is no practicable 
alternative. 
 
FHWA's floodplain encroachment policy requires longitudinal encroachments to be avoided 
where practicable.  If a longitudinal encroachment cannot be avoided, the degree of 
encroachment must be minimized to the extent practicable.  Generally, any increase in the 100-
year water-surface elevation produced by a longitudinal encroachment on a National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) floodplain should not exceed one foot. 
 
FHWA policy also requires that all transverse encroachments be supported by analyses of design 
alternatives with consideration given to capital costs, risk and other site-specific factors.  
"Supported" means that the design is either shown to be cost-effective or justified on an 
engineering basis.  The analysis process used to develop this support is referred to as a design 
risk assessment.  This preliminary assessment is to be documented in a hydraulic design study 
report and retained in the design files. 
 
For transverse encroachments on NFIP floodplains, the analysis of design alternatives has 
included consideration of a design that is consistent with the federal NFIP standard that allows a 
1 foot rise in the 100-year water-surface elevation.  Where state standards preclude such a design 
and the proposed design is not cost-effective (i.e., cannot be supported by the design risk 
assessment), future federal participation in the hydraulic structure will be limited to the cost of 
providing an opening which will produce 1 foot of backwater for the 100-year flood without 
roadway overtopping.  Where state standards allow such a design yet the proposed design is not 
cost-effective, federal participation will be likewise limited.  (Backwater is defined as the 
difference between the maximum water surface elevation upstream of the encroachment and the 
water surface elevation at the same location without encroachment.) 
 
Any encroachment onto a floodplain would require close coordination with the Kentucky 
Division of Water, the IDNR and the USACE.  Any development in the floodway is restricted to 
activities that would not interrupt the natural flow of the waterways.  This project would not 
support incompatible floodplain development or be inconsistent with the various communities’ 
floodplain development plans.  There are no FEMA or Wetland Reserve Program easements 
within the project area. 
 
Forested habitat within a floodplain provides excellent habitat for flora and fauna.  Impacts to 
forested floodplains will be avoided, where possible.  Where impacts cannot be avoided, impacts 
will likely be mitigated nearby to replace the beneficial habitat.   
 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-318 Environmental Consequences 

5.9.1 Direct Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct or indirect impacts to floodplain resources as a result of the No-
Action or Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives  
 
The project area has been determined to be within one or more of the 100-year floodplains of the 
following streams/rivers: 
 

• Ohio River 
• Goose Creek  
• Little Goose Creek  
• Tributaries to Little Goose Creek  
• Harrods Creek  
• Tributaries to Harrods Creek  
• Beargrass Creek  
• Lancassange Creek  
• Hunting Creek  

 
Floodplain data for Lentzier Creek and its tributaries indicate that since its floodplain ends 
downstream of the project area, none of the alternative would impact that floodplain.  
 
The Bridge/Highway Alternatives would require structures with an effective capacity such that 
backwater surface elevations are not expected to significantly increase.  As a result, there would 
be no significant impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values, and there would be no 
significant change in flood risks. The preliminary design of roadway structures has taken into 
consideration wetlands and floodplain impacts. Where feasible, structures will be designed to 
limit floodplain impacts to the placement of piers, and necessary fill would be placed outside the 
floodplain. 
 
To compare the anticipated floodplain impacts of the Bridge/Highway Alternatives, an impact 
evaluation matrix was prepared, which compares the potential impacts of the proposed 
alternatives on floodplains. The results of this analysis have shown that there are no anticipated 
significant adverse impacts to floodplains from any alternative, including the Preferred 
Alternative. There would be no significant impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values. 
There will be no significant change in flood risks, and there will be no significant increase in 
potential for interruption or termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes. 
See Table 5.9-1. 
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TABLE 5.9-1 
SUMMARY OF FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS 

  
Far East 

Near 
East 

 
Downtown 

 A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 C-1 C-2 C-3 
Number of 
Floodplains Crossed 

4 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 

Longitudinal 
Encroachment (acre) 

0.00 5.88 0.00 0.00 28.08 2.05 62.84 33.91 59.23 

Transverse 
Encroachment (acre) 

16.18 19.81 21.17 18.62 10.65 34.83 3.14 1.16 2.42 

Total Area of 
Encroachment (acre) 

16.18 25.69 21.17 18.62 38.73 36.87 65.97 35.07 61.65 

Note: C-1 and C-3 includes Kennedy Interchange Relocated  
          C-2 includes Kennedy Interchange In-Place 
 
The floodplain impacts discussed in this section are based on data supplied by FEMA FIRM 
maps. There are areas within the project location that had no data listed. Specific floodplain 
encroachments for each alternative are described in detail below. 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
Alternative A-2 
 
Alternative A-2 would have encroached transversely upon approximately 16.18 acres.  There 
would have been no longitudinal floodplain encroachments. According to the preliminary design, 
three sites would have received a discharge of fill in the floodplain near Harrods Creek. 
 
Alternative A-9 
 
Approximately 25.69 acres of floodplain would have been crossed, of which approximately 5.88 
acres would have been longitudinal encroachments and 19.81 acres would have been transverse 
encroachments. Two sites would have fill placed in portions of the Little Goose Creek 
floodplain. The floodplain near Lentzier Creek would have also received a discharge of fill. 
 
Alternative A-13 
 
Approximately 21.17 acres of floodplain would have been transversely impacted.  This 
alternative would have had no longitudinal floodplain impacts.  One site would have received a 
discharge of fill in the floodplain near Harrods Creek. 
 
Alternative A-15  
 
A total area of approximately 18.62 acres of floodplain will be transversely impacted.  There are 
no longitudinal impacts. Two sites will receive a discharge of fill in the floodplain near Harrods 
Creek.  
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Alternative A-16 
 
A total of 38.73 acres of floodplain would have been impacted, 28.08 acres of which would have 
been longitudinal encroachment and 10.65 acres would have been transverse encroachments. 
One site would have received a discharge of fill in the floodplain near Harrods Creek. 
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Alternative B-1  
 
Alternative B-1 would have encroached upon a total of 36.87 acres of floodplain, of which 2.05 
acres would have been longitudinal encroachments and 34.83 acres would have been transverse 
encroachments.  It would have been cost-prohibitive to extend structures past the floodplain in 
these instances. Lancassange Creek has a shallow, wide basin that made Alternative B-1 unique 
in the project area.  
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Alternative C-1  
 
Alternative C-1 will encroach upon approximately 65.97 acres of floodplain, consisting of 62.84 
acres of longitudinal encroachments and 3.14 acres of transverse encroachments.  
 
Alternative C-2 
 
Approximately 35.07 acres of floodplain would have been encroached upon, of which 33.91 
acres would have been longitudinal encroachments and 1.16 acres would have been transverse 
encroachments.   
 
Alternative C-3 
 
Alternative C-3 would have encroached upon approximately 61.65 acres of floodplain, with 
59.23 acres of longitudinal encroachments and 2.42 acres of transverse encroachments.   
 
TABLE 5.9-2     
ANTICIPATED IMPACTS RESULTING FROM PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE  

 Ohio River Harrods Creek Beargrass Creek 
 Indiana Kentucky   
Structures within 1,000’ downstream 
of encroachment 

12 10 5 
 

0 

Structures within 1,000’ upstream of 
encroachment 

16 116 6 0 

Total number of structures within 
floodplain removed  

6 34 1 0 

Acreage of floodplain forest 
potentially impacted 

0 9 2 0.5 
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5.9.2 Indirect Impacts and Cumulative Effects 
 
The Ohio River has been the major concern of floodplain management in Louisville and 
Jefferson County.  With construction dating back to the 1940s, a 29-mile long floodwall and 
levee system is now in place along the banks of the Ohio River in both Indiana and Kentucky. 
The proposed project will not affect these floodwalls. 
 
Floodplain concern in recent years has shifted to interior streams. As recently as 1997, the 
community was significantly impacted by a flood event.  From l991 to mid-1996, 763 
subdivision lots were platted inside the FEMA-designated floodplain.   Another 179 new homes 
and other buildings were constructed in the floodplain.   Today, Louisville and Jefferson County 
rank third among Southeastern metropolitan areas of the U.S. in the number of households in 
FEMA high-risk areas.  Twelve percent of the land in Jefferson County is designated floodplain.  
Over 21,000 structures and 33,000 families occupy this FEMA-designated floodplain. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would have the potential for indirect impacts to floodplains, especially 
Harrods Creek, as a result of induced residential or commercial development and cumulative 
effects from other identified major actions, such as the reconstruction of the Ohio River locks, 
the Greenway Projects and residential/commercial development. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
 
The Preferred Alternative will encroach upon the Ohio River floodplain, the Harrods Creek 
floodplain and the Beargrass Creek floodplain.  However, the encroachments on the Ohio River 
are anticipated to be limited to the placement of piers in the channel only and along the relocated 
Kennedy interchange, which will be completely elevated within the limits of the floodplain. 
Impacts to the Beargrass Creek floodplain will consist of rehabilitating the existing structure to 
accommodate the new interchange.  This may involve some channel clearing, shaping of spill 
slopes and minor channel shaping.  The Preferred Alternative will also cross Lentzier Creek, 
although there is no identified floodplain in the area where the Preferred Alternative transverses 
the creek as it falls within one of the locations discussed earlier in this section.   
 
5.9.3 Mitigation 
 
As discussed above, the predicted floodplain impacts are limited to storage and not conveyance.  
Where applicable, compensatory storage will be provided.  Piers will be placed within the 
floodplain as required by structural design requirements and with consideration for minimizing 
impacts to drainage within the floodplain and the planned placement of a hard-rock tunnel along 
Transylvania Beach Road.  Mitigation of impacts to floodplain forests along the Preferred 
Alternative will be coordinated with the IDNR, KY Division of Water and the USACE 
throughout the design phase of the project.  In addition, the  Louisville Water Company will be 
consulted about the possible enhancement of a wooded area within their floodplain property 
adjacent to Transylvania Beach Road.  
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5.10 Wetlands 
 
Palustrine and riverine wetlands are the predominant wetland types in the project area.  While 
these systems are often unconnected, small wetlands can be valuable for maintaining the 
biodiversity of a number of plant and animal species.  Maintaining a healthy population for many 
species is dependent on their ability to inhabit not just a single, large wetland, but rather many 
smaller wetlands distributed throughout an area.   
 
Both the number of species and the abundance of a species are highly influenced by wetland 
size.  These sites may serve as a "sink" when a population of a certain species dies out locally 
from that wetland.  Conversely, small wetlands may function as a "source" that produces surplus 
individuals, which can colonize a nearby wetland that has experienced a decline in population.  
The ability of many wetland-dependent species to migrate between larger wetlands is often 
dependent on smaller wetlands that act like stepping-stones.  Removal of many of these small 
sites from the landscape can reduce the ecological connectivity of larger complexes and may 
cause local extinction. 
 
This project may result in the alteration of the hydrology and drainage patterns of the wetlands 
located adjacent to the Preferred Alternative.  These alterations may affect groundwater, flood 
control, increase erosion and remove wildlife and aquatic habitat.  In addition to providing 
habitat, wetlands serve a variety of other functions including groundwater recharge/discharge, 
flood control, sediment stabilization/toxicant retention and nutrient removal/transformation.  
Encroachment upon, or taking of, wetland systems may impair one or more of these functions. 
 
Identification of potentially jurisdictional wetlands early in the environmental process was 
undertaken to guide the development of alternatives in order to avoid these areas as much as 
possible, minimize impacts where avoidance was not possible, and finally mitigate for any 
unavoidable wetland loss.  Jurisdictional determinations were coordinated with the USACE. This 
is consistent with current IDEM, Kentucky Division of Water and USACE policy, which is to 
select the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). During the 
alternative development process, NWI maps, preliminary windshield surveys and field 
delineations were used to identify wetlands to avoid and minimize potential impacts.  
Identification of jurisdictional wetlands early in the environmental phase was intended to guide 
the final design of the project to avoid these areas, if possible, to minimize impacts if avoidance 
was not possible and finally to mitigate for any unavoidable wetland loss. A field meeting was 
conducted August 29, 2002 with the USACE to ensure that wetlands identified within this 
document are indeed under the jurisdiction of the USACE.  
 
5.10.1 Construction Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no construction-related wetland impacts associated with either of these 
alternatives. 
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Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Short-term and temporary impacts to wetlands include the displacement of wetland dependent 
wildlife due to noise, temporary alteration of drainage patterns, vegetation and soil disturbance 
and a potential increase in sedimentation to wetland and aquatic habitats. 
 
5.10.2 Direct Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct wetland impacts associated with either of these alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Direct impacts occur when the construction limits encroach upon a jurisdictional wetland. 
Wetlands located entirely within the proposed construction limits will be unable to function as a 
jurisdictional wetland subsequent to construction.  To compare wetland impacts, an impact 
evaluation matrix was prepared.  See Table III in Appendix B.3. This table lists the approximate 
size of each site and quantifies the encroachment of each alternative on these wetlands.  Impacts 
to the Ohio River have not been included in this table.  The Preferred Alternative will impact the 
Ohio River, but impacts are limited to the placement of piers.  Alterations of wetland areas could 
affect groundwater, flood control, increase erosion and remove wildlife and aquatic habitat.  In 
addition, other functions including groundwater recharge/discharge, flood control, sediment 
stabilization/toxicant retention and nutrient removal/transformation may be altered.   
 
A total of 65.4 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, excluding stream channels, were delineated in the 
project area. The alternative that would have had the greatest impact on wetlands was Alternative 
A-16.  That alternative would have impacted approximately 6.14 acres.  A summary of wetland 
impacts by alternative is included in Table 5.7-2, and Table III in Appendix B.3. 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
Alternative A-2 
 
Alternative A-2 would have impacted approximately 5.51 acres of wetlands, consisting of one 
emergent, four unconsolidated bottom and eight riverine wetlands (13 total).   
 
Alternative A-9 
 
Alternative A-9 would have impacted approximately 4.66 acres of wetlands, consisting of one 
forested, one emergent, one unconsolidated bottom, one lacustrine and 11 riverine wetlands (15 
total).  
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Alternative A-13 
 
This alternative would have impacted 13 wetlands equaling approximately 4.79 acres.  These 
sites would have consisted of one forested, two emergents, two unconsolidated bottoms and eight 
riverine wetlands.     
 
Alternative A-15  
 
Alternative A-15 will impact 14 wetlands equaling approximately 3.86 acres. These sites consist 
of two emergents, one unconsolidated bottom and 11 riverine wetlands.     
 
Alternative A-16 
 
This alternative would have impacted 15 wetlands totaling 6.14 acres.  The impacted wetlands 
would have consisted of two forested, one unconsolidated bottom and 12 riverine wetlands.   
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Alternative B-1 
 
This alternative would have impacted eight wetlands totaling 2.74 acres.  The impacted wetlands 
would have consisted of one scrub-shrub, one emergent and five riverine wetlands.   
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Alternative C-1 
 
This alternative will impact approximately 0.25 acre of lacustrine wetland and also the Ohio 
River, due to the placement of piers. 
 
Alternative C-2 
 
This alternative would have impacted 0.25 acre of lacustrine wetland and also the Ohio River, 
due to the placement of piers. 
 
Alternative C-3 
 
This alternative would have impacted approximately 0.25 acre of lacustrine wetland and also the 
Ohio River, due to the placement of piers. 
 
5.10.3 Indirect Wetland Impacts 
 
Indirect impacts can include changes in wetland function as a result of construction within the 
wetland or at a later time, subsequent to construction.  Portions of the wetland outside of the 
construction right-of-way may continue to exist and will be subject to indirect impacts.  
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Indirect impacts to wetlands can be divided in to two categories: those that are an immediate 
result of a direct right-of-way impact, and those that will happen later in time as a result of the 
proposed action.  The latter of these two are also known as indirect impacts and are discussed in 
Section 5.10.5. 
 
Indirect impacts are those in which the primary function of the site and/or at least one of the 
three wetland criteria (soils, vegetation and hydrology) are affected by means other than a direct 
encroachment (e.g., filling or excavation of the site).  The primary functions of wetlands within 
the project area may be affected indirectly by the following factors: 
 

• site bisection 
• fragmentation 
• hydrology alteration or removal 
• proximity of the project to wildlife habitat 
• creation of barriers to species and processes (including the riffle-pool complex) 
• down-cutting 
• increased sediment load 
• shading 

 
Site bisection occurs when a wetland is not completely filled but is divided into one or more 
pieces.  Consequences of site bisection may include loss of hydrology, creation of barriers to 
species or the introduction of exotic species.  Site bisection may also result in one of more 
healthy and functioning wetlands that are smaller than the original wetland. 
 
Fragmentation occurs when the direct impact is large relative to the overall size of the wetland.  
The remaining area is unlikely to function as a wetland, either because it may simply be too 
small to retain its function, or because the large disturbance may destroy physical processes that 
create a functioning wetland. This can be caused by many factors, including loss of hydrology, 
removal of vegetation, change in the bottom substrate and/or loss of aquatic habitat. 
 
Hydrology alteration or removal occurs when natural watershed boundaries and subsurface flows 
are altered.  Filling a portion of a wetland can prevent overland flow or change topography in 
such a manner that the directional flow of a given watershed is altered.  This can also create 
physical barriers to the subsurface flow of water.  The excavation of ditches can potentially alter 
subsurface flow by creating a depression in which water can preferentially flow. 
 
Proximity impacts occur when construction activities alter wildlife habitat, disrupting plant and 
animal communities, which may lead to permanent changes. 
 
Creation of barriers to species occurs when fauna, which are normally free to move between 
habitats, can no longer do so because a wetland habitat has been separated from other adjacent 
habitats. Natural processes also can be impacted by the creation of barriers. For example, riffle 
and pool complexes are highly sensitive to minor changes that result from placement of a bridge 
structure or roadway. Riffles and pools are important habitat to stream ecology because they 
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provide local scale niches for macroinvertebrates while also providing areas for larger animals 
such as fish to congregate and rest. 
 
Down-cutting occurs when a portion of a stream is straightened or significantly realigned. 
Straightening a stream increases the stream velocity and removes stream meanders. Meanders 
absorb the energy of a stream with its bank by diverting the direction of flow. When meanders 
are removed, the stream will down-cut and lose energy along the length of the stream rather than 
just at the outside bends. This can cause instability in bridges and roadways near the stream as 
well as increased bank erosion. 
 
Increased sediment load is caused by several factors, including the erosion of a stream bank 
during construction activities, construction of piers, excavating for abutments, and placement of 
riprap. Increased sediment load causes many problems in a stream. The increased sediment load 
fills in the riffles and pools, removing vital habitat for aquatic fauna. If the sediment has a high 
organic content, the sediment can also cause hypoxic (low oxygen) conditions as bacteria 
breakdown the organic portion of the sediment. Sediments in a stream also result in loss of 
aquatic flora due to decreased light penetration. Sediment can also increase the temperature of 
the stream. This can cause problems for oxygen or heat stressed animals.  
 
Shading, which occurs when a wetland is under the span of a large bridge, can reduce primary 
productivity, leave bare soil exposed, increase the potential for erosion and/or affect water 
temperature. 
 
No indirect wetland impacts are anticipated with the No-Action or Transportation Management 
Alternatives.  The indirect wetland impacts associated Bridge/Highway Alternative are identified 
by alternative in Appendix B.3, Table III.  Table III, Direct and Indirect Wetland Impacts by 
Alternative, is a matrix that summarizes the potential indirect impacts of the nine “build” 
alternatives on the wetland resources within the project area.  The table includes the 
alphanumeric code, field classification, total size, area of direct impact and the type of indirect 
impact affecting the site.   
 
The USACE has indicated that the USFWS can continue to assist in the guidance of the design 
of the Preferred Alternative to avoid indirect impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and other waters. 
 
Only Practicable Alternative Finding 
 
In accordance with Executive Order 11990 (23 CFR 771.125(a)(1)), it has been determined that 
there are no practicable alternatives to the construction in wetlands. Design modifications 
including narrowing medians, shoulder widths and spanning wetlands can be considered during 
the design of the Preferred Alternative. Several measures to entirely eliminate or minimize 
potential impacts to wetlands were considered during early project development of the study 
alternatives.  Due to safety and design criteria, topography and land use, it was not possible to 
develop an alternative that completely avoided impacting wetlands.  Detailed refinement of the 
Preferred Alternative to further avoid wetland losses may be feasible during the design phase. 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-327 Environmental Consequences 

Consideration of wetland areas was undertaken during the development of the project 
alternatives.  More detailed refinement of the alternatives to avoid wetland impacts was used for 
slight alignment modifications.  Wetland impacts have been minimized to the fullest feasible 
extent during this phase of project development. Continued minimization of wetland impacts will 
be repeated during the development of design.   
 
The Preferred Alternative will have the least amount of impact to wetlands with the exception of 
Alternative B-1, which was the most expensive alternative, and determined not feasible or 
prudent.  Of the 4.11 acres of impacted wetlands required by the Preferred Alternative, 3.74 
acres are riverine wetlands and are ditches and stream channels. As such, the least 
environmentally damaging and practicable alternative was selected.  The acquisition of 4.11 
acres of wetlands has been found to be an unavoidable impact of construction of the Preferred 
Alternative.  Mitigation to replace these wetland losses will be implemented, and is further 
detailed in a following section.  Wetland impacts will be permitted in accordance with the Clean 
Water Act, as appropriate.   
 
Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to 
the proposed construction in wetlands.  The proposed action includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such use.  
 
5.10.4 Water Body Modifications 
 
Water body modifications occur when the construction of a roadway, culvert or bridge requires 
an alteration to the natural shape of a water body.  These modifications apply to riverine and 
lacustrine wetlands, such as creeks, streams, rivers and lakes.  Due to their nature and size, 
riverine and lacustrine wetlands not only serve the usual function of wetlands, but are also used 
for transportation, commercial shipping, recreation, drainage and temporary water storage. Water 
body modifications may include the following: 
 

• Channel widening 
• Channel enclosure 
• Channel straightening and realignment 
• Bank shaping and stabilization 
• The placement of piers within a water body 

 
Each of these modifications is addressed, as follows, with anticipated impacts detailed. The final 
design of the Preferred Alternative will be such that adverse impacts to water bodies will be 
minimized. 
 
Channel widening occurs when the channel of a water body with steep slopes must be widened 
to accommodate construction. Channel widening can reduce stream velocity, allow the 
accumulation of sediments, or alter riffle/pool complexes.  This impact will be assessed during 
the final design phase of the Preferred Alternative.  
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Channel enclosure occurs when a pipe or a culvert encloses a water body, restricting flow during 
peak flood events, and in some cases, causing an accumulation of backwater.  In addition, 
channel enclosure can disrupt the natural ecology of a water body by blocking sunlight, 
removing natural aquatic and wildlife habitat, and destroying bottom substrate important to 
macroinvertebrate communities.  Channel enclosures (culverts) will be needed to cross the 
roadway over certain stream.  No adverse impacts are anticipated. 
 
Channel straightening or realignment leads to increased stream velocity and energy.  Normally, 
stream energy is absorbed in meanders.  When meanders are removed, the increased stream 
velocity can result in stream bank erosion, loss of stream bank vegetation and the destruction of 
riffle/pool complexes.  
 
Bank shaping and stabilization can be necessary if the slope of the bank of an affected water 
body is too steep to safely support construction activities.  This may result in loss of habitat or 
bank-side vegetation.  
 
Placement of bridge piers in a water body would lead to loss of habitat in the area of the piers, 
but would not substantially impair the function of the water body as a whole. In some cases, it 
may be possible to completely span a water body with only bridge piers being placed within the 
channel.  As such, hydrology and flow are typically not greatly impacted.  At the current stage of 
design, it is not feasible to determine whether placement of piers will take place in the channel.  
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
No water body modifications would have occurred with these alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Appendix B.3, Table IV lists predicted water body modifications for each bridge/highway 
alternative. In addition to crossing the Ohio River, the Preferred Alternative would also cross 
several riverine and lacustrine wetlands.  Water body modifications are summarized below in 
Table 5.10-1. 
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TABLE 5.10-1 
WATER BODY MODIFICATIONS 

 
Alternative 

 
Resources Crossed 

Area Impacted 
(Acres) 

* No impacts with the 
exception of the Ohio 

River 

Culverts Associated 
With Alternative 

Bridges Associated 
With Alternative 

Far East Corridor     
A-2 9 3.35 3 6 
A-9 12 1.6 10 4 
A-13 9 4.55 4 4 
A-15 12 3.74 6 4 
A-16 13 4.83 8 6 
Near East Corridor     
B-1 6 1.31 5 2 
Downtown Corridor     
C-1 & C-3 1 0.25 0 1 
C-2* 1 0 0 1 
Preferred 
Alternative 13 3.99 6 5 

*This does not include the impact associated with the placement of piers within the Ohio River.  
 
5.10.5 Indirect Impacts and Cumulative Effects 
 
Federal and state policies supported the inclusion of wetlands in the “Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects Analysis Report” (ICEA).  Scientific studies over the past several decades have 
documented the importance of wetland functions and values.  The filling of wetlands is regulated 
under provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Wetland mitigation efforts are typically required to replace any impacted wetland within the 
same watershed. Therefore, watershed limits are the most appropriate boundaries for the ICEA 
boundary of wetlands.  No statistically reliable estimates of change to the wetland base exist for 
the project area, nor has anyone statistically analyzed the causes of wetland loss.  Nationwide, 
the attribution of wetland loss is based on studies by the USFWS.  The most recent study on the 
national status and trends of wetlands (USFWS, December 2000) assigned urban development as 
contributing to about 30 percent of wetland losses, agriculture 26 percent, silviculture 23 percent 
and rural development 21 percent. 
 
The portion of wetland losses due to future development in the ICEA area can be divided into 
major and minor actions. Minor development projects play a greater role in wetland loss than the 
major actions due to the significantly greater scrutiny given major projects under the current 
regulatory framework. A number of planned projects have been identified that are expected, 
based on size, to contribute to cumulative wetland effects either directly through filling or 
indirectly through degradation of functions and values.  
 
A major issue is the ability to identify quantifiable environmental attributes for which baselines 
exist (or can be readily established) and can also be monitored over time.  Wetlands are located 
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throughout the ICEA area and consist of forested, scrub-shrub, emergent, unconsolidated bottom, 
lacustrine and riverine systems.  
 
Wetlands comprised approximately one percent of the land base in Kentucky based on aerial 
photography flown in the mid-1970s and mid-1980s (USFWS, 1994).  No federal or state study 
has been done to provide statistically valid estimates of wetland status and trends on a state by 
state basis.  Similarly, no trend analysis exists that is specific to the ICEA area.   
 
Several studies have been done that provide analysis of either regional or national trends. 
Including the USFWS reports to Congress on the status and trends of wetlands in the 
conterminous U.S. for the period from mid-1970 to mid-1980 (Dahl and Johnson, 1991) and for 
the period from 1986 to 1997 (Dahl, 2000).  In addition, a 1994 publication of the USFWS 
(Southeast Wetlands, Status and Trends, Mid-1970s to Mid-1980s) includes the state of 
Kentucky.   The current rate of wetland loss across the country (about 58,500 acres annually) is 
an 80 percent reduction from the annual average rate of wetland loss from the mid-1970s through 
the mid-1980s and about an 87 percent reduction of the loss rate from the mid-1950s through the 
mid-1970s.  
 
Personnel representing the USEPA and USFWS suggest that the human activity in the project 
area has dramatically reduced the wetland base to the point where there is very little wetland 
cover as a percentage of the total project area.  Much of the wetland loss occurred prior to 1970s 
when wetland types and values were established. 
 
Wetlands will experience direct and indirect impacts and cumulative effects as a result of 
construction of the Preferred Alternative.  The trend indicates that wetlands in area have already 
experienced their greatest impact. This occurred during the period when wetlands were perceived 
as unproductive land that should be rehabilitated for agriculture and urban development.   
 
Induced development, as well as numerous major and minor actions, will continue to encroach 
on wetlands regardless of this project. However, regulatory requirements, as well as public 
awareness, will reinforce the concept of "no net loss" in the next 25 years.  Mitigation for 
wetland filling will continually be required under USACE regulations.  Replacement design for 
wetland functions and values is already a standard component of any major transportation 
project.  Similarly, replacement requirements to mitigate induced development impacts and 
cumulative effects have been initiated in the private sector.  The existing wetland base, although 
significantly reduced from pre-settlement quantities, is sustainable at its current level.  
 
Table 5.10-2 presents a summary of the direct, indirect and cumulative effects estimated for the 
natural resources and water resources in the project area.  For cumulative effects, this discussion 
considers the major actions that would have potential impacts to these resources.  Mitigation 
measures will be incorporated into project planning to minimize identified impacts upon the 
human and natural environment.   
 
 
 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-331 Environmental Consequences 

Preferred Alternative   
 
The Preferred Alternative will impact upon a total of 4.11 acres of jurisdictional wetlands.  This 
will result in the encroachment upon 0.12 acre of palustrine emergent wetland, 0.25 acre of 
lacustrine wetland, and 3.74 acres of riverine wetlands, which includes two ditches, the stream 
channels of Lentzier Creek and tributaries, a tributary to the Ohio River and Harrods Creek and 
tributaries.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative will encroach upon the Ohio River, although 
this encroachment is anticipated to be limited to the placement of piers in the channel only. It 
was stated by the USACE in correspondence dated March 25, 2003 that detailed delineations 
should be conducted as the design phase begins.  
 
5.10.6 Mitigation 
 
Jurisdictional wetlands will be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  Since avoidance of these 
wetlands is not feasible and prudent, minimization of the impacts is required.  Each of the 
wetlands impacted will be replaced, or mitigated for, as appropriate in accordance with the 
USACE, Louisville District and the USFWS, Cookeville and Bloomington Field Offices. The 
USACE, Louisville District has provided conceptual wetland mitigation areas and affirmed their 
desire that detailed mitigation plans would be developed during the permitting process of the 
final design.  
 
The President's Council on Environmental Quality defined the term "mitigation" in the National 
Environmental Policy Act regulations to include: "(a) avoiding the impact altogether by not 
taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or 
magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact by repairing, 
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (d) reducing or eliminating the impact over 
time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and(e) 
compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments." (40 
CFR Part 1508.20(a-e)).   The above definitions are also supported by the USFWS and appear in 
the agency’s January 23, 1981 Mitigation Policy.  This definition will outline the framework for 
completion and adherence to the avoidance and minimization of jurisdictional wetland impacts.   
 
The applications for permits in accordance with the Clean Water Act of 1990, which are 
necessary for the discharge of dredged or fill material, will be secured during the final design 
phase prior to construction activities. Permits are typically sought during the later phases of 
design development when more detailed information is available.  The preliminary design phase 
of the project sought to avoid or minimize impacts to identified wetlands. In accordance with 
Executive Order 11990 (23 CFR 771.125(a)(1)), impacts to wetlands will be avoided, minimized 
and mitigated. Appropriate permits will be sought, but may not be required for several years.  
Consequently, the course of time may naturally increase, decrease, eliminate or create wetlands, 
which does not support the current cost and effort to implement a finalized mitigation plan.  
 
Delineation of jurisdictional wetlands located along the Preferred Alternative have identified 
approximately 4.11 acres of impact to jurisdictional wetlands.   This impact includes 0.12 acre of 
palustrine emergent wetlands, 0.25 acre of lacustrine wetlands and 3.74 acres of riverine 
wetlands.  This impact does not include the Ohio River.  The acreage of impact to the Ohio River 
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cannot be accurately calculated until the bridge design and resulting placement of piers has been 
determined.    

 
The USACE met with FHWA on March 17, 2003 to discuss the selection of a Preferred 
Alternative, assure that the Preferred Alternative is the least damaging practicable alternative, 
and discuss potential mitigation sites.  The USACE issued a letter dated March 25, 2003 to 
summarize their preferences (see Appendix C.9).  The USACE suggested that it would be best to 
complete final delineations as final design commences, so that efforts can be made to further 
minimize wetland impacts during final design.  These delineations and minimization efforts are 
needed for the detailed permit application that will be required at that stage, to fulfill the USACE 
review requirements under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  The USACE noted that 
Alternative A-15 has the smallest wetland impacts (from practicable alternatives), and as such 
expressed skepticism that Alternative A-16 (with greater wetland impacts) could demonstrate 
compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  The USACE noted that prior converted 
cropland is available in Clark County, Indiana that could be used for wetland mitigation.  They 
noted that such mitigation is their preference and that alternative mitigation such as wetland 
banks or in-lieu-fee programs should only be used as a last resort. 
 
The FHWA agrees with the USACE, that it is preferable that final delineations, minimization 
efforts, and detailed mitigation plans be developed during final design.  Since construction of the 
project may not occur for some time, wetland areas may be naturally created or destroyed.  
Excess ROW and remnant parcels will be identified as right-of-way acquisition proceeds.  
Detailed delineations, which will indicate the exact wetland impacts, will be undertaken during 
the design phase.  FHWA commits to make a rigorous effort to minimize wetland impacts during 
final design.  Wetlands directly impacted by the project will be mitigated in accordance with the 
existing Indiana Wetland Mitigation MOU ratios; at a minimum 1:1 for farmed wetlands, 2-3:1 
for scrub-shrub and palustrine/lacustrine/emergent wetlands, to 3-4:1 for palustrine forested 
wetlands. The INDOT Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the INDR, INDOT and 
USFWS of 1991 will be utilized in the mitigation of wetland impacts.  A copy of the MOU has 
been included in Appendix B.3.  
 
It is also recommended that mitigation occur within the same watershed of the impact.  However, 
this is not always feasible and prudent and off-site mitigation may be acceptable, as approved by 
the appropriate regulatory agencies.  Due to the complexity of creating wetlands, often the 
restoration of existing wetlands is recommended. The enhancement of existing degraded 
wetlands can be an ecologically beneficial option for increasing the value of an existing wetland 
complex.  In some instances, the acquisition of a wetland should ultimately result in an overall 
net increase of wetland area and the value of the habitat.  For instance, the acquisition of a small 
emergent wetland dominated by cattails, an invasive species, can be replaced with larger 
emergent area containing vegetative species beneficial as cover, forage material and habitat for 
wildlife and would likely be surrounded by a buffer area and protected by conservation 
easement. The creation or enhancement of wetlands often involves the removal of invasive 
species.  Plantings can then include the replacement of species, which provide good habitat, 
forage material, ground cover and species diversity.  In addition, buffer areas surrounding 
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wetland restoration/creation sites afford additional fringe wildlife habitat.  Suitable species 
plantings are also incorporated into the surrounding buffer area, if appropriate.  
 
FHWA commits to make every effort to identify replacement wetland on contiguous prior 
converted farmland within the watershed in Clark County.  Alternative mitigation scenarios will 
only be pursued if it is determined that prior converted cropland is not reasonably available.  The 
respective State DOTs will be responsible for retaining the services of individuals qualified to 
delineate and design wetland mitigation sites during final design. Given that wetlands may 
naturally increase, decrease, be eliminated, or be created, FHWA believes it is a more prudent 
expenditure of public funds to develop detailed mitigation plans during final design to meet the 
requirements of the USACE, when details exist to support such development. 
 
Subsequent to the creation/restoration of a mitigation plan, a monitoring plan would be prepared 
to observe the success of the mitigation site.  Typically, a mitigation parcel qualifies as a 
jurisdictional wetland two to three (2-3) consecutive years within a five-year period after 
completion.  If the mitigated area does not qualify as a jurisdictional wetland within the 
timeframe allotted, additional plantings, alterations to supporting hydrology or initiation of 
another mitigation site may be required. Mitigation of impacts will be developed in consultation 
with the USACE, as appropriate, during the formal permitting process.  It appears that prior 
converted cropland in Clark County, Indiana could be utilized for wetland mitigation by 
restoring these areas back to wetlands.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
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TABLE 5.10-2– DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
 ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A2 A9 A13 
TOTAL LENGTH AND AREA OF 
ALTERNATIVE 

   

Total Length in Miles 8.9 8.7 8.6 
Total Area in Acres 321.0 261.4 244.1 
WETLANDS  
NUMBER OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY TYPE  
Forested  1 1 
Scrub-Shrub    
Emergent 1 1 2 
Unconsolidated Bottom 4 2 2 
Lacustrine *  2  
Riverine 8 11 8 
Total Number of Wetland Direct Impacts 13 16 13 
Estimated Indirect Impacts Induced development will likely  

cause some loss of wetland, particularly 
in de minimus categories and areas 
covered by nationwide permits. 
 
Mitigation at greater than 1:1 for some 
losses is appropriate where replacement is 
prolonged and success uncertain 

Induced development will likely  
cause some loss of wetland, particularly in 
de minimus categories and areas covered by 
nationwide permits. 
 
Mitigation at greater than 1:1 for some 
losses is appropriate where replacement is 
prolonged and success uncertain 

Induced development will likely  
cause some loss of wetland, 
particularly in de minimus 
categories and areas covered by 
nationwide permits. 
 
Mitigation at greater than 1:1 for 
some losses is appropriate where 
replacement is prolonged and 
success uncertain 

Cumulative Effects No Build and Build alternatives will incur 
similar cumulative impacts.  
 
An undetermined number of wetlands 
would be impacted by the Northern 
Training Complex, Bullitt County, KY. 
 
 

No Build and Build alternatives will incur 
similar cumulative impacts. 
 
An undetermined number of wetlands 
would be impacted by the Northern 
Training Complex, Bullitt County, KY 

No Build and Build alternatives 
will incur similar cumulative 
impacts. 
 
An undetermined number of 
wetlands would be impacted by the 
Northern Training Complex, 
Bullitt County, KY. 
 
 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A2 A9 A13 
AREA OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY TYPE 
(Acres) 

   

Forested  0.79 0.1 
Scrub-Shrub    
Emergent 0.05 0.02 0.12 
Unconsolidated Bottom 2.16 1.48 0.02 
Lacustrine *  0.77  
Riverine 3.35 1.60 4.55 
Total Area of Wetland Direct Impacts 5.51 4.66 4.79 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 

The reuse study for INAAP refers to the 
existence of floodplain on the property. 
Some riverine wetlands may be present. 

The reuse study for INAAP refers to the 
existence of floodplain on the property. 
Some riverine wetlands may be present. 

The reuse study for INAAP refers 
to the existence of floodplain on the 
property. Some riverine wetlands 
may be present. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The EIS for the Northern Training 
Complex notes the filling of 12.3 acres 
of jurisdictional wetland for road 
construction, filling of 6.6 acres of 
wetland by grading activities to facilitate 
line-of-site for tank firing and clearing 
of woody vegetation from 74.4 acres. 

The EIS for the Northern Training Complex 
notes the filling of 12.3 acres of 
jurisdictional wetland for road construction, 
filling of 6.6 acres of wetland by grading 
activities to facilitate line-of-site for tank 
firing and clearing of woody vegetation 
from 74.4 acres. 

The EIS for the Northern Training 
Complex notes the filling of 12.3 
acres of jurisdictional wetland for 
road construction, filling of 6.6 
acres of wetland by grading 
activities to facilitate line-of-site for 
tank firing and clearing of woody 
vegetation from 74.4 acres. 

WOODLANDS    
Total Area of Woodland Direct Impacts 71.1 48.8 59.3 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced changes in land use will affect 
forest cover.  Impacts will be greatest in 
areas of old growth, bottomland 
hardwoods and stream riparian 
corridors.  
 
Development of the INAAP on Clark 
County sector may affect an 
undetermined area of forest in the 
southeast corner of the property.   

Induced changes in land use will affect 
forest cover.  Impacts will be greatest in 
areas of old growth, bottomland hardwoods 
and stream riparian corridors. 
 
Development along Goose and Little Goose 
Creeks will create fragmentation of forest 
cover. 
 
 Development of the INAAP on Clark 
County sector may affect an undetermined 
area of forest in the southeast corner of the 
property.  

Induced changes in land use will 
affect forest cover.  Impacts will be 
greatest in areas of old growth, 
bottomland hardwoods and stream 
riparian corridors.  
 
Development of the INAAP on 
Clark County sector may affect an 
undetermined area of forest in the 
southeast corner of the property.  
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ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A2 A9 A13 
Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Northern Training Complex will 
remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest 
cover.  Tree removal will occur along 
Woodland and Mud Creeks.  Access to 
Salt River may disturb woodland 
vegetation. 
 
Development of Ohio River Greenway 
will affect Ohio River Floodplain forest. 
 
Development of the Boulder Creek 
Subdivision in eastern Clark County will 
remove approximately 31.8 acres of 
woodlands within the right-of-way of 
this alternative. 
 

The Northern Training Complex will 
remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest cover.  
Tree removal will occur along Woodland 
and Mud Creeks. Access to Salt River may 
disturb woodland vegetation. 
 
Development of Ohio River Greenway will 
affect Ohio River Floodplain forest. 
 

The Northern Training Complex 
will remove 3000 to 4000 acres of 
forest cover.   Tree removal will 
occur along Woodland and Mud 
Creeks.  Access to Salt River may 
disturb woodland vegetation. 
 
Development of Ohio River 
Greenway will affect Ohio River 
Floodplain forest. 
 
Development of the Boulder Creek 
Subdivision in eastern Clark County 
will remove approximately 24.9 
acres of woodlands within the right-
of-way of this alternative. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A2 A9 A13 
STREAMS    
Total Number of Stream Crossing Direct Impacts 
(including Ohio River) 

9 12 9 

Total Area of Stream Crossing Direct Impacts 
(Acres) 

3.4 5.8 4.6 

Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced development will create 
additional need for stream crossings in 
some sensitive watersheds for 
accessibility and utilities.  Local land 
use ordinances and controls can 
minimize disruption.  
 
INAAP Reuse: Internal circulation and 
utility lines may require crossing of 
Jenny Lind Run and Little Battle Creek. 

Induced development will create additional 
need for stream crossings in some sensitive 
watersheds for accessibility and utilities.  
Local land use ordinances and controls can 
minimize disruption. 
 
 INAAP Reuse: Internal circulation and 
utility lines may require crossing of Jenny 
Lind Run and Little Battle Creek. 

Induced development will create 
additional need for stream crossings 
in some sensitive watersheds for 
accessibility and utilities.  Lentizer 
Creek area is the most likely area to 
experience induced growth.  
Harrods Creek area is developing in 
residential uses.  Access to U.S.42 
will be limited by a tunnel through 
the Drumanard Property.  Limited 
accessibility will help control 
highway commercial development. 
Local land use ordinances and 
controls can also minimize 
disruption. 
 
INAAP Reuse: Internal circulation 
and utility lines may require 
crossing of Jenny Lind Run and 
Little Battle Creek. 
 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Culverts will be required in developing 
the Northern Training Complex for tank 
trails.  The project includes the filling of 
roadways and installation of pipes on 
1,127 linear feet of intermittent streams 
and the clearing of 1,999 linear feet of 
stream bank. 
 

Culverts will be required in developing the 
Northern Training Complex for tank trails.  
The project includes the filling of roadways 
and installation of pipes on 1,127 linear feet 
of intermittent streams and the clearing of 
1,999 linear feet of stream bank. 
 
 

Culverts will be required in 
developing the Northern Training 
Complex for tank trails.  The 
project includes the filling of 
roadways and installation of pipes 
on 1,127 linear feet of intermittent 
streams and the clearing of 1,999 
linear feet of stream bank. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A2 A9 A13 
FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS    
Total Area of Encroachment (Acres) 16.2 25.7 21.2 
Area of Longitudinal Encroachment  5.9  
Area of Transverse Encroachment 16.2 19.8 21.2 
Number of  Floodplains Crossed 4 3 3 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 

Build alternative create the potential for 
indirect impacts to Harrod's Creek 
floodplain 

Build alternative creates the potential for 
indirect impacts to Harrod's Creek and 
Goose Creek floodplains 

Build alternative creates the 
potential for indirect impacts to 
Lentzier Creek and Harrod's Creek 
floodplains. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The improvement of locks and dams on the 
Ohio River will create floodplain impacts.  
The federally owned property on-site as 
well as the alternative disposal sites on state 
and private lands are within the base flood 
elevation and the floodway.  Structures and 
access roads are placed above the 100-year 
floodplain to avoid frequent flooding and 
will have resultant floodplain impacts. 

The improvement of locks and dams on the 
Ohio River will create floodplain impacts.  
The federally owned property on-site as 
well as the alternative disposal sites on state 
and private lands are within the base flood 
elevation and the floodway.  Structures and 
access roads are placed above the 100-year 
floodplain to avoid frequent flooding and 
will have resultant floodplain impacts. 
 
 
 
 

The improvement of locks and 
dams on the Ohio River will create 
floodplain impacts.  The federally 
owned property on-site as well as 
the alternative disposal sites on 
state and private lands are within 
the base flood elevation and the 
floodway.  Structures and access 
roads are placed above the 100-
year floodplain to avoid frequent 
flooding and will have resultant 
floodplain impacts. 
 

FEDERAL AND STATE THREATENED 
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

   

Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 3 3 (2) 3 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced development will contribute to 
continuing losses of foraging habitat for 
Indiana and Gray bats. 
 
INAAP reuse in Indiana will reduce bat 
habitat. 

The Gray and Indiana bats were identified 
in this corridor.  The Kentucky populations 
are either declining (Indiana bat) or stable 
(Gray bat).  Loss of Indiana bat habitat in 
this A9 corridor due to induced growth is 
more significant than in other corridors due 
to the possible presence of a maternity 
colony in the Goose/Little Goose Cr. 
watersheds. 
 
INAAP reuse in Indiana will reduce bat 
habitat. 

Induced development will 
contribute to continuing losses of 
foraging habitat for Indiana and 
Gray bats. 
 
INAAP reuse in Indiana will 
reduce bat habitat. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A2 A9 A13 
Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Northern Training Complex in Kentucky 
and lock and dam reconstruction on the 
Ohio River will reduce bat habitat. 
 
 

Northern Training Complex in Kentucky 
and lock and dam reconstruction on the 
Ohio River will reduce bat habitat. 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky and lock and dam 
reconstruction on the Ohio River 
will reduce bat habitat. 

State Threatened and Endangered Species 22 (4) 21 (8) 20 (5) 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with 
those experienced by Federal 
threatened and endangered species. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with 
those experienced by Federal 
threatened and endangered species. 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A15 A16 B1 
TOTAL LENGTH AND AREA OF 
ALTERNATIVE 

   

Total Length in Miles 8.9 8.8 13.2 
Total Area in Acres 233.2 297.3 276.9 
WETLANDS  
NUMBER OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY TYPE  
Forested  2  
Scrub-Shrub   1 
Emergent 2  1 
Unconsolidated Bottom 1 1 1 
Lacustrine *    
Riverine 11 12 5 
Total Number of Wetland Direct Impacts 14 15 8 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced development will likely  
cause some loss of wetland, 
particularly in de minimus categories 
and areas covered by nationwide 
permits. 
 
Mitigation at greater than 1:1 for 
some losses is appropriate where 
replacement is prolonged and success 
uncertain 

Induced development will likely  
cause some loss of wetland, particularly in 
de minimus categories and areas covered by 
nationwide permits. 
 
Mitigation at greater than 1:1 for some 
losses is appropriate where replacement is 
prolonged and success uncertain 

Induced development will likely  
cause some loss of wetland, 
particularly in de minimus 
categories and some areas covered 
by nationwide permits. 
 
Mitigation at greater than 1:1 for 
some losses is appropriate where 
replacement is prolonged and 
success uncertain 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Build and Build alternatives will 
incur similar cumulative impacts.  
 
An undetermined number of wetlands 
would be impacted  by the Northern 
Training Complex, Bullitt County, 
KY. 

   

No Build and Build alternatives will incur 
similar cumulative impacts. 
 
An undetermined number of wetlands 
would be impacted by the Northern 
Training Complex, Bullitt County, KY 
 

No Build and Build alternatives 
will incur similar cumulative 
impacts. 
 
An undetermined number of 
wetlands would be impacted by the 
Northern Training Complex, 
Bullitt County, KY 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A15 A16 B1 
AREA OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY TYPE 
(Acres) 

   

Forested  1.31  
Scrub-Shrub   1.26 
Emergent 0.12  0.17 
Unconsolidated Bottom  0  
Lacustrine *    
Riverine 3.74 4.83 1.31 

 
Total Area of Wetland Direct Impacts 3.86 6.14 2.74 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The reuse study for INAAP refers to 
the existence of floodplain on the 
property. Some riverine wetlands may 
be present.  No specific acreage loss 
can be estimated at this time 

The reuse study for INAAP refers to the 
existence of floodplain on the property. 
Some riverine wetlands may be present.  No 
specific acreage loss can be estimated at 
this time. 

The reuse study for INAAP refers 
to the existence of floodplain on 
the property. Some riverine 
wetlands may be present.  No 
specific acreage loss can be 
estimated at this time. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The EIS for the Northern Training 
Complex notes the filling of 12.3 acres 
of jurisdictional wetland for road 
construction, filling of 6.6 acres of 
wetland by grading activities to 
facilitate line-of-site for tank firing 
and clearing of woody vegetation 
from 74.4 acres. 
 
 
 
 

The EIS for the Northern Training Complex 
notes the filling of 12.3 acres of 
jurisdictional wetland for road construction, 
filling of 6.6 acres of wetland by grading 
activities to facilitate line-of-site for tank 
firing and clearing of woody vegetation 
from 74.4 acres. 
 
 

The EIS for the Northern Training 
Complex notes the filling of 12.3 
acres of jurisdictional wetland for 
road construction, filling of 6.6 
acres of wetland by grading 
activities to facilitate line-of-site 
for tank firing and clearing of 
woody vegetation from 74.4 acres. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A15 A16 B1 
WOODLANDS    
Total Area of Woodland Direct Impacts (Acres) 58.6 90.5 7.78 

Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced changes in land use will 
affect forest cover.  Impacts will be 
greatest in areas of mature forests, 
bottomland hardwoods and stream 
riparian corridors. 
 
Tunnel through Drumanard Property 
may decrease accessibility and 
induced development along U.S. 42.    
 
Development of the INAAP on Clark 
County sector may affect an 
undetermined area of forest in the 
southeast corner of the property. 

Induced changes in land use will affect 
forest cover.  Impacts will be greatest in 
areas of mature forests, bottomland 
hardwoods and stream riparian corridors. 
 
Any additional development along Harrod's 
Creek would create fragmentation of forest 
cover.  The highway crosses the creek 
several times and would cause extensive 
realignment of the channel.   
 
Development of the INAAP on Clark 
County sector may affect an undetermined 
area of forest in the southeast corner of the 
property. 

Induced changes in land use will 
affect forest cover.  Impacts will 
be greatest in areas of mature 
forests, bottomland hardwoods and 
the stream riparian corridor of 
Lancassange Creek.  Alternative 
B1 crosses this stream three times 
and parallels it from the SR265/SR 
62 interchange south almost to the 
Ohio River crossing.  
 
Development of the INAAP on 
Clark County sector may affect an 
undetermined area of forest in the 
southeast corner of the property. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Northern Training Complex will 
remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest 
cover.  Tree removal will occur along 
Woodland and Mud Creeks.  Access 
to Salt River may disturb woodland 
vegetation. 
 
Development of the Boulder Creek 
Subdivision in eastern Clark County 
will remove approximately 29.3 acres 
of woodlands within the right-of-way 
of this alternative. 
 

The Northern Training Complex will 
remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest cover.  
Tree removal will occur along Woodland 
and Mud Creeks. Access to Salt River may 
disturb woodland vegetation. 

The Northern Training Complex 
will remove 3000 to 4000 acres of 
forest cover.   Tree removal will 
occur along Woodland and Mud 
Creeks.  Access to Salt River may 
disturb woodland vegetation. 
 
Development of the Boulder Creek 
Subdivision in eastern Clark 
County will remove approximately 
26.4 acres of woodlands within the 
right-of-way of this alternative. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A15 A16 B1 
STREAMS    
Total Number of Stream Crossing Direct 
Impacts 

12 13 6 

Total Area of Stream Crossing Direct Impacts 
(Acres) 

3.74 4.83 1.31 

Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced development may create additional 
need for stream crossings in some sensitive 
watersheds for accessibility and utilities.  
Local land use ordinances and controls can 
minimize disruption. 
 
Tunnel through Drumanard Property may 
decrease accessibility and induced 
development for property along U.S. 42.  
 
INAAAP Reuse: Internal circulation and 
utility lines may require crossing of Jenny 
Lind Run and Little Battle Creek. 

Induced development may create 
additional need for crossing Harrod's 
Creek. Local land use plans and 
zoning may control development of 
the area and minimize stream 
disruption. 
 
INAAAP Reuse: Internal circulation 
and utility lines may require crossing 
of Jenny Lind Run and Little Battle 
Creek. 

Induced development will create 
additional need for stream crossings in 
sensitive Lancassange Creek and Goose 
Creek watersheds to provide accessibility 
and utilities.  Local land use ordinances 
and controls may help minimize 
disruption.  However, the number, area 
and lineal feet of stream crossings are 
unknown at this time.  
 
INAAAP Reuse: Internal circulation and 
utility lines may require crossing of 
Jenny Lind Run and Little Battle Creek. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Culverts will be required in developing the 
Northern Training Complex for tank trails.  
The project includes the filling of roadways 
and installation of popes on 1,127 linear feet 
of intermittent streams and the clearing of 
19,999 linear feet of stream bank. 
 
Development of Ohio River Greenway will 
affect Ohio River Floodplain forest. 

Culverts will be required in 
developing the Northern Training 
Complex for tank trails.  The project 
includes the filling of roadways and 
installation of popes on 1,127 linear 
feet of intermittent streams and the 
clearing of 19,999 linear feet of 
stream bank. 
 
Development of Ohio River 
Greenway will affect Ohio River 
Floodplain forest. 

Culverts will be required in developing 
the Northern Training Complex for tank 
trails.  The project includes the filling of 
roadways and installation of popes on 
1,127 linear feet of intermittent streams 
and the clearing of 19,999 linear feet of 
stream bank. 
 
Development of Ohio River Greenway 
will affect Ohio River Floodplain forest. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A15 A16 B1 
FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS    
Total Area of Encroachment (Acres) 18.6 38.7 36.9 
Area of Longitudinal Encroachment  28.1 2.1 
Area of Transverse Encroachment 18.6 10.6 34.8 
Number of Floodplains Crossed 2 2 2 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Build alternative creates the potential 
for indirect impacts to Harrod's 
Creek floodplain. 
 
Tunnel through Drumanard Property 
may decrease accessibility and 
induced development for property 
along U.S. 42. 

Build alternative creates the potential for 
indirect impacts to Harrod's Creek 
floodplain 

Build alternative creates the 
potential for indirect impacts to 
Lancassange Creek and Goose 
Creek floodplains. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The improvement of locks and dams 
on the Ohio River will create 
floodplain impacts.  The federally 
owned property on-site as well as the 
alternative disposal sites on state and 
private lands are within the base flood 
elevation and the floodway.  
Structures and access roads are 
placed above the 100-year floodplain 
to avoid frequent flooding and will 
have resultant floodplain impacts. 

The improvement of locks and dams on the 
Ohio River will create floodplain impacts.  
The federally owned property on-site as 
well as the alternative disposal sites on state 
and private lands are within the base flood 
elevation and the floodway.  Structures and 
access roads are placed above the 100-year 
floodplain to avoid frequent flooding and 
will have resultant floodplain impacts. 

The improvement of locks and 
dams on the Ohio River will create 
floodplain impacts.  The federally 
owned property on-site as well as 
the alternative disposal sites on 
state and private lands are within 
the base flood elevation and the 
floodway.  Structures and access 
roads are placed above the 100-
year floodplain to avoid frequent 
flooding and will have resultant 
floodplain impacts. 
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 ALTERNATIVES (parentheses indicate observations in 1999 and 2000 field surveys) 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts A15 A16 B1 
FEDERAL AND STATE THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

   

Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 3 3 3 (1) 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INAAP in Indiana will reduce bat 
habitat. 
 
Induced development will contribute 
to continuing losses of foraging 
habitat for Indiana and Gray bats.  
However, no bats were collected or 
identified within this corridor. 

INAAP in Indiana will reduce bat 
habitat. 
 
The Gray and Indiana bats were not 
identified or recorded in this corridor.  
Bats may use this corridor for foraging. 

INAAP in Indiana will reduce bat 
habitat. 
 
The segment of I-71 reconstructed 
under this alternative would be within 
the Goose Creek watershed. Induced 
development will contribute to 
continuing losses of foraging habitat 
for Indiana and Gray bats.  B1 is in 
close proximity to the Six-Mile Island 
Nature Preserve and induced growth 
could remove foraging habitat for rare 
species using the Preserve. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky and lock and dam 
reconstruction on the Ohio River will 
reduce bat habitat. 
 
Improving the lock and dam system 
on the Ohio River may affect the 
amount of barge traffic adjacent to 
the Six-Mile Island Nature Preserve. 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky and lock and dam 
reconstruction on the Ohio River will 
reduce bat habitat. 
 
Improving the lock and dam system on 
the Ohio River may affect the amount 
of barge traffic adjacent to the Six-Mile 
Island Nature Preserve. 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky will reduce bat habitat.   
 
Improving the lock and dam system on 
the Ohio River may affect the amount 
of barge traffic adjacent to the Six-Mile 
Island Nature Preserve. 

State Threatened and Endangered Species 21 (5) 21 (3) 16 (3) 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened 
and endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Habitat reduction anticipated for 
species recorded in or near this 
corridor.  Species include the Barn owl, 
Sharp-shinned hawk, Pied-billed grebe, 
Hooded merganser, Least bittern, 
Yellow-crowned night heron  

Cumulative Effects 
 
 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened 
and endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
** x/y  with Kennedy interchange relocated and rebuild in place options, respectively. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts C1 C2 C3 
TOTAL LENGTH AND AREA OF 
ALTERNATIVE 

   

Total Length in Miles 4.9 4.0 4.8 
Total Area in Acres 100.8 57.6 87.4 
WETLANDS  
NUMBER OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY TYPE  
Forested    
Scrub-Shrub    
Emergent    
Unconsolidated Bottom    
Lacustrine* 1/0** 1/0** 1/0** 
Riverine    
Total Number of Wetland Direct Impacts 1/0 1/0 1/0 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Induced development may  
cause minimal indirect loss of 
wetland, particularly in de minimus 
categories and areas covered by 
nationwide permits.  Impact to deep 
water habitat from bridge 
construction is more probable. 

Induced development may  
cause minimal indirect loss of wetland, 
particularly in de minimus categories and 
areas covered by nationwide permits.  
Impact to deep water habitat from bridge 
construction is more probable. 

Induced development may  
cause minimal indirect loss of 
wetland, particularly in de 
minimus categories and areas 
covered by nationwide permits.  
Impact to deep water habitat from 
bridge construction is more 
probable. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Build and Build alternatives will 
incur similar cumulative impacts.  
 
An undetermined number of wetlands 
would be impacted by the Northern 
Training Complex, Bullitt County, 
KY. 

No Build and Build alternatives will incur 
similar cumulative impacts. 
 
An undetermined number of wetlands 
would be impacted by the Northern 
Training Complex, Bullitt County, KY. 

No Build and Build alternatives 
will incur similar cumulative 
impacts. 
 
An undetermined number of 
wetlands would be impacted by the 
Northern Training Complex, 
Bullitt County, KY. 

 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts C1 C2 C3 
AREA OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY TYPE 
(Acres) 

   

Forested    
Scrub-Shrub    
Emergent    
Unconsolidated Bottom    
Lacustrine * 0.25  0.25 
Riverine    
Total Area of Wetland Direct Impacts 0.25 0 0.25 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The reuse study for INAAP refers to 
the existence of floodplain on the 
property. Some riverine wetlands may 
be present. 
 
No specific acreage loss can be 
estimated at this time. 

The reuse study for INAAP refers to the 
existence of floodplain on the property. 
Some riverine wetlands may be present. 
 
No specific acreage loss can be estimated at 
this time. 

The reuse study for INAAP refers 
to the existence of floodplain on 
the property. Some riverine 
wetlands may be present. 
 
No specific acreage loss can be 
estimated at this time. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The EIS for the Northern Training 
Complex notes the filling of 12.3 acres 
of jurisdictional wetland for road 
construction, filling of 6.6 acres of 
wetland by grading activities to 
facilitate line-of-site for tank firing 
and clearing of woody vegetation 
from 74.4 acres. 

The EIS for the Northern Training Complex 
notes the filling of 12.3 acres of 
jurisdictional wetland for road construction, 
filling of 6.6 acres of wetland by grading 
activities to facilitate line-of-site for tank 
firing and clearing of woody vegetation 
from 74.4 acres. 

The EIS for the Northern Training 
Complex notes the filling of 12.3 
acres of jurisdictional wetland for 
road construction, filling of 6.6 
acres of wetland by grading 
activities to facilitate line-of-site 
for tank firing and clearing of 
woody vegetation from 74.4 acres. 



 

* x/y  with Kennedy interchange relocated and rebuild in place options, respectively. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts C1 C2 C3 
 
WOODLANDS (Acres) 

   

Total Area of Woodland Direct Impacts 0.5/0* 0.5/0* 0.5/0* 

Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Development of the INAAP on Clark 
County sector may affect an 
undetermined area of forest in the 
southeast corner of the property. 

Development of the INAAP on Clark 
County sector may affect an undetermined 
area of forest in the southeast corner of the 
property. 

Development of the INAAP on 
Clark County sector may affect an 
undetermined area of forest in the 
southeast corner of the property. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Northern Training Complex will 
remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest 
cover.  Tree removal will occur along 
Woodland and Mud Creeks.  Access 
to Salt River may disturb woodland 
vegetation 
 
 

The Northern Training Complex will 
remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest cover.  
Tree removal will occur along Woodland 
and Mud Creeks. Access to Salt River may 
disturb woodland vegetation. 
 
 

The Northern Training Complex 
will remove 3000 to 4000 acres of 
forest cover.   Tree removal will 
occur along Woodland and Mud 
Creeks.  Access to Salt River may 
disturb woodland vegetation. 
 
 



 

* All alternatives will encroach upon the Ohio River.  This encroachment will be a result of the placement of bridge piers in the river channel. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 
Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts C1 C2 C3 
STREAMS    
Total Number of Stream Crossing Direct Impacts* 1 0 1 
Total Area of Stream Crossing Direct Impacts 
(Acres) 

2.4 0 2.4 

Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INAAAP Reuse: Internal circulation 
and utility lines may require crossing 
of Jenny Lind Run and Little Battle 
Creek. 

INAAAP Reuse: Internal circulation and 
utility lines may require crossing of Jenny 
Lind Run and Little Battle Creek. 

INAAAP Reuse: Internal 
circulation and utility lines may 
require crossing of Jenny Lind Run 
and Little Battle Creek. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Culverts will be required in 
developing the Northern Training 
Complex for tank trails.  The project 
includes the filling of roadways and 
installation of pipes on 1,127 linear 
feet of intermittent streams and the 
clearing of 1,999 linear feet of stream 
bank. 
 
 

Culverts will be required in developing the 
Northern Training Complex for tank trails.  
The project includes the filling of roadways 
and installation of pipes on 1,127 linear feet 
of intermittent streams and the clearing of 
1,999 linear feet of stream bank. 
 
 

Culverts will be required in 
developing the Northern Training 
Complex for tank trails.  The 
project includes the filling of 
roadways and installation of pipes 
on 1,127 linear feet of intermittent 
streams and the clearing of 1,999 
linear feet of stream bank. 
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 ALTERNATIVES 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts C1 C2 C3 
FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS    
Total Area of Encroachment (Acres) 66.0 35.1 61.7 
Area of Longitudinal Encroachment 62.8 34.0 59.2 
Area of Transverse Encroachment 3.1 1.2 2.4 
Number of  Floodplains Crossed 2 1 2 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 

Local government controls 
development riverward of existing 
floodwalls. 

Local government controls development 
riverward of existing floodwalls. 

Local government controls 
development riverward of existing 
floodwalls. 
 
 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The improvement of locks and dams 
on the Ohio River will create 
floodplain impacts.  The federally 
owned property on-site as well as the 
alternative disposal sites on state and 
private lands are within the base flood 
elevation and the floodway.  
Structures and access roads are 
placed above the 100-year floodplain 
to avoid frequent flooding and will 
have resultant floodplain impacts. 

The improvement of locks and dams on the 
Ohio River will create floodplain impacts.  
The federally owned property on-site as 
well as the alternative disposal sites on state 
and private lands are within the base flood 
elevation and the floodway.  Structures and 
access roads are placed above the 100-year 
floodplain to avoid frequent flooding and 
will have resultant floodplain impacts. 

The improvement of locks and 
dams on the Ohio River will create 
floodplain impacts.  The federally 
owned property on-site as well as 
the alternative disposal sites on 
state and private lands are within 
the base flood elevation and the 
floodway.  Structures and access 
roads are placed above the 100-
year floodplain to avoid frequent 
flooding and will have resultant 
floodplain impacts. 
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ALTERNATIVES (parentheses indicate observations in 1999 and 2000 field  surveys) 

Potential Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts C1 C2 C3 
FEDERAL AND STATE THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

   

Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 1 (1) 3 (1) 1 (1) 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Peregrine falcon no longer nesting on 
Kennedy bridge.  Further indirect 
impacts unlikely. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky, INAAP reuse in Indiana, 
and lock and dam reconstruction on 
the Ohio River will reduce bat 
habitat.  Lock and dam 
reconstruction may also have a 
negative impact on remaining mussel 
beds. 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky, INAAP reuse in Indiana, and 
lock and dam reconstruction on the Ohio 
River will reduce bat habitat. Lock and 
dam reconstruction may also have a 
negative impact on remaining mussel 
beds. 

Northern Training Complex in 
Kentucky, INAAP reuse in Indiana, 
and lock and dam reconstruction on 
the Ohio River will reduce bat habitat. 
Lock and dam reconstruction may 
also have a negative impact on 
remaining mussel beds. 

State Threatened and endangered Species 14 (1) 31 (2) 14 (1) 
Estimated Indirect Impacts 
 
 
 
 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened 
and endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened 
and endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 

Impacts will be consistent with those 
experienced by Federal threatened and 
endangered species. 
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5.11 Visual And Aesthetic Resources 
 
5.11.1 Impact Assessment Methodology 
 
The approach used to assess impacts to the visual environment in the project area was based on 
the methodologies outlined in the publication titled “Visual Impact Assessment for Highway 
Projects” (USDOT 1981) and other related resource management publications (USDA, 1974).  
Criteria were developed to address a full range of issues related to visual quality impacts.  The 
criteria are intended to illustrate not only negative impacts, but also opportunities for enhancing 
the visual environment and traveling experience that would result from construction of a 
bridge/highway alternative.  These criteria are outlined below: 
 

1. Integration with the natural features of the area 
 
The more compatible a new roadway is with the character of the existing landforms and 
land cover, the less it will impact the visual environment.  Also, the less visually apparent 
the roadway is to residents in the viewsheds, the less the visual environment has been 
impacted.  A well-integrated roadway segment has the following attributes: 
 

• parallels ridge/valley lines without altering the top of a  ridgeline; 
•  graded slightly into the land, rather than filled on the top of the landform; 
• has cut-and-fill slopes that are not excessively high; and 
•  does not require clearing/disturbance of woodlands (particularly those on the 

ridgelines) and wetlands (particularly forested wetlands). 
 
2. Impacts on community fabric 

 
A roadway segment will have relatively less impact on a community if it has the 
following characteristics: 
 

• maintenance of existing physical connections between communities; 
• creation of new connections between currently divided communities; and 
• creation of new community entry points. 
 

3. Impacts on areas of high visual quality  
 
It is assumed that changes to the visual environment in an area with lower visual quality 
are more acceptable than changes to an area with high visual quality since low quality 
areas are already less unified, vivid or distinctive.  For this criterion, a roadway segment 
with positive attributes does the following: 
 

• is routed through areas with low levels of visual quality;  
• creates a low level of disturbance/impact as evaluated by criteria 1 and 2 above; 

and 
• creates opportunities for aesthetic improvements to an area of low visual quality. 
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4. Impacts on areas of high viewer sensitivity   
 

A roadway, which has minimal impact on high viewer sensitivity, is characterized as 
follows: 
 

• avoids areas containing viewers with high sensitivity to changes in the visual 
setting; and 

• is located in areas containing a minimal number of viewers or viewers with low 
sensitivity to change. 

 
5. Impacts on the existing visual setting 

 
A roadway which positively impacts the existing visual setting: 
 

• results in the removal of dilapidated and/or unattractive structures; and 
• includes consolidation of ramps and approaches to reduce the visible roadway 

area; 
• contains buffering with berms and landscaping; and 
• has adequate pedestrian walkways. 

 
6. Creation of viewing opportunities from the roadway 

 
For example, potential aesthetic benefits for motorists and others.  A roadway with 
positive impact on viewing opportunities does the following: 
 

• contributes new scenic views of high quality aesthetic settings;  
• includes community “gateways” or high quality entrances; and 
• removes visual impediments to potentially high quality views such as overhead 

ramps, barrier walls, and unattractive foreground or background structures. 
 

7. Impacts on scenic thoroughfares 
 
Scenic thoroughfares such as Riverview Drive, Utica Pike, River Road, Wolf Pen Branch 
Road and portions of U.S. 42.   A roadway segment has minimal impact to scenic 
thoroughfares if it does the following: 
 

• does not cross a scenic thoroughfare or cannot be viewed from a scenic 
thoroughfare; 

• crosses a scenic thoroughfare in a location that does not modify the existing high 
quality views from the thoroughfare; and 

• creates a new segment or a connection to or within an existing scenic 
thoroughfare. 
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5.11.2 Construction Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no construction impacts to visual and aesthetic resources as a result of 
either the No-Action or the Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives   
 
Construction activities associated with all alternatives will likely cause marked changes and 
sharp contrasts with the surrounding landscape.  Such activities include clearing vegetation and 
removing structures for the right-of-way, earthwork and associated cut-and-fill operations and 
the temporary presence of construction equipment.  These impacts will be most noticeable to 
neighboring residents and travelers in the Far East.  While Alternatives A-13 and A-15 may 
prove to be aesthetically sensitive solutions in the future, they will greatly impact residential 
areas along KY 841 while excavation is undertaken to depress the roadway.  This activity will 
remove a dense band of vegetation that currently screens the now-elevated roadway from the 
development below.   
 
Once road and bridge construction is substantially complete, barren areas will be seeded and the 
temporary impacts would diminish.  With the establishment of landscaping and the continued 
maturation of existing plant communities, the distinction between existing conditions and new 
construction would soften over time. 
 
5.11.3 Direct Impacts 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no direct impacts to visual and aesthetic resources as a result of either the 
No-Action or the Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
The appearance of any new bridge, with its attendant approaches, piers, lighting, scale and 
placement, will determine how well it blends with the natural river setting and the built 
environment.  In addition, the location and design of interchanges associated with any alternative 
may determine the impact to surrounding land uses.  A new bridge will create new viewing 
opportunities with varying degrees of visual quality.  Opportunities will also exist to connect 
scenic thoroughfares and trails on both sides of the river, creating a bi-state scenic circulation 
system for motorists and non-motorists. 
 
Table 5.11-1 illustrates the affected landscape units or urban districts by alternative. Generally, 
the Far East alternatives will affect the Eastern Uplands, Eastern Bottomlands and, in some 
instances, Mid-East Indiana.  The Near East alternative (B-1) would have affected Mid-East 
Indiana, the Eastern Bottomlands and Eastern Uplands.  The Downtown Alternatives will affect 
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the Downtown Riverfront, Louisville East, Louisville West, Louisville CBD and 
Jeffersonville/Clarksville and, in some cases, Mid-East Indiana.  The Kennedy Interchange's 
affected area will include the Downtown Riverfront, Louisville CBD, Louisville East, the cities 
of Jeffersonville and Clarksville and Mid-East Indiana.  
 
TABLE 5.11-1 
VISUAL RESOURCE IMPACTS MATRIX 
LANDSCAPE UNIT/URBAN DISTRICT 
 
Alternative 

 
Downtown 
Riverfront 

 
Eastern 
Uplands 

 
Eastern 

Bottomlands

 
Louisville 

CBD 

 
Louisville 

East 

 
Louisville 

West 

 
Jeffersonville/ 

Clarksville 

 
Mid/East 
Indiana 

A-2  � �      

A-9  � �     � 

A-13  � �      

A-15  � �      

A-16  � �      

B-1  � �     � 

C-1 �   � � � � � 

C-2 �   � � � �  

C-3 �   � � � �  

Kennedy  
Interchange �   � �  � � 

�  = Alternative Affects Landscape Unit/Urban District 
 
As part of the visual impact assessment, each alternative was evaluated based on the evaluation 
criteria outlined above.  Table 5.11-2 demonstrates the overall pattern of visual impacts to each 
alternative as related to the criteria.  Generally a “High” or “Moderate” rating for categories 1 
and 6 is considered a positive impact, while a “High” or “Moderate” rating for the remaining 
criteria is considered a negative impact. 
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TABLE 5.11-2 
IMPACTS SUMMARY MATRIX 
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A-2 Eastern Uplands Landscape Unit ◗ ● ● ● ● ❍ ◗  

 Eastern Bottomlands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ◗  ❍ ◗  

A-9 Eastern Uplands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ◗ 

 Eastern Bottomlands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ● ◗ ● ◗ ● 

 Mid East Indiana Urban District ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ● ● 

A-13 Eastern Uplands Landscape Unit  ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗  

 Eastern Bottomlands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ◗  

A-15 Eastern Uplands Landscape Unit ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ 

 Eastern Bottomlands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ◗ 

A-16 Eastern Uplands Landscape Unit ◗ ◗ ● ● ◗ ❍ ◗  

 Eastern Bottomlands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ● ● ❍ ◗  

B-1 Eastern Uplands Landscape Unit ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗ ❍ ● ◗ 

 Eastern Bottomlands Landscape Unit ● ◗ ● ● ● ❍ ● 

 Mid East Indiana Urban District ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ❍ 

C-1 Downtown Riverfront Landscape Unit ● ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ 

 Louisville CBD Urban District ● ❍ ● ◗  ❍ ❍ N/A 
 Louisville East Urban District ● ❍ ● ◗  ◗ ❍ N/A 
 Louisville West Urban District ❍ ❍ ◗  ◗ ❍ ● N/A 
 Jeffersonville/ Clarksville Urban District ● ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍ ◗  

C-2 Downtown Riverfront Landscape Unit ● ◗ ● ❍ ● ❍ ● 

 Louisville CBD Urban District ● ❍ ● ❍ ● ❍ N/A 
 Louisville East Urban District ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ● N/A 
 Louisville West Urban District ● ◗ ● ◗ ● ❍ N/A 
 Jeffersonville/ Clarksville Urban District ● ● ● ◗ ● ❍ ● 

C-3 Downtown Riverfront Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗  

 Louisville CBD Urban District ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ❍ N/A 
 Louisville East Urban District ◗ ❍ ◗  ◗ ❍ ● N/A 
 Louisville West Urban District ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ N/A 
 Jeffersonville/ Clarksville Urban District ● ● ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗  

Kennedy Downtown Riverfront Landscape Unit ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ N/A 
Interchange Louisville CBD Urban District ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍ ◗ ◗ N/A 

 Louisville East Urban District ● ● ❍ ● ● ◗ ● 

 Jeffersonville/ Clarksville Urban District ● N/A ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ◗ 

 Mid East Indiana Urban District ● N/A ❍ ◗ ❍ ● ❍ 

●  High Impact/Negative Attribute   ◗ Moderate Impact/Neutral Attribute 
❍  Low Impact/Positive Attribute 
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The following is a summary of each alternative that assesses the positive and negative impacts 
using the evaluation criteria.  Figure 5.11-1 (a through d) illustrates a range of impacts that may 
be encountered with the East End Alternatives.  Figure 5.11-2 (a and b) illustrates a series of 
potential visual impacts associated with the Downtown Alternatives. 

 
Far East Corridor 
 
Alternative A-2 
 
This alternative would have had high impacts on the Eastern Upland area and low to moderate 
impacts on the Eastern Bottomlands.  These impacts would have occurred primarily in Kentucky.  
Alternative A-2 would have crossed through the open space that connects the Harrods Run and 
Harrods Landing subdivisions in the city of Prospect, between a series of horse farms along 
Spring Farm Road and Wolf Pen Woods and a residential subdivision under construction to the 
west. Therefore, Alternative A-2 would have impacted areas with high aesthetic quality and high 
viewer sensitivity.  Although Alternative A-2 would have required a long span, or viaduct, 
through the Eastern Bottomlands in Kentucky, it would have traveled through a sparsely 
populated area occupied by the water filtration plant and settling ponds.  Due to the terrain in 
Indiana, the Alternative A-2 bridge crossing could have provided travelers with high quality 
viewing opportunities, including a scenic overlook onto the river.  In addition, because of the 
dense, mature vegetation and rolling topography of the Eastern Uplands on both sides of the 
river, the roadway of Alternative A-2 could have been screened from residential areas and other 
sensitive viewers.  Figure 5.11-1, images A, B, M and P, illustrate potential visual impacts that 
may have been associated with this alternative. 
 
Alternative A-9 
 
This alternative would have had moderate to high impacts on the Eastern Uplands and Eastern 
Bottomlands as well as mostly low impacts in Mid-East Indiana.  Because it would have crossed 
Utica Pike, River Road and U.S. 42, Alternative A-9 would have impacted scenic thoroughfares 
in both Kentucky and Indiana.  It would have had high impacts on the area’s natural features, 
crossing Little Goose Creek north of River Road.  This portion of the alternative would have also 
been visible from riverfront residences in the Juniper Beach area.  Because of the dense, mature 
vegetation and rolling topography on the Kentucky side of the river, the Alternative A-9 roadway 
could have been screened from residential areas in the Eastern Uplands.  However, this 
opportunity would not have existed in Indiana, where Alternative A-9 would have crossed a 
series of mining lakes with low aesthetic quality and then would have passed through an area of 
moderate to high aesthetic quality comprised of rural property and new subdivisions.  The latter 
area would have included a high number of viewers with sensitivity to change.   
 
Because Alternative A-9 would have been within viewing distance of the more populated 
riverfront areas of Jeffersonville and Glenview, a bridge in this location would have been visible 
to viewers with high viewer sensitivity.  Because of the mining operations and industrial land 
uses such as Clark Maritime Center in Indiana, the viewing opportunities from the bridge when 
traveling north would have been relatively low although high quality views would have been 
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possible for southbound travelers.  The relatively poor existing visual setting would have created 
opportunities to improve the existing setting if Alternative A-9 were selected as part of the 
Preferred Alternative.  Figure 5.11-1, images J, K and N, illustrates potential visual impacts that 
could have been associated with this alternative. 
 
Alternative A-13 
 
This alternative would have had low impacts on Kentucky’s Eastern Uplands, including U.S. 42, 
because of the proposed tunnel under the Drumanard Estate and depressed approaches from KY 
841.  The impact of Alternative A-13 in the Eastern Bottomlands would have been moderate to 
high, since it would have traveled through the center of the Shadow Wood subdivision and 
would have crossed Harrods Creek and the Harbor of Harrods Creek subdivision.  Alternative A-
13 would have crossed River Road.  Therefore, it would have had moderate impacts on this 
scenic thoroughfare, although the existing dense vegetation on both sides of the road could have 
served to screen the elevated roadway.  Alternative A-13 would have had relatively low impacts 
in Indiana due to its proposed location east of the town of Utica and the fact that the bridge 
would have landed on the bluff and been screened by existing dense vegetation.  However, the 
roadway would have adversely impacted the visual setting, which includes upland rural 
residences and farms north of the town of Utica.  Alternative A-13 would have also impacted 
riverfront residences of Utica and Transylvania Beach, with their open river setting and 
associated long, scenic views.  As with Alternative A-2, the Alternative A-13 bridge crossing 
could have provided travelers with high quality views, including a scenic overlook onto the river.  
Also, the visual sequence of the tunnel to river crossing to the Indiana bluff would have been a 
potentially positive visual experience for motorists traveling from Kentucky to Indiana.  Figure 
5.11-1, images C, E, K and O, illustrates potential visual impacts that would have been 
associated with this alternative. 
 
Alternative A-15  
 
The impacts of this alternative would be similar to those discussed in relation to Alternative A-
13, except Alternative A-15 will cross the Indiana riverfront farther east than Alternative A-13 
would have, so the impacts on the town of Utica’s riverfront residences would be much less.  
The Alternative A-15 bridge would interrupt long views of the river to the east.  As discussed 
with Alternative A-13, Transylvania Beach residents would also be adversely impacted by 
Alternative A-15.  Figure 5.11-1, images C, E, K, O and Q, illustrates potential visual impacts 
that will likely be associated with this alternative. 



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

A. View of long viaduct adjacent to roadway near
Krogers in Prospect, KY - Fill option looking
east (Alignment A-2)

B. View of long viaduct adjacent to roadway near Krogers
 in Prospect, KY - Elevated structure option looking west
(Alignment A-2)

C. Long Viaduct Near Historic Rosewell Property from
Transylvania Beach Road, Prospect, KY
 (Alignments A-13 and A-15)

E. Long viaduct crossing in the Harbors Condominiums, Prospect, KY
(Alignments A-13 and A-15)

D. Long Viaduct over Harrods Creek in Harrod’s Run
subdivision, Prospect, KY (Alignment A-16)

Note: These images show specific bridge designs solely to illustrate the size and position of the various alternatives.
The actual bridge design to be used will be determined in a later study done after and if a build decision is made.

Figure 5.11-1a

EASTERN ALIGNMENTS



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

H. Prototypical view of approach on structure

I. Prototypical view of approach on fill.

F. U.S. 42 Crossing in Prospect, KY (Alignment A-2). G. Prototypical view of U.S. 42 crossing in wooded
setting.

Figure 5.11-1b

EASTERN ALIGNMENTS

Note: These images show specific bridge designs solely to illustrate the size and position of the various alternatives.
The actual bridge design to be used will be determined in a later study done after and if a build decision is made.



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

Figure 5.11-1c

EASTERN ALIGNMENTS

J. Long viaduct crossing River Road, Harrods Creek, KY
(Alignment A-9)

O. “After” Wolf Pen Branch Rd. bridge near Springdale
Road with signalized intersection
(Alignments A-13 and A-15).

K. Modified Ramp Terminus at U.S. 42
(Alignments A-9, A-13 and A-15).

L. “Before” Wolf Pen Branch Rd. bridge near Springdale
Road - Prospect, KY

N. “After” Wolf Pen Branch Rd. bridge near Springdale
Road - Prospect, KY (Alignment  A-9).

M. “After” Wolf Pen Branch Rd. bridge near Springdale
Road - Prospect, KY (Alignments A-13 and A-15).

Note: These images show specific bridge designs solely to illustrate the size and position of the various alternatives.
The actual bridge design to be used will be determined in a later study done after and if a build decision is made.



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

P. View looking east from Wolf Pen Woods Rd. at
Alignments A-2 and A-16 interchange - Prospect, KY.

Q. View from waterfront homes towards river west of
Utica, IN (Alignments A-15 and A-16)

R. View from Riverview Drive looking west towards
Alignment B-1, Glenview, KY

Figure 5.11-1d

EASTERN ALIGNMENTS

Note: These images show specific bridge designs solely to illustrate the size and position of the various alternatives.
The actual bridge design to be used will be determined in a later study done after and if a build decision is made.
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A. View of Alignment C-1 from Waterfront Park,
Louisville, KY.

B. View of Alignment C-3 from Waterfront Park,
Louisville, KY.

C. View of Alignment C-1 near Kingfish Restaurant,
Jeffersonville, IN.

E. View looking west on Riverview Dr. at Alignment C-1,
Jeffersonville, IN.

D. View of Alignment C-3 near Kingfish Restaurant,
Jeffersonville, IN.

F. View looking west on Riverview Dr. at Alignment C-3,
Jeffersonville, IN.

Figure 5.11-2a

DOWNTOWN ALIGNMENTS

Note: These images show specific bridge designs solely to illustrate the size and position of the various alternatives.
The actual bridge design to be used will be determined in a later study done after and if a build decision is made.
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L. View of Kennedy Interchange from Slugger Field in
Louisville, KY

J. View looking south of modifications to Missouri
Street - Clarksville, IN (Alignments C-1, C-2 and C-3).

H. View of Alignment C-2 bridge and approach ramps
from Louisville, KY riverfront.

I. View of Alignment C-2 bridge from Riverview Park / Falls of the Ohio State Park - Clarksville, IN.

K. View looking north of Alignment C-2 near Colgate
clock tower - Clarksville, IN

G. New 6th St. connection between Jeffersonville and
Clarksville, IN (Alignments C-1, C-2 and C-3).

Figure 5.11-2b

DOWNTOWN ALIGNMENTS

Note: These images show specific bridge designs solely to illustrate the size and position of the various alternatives.
The actual bridge design to be used will be determined in a later study done after and if a build decision is made.
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Alternative A-16 
 
This alternative would have had moderate to high impacts in both the Eastern Uplands and 
Eastern Bottomlands.  As with Alternative A-2, the proposed alignment would have traveled 
between a series of horse farms along Spring Farm Road and the Wolf Pen Woods subdivision, 
and would have impacted areas with high aesthetic quality and high viewer sensitivity.  
Alternative A-16 would have also crossed Harrods Creek at three locations, including the 
Harbors of Harrods Creek subdivision.  Although Alternative A-16 would have required a long 
span, or viaduct, through the Eastern Bottomlands in Kentucky, it would have passed through a 
sparsely populated area occupied by the water filtration plant and settling pond.  Similar to 
Alternative A-15, the impact of Alternative A-16 on the town of Utica’s riverfront residences 
would be minimal because it would have crossed the river upstream of Utica, although the bridge 
would have interrupted long eastward views of the river.  As with Alternatives A-13 and A-15, 
Alternative A-16 would have impacted Transylvania Beach residences.  As with Alternatives A-
2, A-13 and A-15, the Alternative A-16 bridge crossing could have provided travelers with high 
quality viewing opportunities.  Figure 5.11-1, images D, M, P and Q, illustrates potential visual 
impacts that would have been associated with this alternative. 
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Alternative B-1 
 
This alternative would have had low to moderate impacts on the Eastern Uplands and Mid-East 
Indiana but would have adversely impacted the Eastern Bottomlands.  While Alternative B-1 
would have had the shortest visible bridge span on the Kentucky side, it would also have placed 
a major highway interchange and associated flyover ramps adjacent to the river’s edge.  This 
would have impacted the waterfront setting for residents on both sides of the river as well as for 
those traveling on River Road and Utica Pike.  If the proposed ramps and additional lanes for I-
71 could have been contained within the rock cut that currently lines the expressway, this would 
have created a visually dramatic roadway experience while buffering adjacent developments 
from the road at this location.  As with Alternative A-9, the Alternative B-1 bridge would have 
been visible to a moderate to high number of viewers with high viewer sensitivity because of its 
proximity to Jeffersonville and Glenview's populated riverfronts.  The bridge and its approaches 
would have greatly impacted the existing subdivisions on both sides of the river including one 
which was recently constructed (Rivers Edge).  In Indiana, Alternative B-1 would have replaced 
an existing two lane rural road, creating high impacts to the visual setting that includes rural 
property that lines along the roadway north of Utica Pike.  The Alternative B-1 bridge crossing 
could have provided high quality viewing opportunities including views of the Downtown 
Louisville skyline and the natural bend of the Ohio River.  Figure 5.11-1, image R, illustrates 
potential visual impacts that would have been associated with this alternative. 
 
East End Interchanges 
 
Each of the eastern alternatives discussed above had associated interchange components.  The 
location and design of interchanges, including scale, elevation, lighting, signage, geometrics and 
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landscaping determines the visual impact to surrounding land uses.  This is especially true in the 
more rural setting of the eastern alternatives where residents have a higher level of viewer 
sensitivity and where fewer interchanges currently exist.  Issues such as visibility from adjacent 
residences, increased light levels and potential loss of existing vegetation are among the potential 
negative visual impacts that may be encountered by construction of the Preferred East End 
Alternative.  Conversely, interchanges constructed in areas with a lower number of individuals 
with high viewer sensitivity may result in low or no visual impact.  Figure 5.11-1, images K, M, 
N, O and P, illustrates a range of high, moderate and low visual impacts that may be encountered 
due to new interchanges associated with the East End Alternatives, including the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
The aesthetic setting for the Downtown Alternatives can be generally classified as “built”, 
containing many large structures, including the four existing bridges.  This extends to most of the 
“natural” areas in this region, including a majority of the riverfront parks and open space. 
Therefore, the visual assessment of the Downtown Alternatives included impacts on both natural 
scenery and urban architecture, and on views such as those from riverfront parks and plazas.  
Because of the existing riverfront parks and proposed new greenways, it is critical to consider the 
impacts at ground level, including the touchdown points for piers and treatments of the 
undersides of bridge and roadway structures.  In addition, visual impacts not only from land and 
water but also from the other four bridges must also be considered.  Figure 5.11-2 (a and b) 
illustrates a series of potential visual impacts associated with these alternatives, including the 
Preferred Downtown Alternative.   
 
Alternative C-1  
 
Due to its location on the upstream side of Kennedy Bridge, Alternative C-1 will have moderate 
impacts on the Downtown Riverfront, Louisville CBD, Louisville East and 
Jeffersonville/Clarksville areas and lower impacts on Louisville West.  Alternative C-1 will 
likely affect the riverfront area of Jeffersonville east of the Kennedy Bridge, residences lining 
Indiana's scenic Riverview Drive west of Clark Memorial Bridge, in addition to motorists, 
bicyclists and pedestrians and the new riverfront park containing a waterfront amphitheater with 
direct views of the Big Four and Kennedy Bridges to the east. Opportunities would exist to 
emphasize riverfront views and the Louisville skyline as motorists cross between Kentucky and 
Indiana. 
 
In Indiana, Alternative C-1 could also improve the aesthetic character of the cities of 
Jeffersonville and Clarksville, in particular, areas north of Court Avenue and near the 10th 
Avenue exit ramp.  Alternative C-1 will likely create new vehicular and pedestrian connections 
and gateways.  The displacement of such aesthetically poor land uses as the water treatment 
facility in the city of Jeffersonville will also improve the visual setting.  Figure 5.11-2, images A, 
C, E, G and J, illustrates potential visual impacts associated with this alternative. 
 
 



 
 

   
Final Environmental Impact Statement 5-367 Environmental Consequences 

Alternative C-2 
 
This alternative would have moderate to high impacts on the Downtown Riverfront, the cities of 
Jeffersonville and Clarksville, Louisville West areas and low-level impacts on areas east of 
Kennedy Bridge.  The area part of the proposed Alternative C-2 bridge was a vast, open portion 
of the Ohio River with long views, from Louisville CBD to the Falls of the Ohio State Park and 
Riverside Park in the city of Clarksville.  The Alternative C-2 bridge would have had a major 
impact on the current high quality visual setting and would have potentially obstructed high 
quality views.  Because of its spatial separation from the existing bridges, Alternative C-2 would 
have offered the potential for a becoming a “signature bridge” or landmark.  This alternative 
would have expanded upon an existing interchange at Ninth Street in the western end of 
Louisville, where impacts would have been lower to moderate. Conversely, the impact of 
Alternative C-2 in the city of Clarksville would have been high, with ramps and approaches that 
would have obscured the landmark façade and clock on the Colgate-Palmolive headquarters 
building.   As with Alternative C-1, Alternative C-2 would have presented opportunities to 
emphasize riverfront views and the Louisville skyline.  It could have also improved the aesthetic 
character of the area around Sixth Street and the 10th Street exit in the city of Clarksville.  It 
would have likely created a community gateway with its displacement of such aesthetically poor 
land uses as the water treatment facility.  Figure 5.11-2, images G, H, I, J and K, illustrates 
potential visual impacts that would have been associated with this alternative. 
 
Alternative C-3 
 
Because of the location of Alternative C-3 on the downstream side of Kennedy Bridge, the 
alternative would have had moderate impacts on the Downtown riverfront, Louisville CBD, the 
western end of Louisville and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville and lower impacts on 
the eastern end of Louisville.  The viewshed for this bridge would have been much larger than 
the viewshed of Alternative C-1.  The most impacted areas would have been the Downtown 
riverfront and the Louisville CBD, the city of Clarksville’s riverfront west of the Kennedy 
Bridge and to the Falls of the Ohio State Park on the west and Riverview Drive.  Long, eastward 
views of the Alternative C-3 bridge would have been somewhat obscured by the Clark Memorial 
Bridge to the west.  This alternative would have had the opportunity to emphasize riverfront 
views and the Louisville skyline.  Like Alternative C-1, it could have improved the aesthetic 
character of certain Jeffersonville and Clarksville areas, and also like Alternatives C-1 and C-2, 
it could have improved the visual setting of such aesthetically degraded land uses as the water 
treatment facility.  Figure 5.11-2, images B, D, F and G, illustrates potential visual impacts that 
would have been associated with this alternative. 
 
Relocated Kennedy Interchange 
 
Since the majority of the realigned Kennedy Interchange would be located primarily to the east 
of the existing Kennedy Bridge, it will have moderate to high impacts on the Downtown 
riverfront, East Louisville, the Louisville CBD and the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville 
and lower impacts on Mid-East Indiana.  This interchange will have varying impacts on each 
landscape unit and urban district.  The Butchertown Historic District in eastern Louisville, an 
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area with an industrial district forming a physical barrier between this neighborhood and the 
riverfront, positive aesthetic impacts will likely result from the realigned interchange.   
 
Interchange improvements may also provide the catalyst for attractive, new pedestrian 
connections to the riverfront, new development, and the relocation of aesthetically poor land uses 
such as auto salvage yards and new lands for park expansion.  These positive opportunities will 
be countered by the potential for a highly visible interchange with flyover ramps, creating a 
structure of a scale similar to portions of the Louisville skyline.  Views from the Louisville and 
Jeffersonville riverfront parks, including the scenic overlook at the end of Spring Street in 
Jeffersonville, could be adversely impacted.  Although, currently the vegetation on Towhead 
Island screens the existing Kennedy Interchange, the new interchange elevation will be 
significantly higher, becoming visible from the Indiana riverfront. Figure 5.11-2, image L, 
illustrates potential visual impacts associated with the relocated Kennedy Interchange. 
 
5.11.4 Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There would have been no indirect impacts to visual and aesthetic resources as a result of either 
the No-Action or the Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Indirect impacts to the visual environment could include an increase in light from vehicle 
headlights and traffic activity, especially in the Far East where bridges across the Ohio River and 
associated major roadways do not currently exist. As a result, the impact upon viewers of new 
roads would be greater than that of modified or expanded roads as proposed for the Downtown. 
With respect to all alternatives considered, the areas adjacent to the roadways could experience 
limited increases or changes in lighting patterns from roadway lighting and vehicle headlights, 
especially if no physical buffers such as vegetative screens are installed.   
 
Where the proposed alternatives such as Alternatives A-13, A-15 and A-16 would travel through 
predominantly undeveloped areas, the roadway could be designed to blend with existing and 
proposed landforms, diminishing the likelihood of vehicular or roadway-related lighting 
adversely affecting residences.   
 
5.11.5 Mitigation 
 
The following measures to mitigate visual impacts will be considered during final design. 
 

1. New landscaping and revegetation to restore slopes and woodland edges to soften 
roadway appearance and frame views from the road.  
 

2. Shaping of the land at edges of the grading to smooth the transition to existing grades and 
to screen views of the roadways from adjacent land uses. 
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3. Installation of attractive retaining walls and guardrails to reduce the aesthetic/visual 

impact to structure and/or natural features. 
 

4. Sensitive design of bridge structures to reflect the character of the area, including existing 
bridges in the viewshed.  Figure 5.11-3, images A, B and C, illustrates how this measure 
could be applied.  

 
5. Context sensitive solutions will be incorporated as part of this project.  Refer to the MOA 

located in Chapter 8.   



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT

B. Potential arch bridge section in rock cut
(Alignments A-13, A-15 and B-1).

C. Potential arch bridge in rock cut aerial perspective
(Alignments A-13, A-15 and B-1).

A. Potential arch bridge in rock cut - driver’s view
(Alignments A-13, A-15 and B-1).

D. Potential bridge landing on bluff,  Utica, IN
(Alignments A-2, A-15 and A-16)

Figure 5.11-3

MITIGATION
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5.12 Hazardous Substances 
 
As discussed in Section 4.12, 44 properties investigated by Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessments (ESA) protocol were recommended for further action consisting of either a Limited 
Phase II investigation (category 3) or a Full Phase II investigation (category 2). See Table 4.12-1 
in Chapter 4.  Phase II investigations and Phase III work (for the site recommended in Section 
5.8.2 of the “Indiana Environmental Site Assessment Baseline Report”) will be completed during 
final design.  Some of the properties were contained within more than one alternative.  Based on 
the Phase I investigations, there are no areas of substantial environmental significance located 
within the project area.  The properties with the highest environmental concern include two (2) 
Louisville sites:  the former Ohio Street Landfill and the Amoco Oil Company. These sites will 
be affected by the Downtown Corridor.  The Ohio Street Landfill will be affected by Alternative 
C-1 and the relocated Kennedy Interchange and Alternative C-3 and proposed I-71/Frankfort 
Avenue interchange would have impacted the landfill. Alternative C-1 and the relocated 
Kennedy Interchange will affect the Amoco Oil Company and other potential Brownfield sites. 
 
No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
None of the sites listed in Table 4.12-1 would have been affected by the No-Action and 
Transportation Management Alternatives. 
 
Bridge/Highway Alternatives 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
Only one property located within the Far East corridor, the Clark Nichols Quarry at 5217 Utica 
Pike in Utica, was recommended for a full Phase II investigation.  A scrap yard, which occupies 
the north-central section of the site, contains waste such as drums and semi-trailers of unknown 
contents, suspected asbestos-containing materials, and former underground storage tanks (USTs).  
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Only one property located in the Near East corridor, Darling Yachts at 3732 Utica Pike in the 
city of Jeffersonville, was recommended for a full Phase II investigation.  Located in the center 
of the city of Jeffersonville’s Wellhead Protection Area, the site contains waste such as spent 
sandblasting material, scrap yards, drums containing paints and solvents and at least three 250-
gallon above-ground storage tanks (ASTs). 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Twenty-eight Downtown properties were recommended for Limited Phase II investigations.  
Thirteen properties located in the Downtown area are recommended for full Phase II 
investigations.  The Cotton Real Estate LLC site was recommended for Phase III work to close 
an abandoned UST according to IDEM UST Branch regulations.  See Table 4.12-1. 
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In the Downtown, properties of the highest environmental concern include two Louisville sites.  
The Ohio Street Landfill (currently Coty Auto Tow Yard) is located at the northeast corner of 
Marion and Clinton, and is a former landfill that at one time used the practice of burning trash 
with coal oil.  The second property is Amoco Oil Company, located at 820 East Water Street. 
This property was formerly a refinery, and subsequently a bulk terminal with past gasoline spills 
that are in the process of remediation. 
 
Approved soil and waste management practices will address contamination that is disturbed 
during construction.  Contaminated soils that exceed government standards and other wastes 
with regulated substances that are managed off-site will be confined to approved facilities.  All 
solid waste and contamination will be properly managed in the most cost-effective manner in 
accordance with all state and federal regulations to ensure protection of human health and the 
environment. 
 
Preferred Alternative  
 
There are no hazardous materials sites that have been located along Alternative A-15.  However, 
the Alternative C-1 and the Kennedy Interchange Relocation option will impact a total of 30 
potential hazardous materials sites.   Twenty-eight sites have been recommended for a Limited 
Phase II investigation, thirteen sites have been recommended for a Full Phase II investigation 
and one site has been recommended for a Phase III investigation (recommending the removal of 
an abandoned underground storage tank).  
 
5.12.1    Mitigation 
 
Regulations governing hazardous materials investigations and remediation differ to some degree 
between Kentucky and Indiana.  Therefore, each state requires a separate report recommending 
sampling plans.  Some sampling may be initiated following the Record of Decision.  However, 
some sampling may be delayed pending final right-of-way plans and acquisition. 
 
Contaminated sites will be remediated in coordination with the appropriate state regulatory 
agencies, including the KNREPC and the IDEM, and the USEPA.  Phase II risk management 
plans will be developed for specific sites and submitted to KYTC and INDOT after approval of 
final design.  These plans will include selected sites identified in the Phase I investigation.  
Sample locations will be site specific and for those areas where soils are to be disturbed.   If 
warranted by Phase I or Phase II findings, Phase III work may be recommended. This typically 
involves the remediation of contaminated soil or water; however, the main concern with this plan 
is to develop a risk.  Closure of any sites will take place during construction. 
 
5.13 Energy 
 
Transportation accounts for a major portion of both direct and indirect energy consumption in the 
United States.  Direct energy consumption is that which is consumed by vehicles traveling on the 
roadways, while indirect energy consumption refers to the energy consumed during the 
construction and maintenance of a new facility.  Energy consumption for vehicle operation and 
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facility maintenance represents longer-term energy impacts while construction energy is 
typically a large one-time energy expenditure.   
 
The energy impacts of the project alternatives reflect both direct and indirect energy 
consumption.  Estimates of unit quantities of construction materials and activities have been 
translated into an equivalent energy requirement.  The factors used in calculating the indirect 
construction energy consumption are 17.1 x 109 BTU's per lane-mile for roadways 130.4 x 109 
BTU's per lane-mile for bridges, and 195.6 x 109 BTU's per lane-mile for tunnels. 
 
5.13.1 Construction Energy Consumption 
 
Each of the bridge/highway alternatives requires a substantial one-time energy expenditure 
related to the manufacture of construction materials, transporting the materials to the site and 
construction of the new facility.  Table 5.13-1 provides the results of the construction energy 
analysis in terms of equivalent annual energy consumption for the No-Action, Transportation 
Management and bridge/highway alternatives, averaged for the time period between 2000 and 
2025.  As shown in this table, the construction energy requirements for any of the 
bridge/highway alternatives should be in the range of 80 and 310 billion BTUs annually. 
 
The alternatives in the Downtown area that display the highest construction energy consumption 
are Alternative C-3 and Alternative C-1 with the relocated Kennedy Interchange option. 
Alternative C-1 with the Kennedy Interchange reconstructed in place has the lowest 
construction energy consumption of the Downtown Alternative.  Among the Far East 
alternatives, Alternative A-9 would have had the highest construction energy requirements and 
Alternative A-2 would have had the lowest.  Overall, the alternatives considered in the Far East 
would require the least construction energy consumption and alternatives in the Downtown area 
would require the most.  The Near East alternative would have been between the amounts of 
energy as in the Far East and Downtown corridors.  The Two Bridge/Highway Alternative would 
result in higher energy consumption than the One Bridge/Highway Alternative. 
 
5.13.2 Operational Energy Consumption 
 
Operational energy consumption is based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the average 
operating speeds and the fuel consumption rates by type of vehicle adjusted by a fuel economy 
factor for the design year.  Alternatives that reduce VMT, increase speeds or reduce the time 
vehicles are on the road will reduce the operating energy consumption as compared to the No-
Action Alternative.   
 
The No-Action Alternative was estimated to have an annual operating energy consumption of 
37.5 trillion BTUs.  The Transportation Management Alternative would have shown no change.  
The One Bridge/Highway Alternatives are estimated to increase operating speeds and except for 
the Near East alternative, increase VMT.  This results in estimated annual operating energy 
consumption equivalent to the No-Action Alternative.  The Two Bridges/Highway Alternative 
would exhibit the greatest saving in annual operating energy consumption compared with the 
No-Action Alternative due to reduced VMT and increased speeds.  The Far East and C-1/C-3 
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Alternatives and Near East and C-1/C-3 Alternative are estimated to have an operating energy of 
37.3 trillion BTUs, a savings of 200 billion BTUs annually.  The Far East and Alternative C-2 
and Near East and Alternative C-2 are estimated to have the greatest savings of 300 billion BTUs 
annually, with an estimated consumption of 37.2 trillion. 
 
5.13.3 Maintenance Energy Consumption 
 
The energy necessary to maintain the facility over the design life is comprised of many factors, 
including the direct energy consumed during the maintenance and repair activities and the energy  
consumed by vehicles experiencing greater delays due to lanes being closed.  Maintenance 
energy requirements are also directly related to the length and number of lanes of any new 
facilities. 
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Though it is difficult to calculate with certainty the actual energy consumption for maintenance 
of each of the alternatives, it was expected that the energy consumed to maintain Alternative C-2 
would be the least, and Alternative C-1 with a relocated Kennedy Interchange would be the 
greatest in the Downtown area.  In the Far East corridor, Alternative A-16 would likely have the 
lowest maintenance energy requirements, and Alternative A-15 with a full diamond interchange 
would have the highest.  Alternative B-1 in the Near East corridor would have been expected to 
require the most maintenance energy of all the alternatives considered in the One 
Bridge/Highway Alternative because of the I-264 and I-71 modifications. 
 
For the Two Bridge/Highway Alternative, the maintenance energy requirements are expected to 
be the highest for the combination of Alternative B-1 with either Alternative C-1 or C-3 in the 
Downtown area. 
 
The post-construction, operational energy requirements would be less with any of the 
alternatives compared to the No-Action.  Typically, construction and maintenance energy 
consumption is more than offset by the savings in vehicle operating energy consumption.  Over 
the long term, the Transportation Management and bridge/highway alternatives would result in a 
net savings in energy usage.  The 200 billion BTU annual vehicle operation energy savings 
projected for the Preferred Alternative would be three times that of the energy consumed to 
maintain it. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
 
The Preferred Alternative will have an annual construction consumption rate of approximately 
275 billion BTU between 2000 and 2025.  This is in the middle of the 236 billion to 307 billion 
range projected for the two bridge alternatives.  Alternative A-15 and Alternative C-1 are 
estimated to have a design year vehicle operating energy consumption value of 37.3 trillion 
BTUs, a savings of 200 billion BTUs annually compared to the No-Action Alternative. 
 
5.14 Construction Impacts 
 
A construction-phasing plan that includes provisions for the maintenance of traffic has been 
prepared and will be included in the Engineering Report prepared for the project.  
 
5.14.1 Mitigation of Construction Adverse Effects 
 
Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the design plans and contract and 
Special Provisions if required to reduce and, if possible, eliminate the associated impacts. 
 
Many potential impacts are addressed in the current edition of each state's Standard 
Specifications and will not require any special or unusual mitigation measures to be added. 
 
Mitigation measures, which will be incorporated into the construction of this project to minimize 
the amount of pollutants entering into the streams, may include the following: 
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1. When borrow material is obtained from other than commercially operated sources, erosion of 
the borrow site shall be controlled during and after completion of the work by minimizing the 
erosion in such a way that will prevent sediment from entering streams or other bodies of 
water.  Waste or disposal areas and construction roads shall be located and constructed in a 
manner that will keep sediments from entering streams.  Diversion channels, dikes and 
sediment traps will be used for this purpose.  Final restorations of borrow or waste disposal 
areas shall include grading, seeding and/or other necessary treatments that will blend the area 
into the surrounding landscape. 

 
2. All excavated materials will be utilized for roadway embankment or hauled to an upland site 

and secured in such a manner as to prevent runoff from entering streams. 
 
3. When work areas or gravel pits are located in or adjacent to live streams, such areas shall be 

separated from the main streams by a dike or other barrier to keep sediments from entering a 
flowing stream.  Care shall be taken during the construction and removal of such barriers to 
minimize the muddying of a stream. 

 
4. Pollutants such as fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage and other harmful materials shall 

not be discharged into or near rivers, streams and impoundments or into natural or manmade 
channels leading thereto.  Wash water or waste from concrete mixing operations shall not be 
allowed to enter live streams. 

 
5. When determined necessary for the prevention of pollution due to erosion, temporary berms, 

dikes, dams, ditching or sediment basins shall be constructed and such control features shall 
be maintained until permanent erosion control features are placed.  Permanent erosion 
control features shall be incorporated into the contract work at the earliest practicable time as 
the construction progresses.  The appropriate erosion control structures will be determined 
during the design of the project. 

 
Archaeological Preservation 
 
In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Executive Order 
11593, it is necessary that, before the FHWA and States will permit the use of borrow material 
from other than a commercial source, a qualified archaeologist perform a records check and 
intensive field survey within the limits of any proposed borrow location. Refer to the MOA in 
Appendix B.6 for detailed information regarding archaeological resources. 
 
5.14.2 Maintenance of Traffic 
 
The maintenance of vehicular traffic and sequence of construction will be planned and scheduled 
so as to minimize travel delays throughout the project area.  Traffic across the Ohio River will be 
maintained throughout the duration of the construction period.  In addition, access will be 
maintained to existing businesses, parks, and residences affected by the construction.  
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No-Action/Transportation Management Alternative 
 
There is no construction planned for the No-Action Alternative.  No maintenance of traffic issues 
would be associated with this alternative. 
 
There would be only limited construction activity associated with the Transportation 
Management Alternative.  The potential impacts to vehicular traffic during construction would 
be minor. 
 
One Bridge/Highway Alternative 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
Because the Far East alternative is primarily on a new alignment, maintenance of traffic for 
construction would mostly impact the existing roadway network where the proposed alternative 
crosses existing roads.  Disturbances would be relatively short in terms of the length of road 
affected. Access to local communities would be maintained and if temporary road closures are 
needed, detours will be identified and adequate signage provided.  
 
Near East Corridor 
 
The Near East alternative would have involved widening along portions of I-264 and I-71 as well 
as the reconstruction of the I-264/I-71 interchange in Kentucky. The widening of I-264 and I-71 
would have been accomplished while maintaining the current number of lanes during the peak 
travel periods.  Temporary lane closures would have been needed during off-peak periods to 
complete the widening project. The remainder of Alternative B-1 would have been primarily on 
a new alignment, where maintenance of traffic would have mostly impact the existing roadway 
network.  
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Maintenance of traffic is more difficult for the Downtown Alternative because construction will 
occur on existing roadways.  The reconstruction of the Kennedy interchange will require multi-
phase construction, with different traffic routing.  The maintenance of traffic plan will require 
careful signage and communication with the public to provide advance notice of changing traffic 
patterns.  The construction activity may necessitate temporary ramp closures.  Construction of 
Alternative C-1 may limit access to portions of Waterfront Park for all or part of the duration of 
construction. 
 
Two Bridges/Highway Alternative 
 
The Two Bridges/Highway Alternative would involve the same maintenance of traffic impacts as 
each of the alternatives that make up the combination.  However, the Two Bridges/Highway 
Alternative may improve some of the construction-related maintenance of traffic issues.  If the 
new bridge and roadway are completed prior to the reconstruction of the Kennedy interchange, 
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the new bridge would provide traffic relief. Removing some of the traffic and providing an 
alternate travel route would facilitate maintenance of traffic operations in the Downtown area. 
 
For any of the bridge/highway alternatives, the development of the maintenance of traffic plans 
would be coordinated with police, fire, and rescue services as appropriate.  Signs will be used as 
appropriate to provide notice of road closures, detours and other pertinent information to the 
motoring public.  In addition, the local news media will be notified in advance of construction 
related activities, which could excessively inconvenience the community so that motorists, 
residents, and businesses can plan their day and travel routes in advance.  Finally, signs will be 
posted in the project vicinity providing the phone number of a hotline that people can call with 
questions about the schedule and nature of construction activities. 
 
During final design studies, maintenance of traffic plans for both pedestrians and bicyclists will 
also be developed for those areas currently serving pedestrian and bicycle access 
 
5.15 Permits 
 
The following Federal permits relating to terrestrial and aquatic resources will be required for the 
construction of the Preferred Alternative: 
 
 Agency    Permit 
 USACE    Section 404 Permit for Discharge of Dredged 

or Fill Material into waters of the United States 
USACE    Construction, Dumping and Dredging Permit  

(Section 10) 
U. S. Coast Guard   Bridge Permit (Section 9) 
U.S. Federal Aviation   FAA Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed  

Administration   Construction or Alteration 
 
The following Indiana State permits relating to terrestrial and aquatic resources will be required 
for construction of the Preferred Alternative: 
 
 Agency    Permit 
 IDEM     Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
 IDEM     National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
      System, Rule 5 
 IDNR     Construction in a Floodway Permit 
 
The following Kentucky State permits relating to terrestrial and aquatic resources may be 
required: 
 
 Agency    Permit 
 NREPC, Division of Water  Floodplain Construction Permit 
 NREPC, Division of Water  Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
 NREPC, Division of Water  National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
      System, Rule 5 
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Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act does not apply to this project.  There 
are no areas that have been developed with these funds.  
 
As the final design of the Preferred Alternative proceeds, specific permit requirements will be 
finalized. The respective State DOTs will be responsible to comply with the permit requirements 
at the time of application, irrespective of modifications, which may occur during the design 
process. 
 
 5.16 Short-Term Use of Environment versus Long-Term Productivity 
 
The implementation of a bridge/highway alternative will result in short-term traffic delays and 
short-term consumption of energy and resources for approximately seven to 10 years or until the 
proposed project is complete.  Increased traffic congestion will occur in areas along the study 
corridor where work is being performed and construction materials are transported.  Increased 
consumption of energy and resources will result from the production, purchase, transportation 
and development of road construction materials. 
 
Long-term productivity will supersede short-term impacts by: providing transportation 
improvements to accommodate existing and planned growth in population and employment; 
improving cross-river mobility and connections on the circumferential freeway system; and 
improving safety.  It can be concluded that short-term traffic congestion and the consumption of 
energy and resources are consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity for the LMA.  Long-term productivity is anticipated to be far greater than the short-
term impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
5.17 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
 
The implementation of one of the bridge/highway alternatives will involve a commitment of 
natural, physical and financial resources.  Real property to be developed for this project will be 
an irreversible commitment of these resources during the time period that the land is used for a 
highway facility.  Because of the structural nature of the highway, if a greater need for the land 
arises, it can be converted to another use. 
 
Undetermined volumes of fossil fuels, labor and highway construction materials such as cement, 
aggregate and bituminous material will be utilized for the development of the proposed project.  
Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural resources will be used in the fabrication and 
preparation of these construction materials. These materials are generally not retrievable.  
However, they are not in short supply and their use will not have an adverse effect on continued 
availability of these resources.  The implementation of the proposed action will require 
substantial initial expenditure of both state and federal funds, which are also not retrievable. 
 
The irreversible commitment of these resources is based on the concept that residents in the 
LMA and surrounding areas will benefit from the implementation of the proposed project.  These 
benefits will consist of the provision of transportation improvements to accommodate existing 
and planned growth in population and employment; improved cross-river mobility and 
connection on the circumferential freeway system; and improved safety. 
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5.18 Summary of Impacts 
 
The impacts of each alternative, including the Preferred Alternative are summarized below and 
in Table 5.18-1. 
 
Far East Corridor 
 
Alternative A-2 
 
This alternative would have had the highest number of floodplains crossed (4) of all of the East 
End Alternatives evaluated.  In spite of the number of floodplains crossed, this option had the 
least encroachment on floodplains (16 acres).  Alternative A-2 ranked second in the greatest 
amount of impact to wildlife habitat and wetlands and in its disturbance of in situ soils.  
Alternative A-2 had the second least number of noise receptors sites impacted.  It would have 
used property from three Section 4(f) resources.  For the remainder of the quantifiable elements 
of this investigation, its impacts fell in the middle range for all of the East End Alternatives.  The 
length of this alternative was 7.5 miles and its total cost was estimated at $377 million. 
 
Alternative A-9 

 
Of the East End Alternatives, Alternative A-9 would have had the second greatest impact to the 
East End historic districts (5) and the third lowest impact to wetlands (4.66 acres).  It would have 
required the use of property from three Section 4(f) resources.  It would have impacted 151 acres 
of wildlife habitat and 204 acres of in situ soils.  It would have required the displacement of the 
lowest number of total structures (79).  It had the highest amount of farmland impacts.  For other 
issues, its impacts were in the middle range among the East End Alternatives.  This alternative 
was nine miles long with an estimated cost of $534 million. 
 
Alternative A-13 
 
This alternative would have impacted the largest number of archaeological sites (9) and the most 
noise receptor sites.  It would have required the acquisition of the second highest number of 
structures for the East End Alternatives.  It would have required the use property from one 
Section 4(f) resource.  It ranked second highest in the number of impacts to historic sites.  For 
the remainder of the quantifiable data categories, it was in the middle of the range for the East 
End Alternatives. This alternative was 7.6 miles long and would have cost $441 million. 
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Alternative A-15 
 
Alternative A-15 provides for a six lane I-265 Freeway from I-71 in Kentucky to S.R. 62 in 
Indiana (see Appendix A.9 Typical Sections).  Alternative A-15 also includes a 17 foot bicycle 
and pedestrian path on the downstream side of the bridge and terminated at River Road in 
Kentucky and Utica-Charlestown Road in Indiana.   
 
This alternative will use property from one Section 4(f) resource and would impact the second 
greatest number of historic sites (12). It ranks first in the number of noise receptor sites impacted 
and impacts five archaeological sites.  This alternative had the second lowest farmland impacts.  
For other resources, it ranks low, having less impact than most other East End Alternatives. The 
length of this alternative is 7.9 miles, and its total cost is estimated at $465 million. 
 
Alternative A-16  
 
The alternative had the highest amount of impact to in situ soils (299 acres), wildlife habitat (194 
acres), number of streams crossed (13 crossings) and encroachment on floodplains (39 acres) of 
the East End Alternatives.  It would have used property from one Section 4(f) resource.  
Alternative A-16 ranked third in impacts to historic sites.  It would have displaced the third 
highest amount of farmland (139 acres) and ranked third lowest in noise receptor sites impacted.  
Alternative A-16 ranked in the middle area for other resources. Alternative A-16 was 7.7 miles 
long and would have cost $439 million. 
 
Near East Corridor 
 
Alternative B-1 
 
Of the East End Alternatives, Alternative B-1 would have had the largest number of 
displacements (282).  It was the only East End Alternative to require displacement of community 
resources (5), a church, three Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) monitoring sites and a water 
pumping station.  It required the use of property from four (4) Section 4(f) resources and 
impacted 15 historic sites.  It ranked second highest in the area of farmland displaced and 
floodplain encroachment.  It had the least impact to streams (six crossed) and wetlands (2.7 
acres).  For the other resources, it ranked in the middle for the East End Alternatives. This 
alternative had a mainline length of 9.4 miles and would have cost  $648 million. 
 
Downtown Corridor 
 
Alternative C-1 
 
Alternative C-1 provides for construction of a new six lane I-65 bridge to accommodate the I-65 
northbound movement.  Alternative C-1 also includes a 17 foot bicycle and pedestrian path on 
the upstream side of the bridge and terminates at River Road in Kentucky and Court Avenue in 
Indiana.  The existing I-65 Bridge will be used to accommodate the six lane I-65 southbound 
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movement.  Thus, the I-65 Preferred Alternative will result in 12 lanes of I-65 capacity over the 
Ohio River in Downtown Louisville.  

 
In Indiana, the Preferred Alternative provides eight lanes of through-movement capacity: four 
northbound and four southbound.  The four lane I-65 southbound picks up two lanes at 10th 
Street to carry a total of six lanes onto the bridge from Indiana.  Likewise, the six lane 
northbound C-1 section coming off the bridge into Indiana drops two lanes at 10th Street. 

 
In Kentucky, I-65 provides six lanes of through-movement south of the Kennedy Interchange; 
three lanes northbound, and three lanes southbound, to match the existing I-65 six lane section to 
the south.  The six lane I-65 southbound lanes coming off the bridge drop one lane for the I-64 
westbound exit, and two lanes for the I-64 eastbound exit.  Likewise, the I-65 three lane 
northbound section picks up one lane from the I-64 westbound entrance, and two lanes from the 
I-64 eastbound entrance to northbound I-65, to carry a total of six lanes northbound onto the new 
C-1 bridge. 
 
Alternative C-1 (new Kennedy Bridge upstream) has the highest impact to the floodplains (13 
acres) and (0 acres) of wildlife habitat impact.  It impacts five historic districts and three Section 
4(f) properties, ranking it second highest in these categories.  It is second lowest in the number of 
residential displacements and ranks in the middle in terms of noise receptor sites impacted. 
Alternative C-1 ranks third in commercial property acquisition.  This alternative would impact 
(2) historic sites. The cost of this alternative is estimated to be $296 million. 
 
Alternative C-2 
 
This alternative would have impacted the most historic sites (7), the most historic districts (7), 
and the most Section 4(f) properties (5).  It also has the most noise receptor site impacts and 
ranked second in floodplain encroachment.  This alternative would have had no (0 acres) wildlife 
habitat impact, and ranked lowest in the Downtown corridor in total residential and commercial 
displacements.  The cost of this alternative would have been $481 million. 
 
Alternative C-3 would have had the greatest number of residential displacements (180 units), 
commercial displacements (75 businesses) and, as with Alternative C-1 and Alternative C-2, no 
impacts (0 acres) to wildlife habitat. It was equal to Alternative C-1 for impacts to historic sites 
(2).  It had the lowest number noise receptor site impacts of the Downtown Alternatives.  It 
would have required the use of two (2) Section 4(f) properties.  Alternative C-3 would have 
impacted five (5) historic districts and nine acres of floodplain.  The cost of this alternative 
would have been $304 million. 
 
Kennedy Interchange 
 
Improvements to the Kennedy Interchange are included with each alternative.  The impacts for 
both interchange improvement options (rebuild in-place and relocate to the south) are listed 
separately in Table S.3-1.  Each alternative’s total impact would include the impacts from one of 
these options. 
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Kennedy Interchange In-Place 
 
Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange in-place would have created the same impacts to 
Section 4(f) properties (4) and greater noise receptor site impacts than the relocated option.  It 
would have impacted two historic districts, the same as the Kennedy Interchange relocated 
option, acres of wildlife habitat (0), acres of wetland impacted (0), stream impacts (0), floodplain 
impacts (0), floodplain encroachment (23 acres) and had two residential and 30 commercial 
displacements. The cost of replacing the Kennedy Interchange in its present location would have 
been $306 million. 
 
Kennedy Interchange Relocated 
 
Moving the Kennedy Interchange south of its present location will impact the same number of 
Section 4(f) properties (4) and lesser noise receptor sites as the In-place option.  It will also 
impact two historic districts.  The reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange will impact wildlife 
habitat (1 acre), wetlands (0.25 acres), stream crossings (1), floodplains (1), floodplain 
encroachment (53 acres), four residential displacements and 50 commercial displacements. The 
cost of relocating the Kennedy Interchange to the south is estimated to be $639 million. 



Table 5.18-1
Summary of Impacts

Preferred Alternative
Far East Near East

A-2 A-9 A-13 A-15 A-16 B-1 In-Place Relocated C-1 C-2 C-3
Agricultural Resources
Acres of prime farmland converted 137 160 112 136 139 148 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 136

Section 4(f) Properties used 3 3 1 1 1 4 4 4 3 5 2 8

Cultural Resources
Number of historic districts impacted 3 5 6 6 4 4 2** 2** 5 7 5 11
Number of historic sites impacted 6 12 12 12 10 15 0 0 2 7 2 14
Number of archaeological sites impacted 2 8 9 5 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 5

Air Quality
Number of sites exceeding NAAQS (1 hr/8 hr) 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0

Noise - Number of impacted receptor sites3 19 26 33/32 (1) 33/29 (1) 23 16 8/8/7 (2) 7/8/7 (2) 6 9 5 46
Noise - Number of impacted Historic Properties 6 6 8/8 (1) 7/7(1) 5 11 8/9/10 (2) 6/9/10 (2) 9 17 6 22

Natural Resources
Acres of soil impacted 279 204 205 210 299 224 0 0 0 0 0 210
Acres of terrestrial wildlife/habitat impacted* 178 151 124 153 194 154 0 1 0 0 0 154

Wetlands
Acres of wetlands impacted 5.51 4.66 4.79 3.86 6.14 2.74 0 0.25 0 0 0 4.11

Water Resources
Number of stream impacts (including Ohio River) 9 12 9 12 13 6 0 1 1 1 1 14

Floodplains
Number of floodplains crossed 4 3 3 2 2 2 0 1 1 1 1 4
Total acres of encroachment 16 26 21 19 39 37 23 53 13 12 9 85

Number of Residential Displacements 64 67 73 63 62 252 2 4 23 21 180 90

Number of Commercial Displacements 0 2 0 0 0 24 30 50 30 40 75 80

Number of Agricultural Properties Impacted 18 10 20 18 18 1 0 0 0 0 0 18

Number of Community Resources Displaced 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
*Riparian Forest, Upland Fields, Upland Forest and Wetland/Streams
**There are two historic districts (Phoenix Hill and Butchertown) that are also impacted by Alternatives C-1, C-2 and C-3.
(1) Designates  a/b Alternatives half diamond at US 42 and full diamond at Wolf Pen Brand Road, respectively.
(2) Designates Noise impact for the Kennedy Interchange options associated with Alignments C1/ (Single Bridge A or B)(C2) / C3
(3) Number of impacted receptor sites, excluding impacted Historic Properties

Quantitative Impacts To
Kennedy Interchange Downtown

Total

Alternatives




