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On April 8, 2003 a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was prepared for the Louisville — Southern Indiana Ohio
River Bridges Project. This was followed by a Record of Decision on September 6, 2003. The preferred alternative as
described in the FEIS provides the improvement of cross-river mobility between Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark
County, Indiana. The preferred alternative is a two bridges/highway alternative. It provides for a new Ohio River Bridge
between Louisville, KY and Jeffersonville, IN immediately upstream and adjacent to the existing I-65 and for a second new
Ohio River bridge, approximately 8 miles upstream of the existing I-65 crossing, which provides connections in the eastern
part of Jefferson and Clark Counties between KY 841 (Gene Snyder Freeway) in Kentucky and SR 265 in Indiana. The
preferred alternate also provides for the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange (Interstates 1-65, I-64, and I-71) near
Downtown Louisville and the approaches in Jeffersonville to the new Ohio River bridge.

On February 15, 2011, a Notice was placed in the Federal Register establishing that a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) would be prepared for the project. This Supplemental DEIS provides a discussion of new circumstances or
relevant information to environmental concerns that have risen since completion of the FEIS. This document will discuss
modifications that have occurred in the basic design, effects associated with consideration of tolling as a financing
mechanism, and environmental elements that might have changed because of the passage of time since the completion of the
original EIS.

This Supplemental DEIS is expected to be published in the Federal Register on Friday, November 25, 2011. Comments on
this Supplemental DEIS are due by January 9, 2012. Comments are to be sent to the individuals listed above.
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SUMMARY
S.1  Proposed Action

This Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) has been prepared by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT),
and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio
River Bridges (LSIORB) Project. The SDEIS responds to the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regarding
documenting “substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental
concerns.” [40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(D)].

The SDEIS format generally follows the section-heading outline used in the 2003 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Changes to the project and/or conditions in the project
area that have occurred since the FEIS are described in their respective sections; and where the
information presented in the 2003 FEIS remains valid, such is noted. While the SDEIS builds
upon and incorporates work already completed as part of the project development process, it
does not reproduce in full the voluminous FEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) documentation.
Instead, it incorporates information from those documents by reference, where applicable. The
FEIS and ROD are available for review at the Community Transportation Solutions’ (CTS)
office located at the Forum Office Park Ill, 305 North Hurstbourne Parkway, Suite 100,
Louisville, Kentucky. These documents can also be reviewed on the project website:
www.Kyinbridges.com.

This SDEIS examines the impacts of proposed modifications to the “Two Bridges/Highway
Alternative” (comprised of Alternatives A-15 and C-1) identified as the Preferred Alternative in
the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation completed on April 8, 2003; and as the Selected Alternative in
the ROD approved on September 6, 2003. The SDEIS has been prepared to evaluate the impacts
of tolling to assist in funding the project, which was determined necessary through the
Metropolitan Transportation Planning process; to evaluate cost-saving modifications in the
design of the Selected Alternative to minimize the amount of toll based revenue needed; and to
update information and data where necessary to address changes to the project and the affected
environment since the approval of the 2003 FEIS/ROD.

The major components of the Selected Alternative from the ROD included:

e A new bridge across the Ohio River connecting KY 841/1-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway) in
northeastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, with S.R. 265 at S.R. 62 in southeastern Clark
County, Indiana (Alternative A-15).

e A new interstate bridge parallel to the Kennedy Bridge (Alternative C-1) as well as the
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the south.

e Non-motorized facility enhancements (17-foot-wide pedestrian and bicycle paths on both
bridges), expanded employer-based trip reduction programs, expanded Intelligent

Supplemental Draft EIS S-1 Summary
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Transportation System (ITS) applications, expanded incident management programs, and
enhanced cross-river bus service, as well as numerous mitigation commitments.

The proposed cost saving modifications to the Selected Alternative include:

e Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange within its existing location instead of relocating it to
the south.

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

« Eliminating the pedestrian/bike path from the Downtown Bridge because a similar facility
will be provided on the nearby Big Four Bridge as a separate project.

Since the issuance of the ROD, INDOT and KYTC divided the Selected Alternative into the
following six Design Sections (Figure S.1-1):

Section 1 — Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the South. (Also referred to as the
“Kennedy Interchange Section.”)

Section 2 — New 1-65 Northbound Bridge over the Ohio River. (Includes the reconfiguration of
the existing seven-lane Kennedy Bridge to a six-lane bridge to accommodate 1-65
southbound traffic.) (Also referred to as the “Downtown Bridge Section.”)

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

Section 4 — Extension of 1-265 in Kentucky from I-71 to the new Ohio River East End Bridge.
(Also referred to as the “East End Kentucky Approach Section.”)

Section 5 — New Ohio River Bridge on the 1-265 extension. (Also referred to as the “East End
Bridge Section.”)

Section 6 — Extension of S.R. 265 in Indiana from the S.R. 62 interchange to the new Ohio River
East End Bridge. (Also referred to as the “East End Indiana Approach Section.”)

Right-of-way acquisition within these Design Sections began in 2010 but was put on hold as a
result of the proposed design modifications. Some right-of-way acquisition did occur prior to
2010 but was limited to either hardship cases or advanced acquisitions. Only a few properties
have been acquired in the Louisville and Jeffersonville downtown areas. The majority of
properties have been acquired on the East End of the project in both Kentucky and Indiana.

The purpose and need for the project as identified in the 2003 FEIS/ROD was reevaluated as part
of the SEIS process and documented in a Purpose and Need White Paper (see AppendixA.1). A
draft version of this document was distributed to resource agencies for comments and feedback
on June 3, 2011, and to the public during the public information meetings held June 27" and 28™.
The draft document was also provided on the project website. Based upon feedback as well as
the analysis from the draft document, it was determined that the purpose and need, as defined in
the 2003 FEIS/ROD, remains valid.

Supplemental Draft EIS S-2 Summary
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FIGURE S.1-1
DESIGN SECTIONS

The following text identifies the purpose and need as presented in Chapter 2 of the 2003
FEIS/ROD.

The purpose of this proposed action is to improve cross-river mobility between
Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana. Several specific factors
demonstrate the need for action, including:

o Inefficient mobility for existing and planned growth in population and
employment in the downtown area and in eastern Jefferson and southeastern

Clark Counties;

e Traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy
Interchange;

o Traffic safety problems within the Kennedy Interchange and on the Kennedy
Bridge and its approach roadways;

Supplemental Draft EIS S-3 Summary
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e Inadequate cross-river transportation system linkage and freeway rerouting
opportunities in the eastern portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Planning
Area (LMPA); and

e Locally adopted transportation plans that call for two new bridges across the
Ohio River and the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. (2003 FEIS, p
2-1)

Alternatives

S.2.1 Re-Assessment of FEIS Alternative Screening Decisions

For this SDEIS, the range of alternatives considered and evaluated in the FEIS has been re-
assessed. As part of this process, an Alternatives Evaluation Document was developed (see
Appendix A.3). The Alternatives Evaluation Document presents the original process that was
used to develop and evaluate the range of alternatives in the 2003 FEIS, and the process that was
used to re-assess those alternatives for the SDEIS. It also presents the following recommended
range of alternatives to be studied in the SDEIS:

No-Action

This alternative assumes that all of the projects in the current Horizon 2030 MTP will be
implemented. This does not take into account improvements associated with the LSIORB
Project.

FEIS Selected Alternative (without Tolls)

This alternative is generally the same as the Selected Alternative approved in the 2003
ROD, which does not include tolls. Given the current economic conditions that exist
within the region and the nation as a whole and the amount of funding that is reasonably
available from federal and state sources (as determined by the Louisville Metropolitan
Planning Organization), this alternative is no longer considered to be a reasonable
alternative because it is not financially feasible; it is being considered in the SDEIS as a
baseline for comparison with the modifications to this alternative proposed with the
Modified Selected Alternative. See Section S.2.2.2, below, for a more detailed
description of the FEIS Selected Alternative.

Modified Selected Alternative (with Tolls)

This alternative would include many of the elements of the Selected Alternative, but
would be modified in two ways to improve its financial feasibility: 1) it would include
several cost-saving design changes and 2) it would include the use of tolls. The cost-
saving design changes include: a reduction in the width of the proposed East End Bridge,
tunnel, and roadway; reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange in downtown Louisville
in-place; and elimination of a proposed pedestrian/bikeway facility from the new
Downtown Bridge. See Section S.2.2.3, below, for a more detailed description of the
Modified Selected Alternative.

Supplemental Draft EIS S-4 Summary
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S.2.1.1  Review of Conceptual Alternatives

This step involves a re-assessment of the conceptual alternatives considered in the 2003 FEIS
and presented in the Alternatives Evaluation Document; and of each alternative’s ability to meet
the project’s purpose and need. As shown in Table S.2-1, none of the conceptual alternatives
considered in the 2003 FEIS meet the purpose and need, except for the Two Bridges/Highway
Alternative.

S.2.1.2  Review of Alignment Selection

This step involves a re-assessment of the selection of alignments A-15 and C-1 as the preferred
alignments in the Far East (herein referred to as East End) and Downtown LSIORB Project
areas, respectively. As noted in the Alternatives Evaluation Document, the screening process for
the 2003 FEIS identified a range of reasonable alignments for consideration in the East End and
Downtown. Those alignments were studied in detail in the 2003 FEIS, and then a preferred
alignment was identified for the East End (A-15) and Downtown (C-1). At each stage, the
dismissal or advancement of alignments was based primarily on environmental factors, as
documented in the 2003 FEIS.

This re-assessment focuses on determining whether there have been any changes in the affected
environment that have the potential to alter the underlying basis for the decision to select
alignments A-15 and/or C-1.

Alternatives Eliminated During Initial Screening

As part of the initial alternatives screening process, the following alternatives evaluated in the
2003 FEIS were dismissed from further consideration in this SDEIS. These alternatives are
described in the Alternatives Evaluation Document in Appendix A.3, and in FEIS sections 3.4.1
(pages 3-45 through 3-53), 3.4.2 (pages 3-53 and 3-54), and 3.4.3 (pages 3-54 through 3-57).

e Alternatives A-1, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-6, A-7, A-8, A-10, A-11, A-12, and A-14
e Alternative B-2

e Alternatives C-2 and C-3

e Oldham County Corridor Alternative

No additional environmental or other considerations have been identified during this SDEIS
process that would alter the decision to dismiss these alternatives from detailed analysis. In fact,
additional residential and industrial growth in the area would likely add to the impacts of many
of the alternatives that were originally dismissed and would increase their social/community
effects.

Supplemental Draft EIS S-5 Summary
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TABLE S.2-1

EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Alternatives

Summary

Conclusion

No-Action

Does not meet the purpose and need.

Carried forward as a baseline
comparison to other alternatives
in the SDEIS per NEPA
guidelines.

TDM, TSM, TM, and Mass
Transit

Does not meet the purpose and need.

Dismissed as standalone options

Kennedy Interchange
Reconstruction

Does not meet the purpose and need.

Dismissed as a standalone option

One Bridge/Highway w/Kennedy
Interchange Reconstruction

Corridor

Downtown Bridge Only Does not meet the purpose and need. | Dismissed.
East End Bridge Only Does not meet the purpose and need. | Dismissed.
Two Bridges/Highway
w/Kennedy Interchange
Reconstruction
Meets purpose and need, but its
Oldham County/Downtown greater length results in much higher A
- : Dismissed.
Corridor impacts and cost, and would result
in reduced traffic usage.
Does not meet purpose and need;
West/Downtown Corridor also, greater length results in much Dismissed.
higher impacts and cost.
East Corridor River Tunnel {\Sﬁﬁfj i?]urrpe?ssuel tasni(rj1 Tﬁﬁgh k;]l:t her
Highway System/Downtown 9 g Dismissed.

cost, which far exceeds the cost of
other alternatives.

Near East/Downtown Corridor

Meets purpose and need.

Carried forward for further
evaluation.

Far East/Downtown Corridor

Meets purpose and need.

Carried forward for further
evaluation.
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Alternatives Advanced for Detailed Evaluation in the 2001 DEIS

In the 2001 DEIS, build alternative alignments in each of the three corridors—Far East, Near
East, and Downtown—were advanced for detailed evaluations.

In the Far East Corridor, as documented in the 2003 FEIS, Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15,
and A-16 were carried forward for detailed evaluation, as described in Section 3.4.1 on pages 3-
45 through 3-53 of the FEIS. When compared to Alternative A-15, however, these alternatives
were eliminated and Alternative A-15 was identified as the Preferred Alternative in the 2003
FEIS.

In the Near East Corridor, Alternative B-1 had similar impacts to Alternative B-2, which was
previously dismissed during the initial screening phase. No revisions to the effects of this
alternative, as described in the FEIS (p. 3-93), have been identified; therefore, the decision to
dismiss this option remains valid for the SDEIS.

In the Downtown Corridor, only Alternative C-1 is carried forward for detailed evaluation in this
SDEIS. In the 2003 FEIS, Alternative C-1 provided two options for the reconstruction of the
Kennedy Interchange—an option to reconstruct the interchange in-place and an option to
reconstruct the interchange to the south of the existing interchange. The FEIS Selected
Alternative includes the reconstruction of the interchange to the south, and Modified Selected
Alternative includes the reconstruction on the interchange in-place.

Conclusion

Based on the re-assessment of the alternatives evaluated in the 2003 FEIS, the decisions reached
in the 2003 FEIS remain valid. This re-assessment has confirmed the selection of the Two
Bridges/Highway Alternative consisting of Alternatives A-15 and C-1. The alternatives that were
eliminated in the FEIS will not be re-considered further.

S.2.1.3  Cost/Financial Feasibility

The FEIS Selected Alternative currently has a year of expenditure cost estimate of $4.1 billion,
an increase of $1.6 billion over the $2.5 billion year-of-expenditure cost estimate in the 2003
FEIS (FEIS p. S-11). The Louisville Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) Horizon 2030 currently states that KYTC, INDOT, and FHWA can
reasonably be expected to provide up to $1.9 billion from traditional federal and state programs
for the Project. This leaves a shortfall of approximately $2.2 billion. In response to this shortfall,
two strategies have been identified: evaluate additional revenue options, including tolling, and
modify design features to reduce costs, as follows:

e Tolling has been identified in the current MTP as an additional revenue source for the
LSIORB Project. This and other possible additional revenue sources would provide the
ability for the Louisville MPO to meet the requirement that the MTP be fiscally

Supplemental Draft EIS S-7 Summary
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constrained. For more information see Appendix G.2, Financial Demonstration for the
Ohio River Bridges Project in Support of the Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (September 2011).

e The following modifications to the FEIS Selected Alternative are being considered to
reduce costs:

o Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange within its existing location instead of
relocating it to the south.

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

o Eliminating the pedestrian/bike path from the Downtown Bridge because a similar
facility will be provided on the nearby Big Four Bridge as a separate project.

During the public involvement process, some public comments recommended FHWA consider
re-evaluating the tunnel in the East End Corridor in Kentucky (Alternative A-15) as a cost saving
measure. For reasons described in the Construction Options at U.S. 42 and Drumanard Estate
Historic District (see Appendix D.5), removal of the tunnel or additional modification to the
tunnel design are not reasonable and will not be evaluated further in this SDEIS.

The Project design modifications are projected to result in a $1.2 billion savings from the
estimated $4.1 billion cost of FEIS Selected Alternative. Therefore, the estimated cost of the
Modified Selected Alternative is $2.9 billion. Based on preliminary estimates in the Revenue
Estimates and Indicative Financial Capacity SEIS Modified Selected Alternative Tolled Scenario
memo in Appendix G.5, tolling revenues are expected to generate from $800 million to $1.2
billion® in funding capacity. The projected toll funding, in combination with the $1.9 billion
from traditional funding sources that are reasonably expected to be available according to the
MTP, would provide total funding in the range of $3 billion, which would be sufficient to meet
the $2.9 billion cost of the Modified Selected Alternative. It has therefore been concluded that a
Modified Selected Alternative (with tolling) is financially feasible and warrants detailed study in
the SDEIS. These cost and -funding estimates are preliminary, and are being presented at this
time solely as a basis for evaluating the reasonableness of alternatives.

The FEIS Selected Alternative has an estimated year-of-expenditure cost of $4.1 billion, because
it does not include the cost-saving design changes that are incorporated into the Modified
Selected Alternative. As noted above, the total funds available for construction (from traditional
and toll-based funding) would be in the range of $3 billion, if tolls are set at the same rates as
assumed for the Modified Selected Alternative (i.e., $1.50 for cars, $3.00 for small trucks, and
$6.00 for large trucks). While the cost and funding estimates are preliminary, a shortfall of this
magnitude (approximately $1 billion) would make the FEIS Selected Alternative financially
infeasible. Therefore, as part of this SEIS process, a separate analysis was conducted to assess
the level at which toll rates would need to be set in order to provide sufficient funding (along
with the $1.9 billion from traditional sources) to cover the $4.1 billion cost of the FEIS Selected

1 This amount represents the net toll funding available for construction costs after subtracting the costs associated with

operation and maintenance, along with debt service.

Supplemental Draft EIS S-8 Summary
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Alternative. (For more information see Appendix G.4, Financial Feasibility Revenue Estimates
for the FEIS Selected Alternative). This new analysis documents that toll funding could generate
approximately $1.4 billion to $2.1 billion in funding capacity. At the upper end of this range, it is
conceivable that toll funding plus traditional funding could nearly cover the $4.1 billion cost of
the FEIS Selected Alternative. However, toll rates would need to be much higher than assumed
for the Modified Selected Alternative — for example, the analysis assumes passenger cars would
pay a toll of $9.00 southbound in the morning and $10.00 northbound in the evening on both
bridges in the year 2030 (expressed in year 2010 dollars). Toll rates at this level are unlikely to
be accepted by the public and in any event are unnecessary given that an acceptable, lower-cost
alternative (the Modified Selected Alternative) is available and can be implemented with much
lower toll rates.

Therefore, while the current MTP state that the FEIS Selected Alternative is financially feasible
with alternative funding sources, such as tolling, this new traffic forecasting and updated revenue
analysis indicates that (1) tolling funding would be insufficient to cover the $4.1 billion year-of-
expenditure cost estimate for the FEIS Selected Alternative if that alternative is tolled at the
same rates as the Modified Selected Alternative, and (2) if the FEIS Selected Alternative were
tolled at extremely high rates, toll revenues would still fall somewhat short of the funding
needed, and the toll rates themselves would likely be considered unacceptable. Based on these
findings, the FEIS Selected Alternative is not financially feasible. However, this alternative is
being carried forward for detailed study in the SDEIS as a baseline for analysis as the currently
approved alternative.

S.2.1.4  Summary of Findings
The following is a summary of findings from the re-assessment of the 2003 FEIS alternatives:

e The decisions reached in the 2001 DEIS and 2003 FEIS regarding the dismissal of
conceptual alternatives and alignment alternatives remain valid in this SDEIS.

e The FEIS Selected Alternative cannot be constructed with currently available or
reasonably anticipated funds, but should continue to be considered as a baseline for
comparison with the Modified Selected Alternative.

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

e The FEIS Selected Alternative with design modifications (i.e., the Modified Selected
Alternative), but without tolls, is not financially feasible because, even with cost-saving
design changes, the cost of the Modified Selected Alternative would still far exceed the
available and anticipated traditional revenue sources.

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

Supplemental Draft EIS S-9 Summary
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therefore carried forward for detailed evaluation in this SDEIS.

e The basis for selecting alignments A-15 and C-1 as the preferred alignments in the East
End and Downtown corridors, respectively, remains valid, and these alignments continue
to be considered for both the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected
Alternative.

Based on these findings, three alternatives will be evaluated in detail in this SDEIS: (1) No-
Action Alternative, (2) the FEIS Selected Alternative, and (3) the Modified Selected Alternative
(with tolls).

S.2.2 Description of Alternatives
S.2.2.1  No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative assumes that all of the projects listed in the Horizon 2030 MTP will
be implemented, with the exception of the LSIORB Project, which includes two new bridges
over the Ohio River (i.e., Downtown/I-65 and East End/I-265), reconstruction of the Kennedy
Interchange, and enhanced bus service improvements (i.e., KIPDA ID #s 52 and 185). For a
more detailed description of other major planned projects in the vicinity of the project area, see
Section 3.2.1 and Figure 3.2-1 in Chapter 3.

S.222 FEIS Selected Alternative

The FEIS Selected Alternative represents the same alternative that was presented in the 2003
FEIS as the Preferred Alternative and in the 2003 ROD as the Selected Alternative (see Figures
S.2-1A and S.2-1B for the Downtown and East End corridors, respectively). This alternative is
referred to in the FEIS as a Two Bridges/Highway Alternative and is composed of the following
alignment Alternatives A-15 and C-1:

Alternative A-15

This alternative includes a 6-lane freeway on new alignment that would connect 1-265/KY
841 (Gene Snyder Freeway) in Kentucky with S.R. 265 (Lee Hamilton Highway) in Indiana.
This alternative includes a new 6-lane bridge over the Ohio River and a 6-lane tunnel under
the historic Drumanard Property in Kentucky. It also includes interchanges at U.S. 42 (half
diamond) in Kentucky and at Salem Road and S.R. 265/S.R. 62 in Indiana.

Supplemental Draft EIS S-10 Summary
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Alternative C-1

This alternative includes the reconfiguration of the existing 7-lane Kennedy Bridge to a 6-
lane bridge to accommodate 1-65 southbound traffic and the construction of a new 6-lane
bridge, plus a 17-foot wide pedestrian/bicycle lane, over the Ohio River just east of the
Kennedy Bridge to accommodate 1-65 northbound traffic. This alternative also includes the
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the south of the existing interchange and an
interchange with 1-71/Frankfort Avenue in Kentucky, and the reconfiguration of 1-65 and
U.S. 31 in Indiana.

This alternative also includes the following elements of the Transportation Management
Alternative that was presented in the FEIS (Note: More detailed descriptions of these elements
are provided in the Alternatives Evaluation Document in Appendix A.3.):

« TDM—non-motorized facility enhancements and employer-based trip reductions.
« TSM—expanded Intelligent Transportation System applications.

o Mass Transit—enhanced bus service. Future options for enhanced bus service will
be coordinated with Transit Authority of River City (TARC).

Starting in 2003 INDOT and KYTC selected design consultants to begin work on the design
phase of the project. The design consultants conducted field surveys, performed geotechnical
investigations, completed bridge type selections, and prepared right-of-way plans (which are
used by the right-of-way agents to acquire land). During the seven-year design process, based on
new information, public involvement and further engineering refinement, adjustments to the
designs in the FEIS were made. Consequently, the FEIS Selected Alternative analyzed and
addressed throughout this SDEIS process and document is reflective of the most current design.
The most current design of the FEIS Selected Alternative includes the following differences, as
compared to the 2003 design of the same alternative:

e Overall lower Kennedy Interchange ramps and structure elevations
o Reduced width of the Kennedy Interchange over the Louisville Waterfront Park

« Removal of the 3" Street ramp in downtown Louisville and addition of an exit ramp from
I-64 to River Road in downtown Louisville to serve the same traffic

e Modified Indiana East End Corridor interchange with S.R. 62 from a “standard diamond”
design to a “divergent diamond” design.

Each of these modifications was communicated to the local leaders and the public during the
design process, and before the issuance of the NOI for this SDEIS.

S.2.2.3  Modified Selected Alternative
This alternative would include many of the same elements as the FEIS Selected Alternative, but

with the following modifications (see Figures S.2-2A and S.2-2B for the Downtown and East
End corridors, respectively):
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e Electronic tolls would be added on both the downtown 1-65 river crossings (i.e., the
Kennedy Bridge and the new downtown bridge) and the new East End Bridge. The use of
electronic tolls would not require toll booths/plazas on the bridges. For the purposes of
this SDEIS, the following baseline toll rates were estimated:

Cars: $1.50
Small Trucks: $3.00
Large Trucks: $6.00

These baseline toll rates are subject to change during the design and financing process.
As presented in the Traffic Forecast (see Appendix H.1) a toll sensitivity test was
conducted to better understand the impacts of different toll rates on travel patterns. The
range of toll rates considered was from $1/$2/$4 to $2/$4/$8 for the three different types
of vehicles. This analysis showed that these variations in toll rates would have less than a
1% difference in total cross-river traffic volumes.

e The number of lanes on the roadway, bridge, and tunnel associated with Alternative A-15
would be reduced from six lanes to four lanes.

e The Kennedy Interchange would be reconstructed on the existing alignment (i.e., in-
place) instead of to the south, and would eliminate the I-71/Frankfort Avenue
interchange. In addition, it would reduce the length of roadway improvements along the
I-65, 1-64, and I-71 approaches.

e The 17-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle path would be removed from the new downtown I-
65 bridge because a 22-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle access across the river will be
provided on the Big Four Bridge as a separate project. On the Kentucky side of the Big
Four Bridge Project, the ramps have been completed and rehabilitation of the bridge
began in 2011 and is currently under construction. On the Indiana side, construction is
expected to begin in 2012. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was approved
for the bridge on the Kentucky side of the project by the USACE on July 16, 2007. A
FONSI was approved for the Indiana side of the project by FHWA on October 19, 2011,
which included an Individual 4(f) Evaluation for both sides of the river and the bridge
itself,

As with the FEIS Selected Alternative, this alternative would also include the following elements
of the Transportation Management Alternative as presented in the original FEIS (Note: More
detailed descriptions of these elements are provided in the Alternatives Evaluation Document in
Appendix A.3.):

« TDM—non-motorized facility enhancements and employer-based trip reductions.
o TSM—expanded Intelligent Transportation System applications.
o Mass Transit—enhanced bus service. Future options for enhanced bus service will

Supplemental Draft EIS S-16 Summary



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIII;ES

| Fmpact Stat

be coordinated with TARC.

S.2.3 Evaluation of Alternatives

The original EIS evaluated the alternatives in terms of their ability to meet the following five
elements of the Purpose and Need:

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

e Traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy Interchange

e Traffic safety problems within the Kennedy Interchange and on the Kennedy Bridge and
its approach roadways

e Inadequate cross-river system linkage and freeway rerouting opportunities in the Eastern
portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Area

e Locally approved transportation plans that call for two new bridges across the Ohio River
and the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange

While these elements of the Purpose and Need have remained consistent, the criteria used to

evaluate alternatives’ ability to achieve the purpose and need have been refined as part of the
preparation of the SDEIS. The refined set of alternatives evaluation criteria are described and
explained in Table S.2-2. In general, an alternative meets the Purpose and Need if it meets all
four of the Project purposes, as measured by the evaluation criteria.

The Purpose and Need also identifies a fifth need — “Locally approved transportation plans that
call for two new bridges across the Ohio River and the reconstruction of the Kennedy
Interchange.” The plan itself is based on the other needs. Therefore, an alternative is assumed to
be compatible with the goals of the plan if it meets all four of the other elements of the Purpose
and Need.

Table S.2-3 summarizes the purpose and need measures of effectiveness for the No-Action, FEIS
Selected, and Modified Selected Alternatives. There is very little difference in measures of
effectiveness between the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative.
Although it provides fewer capacity improvements than the FEIS Selected Alternative, the
Modified Selected Alternative meets the purpose and need of the project because it:

o improves mobility in the region (decreases VHD);

« reduces traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy Interchange;

« improves traffic safety within the Kennedy Interchange;
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TABLE S.2-2
ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION CRITERIA
Project Purpose Evaluation Criteria
Improving Cross-River Mobility e Reduce Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) in the LMPA
region?
Reduce Congestion on Kennedy e Improve the Level of Service (LOS) to a D or better on the
Interchange and Kennedy Bridge® Kennedy Bridge.
e Improves the bridge demand as percent of capacity.*
o Improves the Kennedy Interchange operating speed during
the peak hour.
e Improves the Kennedy Interchange Peak Hour throughput to
be closer to 100%°
e Improves the Kennedy Interchange average link density such
that each individual roadway “link” within the interchange
also has reduced congestion and improves the level of
service on each link to a LOS of D or better.
Improve Safety on Kennedy Bridge and e Improves the geometrics of the Kennedy Bridge and
Kennedy Interchange. Kennedy Interchange to meet the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
recommended minimum design guidance.
Improve System Linkage and Freeway Re- | «  Completes the eastern cross-river transportation system (i.e.,
Routing Opportunities by providing an additional highway connection across the
Ohio River on the east end of the LMPA).

% The 2003 FEIS also considered an alternative’s effect on vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and vehicle miles of travel
(VMT), in addition to vehicle hours of delay (VHD), when evaluating the alternatives’ ability to improve cross-river
mobility. Both of these factors continue to be considered in this SEIS as part of the comparison of build and no-build
alternatives. However, for purposes of determining whether an alternative meets the goal of improving cross-river
mobility, the reassessment of alternatives for SEIS focuses on VHD. FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT determined that
VHD is the measure that most closely correlates with the goal of improving cross-river mobility because it measures
the total amount of delay. As such, a reduction in VHD means that drivers are spending less time sitting in
congested traffic and are experiencing more efficient cross-river travel. Reductions in VMT and VHT also may be
correlated with an improvement in mobility, but an improvement in mobility could also be correlated with an
increase in VMT or even VHT. The availability of a shorter and/or less congested route may increase VMT or even
VHT, because its allow for faster travel, which in turn may result in an increase in the number and length of trips as
those trips become more attractive.

® With regard to the criteria used for evaluating congestion on the Kennedy Interchange and Kennedy Bridge, it is
possible for strong performance on some evaluation criteria to outweigh weak or negative performance on others.

* Bridge demand as percent of capacity is a measure of the ratio of the weekday volume of traffic that desires to
cross a given bridge relative to the design capacity of that bridge. The capacity is a function of the maximum Level
of Service D traffic flow rates, the proportion of daily traffic that occurs in the peak hour of travel, and the number
of lanes on the bridge.

® Throughput is the percentage of peak hour traffic entering the Kennedy Interchange that can pass through the
interchange without experiencing undue delay or congestion. If throughput is less than 100 percent of demand,
traffic congestion and diversions result.
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TABLE S.2-3
MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS SUMMARY
Traffic Congestion
= = 8 Kennedy Interchange 2
L % S g Bridge Levels of Service Peak-Hour w | B
% i 5 = > Operations % ;g *g
s2| & |03 S | E|E
n © Zj — — (@]
Alternative E 5 = g = < 3 = % « é TE' (@)
£ = s |xQ | E 5| 2| - | & w2 | F c | & | &
25| & (25| 3 ||| 2 |25 | S8 |22 £ | &2 |a
22 = °X s | = uw | <sg | 35| 8% @ | =
h o = 5 © S > 2 83| 33| 35 S
o (@) © > [72] o o O
o] s = L L 2 = C o -
g |z |&|¢ 5 - | E
[ & @) 3 g =
! —_—
No-Action NA - 111% F C F - NA NA NA No No | No
FEIS
-12.9 1.26 70% E C D C Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes | Yes
Selected
Modified | 151 | 129 | 73% | E | ¢ | D | D* | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
Selected

“ These numbers are a measure of the efficiency of the LMPA network. Negative numbers represent an increase in the LMPA efficiency.
™ The East End Bridge would have four lanes in the Modified Selected Alternative while it would have six lanes in the FEIS Selected Alternative.

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

e provides adequate cross-river transportation system linkage; and
« is consistent with locally adopted transportation plans.
S.2.4 Costs/Schedule

The current estimated total costs for the two build alternatives are $2.9 billion for the Modified
Selected Alternative and $4.1 billion for the FEIS Selected Alternative. A breakdown of the cost
comparison between these two alternatives by design section is presented in Table S.2-4. As the
table indicates, the design modifications that were implemented for the Modified Selected
Alternative have resulted in a total savings of approximately $1.2 billion. It is estimated that
construction of the project would begin in 2012 and be completed by 2022.

S.3  Summary of Impacts

Table S.3-1 summarizes the impacts associated with the FEIS Selected Alternative and the
Modified Selected Alternative. As the table indicates, both alternatives would result in the same
number of impacts to prime farmland, Section 4(f) properties, cultural resources, and agricultural
properties. In addition, both alternatives would have no impacts to air quality and community
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resources. The Modified Selected Alternative would result in fewer impacts with regard to noise
(including historic properties), terrestrial/wildlife habitat, wetlands, streams, floodplains, and
residential and commercial displacements. The most notable differences are that the Modified
Selected Alternative would result in 10 and 56 fewer residential and commercial displacements,
respectively, and would impact about 98 fewer acres of floodplains and 43 fewer acres of
terrestrial/wildlife habitat compared to the FEIS Selected Alternative.

TABLE S.2-4

COST COMPARISON OF BUILD ALTERNATIVE BY DESIGN SECTION

FEIS Selected

Modified Selected

FIEIJEGE el Alternative Alternative SIS
Section 1 - Kennedy Interchange $1,530.0 $728.2 $801.8
Section 2 - Downtown Bridge $569.7 $532.6 $37.1
Section 3 - Downtown IN Approach $392.7 $177.8 $214.9
Section 4 - KY East End Approach $885.2 $794.8 $90.4
Section 5 - East End Bridge $406.2 $326.2 $80.0
Section 6 - IN East End Approach $234.8 $231.7 $3.1
Other Costs® $124.2 $125.0 -$0.8
TOTAL® $4,142.8 $2,916.2 $1,226.6

(Year-of-Expenditure (2022) Costs in S, million).
(1) Totals may not sum due to rounding.

(2) Includes costs that are not section specific, including Project Oversight, Environmental Mitigation of Hazardous Materials, Wetland

Remediation and Historic Preservation.
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Quantitative Impacts To

FEIS Selected

Modified Selected

Alternative Alternative

Agricultural Resources 57 57
Acres of prime farmland converted
Section 4(f) Properties used 8 8
Cultural Resources
Number of historic districts impacted 11 11
Number of historic sites impacted 16 16
Number of archaeological sites impacted 11 11
Air Quality Impacts None None
Noise
Number of impacted receptor sites 244 240
Number of impacted Historic Properties 18 13
Natural Resources
Acres of terrestrial wildlife/habitat impacted 237.3 194.4
Wetlands
Acres of wetlands impacted 1318 9.58
Water Resources 21 20
Number of stream impacts (including Ohio River)
Floodplains
Number of floodplains crossed 6 5
Total acres of encroachment 178.35 80.03
Number of Residential Displacements 80 70
Number of Commercial / Not-for Profit Facility

. 80 24
Displacements
Number of Agricultural Properties Impacted 18 18
Number of Community Resources Displaced 0 0
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S.4  Permits Required

This section of the 2003 FEIS listed the federal and state permits that are likely to be required for
the project. The information presented in the FEIS is still valid and applicable. For more detailed
information, see page S-33 of the FEIS. It is anticipated the permits will be obtained during or
prior to the summer of 2012.

S5 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative for the LSIORB Project is the Modified Selected Alternative. As
documented in this SDEIS, this alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative because it
would: 1) meet the project’s purpose and need; 2) be financially feasible; and 3) result in less
environmental impacts than the FEIS Selected Alternative. It was determined that the FEIS
Selected Alternative would not be financially feasible and the No-Action Alternative would not
meet the project’s purpose and need.

S.6  Areas of Controversy

A lawsuit was filed in September 2009 against the FHWA, challenging the 2003 ROD for this
project. The lawsuit was filed by two groups, River Fields and the National Trust for Historic
Preservation. The lawsuit remains pending in the United States District Court for the Western
District of Kentucky, Case No. 3:10-cv-00007. All litigation deadlines have been stayed while
this SEIS is prepared.

A major component of the Modified Selected Alternative is the proposed addition of tolls.
Throughout the public involvement process, some individuals have expressed their opposition to
the tolls and the potential financial impact it may cause to individuals and businesses. It has also
been expressed that a less costly one bridge only option (i.e., East End or Downtown) be
developed that would eliminate the need for tolls to fund the project.

Throughout the LMA, strongly held and often-conflicting opinions have been expressed about
whether to build one or two bridges. Some residents say both bridges are badly needed; while
others argue the East End Bridge should be the priority. Still others disapprove of any bridge and
advocate a light rail cross-river option. A common concern is about which bridge to build first, if
two are to be built.

Some argue that bridge options for the Downtown area and the East End should be considered
separately. They say that the two locations are not related, but are two distinctively different
projects. Others, however, believe they are related and that if a bridge is built to the east that it
will impact the Downtown area.

Some argue that traffic safety and congestion, especially in the Kennedy Interchange underscore
the need for downtown improvements to be the top priority. An East End bridge, they argue,
would be a “sprawl” bridge and ruin the scenic, pastoral setting along the river and lead to
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unwanted development. Those favoring an East End bridge believe that a cross-river outer
beltway in eastern Clark and Jefferson Counties is long overdue to accommodate growth and to
provide access to residents and to commercial traffic that now is routed through downtown.

S.7  Unresolved Issues with other Agencies

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford a reasonable
opportunity for interested persons to comment on the proposed undertaking. Regulations by
which a Federal agency meets its obligations under Section 106 are found at 36 CFR Part 800.
The Section 106 Process for this SDEIS is still on-going.

Supplemental Draft EIS S-23 Summary



HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact St

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMIAIY .. ittt sttt st te st st s e esssesat seasts sasasssassanasssns s asesss aessnssaness st sessnesssassnssseasses $1-23
Chapter 1: Project HiStOry.......cuiiiuieiiinnnennsnsininsnsnnssinssssssssssnssssssssnssssssssssassssssassssssas Page 1-1
1.1 Transportation Planning HiStOrY.....c.coveviieiiniereiieiieiiseist st ee e s see st s s s e e e 1-1
1.2 Metropolitan Louisville Ohio River Bridge StUdy......ccccevviveiieiieiieve e e 1-2
1.3 Ohio River Major Investment Study (ORMIS)......cccoereeiieriniere ettt st esasneeees 1-2
1.4 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Updates and Development of Finance
2] 1 o OO TSR 1-2
1.5 Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges ProjecCt.......cccuevicverenrecreeevneenrvereeseeneeseneene 1-4
Chapter 2: PUrpose and NEEM.........cceuevrerneeireeerreeennneesnrensseesseessseessssessssessssesassssssssssessasssansans Page 2-1
00 R o o TT= T Y= 1 =TS 2-4
2.2 PUrp0ose and NEed fOr ACTION ... e ittt ettt e sre b e s et ae st sbesrnesaesbennes 2-5
2.3 PerfOrmManCe IMBASUIES.......cccieceeeeeetestestestestestestestestesee e e e e e s sesaesaes et aesbesaesaesaesasseannasseseeseenn 2-23
2.8 CONCIUSION . ..cuiieeee et ettt e e e et et et et et et aebaes et esessersersaseaseaseatesteste et seestesteseessenssnsnsnsensenns 2-24
CRAPLEr 3: AILEINAtIVES....cceceveieeeieenreecreeeseeeraeesseeesseesssessssesssnsesassssnsessssasesssasssaessenasesassensens Page 3-1
3.1 Alternatives Evaluation Process and Methodology .........cccoveeveirenerinesrseee et 3-1
3.2 DeSCription OF AIEINALIVES......c.cioeieie et ettt s ses e ses s s st s st s s s esesssens 3-9
3.3 Evaluation Of AIEINALIVES .......c.cooviiereeireeeiee ettt et ettt sss e ses e e e sns e s s e e sesene 3-20
Chapter 4: Affected ENVIrONMENt.......c.cccviiiiniiieinininnninesnsnsnsss s sssssssessssssssssssssasssssssass Page 4-1
Yo Yol F=Y 4 =Xt Y g o 2 [P 4-2
4.2 ABFICUITUIALc ittt ettt sttt e eae st st st st sae s e seesee e e ensansensansentes 4-28
4.3 Historic and Archaeological RESOUICES....cuuintiuiisisssisenssnssessasssnsssssnssasssssssanssassssssssssssssnssas 4-30
N T o @ TU =1 11 4 2SO SRS RO 4-121
Z.5 NOISE.. ettt et ettt st ess et et eaeeaeebe st sae et see sae st see e e e e s bentestes et testen e es et ene e et eee e en 4-129
SRV A] < T = 4 (o] o VOO U 4-131
4.7 NALUFAl RESOUICES......eeotiieieiecieete ettt eettete e steete st eet et e e seestesteanseseessesssentestesstesnsessesssansnnns 4-132
.8 W atler RESOUICES.....ciiuiieciiee ittt terstecete st ee st eesetbe s se e s sbesestesesaeeassaessueebe aseessunaensreeesnnssnenees 4-145
4.9 FIOOAPIAINS. ettt ittt ettt ettt e r et se e et ee e e e eaeeaesbe st sbe s e steseesee e e e s aeeeneans 4-148
L TV - T T OO U SRO 4-148
4.11 Visual and AeSthetiC rESOUICES......ccuiviiiee ettt et aer et sr e se e e e es 4-150
4.12 HazardoUs SUDSTANCES.......ooeieirerece et ettt sa e st saeste s s e e e e e sene 4-159
Chapter 5: Environmental CONSEQUENCES........ccceviineinrnissnesnsssssssnsssnssasssssssssssasssssssssassssesas Page 5-1
5.1 S0OCial AN ECONOMICuitiiriirrrirnnesenssnnssesssessssssesssassssssssssassssesssssssssasnssssssssssssasssssnssssassnssssnsssassnne 5-1

5.2 A ICUITUN e iveeeeceecreeee st eesaeeceeeseesseaesseesssasesasssssessssasssssrsasssnsssnasesassesseessenses srnaessnssrsasssnsssnnsesnssss 5-37



R

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

5.3 Historic and Archeological RESOUICES........c.cccvcueieiveeereciiiecee ettt s sn s aesbe e ene 5-41
LR N[ @ LU | 11 2SO 5-105
DD N OIS ittt sttt ettt e et et st e s e sae e b e b e e e e s ehe e bt e e eaeeer e sre e et bbe eheeneenaaee eee 5-114
LTI VA o 1= [ o TSRS 5-167
5.7 NAUIAl FESOUICES....vevieieeeee ettt st ste st ste sttt e e e e s st et sn e s eneeresteesaesaeneennanen 5-169
5.8 WAl RESOUICES...ciiiiiii it sttt st eets e st e sre s rae e saeesa e sbease e e saeessaes sbeaeassssesseesnnassnes see 5-181
5.9 FlOOAPIAINS. ottt ettt ettt srestesreereeb s et e e e s e sbesbe s ebesesaeraenbennesbesbesnnennens 5-191
TN L0 VAV 2= =T o To L3 OO T U TR 5-193
BT VISUAL ottt ettt ettt et et st teeteeaeetesteeaestesae e e e e senbess s aesaetaeteeeaeeteereetens 5-199
5.12 Hazardous SUDSLANCES ....c.uecceie ettt st ettt st ete s aes e e eee st stesnnennens 5-215
o0 R N =Y 1= =AY OO ST OO PR UPUPTP PR 5-217
5.14 Construction IMPacCES ..ottt ettt s et e e ss e e e 5-219
Lo o TN =T T TP PPN 5-221
5.16 Short-Term Use of Environ. Vs. Long-Term ProductiVity........cccoceeververienenenennninccseienes 5-221
5.17 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of RESOUICES.........ccveceeceevececeeveesreeeene 5-221
5.18 SUMMAIY OF IMPACES...coviviiiieiitceee et et e et e es s e e e e eaeene 5-221
Chapter 6: Section 4(f) EVAlUQtioN..........ccceeveierrnrnssnssnenne s snssessnssassnssssssssssssassssssssasnnes Page 6-1
(T e foT o To 1Y =To AVt o USROS 6-2
6.2 SeCtion 4(f) EVAlUGTION.......cuieeieeeeeee et e r vt er e er bt st eae e ereeae e 6-2
G T 0o ToT e 110 T=  [o] o VOu OO SRR 6-12
6.4 Section 4(f) Least Harm ANAIYSiS.......uuriiieie it ieiceeerieeiee e cte e eseessessesssestesseesenssnsesssessenses 6-13
Chapter 7: Public Involvement and Agency Coordination.........cccceeeeerveerveereverernneeesennne Page 7-1
7.1 PUDIC INVOIVEMENT ...ttt ettt ettt st sae s tesaestestesae st st e e st sae e e aensensseneneeneens 7-1
7.2 AZENCY COOrAINATION...c.iiiiie ettt et se et e sbe e b bessaesrsaesbeesasessaeeesbesrsssennnsessnans 7-15
7.3 Listing of COmMmMENTS aNd RESPONSES......ocveirvirieiitecreceiieeerreseeenee et e e ees e sresesbesbesrssssssessenns 7-21
Chapter 8 - IMItIatioNS.......cccveveiveerevrinneesseeereesreatesaeessseessesssesssensssnssesssesssssssasesnnssnssssnsenns Page 8-1
8.1 Mitigation COMMIEMENTS......oii e et e e e e e te e ee e et aee s eraee st te e sasaesreeeaensreanan 8-1
8.2 BiolOZICal ASSESSIMEBNT....ccceiiveite ittt et err et et sbeeae s aesaesbense sbeebesrneseneesaesbensenns 8-13
8.3 Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).......cvecveeeeveireereceeeeeevereeeee e st er e 8-13
Chapter 9 - List Of Preparers..... e eireeeineeeneennseesseeesseesssssssseessasessssssseesssasesssssnssessssesses Page 9-1
Chapter 10 — Distribution of the Supplemental Draft EIS ..........ccccoceiiiinennnnnnccsrssencnnns Page 10-1
Chapter 11 - Literature Cited.........ccevirveirnniienininennnnisnnnninesssnssnssnsssssssnssessssssssssssssssssssssass Page 11-1
Index

Glossary

List of Acronyms



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

List of Tables

Table S.2-1
Evaluation of Conceptual Alternatives

Table S.2-2
Alternatives Evaluation Criteria

Table S.2-3
Measures of Effectiveness Summary

Table S.2-4
Cost Comparison of Build Alternative by Design Section

Table S.3-1
Summary of Impacts

Table 2.2-1
Weekday travel summaries for the LMPA (2007-2030)

Table 2.2-2

Daily Ohio River crossings weekday traffic volumes (2010-2030)

Table 2.2-3

Ohio River crossing demand as percent of capacity (2010 and 2030)

Table 2.2-4

Truck Percentage (2010) on the Kennedy Bridge by Time Period

Table 2.2-5

Kennedy Interchange area weekday operations average speed

Table 2.2-6
Crash rates (2005-2009)

Table 3.1-1
Evaluation of Conceptual Alternatives

Table 3.3-1
Weekday 2030 Travel Summaries

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-1

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Table 3.3-2
Daily Ohio River Vehicle Crossings and Percent Capacity

Table 3.3-3
Bridge Crossing Demand/Capacity by Time Period

Table 3.3-4
Projected 2030 Bridge Levels of Service

Table 3.3-5
Kennedy Interchange Area Weekday Operations

Table 3.3-6
Daily Vehicle Travel Summary between eastern Clark County and eastern Jefferson
County/Oldham County

Table 3.3-7
Measures of Effectiveness Summary

Table 3.3-8
Summary of Impacts

Table 3.3-9
Cost Comparison of Build Alternative by Design Section

Table 4.1-1
Investment areas in Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area

Table 4.1-2
Fortune 500 companies with operations in the Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area

Table 4.1-3

Average annual unemployment rates (%)
Table 4.1-4

Indiana neighborhood home values

Table 4.1-5
Kentucky neighborhood home values

Table 4.1-6
2000 housing characteristics

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-2 List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Table 4.1-7
Clark County, Indiana
Recommended pedestrian and bicycle projects

Table 4.1-8
Jefferson County, Kentucky
Recommended pedestrian and bicycle projects

Table 4.2-1
Agricultural statistics: Land in Farms

Table 4.2-2
Agricultural statistics: Receipts

Table 4.2-3
Agricultural statistics: Receipts per Acre

Table 4.3-1
Other Downtown Indiana properties evaluated in 2003 FEIS

Table 4.3-2
Other East End Indiana properties evaluated in FEIS

Table 4.3-3
Indiana resources determined not eligible for NRHP listing

Table 4.3-4
Other Downtown Kentucky resources evaluated in FEIS

Table 4.3-5
Other East End Kentucky properties evaluated in 2003 FEIS

Table 4.3-5a
MPDF River Camps group resources — Waldoah Beach

Table 4.3-5b
MPDF River Camps group resources — Turner’s Beach

Table 4.3-5c¢
MPDF River Camps group resources — Transylvania Beach

Table 4.3-5d
MPDF River Camps group resources - Guthrie Beach

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-3 List of Tables



SES

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

Table 4.3-5fe
MPDF River Camps group resources — Creekside Court

Table 4.3-5f
MPDF River Camps group resources — Riviera Neighborhood

Table4.3-5g
MPDF River Camps group resources — Juniper Beach

Table 4.3-5h
MPDF River Camps group resources - Eifler Beach

Table 4.3-5i
MPDF River Camps group resources - Beachland Beach

Table 4.3-6

Kentucky properties determined not eligible for NRHP listing

Table 4.3-7

Status of archaeological sites associated with the FEIS Selected and the Modified Selected
Alternatives

Table 4.7-1
Federal threatened, endangered, and candidate species potentially occurring in the project area

Table 4.7-2
State threatened and endangered, species and species of special concern potentially occurring
in the project area

Table 4.10-1
Total acreage of jurisdictional wetlands delineated in rights-of-way of the FEIS Selected and
Modified Selected alternatives

Table 4.11-1
Landscape regions, units, and urban districts

Table 4.11-2
Visual quality evaluation matrix

Table 4.12-1
Compounds and Metals Exceeding EPA Region 9 PRGS

Table 4.12-2
Description of Kentucky phase Il ESA sites

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-4 List of Tables



SES

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

Table 5.1-1
Differences in Jobs and Households - portion of the five-county region within 10 miles of
downtown Louisville

Table 5.1-2
Differences in Jobs and Households - portion of the five-county region beyond 10 miles of
downtown Louisville

Table 5.1-3
Differences in jobs and households
Total five-county region

Table 5.1-4
Differences in Households—portion of the five-County region less than 10 miles & greater than
10 miles of Downtown Louisville

Table 5.1-5
Differences in Employment—portion of the five-County region less than 10 miles & greater than
10 miles of Downtown Louisville

Table 5.1-6
Differences in Household forecasts in portion of the five-county region within 10 miles of
Downtown Louisville--2025 vs 2030

Table 5.1-7
Differences in Household forecasts in portion of the five-county region beyond 10 miles of
Downtown Louisville—2025 vs 2030

Table 5.1-8
Recommended pedestrian and bicycle projects within the proposed LSIORB project corridor

Table 5.1-9
Potential relocations by alternative

Table 5.1-10
Direct cost impacts by build alternative (Smillions)

Table 5.1-11
Forecasted permanent employment impacts
For the No-action and build alternative (year 2030)

Table 5.1-12
Construction impacts by alternative (in Smillions) 2012 - 2022

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-5 List of Tables



SES

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

Table 5.1-13
10-year total tax impacts by alternative (in Smillions) 2012 — 2022

Table 5.1-14
2030 Vehicle Operating Costs - Time-Tolls (2010 Dollars)

Table 5.1-15
2030 Travel Costs per Day (2010 Dollars)

Table 5.1-16
2030 Average Cost per Trip (2030 Dollars)

Table 5.2-1

Acres of FPPA Farmland/LESA Evaluation Rating
Table 5.3-1

Louisville municipal bridge building impact assessment

Table 5.3-2
Spring Street Freighthouse (train depot) impact assessment

Table 5.3-3
Downtown Indiana, Resources impact assessment summary

Table 5.3-4
Thomas Benton Jacobs House impact assessment

Table 5.3-5
Utica Lime Kiln #48001 impact assessment

Table 5.3-6
Utica Lime Kiln #48002 impact assessment

Table 5.3-7
Utica Lime Kiln #48003 impact assessment

Table 5.3-8
Utica Lime Kiln #48004 impact assessment

Table 5.3-9
East End Indiana resources impact assessment summary

Table 5.3-10
Downtown Louisville Resources Impact Assessment Summary

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-6 List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Table 5.3-11
Kirzinger House, 7314 River Road Impact Assessment

Table 5.3-12
Stone Place Stables, 7718 Rose Island Road Impact Assessment

Table 5.3-13
Woodhill Valley Subdivision Impact Assessment

Table 5.3-14
Mockingbird Valley Impact Assessment

Table 5.3-15a
Transylvania Beach Road houses impact assessment summary

Table 5.3-15b
MPDF River Camps group resources—Guthrie Beach

Table 5.3-15¢
MPDF River Camps group resources—1 Creekside Court

Table 5.3-15d
MPDF River Camps group resources—Beachland Beach

Table 5.3-15e
MPDF River Camps group resources—Waldoah Beach

Table 5.3-15f
MPDF River Camps group resources—Turner’s Beach

Table 5.3-15g
MPDF River Camps group resources—Riverside Neighborhood

Table 5.3-15h
MPDF River Camps group resources—Eifler Beach

Table 5.3-16
Theodore Mueller House & Shady Brook Farm Impact Assessment

Table 5.3-17
East End Resources Impact Assessment Summary

Table 5.3-18 - Not Used

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-7 List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Table 5.3-19 - Not Used
Table 5.3-20
Extensions to the original APE impact assessment — Jeffersonville

Table 5.3-21 - Not Used

Table 5.3-22
Extensions to the original APE impact assessment — Clarksville

Table 5.3-23 - Not Used

Table 5.3-24
Extensions to the original APE impact assessment - New Albany

Table 5.3-25 - Not Used

Table 5.3-26
Extensions to the original APE impact assessment—Louisville (Downtown)

Table 5.3-27 - Not Used

Table 5.3-28
Extensions to the original APE impact assessment—Louisville (River Road)

Table 5.3-29
Status of archaeological sites associated with the FEIS Selected and the Modified Selected
Alternatives

Table 5.4-1
Comparison of hot spot analyses (predicted CO levels in ppm)

Table 5.4-2
ADT and VMT projections on the roadway network (in thousands)

Table 5.5-1
FHWA noise abatement criteria (23 CFR 772)

Table 5.5-2
Receivers in Study Area 1

Table 5.5-3
Study Area 1 noise abatement summary

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-8 List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Table 5.5-4
Measured noise receivers for Study Area 2

Table 5.5-5
Study Area 2 noise abatement summary

Table 5.5-6
Receivers in Study Area 3

Table 5.5-7
Study Area 3 noise abatement summary

Table 5.5-8
Receives in Study Area 4

Table 5.5-9
Study Area 4 noise abatement summary

Table 5.5-10
Historic properties noise levels

Table 5.7-1

Soil impacts of FEIS Selected and Modified Selected alternatives (Acres)

Table 5.7-2
Direct impacts by habitat type (acres)

Table 5.8-1
Stream impacts by alternative

Table 5.9-1
Summary of floodplain impacts

Table 5.9-2
Anticipated impacts by floodplain

Table 5.10-1
Water body modifications

Table 5.10-2
Direct impacts to terrestrial and aquatic resources

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-9

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRI[X;ES

1 Fmpact Stat,

Table 5.11-1
Visual resource impact matrix landscape unit/urban district

Table 5.11-2
Impacts summary matrix

Table 5.13-1
Construction Energy Consumption

Table 5.18-1
Summary of Impacts

Table 6.2-1
Section 4(f) Use Impacts—Historic Properties

Table 6.2-2
Section 4(f) resources parks, refuges and recreational areas

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-10 List of Tables



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

List of Figures
Figure S.1-1
Design Sections

Figure S.2-1A
FEIS Selected Alternative - Downtown

Figure S.2-1B
FEIS Selected Alternative - East End

Figure S.2-2A
Modified Selected Alternative - Downtown

Figure S.2-2B
Modified Selected Alternative - East End

Figure 1.5-1
Design sections

Figure 2.2-1
Cross-river vehicle travel between eastern Clark County and eastern Jefferson County

Figure 2.2-2
No-action Alternative population forecasts 2007-2030 change

Figure 2.2-3
No-action Alternative employment forecasts 2007-2030 change

Figure 2.2-4
Population change 1990-2000 by census block

Figure 2.2-5
External truck travel with potential eastern Ohio River bridge diversion potential

Figure 2.2-6
Kennedy Interchange

Figure 2.2-7
2010 and 2030 a.m./p.m. Levels of service Kennedy Interchange

Figure 3.2-1
2030 KIPDA Metropolitan Transportation Plan Proposed Improvements

Supplemental Draft EIS ii-1 List of Figures



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Figure 3.2-2A
FEIS Selected Alternative - Downtown

Figure 3.2-2B
FEIS Selected Alternative - East End

Figure 3.2-3A
Modified Selected Alternative - Downtown

Figure 3.2-3B
Modified Selected Alternative - East End

Figure 3.3-1
Kennedy Interchange Average Link Density Maps
Existing (2010) Condition and No-Action Alternative

Figure 3.3-2
Kennedy Interchange Average Link Density Maps
FEIS Selected and Modified Selected Alternatives

Figure 3.3-3
Changes in Travel Patterns

Figure 4.1-1
Community form areas for the Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area

Figure 4.1-2
Investment area assignments for Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area

Figure 4.1-3
River Ridge Commerce Center

Figure 4.1-4
Bicycle & pedestrian priority corridors

Figure 4.1-5
Bicycle & pedestrian projects downtown Louisville

Figure 4.1-6
Bicycle and pedestrian projects East End

Figure 4.1-7
Bicycle and pedestrian pathways in downtown Louisville

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-2 List of Figures



R

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

Figure 4.1-8
Bicycle and pedestrian pathways in East End Jefferson County

Figure 4.3-1

Extensions to the Original Area of Potential Effect (APE) Boundaries - Indiana
Figure 4.3-2

Extensions to the Original Area of Potential Effect (APE) Boundaries—Kentucky

Figure 4.3-3
Historic properties identified within the original APE— Jeffersonville, Indiana

Figure 4.3-4
Historic properties identified within the extensions to the original APE— Jeffersonville, Indiana

Figure 4.3-5
Historic properties identified within the extensions to the original APE— Clarksville, Indiana

Figure 4.3-6a
Historic properties identified within the extensions to the original APE— New Albany, Indiana

Figure 4.3-6b
Historic properties identified within the extensions to the original APE—New Albany, Indiana

Figure 4.3-7
Historic properties identified within the original APE—Urtica, Indiana (East End)

Figure 4.3-8a
Historic properties identified within the original APE—Louisville, Kentucky (Downtown)

Figure 4.3-8b
Historic properties identified within the original APE—Louisville, Kentucky (Downtown)

Figure 4.3-9
Historic properties identified within the extensions to the original APE—Louisville, Kentucky
(Downtown)

Figure 4.3-10
Historic properties identified with the extensions to the original APE—Louisville, Kentucky
(River Road Corridor)

Figure 4.3-11a
Historic properties within the original APE—Louisville, Kentucky (East End)

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-3 List of Figures



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Figure 4.3-11b
Historic properties within the original APE—Louisville, Kentucky (East End)

Figure 4.4-1
Carbon monoxide trends from 2001 to 2008

Figure 4.4-2
Ozone trends from 2001 to 2008

Figure 4.4-3
Pm, s trends from 2001 to 2008

Figure 4.11-1
Landscape Regions

Figure 4.11-2
Regional Viewshed and Proposed Alignments

Figure 4.11-3
Landscape Units and Urban Districts

Figure 4.11-4i
Existing character photographs New Albany — Urban District

Figure 4.12-1
Phase Il ESA sites Design Section 1 (Kennedy Interchange)

Figure 4.12-2a
Phase Il ESA sites Design Section 3 (Downtown Indiana approach)

Figure 4.12-2b
Phase Il ESA sites Design Section 3 (Downtown Indiana approach)

Figure 5.1-1
Comparison of 2030 household forecasts build vs no-action

Figure 5.1-2
Comparison of 2030 employment forecasts build vs no action

Figure 5.1-3
Environmental justice block groups (2011)

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-4 List of Figures



SES

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

Figure 5.1-4
Differences in travel patterns - FEIS Selected Alternative — Modified Selected Alternative

Figure 5.1.7-1
Environmental justice block groups (2011)

Figure 5.1.7-2
Differences in travel patterns - FEIS Selected Alternative — Modified Selected Alternative

Figure 5.3-1
Historic Properties Identified with the Original APE - Jeffersonville, Indiana

Figure 5.3-2
Historic Properties Identified within the Original APE - Utica, Indiana (East End)

Figure - Lime Kilns

Figure 5.3-3 a
Downtown FEIS Selected Alternative - Louisville, Kentucky

Figure 5.3.-3b
Downtown Modified Selected Alternative - Louisville, KY

Figure 5.3-4a
Historic Resources Identified within the Original APE - Louisville, Kentucky (East End)

Figure 5.3-4b
Historic Resources Identified within the Original APE - Louisville, Kentucky (East End)

Figure 5.3-5
Historic Properties Identified within the Extension to the Original APE - Jeffersonville, Indiana

Figure 5.3-6
Historic Properties Identified within the Extensions to the Original APE - Clarksville, Indiana

Figure 5.3-7
Historic Properties Identified within the Extensions to the Original APE - New Albany, Indiana

Figure 5.3-8

Historic Properties Identified within the Extensions to the Original APE - Louisville, Kentucky
(Downtown)

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-5 List of Figures



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

Supplemental Environmental Tnipact Statement

Figure 5.3-9
Historic Properties Identified within the Extensions to the Original APE - Louisville, Kentucky
(River Road)

Figure 5.5-1
Noise receiver sites Study area 1

Figure 5.5-2
Study area 1 FEIS selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-3
Study area 1 modified selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-4
Noise receiver sites Study area 2 (page 1)
Noise receiver sites Study area 2 (page 2)

Figure 5.5-5
Study area 2 FEIS selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-6
Study area 2 modified selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-7
Noise receiver sites Study area 3

Figure 5.5-8
Study area 3 FEIS selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-9
Study area 3 modified selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-10

Noise receiver sites Study area 4 (page 1)
Noise receiver sites Study area 4 (page 2)
Noise receiver sites Study area 4 (page 3)

Figure 5.5-11
Study area 4 FEIS selected noise barriers

Figure 5.5-12
Study area 4 modified selected noise barriers

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-6 List of Figures



SES

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

Figure 5.11-1
East End Bridge Type Selection Process illustration

Figure 5.11-2
East End Viewsheds

Figure 5.11-3
Downtown Bridge Crossing Viewsheds

Image 6.2-1
Elevation View of Alternative A-15

Figure 6.2-1
Indiana East End Section 4(f) properties within the project area

Figure 6.2-2
Indiana Downtown Section 4(f) properties within the project area

Figure 6.2-3
Kentucky Downtown Section 4(f) properties within the project area

Figure 6.2-4a
Old Jeffersonville Historic District — FEIS Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-4b
Old Jeffersonville Historic District - Modified Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-5
Butchertown & Phoenix Hill Historic Districts — FEIS Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-6
Butchertown & Phoenix Hill Historic Districts — Modified Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-7a
George Rogers Clark Memorial Bridge & Administration Building — FEIS Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-7b
George Rogers Clark Memorial Bridge & Administration Building — Modified Selected
Alternative

Figure 6.2-8
Utica Lime Kilns - FEIS Selected Alternative / Modified Selected Alternative

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-7 List of Figures



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

1 Fmpact Stat,

Figure 6.2-9a
Ashland Park, Riverfront Park and the Greenway Corridor with FEIS Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-9b
Ashland Park, Riverfront Park and the Greenway Corridor with Modified Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-10a
Waterfront Park and Extreme Sports complex with FEIS Selected Alternative

Figure 6.2-10b
Waterfront Park and Extreme Sports complex with Modified Selected Alternative

Supplemental Draft EIS iii-8 List of Figures



SES

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

LIST OF APPENDICES
Appendix A Project Alternatives Documents

A.1  Purpose and Need White Paper

A.2  Alternatives Comparison Exhibit

A.3  Alternatives Evaluation Document
A.4  Environmental Analysis Methodology

Appendix B Resources Data

B.1  Air Quality
B.1.1 PM ;5 Analysis
B.1.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

B.2  Noise Analysis Information
B.2.1 Study Area 1 (Section 1 Noise Data)
B.2.2 Study Area 2 (Section 3 Noise Data)
B.2.3 Study Area 3 (Section 4 Noise Data)
B.2.4 Study Area 4 (Section 6 Noise Data)

B.3  Natural Resources
B.3.1 USFWS Letter response to BA, July 2010
B.3.2 Biological Assessment, September 1, 2011
B.3.3 Transmittal Letter to USFWS

B4 Water Resources
B.4.1 LWC Study, Technical Memorandum, June 2009
B.4.2 Letter from LWC, September 2011

B.5  Wetlands Information
B.5.1 - Section 1 Streams
B.5.2 - Section 4 Streams and Wetlands
B.5.3 - Section 6 Streams and Wetlands
B.5.4 - Table of Direct and Indirect Wetland Impacts

B.6  Agricultural
B.6.1 NRCS reply - Indiana
B.6.2 NRCS reply - Kentucky

B.7  Visual

Supplemental Draft EIS A-1 Appendix



R

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

B.7.1 Section 2 Bridge Type Selection Executive Summary
B.7.2 Section 5 Bridge Type Selection Executive Summary

B.8  Social and Economic
B.8.1 - Updated IMPLAN Economic Analysis
B.8.2 - Ohio River Bridge Users Study

Appendix C Agency Coordination and Other Documents

C.1  Notice of Intent

C.2  Draft Coordination Plan

C.3  List of Resource Agencies

C.4  Cooperating and Participating Agency Acceptance (or Decline) Letters
C.5 Resource Agency Coordination Meeting summary

C.6  Resource Agency Comments on Coordination Meeting documents

C.7  Agency comments on Purpose and Need White Paper

C.8  Agency comments on Draft Range of Alternatives Document

Appendix D Section 106 Process and Historic Property Documents

D.1  Section 106 Consulting Party List
D.2  Consulting Party Re-initiation Coordination
D.2.1 Example Re-initiation and Intro Meeting Invitation Letter
D.2.2 Invitation to Join Consulting Party Process
D.2.3 Second Request
D.2.4 Acceptance (or Decline) Notifications
D.2.5 Invitation to Meeting
D.3  Section 106 Introduction Meeting Coordination
D.3.1 Example Re-initiation and Intro Meeting Invitation Letter
D.3.2 Meeting Summary
D.3.3 Transmittal of Meeting Summary Letter
D.3.4 Consulting Party Comments
D.4  Section 106 Meetings
D.4.1 Identification of Properties (Eligibility) Meeting Coordination

D411 Save-the-Date Letter

D4.1.2 Invitation Letter

D.4.1.3 Section 106 Identification Workbook

D414 Meeting Summary

D.4.15 Consulting Party Comments to Eligibility
D.4.1.6 Responses to Eligibility Comments (pending)

Supplemental Draft EIS A-2 Appendix



R

HE OHIO RI
I E) | Fmpact Stat

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT B

D.4.2 Effects Determination Meeting Coordination
D421
D.4.2.2
D.4.3 Mitigation Meeting Coordination
D.4.3.1
D.4.3.2
D.5 Construction Options at U.S. 42 and the Drumanard Estate
D.6  Alignment A-15 through Drumanard Estate
D.7  Easement Baseline Documentation - Drumanard Estate
D.8  Tree Assessment for the Drumanard Estate
D.9 Indiana SHPO comments on Utica Lime Kiln Historic District Boundaries

Appendix E Lettersand Correspondence

E.l Federal, State and Local Governments Letters

Appendix F  Public I nvolvement

F.1  Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Public Comments
Report, June 27, 2011 - July 15, 2011
F.2  Public comments on Purpose and Need
F.3  Regional Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
F.4
F.5  Area Advisory Team Meetings
F.5.1 Section 1 AAT Meeting Summary
F.5.2 Section 3 AAT Meeting Summary
F.5.3 Section 4 AAT Meeting Summary
F.5.4 Section 6 AAT Meeting Summary
F.6  RAC and Consulting Party comments on Draft Range of Alternatives Document
F.7  Alternatives Evaluation Document Public Comments Report, October 2011

Appendix G - Financial Documents

G.1  Financial Demonstration for the Ohio River Bridges Project, in Support of the
Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Financial Demonstration
document), July 2010

G.2  Financial Demonstration document Update, September 2011

G.3  Financial Plan Update, December 2010

G.4  Draft Financial Feasibility Revenue Estimates - FEIS Selected Alternate

Supplemental Draft EIS A-3 Appendix



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

1 Fmpact Stat,

G.5  Draft Revenue Estimates and Indicative Financial Capacity - Modified Selected
Alternative

Appendix H - Traffic Reports

H.1  Louisville Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Traffic Forecast

H.2  Louisville Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Time-of-Day Travel Demand
Model Phase 1

H.3  Louisville Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Time-of-Day Travel Demand
Model Phase 2

Supplemental Draft EIS A-4 Appendix



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRMES

I Impact St

CHAPTER 1: PROJECT HISTORY

This Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) has been prepared by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT),
and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio
River Bridges (LSIORB) Project. The SDEIS has been prepared in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) requiring preparation of a supplemental environmental impact statement when there are
“substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns.” [40
CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(i)]

This SDEIS examines the impacts of proposed modifications to the “Two Bridges/Highway
Alternative” identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation completed on April 8, 2003; and as the Selected Alternative in
the Record of Decision (ROD) approved on September 6, 2003. The SDEIS has been prepared to
evaluate the impacts of tolling to assist in funding the project, which was determined necessary
through the Metropolitan Transportation Planning process; to evaluate cost-saving changes in the
design of the Selected Alternative to minimize the amount of toll based revenue needed; and to
update information and data where necessary to address changes to the project and the affected
environment since the approval of the 2003 FEIS/ROD.

Chapter 1 of the 2003 FEIS summarized the regional transportation planning processes that
identified the need for improvements in cross-river mobility in the Louisville Metropolitan Area
(LMA), and introduced the recommendation that improvement alternatives be evaluated in an
EIS. Chapter 1 of the SDEIS contains the following substantive updates and additions to the
information presented in the FEIS:

e Section 1.4—Discusses the development of updated transportation plans and financial
plans since the 2003 FEIS/ROD, including updates to the metropolitan long-range plan
for the LMA.

e Section 1.5—Summarizes the following major steps taken to advance the project since
the 2003 FEIS/ROD: the division of the project into six design sections; the design,
right-of-way acquisition, and mitigation/enhancement activities conducted to date; the
creation of the Louisville and Southern Indiana Bridges Authority (Bridges Authority);
the development of financial plans in accordance with Federal and State requirements; ;
and the cost-saving efforts that resulted in the development of the Modified Selected
Alternative (with tolls) being evaluated in this SDEIS. Section 1.5 also summarizes the
status of pending litigation involving a challenge to the 2003 FEIS/ROD.

1.1  Transportation Planning History

This section of the 2003 FEIS discussed the history of transportation planning with regard to
cross-river mobility within the LMA from 1963 to 1993. The information presented therein
remains valid for this SDEIS. For more detailed information, see page 1-1 of the FEIS.
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1.2  Metropolitan Louisville Ohio River Bridge Study

This section of the 2003 FEIS discussed the results of the Metropolitan Louisville Ohio River
Bridge Study conducted from 1991 to 1994. The information presented therein remains valid for
this SDEIS. For more detailed information, see page 1-3 of the FEIS.

1.3  OhioRiver Major Investment Study (ORMIS)

This section of the 2003 FEIS discussed the results of the Ohio River Major Investment Study
(ORMIS) conducted from 1995 to 1996. The information presented therein remains valid for
this SDEIS. For more detailed information, see page 1-3 of the FEIS.

1.4  Metropolitan Transportation Plan Updates and Development of Finance Plans

This section of the 2003 FEIS described the development and periodic updates to the
metropolitan transportation plan (MTP) for the Louisville metropolitan area. It explained that, at
the time the 2003 FEIS was issued, the current version of the MTP was Horizon 2025, which
was adopted in 1998 by the Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency
(KIPDA)®. Horizon 2025 reflected recommendations of ORMIS, which identified a “two-bridge
solution” to cross-river mobility needs. As noted in the 2003 FEIS, Horizon 2025 included
recommendations for a new six-lane bridge parallel to the existing Kennedy Bridge (I-65),
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange, and a new four-lane 1-265 freeway over the Ohio
River between KY 841/1-265 in eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, and S.R. 265 at S.R. 62 in
Clark County, Indiana.

Since 2003, the Louisville MPO has continued to update its MTP in accordance with federal
transportation planning requirements. The remainder of this section describes actions the MPO
has taken since 2003 to update its MTP, and explains how the “fiscal constraint” requirement in
the planning process led to the decision to incorporate tolling into the LSIORB project.?

2005: _Adoption of Horizon 2025. In November 2005, the Louisville MPO adopted the
Horizon 2030 MTP, which was the update of Horizon 2025. The Horizon 2030 MTP identified
proposed transportation improvements for a 20-year horizon. This version of the MTP continued
to include the LSIORB project as approved in the September 2003 ROD. At the time this plan
was adopted, it was assumed that the cost of the project could be funded entirely by traditional
revenue sources, without the need for tolls.

2007: _Interim Financial Plan. In October 2007, in response to a federal law requiring a
financial plan for all “Major Projects”, KYTC and INDOT submitted to FHWA the Louisville —
Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Initial Financial Plan (IFP).® The plan included

! KIPDA serves as the Louisville-Southern Indiana Metropolitan Planning Organization and is referred to in this document as

“KIPDA” or the “Louisville MPO.” The Louisville MPO serves the following counties: Oldham, Bullitt, and Jefferson in
Kentucky; Clark, Floyd, and a portion of Harrison in Indiana. KIPDA provides regional planning, review, and technical
services for the Louisville MPO, and is often referred to as being the Louisville MPO.

The federal transportation planning regulations require that metropolitan transportation plans must be “fiscally constrained.”
Fiscal constraint means, in general terms, that the MPO can only approve a plan if it determines (and FHWA and FTA
concur) that sufficient funding is reasonably anticipated to be available to carry out the projects included in the plan. ..
Federal law requires recipients of federal financial assistance for a “Major Project” to develop an initial financial plan prior
to construction and to prepare annual updates until the “Major Project” is complete. A “Major Project” is a project costing
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updated project costs, estimates of future costs, and revenue scenarios, including tolling
scenarios, and was intended to “provide an accurate basis upon which to schedule and fund the
Ohio River Bridges Project” (IFP, p. i). The plan proposed funding the project using traditional
Federal and state transportation funding sources, without the need for tolls. FHWA approved the
IFP in January 2008.

2009: Expiration of Horizon 2025. Work began on an update to the MTP in 2008, with the
goal of completing the update in 2009, four years after approval of the Horizon 2025 plan in
2005.* However, the adoption of an updated MTP was delayed because of funding uncertainties
— including concerns relying entirely on traditional (non-toll) funding could require up to 60%
of Kentucky’s annual highway funding to be directed to the LSIORB Project. Due to the
uncertainty about the adequacy of traditional funding sources, the Louisville MPO did not update
its MTP in 2009. Instead, the MTP expired in December 2009.

2009: Creation of Bridges Authority. The Kentucky General Assembly introduced legislation
that would allow “Project Authorities” to be established to pursue innovative financing strategies
for “Major Projects.” That year, the Kentucky General Assembly enacted Sections 75 through 98
of House Bill 3 during an Extraordinary Session, which is now codified under Kentucky Revised
Statutes (KRS) 175B. The enacted law led to the creation of the Bridges Authority. In October
2009, Kentucky’s Governor and Louisville’s Mayor appointed seven members to the Authority.
In December, Indiana’s Governor issued Executive Order 09-11 authorizing Indiana’s
participation and appointing seven members to the Authority. The Bridges Authority was tasked
by the governors and the mayor to finance, construct, and oversee the LSIORB. The Bridges
Authority is described in greater detail in Section 1.5, below.

2009-2010: _Grace Period. When the MTP expired in December 2009, the Louisville MPO
entered into a one-year grace period, which is provided by federal transportation planning
regulations. The grace period provided an opportunity to resolve the financial issues that had
prevented approval of an update to the MTP. During this grace period, the Louisville MPO was
allowed to continue working on an update to the MTP, and projects that were already included in
the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)° were allowed to proceed.

2010: _Financial Demonstration. In July 2010, the Bridges Authority, KYTC, and INDOT
submitted to KIPDA a document titled Financial Demonstration for the Ohio River Bridges
Project, in Support of the Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Financial
Demonstration). The Financial Demonstration presented potential funding sources and financing
options, including a tolling scenario and other revenue-generating alternatives. The Financial
Demonstration showed there to be reasonable expectations that the LSIORB project could be
funded, with a combination of traditional funding sources and toll revenues. The Financial
Demonstration was based on then-current assumptions about project costs and toll rates; it did

$500 million or more. See 23 U.S.C. § 106(h). The estimated cost of the LSIORB Project substantially exceeds $500
million, so the project is clearly subject to Major Projects requirements. Additional information is available at:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project_delivery/defined/major_project.htm

Under federal transportation planning regulations, the Louisville MPO is required to update (i.e., comprehensively review
and revise) its MTP at least once every four years.

The TIP is a staged, multiyear, intermodal program of transportation projects that require Federal funding, and is consistent
with the MTP prepared by KIPDA.
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not reflect cost-saving changes that were later incorporated into the project. (For a copy of this
financial analysis, see Appendix G.1.)

2010: Adoption of Horizon 2030. Because the Financial Demonstration provided a source of
funding for the LSIORB project, the Louisville MPO was able to satisfy the fiscal constraint
requirement for the MTP. With that requirement satisfied, the MPO adopted an updated Horizon
2030 MTP on October 7, 2010. This version of the MTP included the LSIORB project based on
the assumption that the new bridges (Downtown and East End) would be tolled. The adoption of
this plan in October 2010 reflected a decision by local governments, acting through the MPO, to
include tolling as a key element of the financial plan for the LSIORB project.

2010: Update to Interim Financial Plan. In December 2010, the Bridges Authority updated
the 2007 Initial Financial Plan (IFP) (see Appendix G.3 for the Financial Plan Update,
December 2010). This update reflected the incorporation of toll revenues into the funding plan
for the project. This updated IFP was submitted just before the initiation of this SDEIS, so it did
not reflect the cost-saving design changes and tolling assumptions that are used in this SDEIS.

2011: Updated Financial Demonstration. In February 2011, FHWA initiated this SDEIS. As
the alternatives analysis for the SDEIS moved forward, it became clear that the financial
demonstration would need to be updated to reflect the cost-saving design changes and tolling
assumptions that are shown in the SDEIS. In September 2011, the Bridges Authority, KYTC,
and INDOT submitted an updated version of the Financial Demonstration to the Louisville
MPO. The updated Financial Demonstration is consistent with the cost and tolling assumptions
that are used in this SDEIS; specifically, it is consistent with the cost estimates and toll rate
assumptions for the Modified Selected Alternative in this SDEIS. (For a copy of this financial
analysis, see Appendix G.2.)

2011: Adoption of Updated Horizon 2030. In October 2011, an updated Horizon 2030 MTP
was adopted by the Louisville MPO. The MTP included the Modified Selected Alternative, with
the cost savings and tolling assumptions that are reflected in this SDEIS. In November 2011, the
updated Horizon 2030 MTP received Federal approval®.

1.5 Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project

This section summarizes major steps that have been taken to advance the project since the
issuance of the ROD in 2003, including: the division of the FEIS Selected Alternative into six
design sections; design, right-of-way acquisition, and mitigation/enhancement activities; project-
related financial planning activities, including the creation of the Bridges Authority; and
proposed modifications to the FEIS Selected Alternative.

The FEIS Selected Alternative includes these major components:

e A new bridge across the Ohio River connecting KY 841/1-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway) in
northeastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, with S.R. 265 at S.R. 62 in southeastern Clark
County, Indiana (Alternative A-15).

e A new interstate bridge parallel to the Kennedy Bridge (Alternative C-1) as well as the
Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the south.

® http://www.Kipda.org/Transportation/MPO/LRP.aspx
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e Non-motorized facility enhancements (17-foot-wide pedestrian and bicycle paths on both
bridges), expanded employer-based trip reduction programs, expanded Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) applications, expanded incident management programs, and
enhanced cross-river bus service, as well as numerous mitigation commitments.

Six Design Sections

After the issuance of the ROD, INDOT and KYTC divided the Selected Alternative into the
following six Design Sections (Figure 1.5-1):

Section 1—Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the South. (Also referred to as the
“Kennedy Interchange Section.”)

Section 2—New 1-65 Northbound Bridge over the Ohio River. (Includes the reconfiguration of
the existing seven-lane Kennedy Bridge to a six-lane bridge to accommodate 1-65
southbound traffic.) (Also referred to as the “Downtown Bridge Section.”)

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

Section 4—Extension of 1-265 in Kentucky from I-71 to the new Ohio River East End Bridge.
(Also referred to as the “East End Kentucky Approach Section.”)

Section 5—New Ohio River Bridge on the 1-265 extension. (Also referred to as the “East End
Bridge Section.”)

Section 6—Extension of S.R. 265 in Indiana from the S.R. 62 interchange to the new Ohio River
East End Bridge. (Also referred to as the “East End Indiana Approach Section.”)

Status of Project-Related Activities Since the 2003 FEIS'/ROD

From 2003 to 2004, INDOT and KYTC selected six Section Design Consultants (SDC) to begin
work on the design phase on the sections. Since 2004 the Section Design Consultants have
pursued the following courses of action in their project sections:

e Continued community involvement efforts to guide the integration of the specific
sections into their urban/rural settings

e Surveyed the project area

o Performed geotechnical investigations

o Completed bridge type selection processes

o Prepared right-of way-plans for acquisition
Right-of-way acquisition began in 2010. Prior to 2010, purchases were limited to either hardship
cases or advanced acquisitions. Only a few properties have been acquired in the Louisville and

Jeffersonville downtown areas. The majority of properties have been acquired on the East End of
the project in both Kentucky and Indiana.

Several mitigation and enhancement measures identified in the 2003 FEIS (Chapter 8,
Commitments and Mitigation) have been implemented. These include the following:
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DESIGN SECTIONS

« Rehabilitation of the Louisville Railway Complex (Trolley Barn) (FEIS p. 8-18)

e Preparation of Historic Preservation Plans for the Old Jeffersonville Historic District,
Phoenix Hill Historic District, and Country Estates Historic District (FEIS pp. 8-12, 8-19,
and 8-20, respectively)

« Sponsorship of a Smart Growth Conference for Louisville — Southern Indiana Region (a
cooperative effort among KYTC, FHWA, INDOT, historic preservation agencies, and
local government organizations) (FEIS p. 8-10).

Financial Plans: Compliance with Federal and State Requirements

Three distinct mandates—two under Federal law and one under a state statute—governed the
need to develop a financial plan for the LSIORB Project. First, as noted in Section 1.4, Federal
law (23 U.S.C. 8134) requires a metropolitan transportation plan to be “fiscally constrained.”
Second, Federal Law (23 U.S.C. § 106(h)) requires that recipients of Federal financial assistance
for a Major Project submit a project-specific financial plan to FHWA. Third, Kentucky state law
requires the Bridges Authority to develop a financial plan for the LSIORB project.
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Initial Financial Plan (IFP). The Initial Financial Plan addressed the two Federal requirements.
The IFP was submitted to FHWA under the Major Project requirement, and became one of the
elements used to implement the requirement that the Louisville MPO’s MTP include a financial
plan. According to FHWA'’s Financial Plan Guidance (January 2007), a Major Project financial
plan must reflect the project’s cost estimate and revenue structure and provide a reasonable
assurance that sufficient financial resources will be available to implement and complete the
project as planned. The plan must be submitted to FHWA prior to construction and annually
updated with detailed estimates of the cost to complete the project.

Responding to the Federal mandates, KYTC and INDOT submitted to FHWA the Louisville —
Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Initial Financial Plan (IFP) in October 2007. In
January 2008, KYTC and INDOT received FHWA’s approval of the IFP for the project. The
plan included detailed project cost estimates to complete the project; estimates of future costs;
and revenue scenarios—including tolling scenarios—to “provide an accurate basis upon which to
schedule and fund the Ohio River Bridges Project” (IFP, p. i).

The plan estimated a cost increase, due to inflation, that would raise the estimated year-of-
expenditure cost to approximately $4.1 billion ($1.61 billion more than the 2003 FEIS/ROD
projection); and proposed funding the project entirely through traditional Federal and state
transportation program funding sources, which included Federal funding designated specifically
for the project, and Kentucky and Indiana’s federal-aid apportionments. The states’ funding was
to be comprised of state matching funds for the federal-aid program, state construction program
funds and, in Indiana’s case, proceeds from the Indiana Toll Road concession made available
through Indiana’s “Major Moves” transportation program’.

The IFP noted that planned annual updates would include “the potential to employ alternative
funding approaches...both states recognize that circumstances can change and alternative
structures may present themselves” (see IFP p. 4-12). Tolling options were listed among the
potential alternative funding approaches that could be included in the annual updates. An
updated Interim Financial Plan was submitted to FHWA in December 2010.

Bridges Authority. A key step taken by the Commonwealth of Kentucky and State of Indiana to
ensure the availability of funding sources was the establishment of the Bridges Authority—a bi-
state authority charged with overseeing the financing of the project—as described in Section 1.4,
above.

The Bridges Authority held its inaugural meeting in February 2010, and immediately began
working toward its primary objective of developing a financial plan that provided updated
project cost estimates; and identified potential funding sources and finance mechanisms that
would be reasonably expected to be available to complete the project.

During the course of that work, the Bridges Authority followed the directive of its appointing
authorities—the Governors of Kentucky and Indiana and the Mayor of Louisville—to consider
and explore any and all possible funding options for the project.

" In late 2005, Indiana launched a 10-year, $10 billion transportation plan, known as “Major Moves,” to improve and expand

Indiana’s highway infrastructure. A total of $2.6 billion was committed to Major Moves from the long-term lease of the
Indiana Toll Road and the plan called for 104 new roadways by 2015. (Source: www.in.gov/indot/2407.htm)
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In July 2010, the Bridges Authority, KYTC, and INDOT submitted to KIPDA the Financial
Demonstration (see Section 1.4, herein) that, while not intended to be an update of the IFP,
provided a “synopsis of the potential sources of funding” to meet anticipated project funding
needs. The Financial Demonstration analyzed the cost estimates associated with the project and
concluded that the project could not be funded solely through traditional revenue sources
because of the unpredictability of such funding as a result of the economic downturn and other
factors. The document identified an estimated year-of-expenditure project cost of approximately
$4.1 billion, and noted (p. 5) that the Bridges Authority was “exploring the full range of
alternative funding sources potentially available for the Project,” including toll revenues. Soon
after, in December 2010, the Bridges Authority produced the Financial Plan Update (see
Appendix G.3).

As noted in Section 1.4, above, in September 2011 the Bridges Authority submitted to KIPDA an
updated Financial Demonstration. The document included a revised project development and
construction cost of approximately $2.9 billion (projected year-of-expenditure dollars) based on
project scope changes and revenue projections that “reflect the baseline tolling scenario that is
being used in this SEIS update.” (p. 6)

Modified Selected Alternative (with Tolls)

The current estimated $4.1 billion cost reflects an increase of $1.6 billion over the $2.5 billion
year-of-expenditure cost estimate in the 2003 FEIS (FEIS p. S-11). Of the estimated $4.1 billion
amount, the current MTP assumes that $1.9 billion will be available from traditional Federal and
state funds, based on past history in both states. This leaves a shortfall of approximately $2.2
billion, which would need to be obtained from other sources.

In response to the amount of toll based revenue needed to complete the 2003 Selected
Alternative, in January 2011 the Indiana and Kentucky Governors and the Louisville Mayor
asked INDOT, KYTC, and FHWA to pursue cost-saving adjustments to the 2003 plan for
building two new bridges and rebuilding the Kennedy Interchange. Consequently, design
modifications to the 2003 FEIS Selected Alternative were evaluated to reduce the overall cost of
the project and, thereby, minimize the amount of toll based revenue required. The evaluation
showed that costs could be substantially reduced with the following proposed modifications:

e Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange within its existing location instead of relocating
it to the south.

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

o Eliminating the pedestrian/bike path from the Downtown Bridge because a similar
facility will be provided on the nearby Big Four Bridge as a separate project.

These changes are projected to result in a $1.2 billion savings. While this cost reduction would
narrow the funding gap, it does not close it; tolls are still needed to supplement funding. The
proposed addition of tolls and design modifications to reduce costs resulted in the reevaluation of
the project and its environmental impacts, as required by NEPA. On February 15, 2011, to
comply with NEPA, FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT published in the Federal Register a Notice of
Intent to prepare an SEIS to document the changes since the 2003 FEIS that would be associated
with the proposed tolling options, design modifications, and changes in the project area.
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The design modifications and tolling option comprise a new build alternative—the “Modified
Selected Alternative”—that is evaluated in this SDEIS. The SDEIS considers how a Modified
Selected Alternative would affect the environment compared with the originally selected “Two
Bridges/Highway Alternative” (without tolls) and the No-Build Alternative; and addresses the
requirements of environmental laws, regulations and Executive Orders that are applicable to the
project.

Litigation Status

A lawsuit was filed in September 2009 against the FHWA, challenging the 2003 ROD for this
project. The lawsuit was filed by two groups, River Fields and the National Trust for Historic
Preservation. The lawsuit remains pending in the United States District Court for the Western
District of Kentucky, Case No. 3:10-cv-00007. All litigation deadlines have been stayed while
this SEIS is prepared.

For mat of this SDEIS

The SDEIS format generally follows the section-heading outline used in the 2003 FEIS. Changes
to the project and/or conditions in the project area that have occurred since the FEIS are
described in their respective sections; and where the information presented in the 2003 FEIS
remains valid, such is noted. While the SDEIS builds upon and incorporates work already
completed as part of the project development process, it does not reproduce in full the
voluminous FEIS and ROD documentation. Instead, it incorporates information from those
documents by reference, where applicable. The FEIS and ROD are available for review at the
Community Transportation Solutions’ (CTS) office located at the Forum Office Park 111, 305
North Hurstbourne Parkway, Suite 100, Louisville, Kentucky. These documents can also be
reviewed on the project website: www.kyinbridges.com.
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CHAPTER 2: PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose and need for the project as identified in the 2003 FEIS/ROD was reevaluated as part
of the SEIS process and documented in a Purpose and Need White Paper (see Appendix A.1). A
draft version of this document was distributed to resource agencies for comments and feedback
on June 3, 2011, and to the public during the public information meetings held June 27 and 28.
2011. The draft document was also provided on the project website. Based upon feedback as
well as the analysis from the document, it was determined that the purpose and need, as defined
in the 2003 FEIS/ROD, remains valid.

The following text identifies the purpose and need as presented in Chapter 2 of the 2003
FEIS/ROD.

The purpose of this proposed action is to improve cross-river mobility between
Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana. Several specific factors
demonstrate the need for action, including:

o Inefficient mobility for existing and planned growth in population and
employment in the downtown area and in eastern Jefferson and southeastern
Clark Counties,

o Traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy
Interchange;

o Traffic safety problems within the Kennedy Interchange and on the Kennedy
Bridge and its approach roadways,

o Inadequate cross-river transportation system linkage and freeway rerouting
opportunities in the eastern portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Area
(LMA); and

o Locally adopted transportation plans that call for two new bridges across the
Ohio River and the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. (2003 FEIS, p
2-1)

Chapter 2 of the 2003 FEIS described the project setting, including the transportation limitations
associated with the existing cross-river roadway system; identified the project’s purpose and the
needs for improved cross-river mobility; and described the regional, socioeconomic, traffic, and
other factors that helped define and quantify the needs. Chapter 2 of the SDEIS contains the
following substantive updates and revisions to information presented in the 2003 FEIS:

e Section 2.1—Updates status of weight restriction for Milton-Madison Bridge (U.S. 421),
adds adiscussion of the Big Four Bridge bicycle/pedestrian project, and updates Transit
Authority of River City (TARC) passenger and route information.

» Section 2.2—Changes the planning horizon year from 2025 to 2030. Revises
subsections as follows:
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» 2.2.1—Revises text and tables to update regiona socioeconomic forecasts and travel

demand data and methodology, including 2030 cross-river travel demand forecasts;
and adds Table 2.2-3, Ohio River Crossing Demand as Percent of Capacity (2010
and 2030).

2.2.2—Updates population and employment data and forecasts, including figures 2.2-
2, No-Action Alternative Population Forecasts 2007—2030 Change, and 2.2-3, No-
Action Alternative Employment Forecasts 2007-2030 Change; and revises the “Land
Use Plans and Infrastructure Improvements’ subsection to discuss the 2007
comprehensive plans of Clark County and Jeffersonville, both of which include
features of the LSIORB Project.

2.2.3—Revises the peak-hour periods based on updated traffic data; revises the
projected increase in congestion on the Sherman Minton Bridge; updates the
discussion of truck traffic through the Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area
(LMPA) on 1-64 and 1-65 and on the Kennedy Bridge; and identifies existing (2010)
and projected (2030) Levels of Service on roadway segments in the Kennedy
Interchange including the Kennedy Bridge and its approaches. Also, eliminates,
revises, and/or adds figures and tables, as identified in the introduction to the section.

2.2.4—Substantially revises the section to reflect crash data, and provide crash rate
comparisons, for the years 2005 through 2009.

Travel Demand M odeling

To update the project’s purpose and need, since the 2003 FEIS, a travel demand model was
developed for the project and used to forecast future travel conditions in the region. The project
model has many enhancements over the existing model prepared by the Louisville Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO)*, which included the following extensive data collection efforts to
improve model inputs and results:

External station surveyson al of the interstates.

Vehicle classification counts collected at over 50 ramps.

Turning movement counts made at 50 different intersections.

I-65 origin-destination survey between points north of Kennedy Bridge and the 1-64 split.

Collection of traffic signal data (signal location, green cycle, phasing) at more than 1,100
locations.

New traffic counts at nearly 1,400 count locations in both Kentucky and Indiana, up from
around 260 in the previous model.

The latest socioeconomic data provided by the Louisville MPO.

1 The Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency (KIPDA) provides staffing services to the Louisville MPO
and, therefore, the traffic model and certain planning documents are often referred to as the KIPDA model or KIPDA plans, as

appropriate.
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e Trangt information including 48 routes and over 1,300 stops integrated into the various
highway networks.

This data hel ped devel op these new travel demand modeling features:

e Time of day modeling where flows for four periods (AM, mid-day, PM and overnight)
were developed to give better information than just the average daily traffic (ADT) level.

e Mode choice that included forecasting of al transit travel and transit alternatives.
e A truck model developed for forecasting heavy vehicle flows on all facilities.
« Enhanced trip generation equations to include income categories.

e Trip distribution model that included a generalized cost based on adjusted travel time
plus operating cost divided by the value of time.

e Improved calibration performed for the trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice,
time of day and traffic assignment steps.

o Enhanced validation performed at the system level, facility type level, area type level,
county level and link level—especially the bridges.

o Extensive sensitivity testing completed using travel times and other attributes to
understand model performance and deviations between the model and ground counts.

The new model exceeded the daily validation results from the Louisville MPO model and
provided many new features that could be used to answer key traffic-related questions.

Using the new model, traffic for a No-Action Alternative was forecasted to provide a baseline for
comparing with the build aternatives and evaluating the purpose and need for the project. The
transportation network used in the model was based on the assumption that all of the projects
included within the current Louisville MPO Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) (Horizon
2030) will be implemented, with the exception of the two new Ohio River bridges and the
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange recommended in the 2003 FEIS. The initia
socioeconomic input for the travel demand model was based on Louisville MPO’s latest
socioeconomic forecast for the region in year 2030, which assumes two new bridges across the
Ohio River in the LMPA. However, for the SDEIS No-Action Alternative, an alternate
distribution of the MPO socioeconomic forecast was devel oped for the project model that did not
include the two new Ohio River bridges or the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange.

Traffic Modeling

For the Kennedy Interchange and its interstate approaches (including the Kennedy Bridge), a
detailed analysis was performed using corridor simulation software (CORSIM), which
determines several measures that demonstrate traffic congestion such as average peak-hour
speed, total vehicle hours of delay, and throughput as a percent of demand. Another measure of
traffic congestion is known as the “level of service” or LOS. LOS identifies the degree of
congestion on a particular roadway segment for the peak hour. LOS ranges from A to F, with
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LOS A indicating the least congestion and best traffic flow, and LOS F indicating the most
congestion and worst traffic flow.

21  Project Setting

This section of the 2003 FEIS discussed the transportation limitations associated with the
existing cross-river roadway system within and outside of the LMPA aong with the partial
“inner beltway” (i.e, 1-264) and “outer beltway” (i.e., 1-265). The SDEIS updates the
information presented in this section of the FEIS to include information about the Milton-
Madison Bridge (U.S. 421), the pedestrian and bicycle routes across the Ohio River, and cross-
river transit routes.

The Milton-Madison Bridge crosses the Ohio River 40 miles northeast of the Kennedy Bridge.
Reconstruction of the bridge, which began in January 2011, will eliminate weight restrictions on
the bridge and is expected to be completed in the Fall of 2012.

The 2003 FEIS noted that a bicycle and pedestrian river-crossing is provided only on the Clark
Memoria Bridge. Since that time, local, state, and Federal governments have initiated a project
to convert the Big Four Railroad Bridge into a bicycle/pedestrian crossing of the Ohio River. The
Big Four Bridge is located about 1,200 feet upstream from the Kennedy Bridge and connects the
cities of Louisville, Kentucky, and Jeffersonville, Indiana (see FEIS Figure 2.1-1, page 2-2). It is
no longer in use as arailroad bridge and access was removed in 1969.

The Big Four Bridge project will provide a 22-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle pathway over the
Ohio River between Louisville, Kentucky and Jeffersonville, Indiana. On the Kentucky side of
the Big Four Bridge project, the ramps have been completed and rehabilitation of the bridge
began in 2011 and is currently under construction. On the Indiana side, construction is expected
to begin in 2012. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was approved for the bridge on
the Kentucky side of the project by the USACE on July 16, 2007. A FONSI was approved for the
Indiana side of the project by FHWA on October 19, 2011, which included an Individual 4(f)
Evaluation for both sides of the river and the bridge itself.

The Transit Authority of River City (TARC) provides public transportation within the LMPA.
Through coordination with TARC, the following passenger and route information from the FEIS
has been updated for the SDEIS. Currently, TARC operates six bus routes across the Ohio River.
Two routes use the Sherman Minton Bridge (1-64) and carry a total of approximately 350
passengers per weekday on 31 one-way trips. Four routes use the Clark Memoria Bridge (U.S.
31), serving approximately 1,422 weekday passengers in aggregate on 117 one-way trips. Two of
these routes use the Kennedy Bridge for peak-hour express trips.

There are no other changes to information that was presented in this section of the FEIS. See
Section 2.1, page 2-1 of the FEIS, for amore detailed description of the project setting.
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2.2 Purposeand Need for Action

This section of the FEIS defined the purpose of the proposed action as improving cross-river
mobility between Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana; and detailed the
factors that contribute to, and demonstrate the need for, an improvement in cross-river mobility
for LMPA residents and interstate travelers. The information in this section remains unchanged
since the FEIS with the following substantive exception: The SDEIS is based on the most recent
MTP, Horizon 2030. For more detailed information, see page 2-6 of the FEIS.

2.2.1 Regional Context

This section of the FEIS described the socioeconomic (popul ation and employment) forecasts for
the LMPA that were prepared by the Louisville MPO’s and used in the travel demand computer
model to estimate current and future travel demand within the LMPA. For more detailed
information, see pages 2-9 through 2-12 of the FEIS. The information in this section remains
unchanged since the FEIS with the following substantive exceptions: The SDEIS updates the
regiona population and employment forecasts, and travel demand data, including 2030 cross-
river travel demand forecasts.

The identification of specific transportation needs within the LMPA and the assessment of
potential solutions to those needs require an understanding of the overal population and
employment growth patterns in the area. This “regional context” helps to better define and
quantify the specific needs for improvements in cross-river mobility that have been identified
between Clark County, Indiana, and Jefferson County, Kentucky. It aso provides the framework
for evaluating aternative solutions to address those needs.

KIPDA, which provides staff support for the Louisville MPO, prepares socioeconomic
(population and employment) forecasts for the LMPA, which are incorporated into Louisville
MPO'’s travel demand computer model to estimate current and future travel demand within the
area. Those regiona travel demand conditions help to predict future travel conditions and the
needs of the transportation systems; and, ultimately, to evaluate potential solutions to the
identified transportation needs.

Since the 2003 FEIS was issued, a new travel demand model was developed for use in
forecasting future travel conditions in the region to aid in determining the project’s purpose and
need. The model was based on extensive data collection efforts, including traffic counts at nearly
1,400 locations, turning movement counts at 50 intersections, current transit data, an origin-
destination survey, and the latest socioeconomic data provided by the Louisville MPO.

Traffic for a No-Action Alternative was forecasted to provide a baseline for comparing with the
build alternatives and assessing the need for action. The transportation network used in the
model was based on the assumption that all of the projects included within the current MTP
(Horizon 2030) will be implemented, with the exception of the two new Ohio River bridges and
the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange recommended in the FEIS. The initial
socioeconomic input for the travel demand model was based on Louisville MPO’s latest
socioeconomic forecast for the region in year 2030, which assumes two new bridges across the
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Ohio River in the LMPA. However, for the SDEIS No-Action Alternative, an alternate
distribution of the socioeconomic forecast was developed for the project model that did not
include the two new Ohio River bridges or the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange.
(Chapter 5 provides a more detailed discussion of the methodology used to develop the two
different distributions of population and employment.)

The 2030 regional forecasts indicate the changes that are expected to take place on an LMPA-
wide basis. Population is now predicted to increase by 15% between 2007 and 2030, while
employment is predicted to increase by 42% in the same period.” The total number of daily trips
in the LMPA is expected to increase by 19% (see Table 2.2-1). In addition, the number of
vehicle miles of travel (VMT), vehicle hours of travel (VHT), and vehicle hours of delay (VHD)
is expected to increase by 26%, 52%, and 161%, respectively. These summary figures
demonstrate that travel demand in the LMPA will increase nearly as fast as or faster than
population and employment in the same period. For comparison, Table 2.2-1 also shows 2025
traffic data from the FEIS which indicates that the projected 2030 daily trips, VMT, VHT, and
VHD are all higher than the 2025 projections. A comparison of percent change cannot be made
with the FEIS because the lengths of the time periods are different (i.e., FEIS 1990-2025: SDEIS
2007-2030).

TABLE 2.2-1
WEEKDAY TRAVEL SUMMARIES FOR THE LMPA (2007 and 2030)
FEIS 2025 . Per cent
2007 No-Action 202%2?}23?” Change
Alternative 2007 to 2030
Daily Trips 2,970,000 2,899,000 3,522,000 19%
Vehicle Miles of Travel 28,010,000 31,731,000 35,297,000 26%
Vehicle Hours of Travel 703,000 923,000 1,069,000 52%
Vehicle Hours of Delay ™ 152,000 208,000 397,000 161%

* The year 2007 is used asthe base year for this forecast because it isthe base year in the Louisville MPO travel demand model.
** Additional hours of travel time caused by traffic congestion.

Cross-river travel demand is expected to increase 29% by 2030 (see Table 2.2-2). By 2030, a
total of 292,000 vehicles per day are expected to cross the Ohio River on the three existing
bridges, an increase of approximately 1.3% per year. For comparison, Table 2.2-2 also shows
2025 weekday traffic volumes from the FEIS, which indicates that all of the projected 2030
weekday traffic volumes for the bridges are lower than the 2025 projections. However, as noted
previously, the 2030 total cross-river traffic volumes still represent a significant increase (i.e.,
29%) from the existing traffic volumes. As shown on Table 2.2-3, the Kennedy Bridge was
operating at 97% of its daily design capacity in 2010. By 2030, the AM southbound and PM
northbound traffic volumes on the Kennedy Bridge are projected to be 139% and 120% of
capacity, respectively. Traffic during the AM southbound and PM northbound periods on the

2 The population and employment distributions used to forecast the No-Action Alternative travel conditions are consistent with
the No-Action Alternative transportation network, that is, no new bridges over the Ohio River and no modifications to the
Kennedy Interchange.
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Sherman Minton Bridge in 2030 are projected to be at 119% and 126% of capacity, respectively.
For comparison, Table 2.2-3 aso shows the 2025 daily percent of capacity data from the FEIS,
which indicates that the 2030 daily percent of capacity for al of the bridges are less than those
for 2025. However, the Sherman Minton and Kennedy bridges are still projected to exceed their
capacity. In addition, the total river crossing capacity of al of the bridges is also still projected
to be exceeded by 2030. Thus, the existing Ohio River bridges alone cannot effectively address
the cross river mobility needs for the area. Percent of capacity for AM, midday, PM, and night
was not conducted in the FEIS for 2025 so a comparison cannot be made with the 2030 data.

TABLE 2.2-2

DAILY OHIO RIVER CROSSINGSWEEKDAY TRAFFIC VOLUMES (2010 and 2030)
Bridge 2010* Eflfé?ﬁ? zoi?tg‘rrgf\lo” Eﬁacnegé

Alternative 2010 to 2030

Sherman Minton Bridge (1-64) 82,000 129,700 112,000 3%
Clark Memorial Bridge (U.S. 31) 21,900 33,700 25,000 14%
Kennedy Bridge (1-65) 122,300 178,600 155,000 27%
Total Daily Ohio River Crossings 226,200 342,000 292,000 29%

* Theyear 2010 is used as the base year for this forecast because it represents actual traffic counts.

TABLE 2.2-3
OHIO RIVER CROSSING DEMAND ASPERCENT OF CAPACITY* (2010 and 2030)

2030 No-Action Alternative
. Daily AM Midday PM Night
a9 (6AM —9AM) |(9AM —3PM) | (3PM —6PM) ((6PM —6AM)
2010 | 2025+ | 2030 | NB | SB | NB [ SB| NB | SB | NB | SB
'?fgg?dy Bridge 97% | 142% | 123% | 63% | 139% | 65% | 93% | 120% | 113% | 29% | 34%
Sherman Minton 76% | 120% | 104% | 60% | 119% | 64% | 67% | 126% | 81% | 25% | 20%
Bridge (1-64)
Clark Memorial 73% | 112% | 83% |20% | 76% | 30% |58% | 93% | 64% |20% | 12%
Bridge (U.S. 31)
Total Daily Ohio | geor | 13006 | 111% | 57% | 121% | 60% |77% | 119% | 929 |27% | 22%
River Crossings

* 2025 demand as percent of capacity data fromthe FEIS.

The 2030 cross-river travel demand forecast also shows a large increase in cross-river trips with
origins and destinations in the eastern portion of the study area. In 2007 approximately 31,000
daily cross-river trips were estimated to have occurred between eastern portions of the LMPA
upstream of the Kennedy Bridge—including eastern Clark County, eastern Jefferson County and
Oldham County (see Figure 2.2-1). Daily cross-river trips with those origins and destinations are
forecast to increase to 41,000 by 2030, a 32% increase. This latter increase compares with an
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estimated 29% increase in the overall number of cross-river trips between 2010 and 2030 (see
Table 2.2-2). In addition, under the No-Action Alternative, the total VMT associated with those
eastern-oriented, cross-river tripsis forecast to increase by 41% between 2007 and 2030, and the
total VHT are forecast to increase by 63% in the same period. It is important to note that the
eastern-oriented cross river trips, VMTs, and VHTSs are al projected to have greater percent
increases than those for the entire LMPA. Under the No-Action Alternative, al of these cross-
river trips with origins and destinations in the eastern portion of the study area must utilize the
Kennedy Bridge or one of the other existing downstream bridges.
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DAILY VEHICLE TRAVEL SUMMARY BETWEEN
EASTERN CLAAK COUNTY AND EASTERN JEFFERSON/OLDHAM COUNTY

DAILY TRAVEL 2007 g 2030 % Change

Vehicla Trips 31,000 41,000 32%

Vehicle Miles of Travel || 776,000 1,092,000 41%

4 Vehicle Hours of Travel 16,000 26,000 63%

NOT TO SCALE
SounceE: T | Demand Mok | Projection
FIGURE 2.2-1
LEGE;D - CROSS-RIVER VEHICLE TRAVEL
B EASTERN JEFFERSOMN | OLDHAM COUNTY BETWEEN EASTERN CLARK COUNTY
AND EASTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY
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2.2.2 Population and Employment Growth and Land Use Plans

This section of the 2003 FEIS focused on the discussion of 1995-2025 socioeconomic forecasts
and land use plans on the LSIORB Project areas of downtown Louisville, Jeffersonville, eastern
Jefferson County, and southeastern Clark County. Clark County’s 1991 Comprehensive Plan and
Louisville and Jefferson County’s Cornerstone 2020 Comprehensive Plan were referenced in
connection with plans for infrastructure improvements and mobility strategies. For more detailed
information, see pages 2-13 though 2-22 of the FEIS. The information presented in this section
remains unchanged since the FEIS, with the following substantive exceptions. The SDEIS
updates population and employment forecasts to the 2007-2030 timeframe; and revises the “Land
Use Plans and Infrastructure Improvements” subsection to discuss the 2007 comprehensive plans
of Clark County and Jeffersonville, both of which include features of the LSIORB Project.

As described in the previous section, population in the LMPA is predicted to grow by 15%
between 2007 and 2030 and employment is predicted to increase by 42% in the same period. The
forecast rates of population and employment growth vary throughout the LMPA, with some
areas showing large increases, other areas showing more moderate growth, and some areas
showing decreases (see figures 2.2-2 and 2.2-3). Employment growth is anticipated in the
downtown Louisville and Jeffersonville areas, although the predictions suggest some loss of
population in those areas. Much of eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, and southeastern Clark
County, Indiana, is predicted to see moderate to high population and employment growth rates
between 2007 and 2030. Those growth predictions are generally consistent with locally approved
land use plans and proposed infrastructure improvements in those areas, except that land use
planners in both Jefferson and Clark counties have indicated a desire to slow or reverse the rate
of population decline in the downtown areas.

The areas of eastern Jefferson, western Oldham, and southern Clark counties that are predicted
to see moderate to high population growth through 2030 generaly showed moderate to high
population growth between 1990 and 2000 (see Figure 2.2-4). Similarly, those areas that are
predicted to see less rapid growth or declines through 2030 generally showed those same trends
between 1990 and 2000.°

% The 2010 Census data was not available at the time the SDEIS was prepared. As aresult, the same 1990 and 2000 census data
that was used in the FEIS has been included in the SDEIS. Comparable employment data is not available from the census for
use in confirming the Louisville MPO employment forecasts. Employment data from the census is gathered based on the
household residence of employees, rather than their place of employment. The employment data contained in this SDEIS is
based on place of employment. Consequently, the employment information available from the census is not useful in
confirming the employment information contained herein.
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The Kennedy and Clark Memoria bridges currently provide cross-river transportation access in
the downtown area, which serves as the economic and employment center of the LMPA.
However, as described in Section 2.2.3, below, the existing roadway bridges in the downtown
area are aready congested and are predicted to become more heavily congested by 2030.
Meanwhile, the high growth areas of eastern Jefferson, western Oldham, and southern Clark
counties are juxtaposed across the Ohio River, but lack convenient cross-river transportation
access, which hinders cross-river mobility. The closest cross-river transportation access for these
eastern areas is the Kennedy Bridge, located in the downtown area. Consequently, many cross-
river trips within the LM PA with origins and destinations in the eastern portion of the study area
incur additional VMT and VHT, and contribute to congestion on the downtown crossings.

Moreover, if travel on the Kennedy Bridge isimpaired or foreclosed by an incident on the bridge
or its approaches, or by necessary maintenance activities, the only other river crossing options
are the Clark Memorial and the Sherman Minton bridges, both of which are located farther
downstream and are aready heavily utilized. Local transportation planners have identified a need
to improve cross-river mobility for these high growth areas (downtown and east end), and
thereby improve the efficiency of the transportation system by reducing trip lengths and duration.

Projected Growth

In general, the updated population and employment growth trends (i.e., 2007-2030) within the
LMPA have not significantly changed from the trends described in the FEIS (i.e., 1990-2025).
The No-Action Alternative population and employment forecasts for the 2007—-2030 period
indicate that employment growth will continue to occur in the downtown Louisville area, with
some employment growth also occurring in downtown Jeffersonville/Clarksville. Particularly
high growth in employment is predicted in the area surrounding the medical complex in
downtown Louisville. These high growth areas are shaded in pink and red on Figure 2.2-3.
However, with some exceptions, Figure 2.2-2 indicates that population is predicted to continue
to decline in much of the downtown area (as shown by blue-shaded areas) through the year
2030. Thistrend is consistent with the 1990-2000 population census data (see Figure 2.2-4).

The socioeconomic forecasts for 2007-2030 also show that rapid population and employment
growth is occurring, and will continue to occur, in the eastern portion of the LMPA. In Indiana,
such growth is apparent in the area of southeastern Clark County between 1-65 and the Ohio
River (extending north to about Charlestown, Indiana). As indicated by the dark red shaded
areas on Figure 2.2-3, large employment gains are predicted in the vicinity of the Port of
Indiana-Jeffersonville (formally Clark Maritime Center) and the River Ridge Commerce Center
(formerly the Indiana Army Ammunition Plant [INAAP]). Mgor growth in population is aso
anticipated in this area of southeastern Clark County, including the areas near S.R. 265, as well
as the area just to the west of S.R. 62 across from the River Ridge Commerce Center. Areas of
dark red shading on Figure 2.2-2 indicate high rates of population growth in southeastern Clark
County, between 1-65 and the Ohio River. Similarly, Figure 2.2-4 shows that many of those
areas already have shown substantial growth between 1990 and 2000, especially as compared to
other areas of the region.
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The 2007-2030 population and employment forecasts indicate high growth in eastern Jefferson
County (as well as much of adjacent Oldham County), across the Ohio River from the high
growth areas of southeastern Clark County. Much of the predicted population growth in eastern
Jefferson County over that period is expected to occur in a corridor along the existing 1-265/KY
841 (Gene Snyder Freeway), with severa areas of high growth between [-64 and the Ohio River,
as shown by the dark red areas on Figure 2.2-2. These general population trends have been borne
out in fact between 1990 and 2000, as shown on Figure 2.2-4. Employment in this area dso is
expected to increase between 2007 and 2030, with several areas of high growth again
concentrated along the Gene Snyder Freeway from the 1-64 interchange to the Ohio River, as
shown in dark red on Figure 2.2-3. While areas of moderate to high population and employment
growth are distributed throughout much of the LMPA, alarge portion of that growth is predicted
to occur in the areas of eastern Jefferson, Oldham, and southeastern Clark counties located
opposite each other across the Ohio River. Those areas of growth also tend to be concentrated
along or near the existing S.R. 265 in Indiana and 1-265/KY 841 in Kentucky. However, as
noted previously, cross-river mobility between these two high growth areas is hindered by the
lack of any cross-river transportation access closer than the downtown Kennedy Bridge.

Land Use Plans and I nfrastructure | mprovements

Clark County, Indiana

Since the 2003 FEIS, Clark County adopted a new Comprehensive Plan in 2007. The most
notable development in the plan is the River Ridge Commerce Center (formerly INAAP) located
northeast of the existing S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange. It is a business and industrial park with
approximately 6,000 acres of land available for development. The Comprehensive Plan includes
the River Ridge Commerce Center in the following goals, objectives, and guidelines.

Goal 1 (Economic Development)

Objective 1.1—Promote the development of the River Ridge Commerce Center by
encouraging existing businesses to expand and new businesses to locate within
the business park.

Goal 6 (Transportation)
Objective 6.1—mprove existing roadway connections to the River Ridge
Commerce Center and consider additional connections.

Guidelines (Gover nment)

G-6: Work with One Southern Indiana, the River Ridge Development Authority,
other economic development organizations, and the private sector to promote
growth of the River Ridge Commerce Center, develop additional industrial and
business parks for basic industries, and preserve existing prime industrial sites
for business retention and attraction.  (Comprehensive Plan, p. 66)

Clark County’s Comprehensive Plan notes that the Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville, which is
located southeast of the existing 1-265/S.R. 62 interchange, is one of the fastest growing ports on
the Inland Waterway System.
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With regard to residential devel opment recommendations, the plan identifies vacant land aong |-
65, U.S. 31, and S.R. 60 surrounding Sellersburg, along S.R. 62 northwest of Jeffersonville, and
aong S.R. 403 between Charlestown and Sellersburg as prime locations for future residential
development because they provide easy access and commutes to the River Ridge Commerce
Center and downtown Louisville.

With regard to transportation, the Ohio River Bridges Project is included in the Comprehensive
Plan's list of “Major Moves™ projects and in the Thoroughfare Plan. In addition, the plan
identifies Overlay Districts for the future path of [-265 as a major issue because this corridor will
be a prime area for development. The overlay district will create land use goals and guidelines
for this corridor to help ensure appropriate future development.

Jeffersonville, Indiana

Since the 2003 FEIS, Jeffersonville has adopted a new Comprehensive Plan in 2007. The plan
indicates that most of the vacant and developable land is located northeast of Jeffersonville in
unincorporated Clark County and that these are areas of mgor future growth due to their
convenient access to the 1-265 and 1-65 interchanges. Areas of proposed industrial expansion
include:

e Landinthevicinity of the Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville

e Land near Clark County Airport (located north of 1-265 and east of 1-65)
e Land north of 1-265 between S.R. 62 and Charlestown Pike

e Land lying between Hamburg Pike and U.S. 31

The plan identifies Business Park Industry land use areas such as the River Ridge Commerce
Center, North Port Industrial Park, and Americas Place industrial area as sites that could
develop as light industrial, flex-space (office and warehouse), or as a campus with different
businesses within the same industry or severa buildings serving one business.

With regard to public parks, the Comprehensive Plan includes a recommendation to “locate,
acquire and develop at least 700+ acres of land for a multi-purpose park in the north to northeast
section of the community.”

Planning Districts along the proposed [-265 corridor include primarily two types. Suburban
Neighborhood and Regional Marketplace Center (located around the proposed interchange with
Salem Road). Suburban Workplace Districts are located immediately north (i.e., River Ridge
Commerce Center) and south (i.e., Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville) of the proposed I1-265 corridor.

Jeffersonville recognizes that one of the major features of its Land Use Plan is the proposed
designated approaches for the downtown and eastern bridges, as part of the Ohio River Bridges
Project. As a result, the LSIORB Project is included as one of their Planned Transportation

* In late 2005, Indiana launched a 10-year, $10 billion transportation plan, known as “Major Moves,” to improve and expand

Indiana’s highway infrastructure. A total of $2.6 billion was committed to Major Moves from the long-term lease of the
Indiana Toll Road and the plan called for 104 new roadways by 2015. (Source: www.in.gov/indot/2407.htm)
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Projects. They also recognize that the construction of the 1-265 portion of the Ohio River Bridges
Project will enhance the potential development of regiona shopping complexes in the vicinity of
the 1-265/ S.R. 62 interchange.

Jefferson County, Kentucky

Since the 2003 FEIS, there have been no updates/changes to the Louisville and Jefferson County
Cornerstone 2020 Comprehensive Plan. As a result, there are no changes to the information
presented in the FEIS on page 2-20.

2.2.3 Traffic Congestion

This section of the FEIS described existing peak period congestion in the Kennedy Bridge-
Interchange area, and predicted future problems in the area due to the lack of viable aternative
river crossing options for much of the Kennedy Bridge traffic—particularly truck traffic. For
more detailed information, see pages 2-22 through 2-27 of the FEIS. The section remains
unchanged from the FEIS with the following substantive exceptions: The SDEIS, based on the
most recent data, revises the peak hour periods; revises the projected increase in congestion on
the Sherman Minton Bridge; updates the discussion of truck traffic through the LMPA on I-64
and [-65 and using the Kennedy Bridge; and identifies existing (2010) and projected (2030)
Levels of Service on roadway segments on the Kennedy Interchange including the Kennedy
Bridge and its approaches. In the process of updating the data, the SDEIS replaces Figure 2.2-5,
Truck/Bus Traffic on [-65 Southbound, with Table 2.2-4, Truck Percentage (2010) on the
Kennedy Bridge by Time Period; updates data in Figure 2.2-6 (SDEIS Figure 2.2-5), External
Truck Travel with Potential Eastern Ohio River Bridge Diversion Potential; updates data in
Table 2.2-3 (SDEIS Table 2.2-5), Kennedy Interchange Area Weekday Operations; and updates
Figure 2.2-9 (DEIS Figure 2.2-7), 2010 and 2030 A.M./P.M. Levels of Service, Kennedy
Interchange.

As cross-river travel demand has continued to increase along with population and employment
growth, traffic congestion problems have become particularly acute in the Kennedy Bridge and
Kennedy Interchange area and on its interstate freeway approaches in downtown Louisville,
Kentucky and Jeffersonville and Clarksville, Indiana. Peak period (i.e. “rush hour”) congestion
occurs nearly every weekday, with traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge spilling over to the
Kennedy Interchange and vice versa. (The peak hours within the peak periods are defined as 7:00
AM to 8:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM) In the 2003 FEIS peak periods were defined as 7:30
to 8:30 AM and 4:45 to 5:45 PM. The change is due to the results of recent (2010) traffic data
collection on the interstate network in the project area. Traffic congestion on those freeway
facilities aso extends to their adjacent interstate approaches on 1-64 and 1-71 in Kentucky and on
1-65 in both Kentucky and Indiana. In addition to the transportation inefficiencies it causes,
congestion also can lead to additional problems, such as increased crash frequencies and
increased emissions of air pollutants from vehicles.

The lack of viable alternative river crossing options for much of the Kennedy Bridge traffic
aggravates traffic congestion problems, which in turn hinders cross-river mobility for travelers
throughout much of the LMPA who must use these congested facilities. By 2030, traffic
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congestion is projected to increase on the Sherman Minton Bridge, with AM peak period demand
at 119% of southbound capacity and PM peak period demand at 126% of northbound capacity.
Thus, that crossing will provide little, if any, relief to the congestion in the vicinity of the
Kennedy Bridge. Moreover, no cross-river connections are provided in the LMPA upstream of
the Kennedy Bridge. As noted previously, the demand for cross-river trips between those areas
upstream of the Kennedy Bridge is projected to grow at a greater rate than the overall demand
for cross-river trips in the LMPA. Thus, al travel between Jefferson County, Kentucky, and
Clark County, Indiana, must utilize one of the congested downtown crossings, which will
continue to become more congested.

Freight traffic constitutes a substantial portion of the traffic using the existing cross-river
transportation system and plays an important role in the interstate shipment of goods in an
economy that increasingly relies on “just-in-time” inventory deliveries and the free flow of
goods and services throughout the country. 1-65, in particular, is a mgor north-south commercial
route, with a substantial amount of freight traffic. Congestion and delays at the current river
crossing bottleneck interfere with the free flow of commerce through the area. Freight traffic
suffers from the traffic congestion that occurs in the downtown area, resulting in delays and
additional costs for commerce passing throughout the LMPA. In addition, freight movement
across the Ohio River contributes to existing and projected traffic congestion on the Ohio River
crossingsinthe LMPA.

The importance of freight in cross-river travel is shown in the proportion of trucks among
vehicles crossing the Ohio River. Daily vehicle counts conducted in 2010 indicate that trucks
comprise 21 percent of the total vehicles crossing the Ohio River on the Kennedy Bridge (1-65).
During an average 24-hour period, over 25,000 trucks crossed the Kennedy Bridge. During the
PM peak period, southbound trucks comprise more than 25% of total vehicles (see Table 2.2-4).

TABLE 2.2-4

TRUCK PERCENTAGE (2010) ON THE KENNEDY BRIDGE BY TIME PERIOD
Kennedy Bridge v oam) | (oAM o) | (3PM o cPM) Daily
Northbound 13.3% 20.8% 16.1% 18.3%
Southbound 18.1% 24.2% 26.3% 24.1%
TOTAL 16.0% 22.5% 20.0% 211%

Freight traffic passing through the LMPA (i.e., with no local origin or destination) represents a
large portion of total cross-river truck trips and thus both contributes to congestion and suffers
from congestion that occurs on the existing bridges, particularly during the peak period. Data
from a 2010 externa origin-destination survey show that approximately 12% of the truck traffic
exiting the LMPA on 1-65 northbound originates from the east on 1-64 westbound, which is the
same as FEIS, and approximately 15% of truck traffic exiting the LMPA on 1-64 eastbound
originates from the north on 1-65 southbound, which is less than what was determined in the
FEIS (i.e., 21%) (see Figure 2.2-5). Based on the distribution of data from that origin-destination
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study, at least 2,000 trucks per day are traveling through the LMPA from 1-64 westbound to 1-65
northbound and from 1-65 southbound to [-64 eastbound, which are 500 more trucks than what
was determined in the FEIS (i.e., 1,500 trucks). All of those trips currently must use the heavily
congested Kennedy Bridge to cross the Ohio River because of the lack of any aternate eastern
river crossing route.

In addition to traffic congestion caused simply by high traffic volumes, the complex nature of the
Kennedy Interchange causes additional problems (see Figure 2.2-6). For example, traffic
backups on a single ramp can spill over and cause congestion throughout the interchange and on
its interstate approaches.

Consequently, a detailed analysis of the Kennedy Interchange and its interstate approaches was
performed using corridor simulation software (CORSIM). As shown in Table 2.2-5, the
CORSIM analysis provided several measures that demonstrate that traffic congestion in the
Kennedy Interchange and on its interstate approaches, including the Kennedy Bridge (1-65), will
increase between 2010 and 2030. These projections are based on the No-Action Alternative
described in Section 2.2.1. Comparatively, the CORSIM analysis in the FEIS showed larger
decreases in speeds and larger increases in delay between the existing (1999) conditions and the
2025 No-Action scenario. One of the reasons for the difference is that the 1999 volumes are
dlightly lower than the 2010 volumes and the 2025 forecast volumes are higher than the 2030
forecast volumes. This causes there to be less of a difference between the 2010 and 2030
measures of effectiveness. However, the 2030 data also shows a lower throughput as percent of
demand compared to the FEIS, which indicates an increase in the projected level of congestion.

Another measure of traffic congestion is known as the “level of service,” or LOS. LOS
identifies the degree of congestion on a particular roadway segment for the peak hour. LOS
ranges from A to F, with LOS A indicating the least congestion and best traffic flow, and LOS
F indicating the most congestion and worst traffic flow. The design book, A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, published by the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), states:

For acceptable degrees of congestion, freeways and their auxiliary facilities, i.e.,
ramps, main line weaving sections and [ collector-distributor] roads in urban and
developing areas, should generally be designed for LOS C. In heavily devel oped
sections of metropolitan areas, conditions may necessitate the use of LOSD.

INDOT’ s Design Manual generaly calls for providing at least LOS C on all newly-constructed
or reconstructed roads, with LOS B desirable. As an exception to this genera rule is, a
minimum LOS D may be used for urban freeway reconstruction projects.® In 2010, seven of the
roadway segments of the Kennedy Interchange, which includes the interstate approaches and
the Kennedy Bridge, were functioning at LOS E or F (see Figure 2.2-7). Level of Service is
especially poor on roadway segments where traffic flows cross each other (known as “weaving
movements’). One example is the weaving section where traffic from southbound 1-71 and
westbound 1-64 must merge together. This area currently operates at a LOS F in both the AM

® Source: INDOT Desi gn Manual, September 7, 2005.
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and PM peak hours. By the year 2030, the number of interchange segments functioning at LOS
E or F is projected to more than double—from 7 to 16. For comparison, the FEIS had very
similar results with 18 of these same segments projected to operate at LOS E or F by 2025 (see

FEIS page 2-30, Figure 2.2-9).

FIGURE 2.2-6
KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

-PE'EEIIRIEEEZ)\a I5NTERCHANGE AREA WEEKDAY OPERATIONS AVERAGE SPEED

FEIS

Measure 2010 No-z,gig on 2025.

No-Action

Average Peak-Hour Speed: AM Peak Hour 44 mph 39 mph 17 mph
PM Peak Hour 31 mph 24 mph 16 mph

Total Vehicle Hours of Delay: AM Peak Hour 208 380 1,581
PM Pesk Hour 636 1,056 1,841

Throughput as Percent of Demand': AM Peak Hour 98% 84% 84%
PM Peak Hour 92% 76% 91%

* Throughput is the amount of traffic passing through a roadway system. If throughput isless than 100% of demand, traffic backups and
diversions result. The lower the throughput, as a percent of demand, the wor se the congestion and diversion.
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NOT TO SCALE

— Figure 2.2-7
WX 201012030 AM. PEAK LOS 2010 AND 2030 A.M./PM. LEVELS OF SERVICE
X 201012030 PM. PEAK LOS KENNEDY INTERCHANGE

2.24 Traffic Safety

The crash analysis for this section of the FEIS was updated to reflect the most recent crash data,
which is for the years 2005 through 2009. The crash analysis was focused on the Kennedy
Interchange Corridors, and included the following interstate sections:

o [-65 from Broadway north to the Indianaterminus of the Kennedy Bridge

e 1-64 from Cochran Hill Tunnel west to 9th Street

e |-71 from Zorn Avenue south to |-64
For comparison, a crash analysis was also conducted for the following similar adjacent interstate
sections, referred to as Adjacent Corridors:

e |-65 from the Indiana terminus of the Kennedy Bridge north to the 1-265 interchange

e |-64 from 9th Street in Louisville west to I-265 in Indiana

e [-265in Indianafrom [-64 east to 1-65

Crash rates were calculated for these corridors based on the number of crashes per 100 million
vehicle-miles (100 MVM). The crash anaysis for the Kennedy Interchange corridors found that
the total crash rate (230.8 per 100 MV M) was 138% higher than the statewide average rate of 97
crashes per 100 MVM for similar roadway classifications (see Table 2.2-6). When comparing the
fatal and injury crash rates, the Kennedy Interchange Corridor crash rates were 23% and 113%
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higher than the statewide averages (0.49 vs. 0.40; and 40.4 vs. 19.0 crashes per 100 MV M,
respectively).

TABLE 2.2-6
CRASH RATES (2005 — 2009)

Kennedy Interchange | Percent Increase ' . Percent Increase
Corridors from Average Adgs;e%ocl\(zrvrll/cli)o rs from Adjacent
(Per 100 MVM) Statewide Rates Corridors
Injury 40.4 113% 21.9 85%
Fatal 0.49 23% 0.16 206%
Totd 230.8 138% 116.4 98%

When compared to the total crash rate (116.4 per 100 MVM), fatal crash rate (0.16 per 100
MVM), and injury crash rate (21.9 per 100 MVM) for the Adjacent Corridors, the Kennedy
Interchange Corridors rates were 98%, 206%, and 85% higher, respectively.

For more detailed information regarding the crash analysis, the technical report titled Kennedy
Interchange Crash Study (November 2010) is available for review upon request and on the
project website at www.kyinbridges.com.

The design deficiencies of the Kennedy Bridge and Interchange that were described in the FEIS
remain unchanged. For more detailed information see pages 2-27 through 2-28 of the FEIS.

2.25 Inadequate Cross-River System Linkage

This section of the FEIS discussed the transportation limitations associated with the existing
cross-river roadway system within the LMPA and the lack of cross-river access in the eastern
portion of the LMPA. There are no changes to this section since the FEIS. For more detailed
information, see pages 2-30 through 2-32 of the FEIS. During the preparation of this SDEIS, on
September 9, 2010, the Sherman Minton Bridge (I-64) was closed due to cracks in the bridge
structure. Reconstruction of the bridge has started and is expected to be completed by Spring
2012. The temporary closure of the bridge will have no long term effects on the operation of the
proposed LSIORB Project.

2.2.6 Consistency with Locally Adopted Transportation Plans

Louisville MPO Transportation Policy Committee adopted a new Horizon 2030 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan on October 7, 2010. The plan includes the Selected Two Bridges/Highway
Alternative identified in the FEIS and ROD and the need for tolls as an alternative funding
source. There are no other changes to this section from the FEIS. For more detailed information,
see pages 2-32 and 2-33 of the FEIS.

2.3 Performance M easur es

This section of the 2003 FEIS presented the performance measures that were used to determine if
the project alternatives met the project’s identified needs. These performance measures have not
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changed from the FEIS except for the addition of peak-period percent capacity as a measure of
traffic congestion and the removal of VMT and VHT as measures for cross-river mobility.
Period volumes are now available because a time-of-day model has been developed for this
phase of the project. With regard to VMT and VHT, FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT determined
that VHD is the measure that most closely correlates with the goal of improving cross-river
mobility because it measures the total amount of delay. As such, a reduction in VHD means that
drivers are spending less time sitting in congested traffic. Reductionsin VMT and VHT also may
be correlated with an improvement in mobility, but an improvement in mobility could also be
correlated with an increase in VMT or even VHT. The availability of a shorter and/or less
congested route may increase VMT or even VHT, because it allows for faster travel, which in
turn may result in an increase in the number and length of trips. Although VMT and VHT are not
being used as performance measures to determine if the alternatives meet the project’s purpose
and need, they are being used in this SDEIS to compare the aternatives traffic impacts. For
more detailed information, see page 2-33 through 2-36 of the FEIS.

24 Conclusion

Based on the aforementioned updated information, this review of the purpose and need, as
completed in the SDEIS, resulted in the same conclusion presented in the 2003 FEIS, which
states that:

Careful evaluation of the community’s transportation needs has demonstrated a
need for improvement in cross-river mobility between Jefferson County, Kentucky
and Clark County, Indiana. Growth in the Downtown and Eastern areas of both
Jefferson and Clark Counties has increased pressure on the existing cross-river
transportation system, resulting in increased travel times and distances for cross-
river travelers. Projections of growth through the year [2030]° indicate that
without any improvement in cross-river mobility, the resulting economic and
system inefficiencies will continue to worsen. Congestion in the Kennedy
Bridge/Interchange complex is already serious and is forecast to worsen without
any improvements. Safety problems associated with the tight roadway geometry
and narrow shoulders in the Kennedy Bridge/Interchange complex also hinder
cross-river mobility and contribute further to the serious congestion problem in
the Downtown area. Moreover, the lack of any river crossing upstream of the
Kennedy Bridge in the LMA will continue to force cross-river trips with eastern
orientations to incur the additional travel distance and times necessary to utilize
the Kennedy Bridge. This lack of cross-river system linkage impairs the efficiency
of the transportation system. Those additional cross-river trips downtown will
also contribute to the worsening congestion on the existing crossings. Likewise,
congestion, construction and incidents on the existing crossings, especially the
Kennedy Bridge, will continue to adversely affect the entire transportation system
and important governmental functions because of the lack of alternate river
crossings. (FEIS p. 2-36)

® The projected year has changed from 2025 for the FEIS to 2030 for the SDEIS.
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CHAPTER 3: ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 3 of the 2003 FEIS discussed the alternatives evaluation process and methodology
(Section 3.1, FEIS p. 3-2); described all of the alternatives considered (Section 3.2, FEIS p. 3-4);
presented the results of the two-step alternatives screening process (Sections 3.3 and 3.4, FEIS p.
3-21 and p. 3-44); described the alternatives selected for evaluation in the EIS (Section 3.5, FEIS
p. 3-58); analyzed the EIS alternatives based on their ability to meet the project’s five purpose
and need criteria, and presented a summary of the environmental impacts and costs of the EIS
alternatives (Section 3.6, FEIS p. 3-64); and identified the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative
(combining alternatives C-1 and A-15) with the Kennedy Interchange relocated to the south as
the Preferred Alternative (Section 3.7, FEIS p. 3-83).

Chapter 3 of the SDEIS contains the following substantive changes to the information presented
in the 2003 FEIS:

e Section 3.1—Updates the information contained in sections 3.1 to 3.4 of the FEIS,
including a review of the FEIS alternatives evaluation and screening process, a discussion
of the alternatives evaluation process and methodology employed for the SDEIS, and the
results of the re-assessment of the FEIS alternatives.

e Section 3.2—Updates the information presented in Section 3.5 of the FEIS by describing
the three alternatives selected for detailed evaluation in this SDEIS: the No-Action
Alternative (with updated transportation projects from the Horizon 2030 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan [MTP]), the FEIS Selected Alternative, and the Modified Selected
Alternative.

e Section 3.3—Updates the information presented in Section 3.6 of the FEIS to focus on an
analysis of the SDEIS alternatives and their ability to meet the LSIORB Project’s five
purpose and need criteria, based on the updated 2030 travel demand model. Also, adds
time-of-day traffic data (i.e., AM, Midday, PM, and Night) to this analysis; identifies and
evaluates potential changes to traffic patterns as a result of proposed tolls and project
design modifications; updates the discussion of the environmental impacts for the FEIS
Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative; and discusses the updated
costs and financial feasibility of the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected
Alternative.

3.1 Alternatives Evaluation Process and Methodology

For this SDEIS, the range of alternatives considered and evaluated in the FEIS has been re-
assessed. As part of this process, an Alternatives Evaluation Document was developed (see
Appendix A.3)%. The Alternatives Evaluation Document presents the original process that was

This document was based on the Range of Alternatives Document, which was prepared on August 5, 2011, distributed to the
resource agencies for comment, and posted on the project webpage for public input. That report also stated that the
alternatives considered in the 2003 FEIS “will be reevaluated to the extent necessary to determine if they warrant detailed
study as viable alternatives.” Subsequently, those alternatives were reevaluated and documented in the Alternatives
Evaluation Document, attached hereto as Appendix A.3).
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used to develop and evaluate the range of alternatives in the 2003 FEIS, and the process that was
used to re-assess those alternatives for the SDEIS. It also presents the following recommended
range of alternatives to be studied in the SDEIS:

No-Action

This alternative assumes that all of the projects in the current Horizon 2030 MTP will be
implemented. This does not take into account improvements associated with the LSIORB
Project. See Section 3.2.1 for a more detailed description of the No-Action Alternative.

FEIS Selected Alternative (without Tolls)

This alternative is generally the same as the Selected Alternative approved in the 2003
ROD, which does not include tolls. Given the current economic conditions that exist
within the region and the nation as a whole and the amount of funding that is reasonably
available from Federal and state sources (as determined by the Louisville Metropolitan
Planning Organization), this alternative is no longer considered to be a reasonable
alternative because it is not financially feasible; it is being considered in the SDEIS as a
baseline for comparison with the modifications to this alternative proposed with the
Modified Selected Alternative. See Section 3.2.2 for a more detailed description of the
FEIS Selected Alternative.

Modified Selected Alter native (with Tolls)

This alternative would include many of the elements of the Selected Alternative, but
would be modified in two ways to improve its financial feasibility: (1) it would include
cost-saving design changes, and (2) it would include the use of tolls. The cost-saving
design changes include: a reduction in the width of the proposed East End Bridge, tunnel,
and roadway; reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange in downtown Louisville in-
place; and elimination of a proposed pedestrian/bikeway facility from the new Downtown
Bridge. See Section 3.2.3 for a more detailed description of the Modified Selected
Alternative.

3.1.1 Re-Assessment of FEIS Alternative Screening Decisions

This section presents the results of the re-assessment of the alternatives screening process since
the 2003 FEIS, as documented in the Alternatives Evaluation Document.

3.1.1.1 Review of Conceptual Alternatives

This step involves a re-assessment of the conceptual alternatives considered in the 2003 FEIS
and presented in the Alternatives Evaluation Document; and of each alternative’s ability to meet
the project’s purpose and need based on the criteria described in Chapter 2 of this SDEIS. For the
reasons given in the Alternatives Evaluation Document and summarized below, none of the
conceptual alternatives considered in the 2003 FEIS meets the purpose and need, except for the
Two Bridges/Highway Alternative.
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¢ No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative does not meet any of the purpose and need criteria for the
project, but the alternative is evaluated in this SDEIS as a baseline against which to
compare other alternatives.

e Transportation Demand Management (TDM), Transportation System Management
(TSM), Transportation Management (TM), and Mass Transit Alternatives

These alternatives would not meet the purpose and need of the project and, therefore,
would not be reasonable alternatives on their own. These alternatives would not meet the
purpose and need because they would not improve the geometrics of the Kennedy
Interchange and Kennedy Bridge to American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) recommended minimum design guidelines to meet
the project’s identified safety needs, and they would not provide a cross-river connection
in the east end to provide the needed system linkage. In addition, while these alternatives
may Yyield some operational benefits, they are highly unlikely to have any significant
impact on reducing vehicle hours of delay (VHD) in the Louisville Metropolitan Area
(LMA). Consequently, these alternatives do not meet the need to improve inefficient
mobility in the LMA. They would not improve the level of service (LOS) on the Kennedy
Bridge to LOS D or better; would not allow cross-river bridge demand to be met on the
Kennedy Bridge during peak periods; and would not improve the Kennedy Interchange
operating speed during the peak hour to address the need to improve traffic congestion.
For all of these reasons, these alternatives do not meet the purpose and need of the project
and are not reasonable alternatives. Therefore, they have been dismissed from further
analysis as stand-alone options.

o Bridge/Highway Alternatives
» Kennedy Interchange Reconstruction Alternative

The Kennedy Interchange Reconstruction Alternative would not meet the purpose and
need because it would not provide a cross-river connection in the east end to meet the
need for improved system linkage and would not correct the geometric deficiencies of
the existing Kennedy Bridge, which is part of the project’s identified safety need. In
addition, while this alternative may yield some operational benefits by reconstructing
the Kennedy Interchange, it is highly unlikely to have a significant impact on
reducing VHD in the LMA. Therefore, this alternative would not meet the need to
improve inefficient mobility. While this alternative may improve the Kennedy
Interchange operating speed during the peak period, it is highly unlikely to improve
the level of service on the Kennedy Bridge to LOS D or better, nor meet cross-river
bridge demand on the Kennedy Bridge; therefore, it would not satisfy the need to
reduce traffic congestion. For all these reasons the Kennedy Interchange Alternative
does not meet the purpose and need of the project and is not a reasonable alternative.
Therefore, it is dismissed from further analysis as a stand-alone alternative.
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» OneBridge/Highway Alternatives (Includes Kennedy | nterchange
Reconstruction)

The One Bridge/Highway alternatives include either a new Downtown Bridge or a
new East End Bridge. Both of these One Bridge/Highway alternatives also include
the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. The conclusions regarding further
consideration of these alternatives in the SDEIS are presented in the following
paragraphs and in Appendix A.5, Technical Memorandum One Bridge/Highway
Alternatives. Downtown Only, East End Only.

Downtown Bridge Only

The Downtown Bridge Only Alternative would not provide a cross-river connection
in the east end to meet the need for improved system linkage and would not reduce
VHD in the LMA to meet the need to improve inefficient mobility. Therefore, the
Downtown Bridge Only Alternative would not meet the purpose and need and is
dismissed from further analysis.

East End Bridge Only

While the East End Bridge Only Alternative includes reconstruction of the Kennedy
Interchange and, therefore, would reasonably be expected to improve the Kennedy
Interchange operating speed during the peak hour, it does not improve the level of
service to LOS D or better on the Kennedy Bridge, nor does it meet cross-river
demand on the Kennedy Bridge during the peak periods; as a result, it does not meet
the need to reduce traffic congestion. The alternative would improve the geometrics
of the Kennedy Interchange but would not address the geometric deficiencies of the
Kennedy Bridge, thereby not meeting the identified need for improved safety.
Therefore, the East End Bridge Only Alternative does not meet the purpose and need
for the project and is dismissed from further analysis.

» Two Bridge/Highway Alternatives (Includes Kennedy I nterchange
Reconstruction)

The Two Bridges/Highway alternatives include construction of a new bridge outside
downtown, construction of a new Downtown Bridge (beside the existing Kennedy
Bridge), and reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. In the FEIS, several versions
of a Two Bridges/Highway Alternative were considered. These versions differed
based on the location of the new bridge outside downtown: Oldham County, Far East,
Near East, and West. In addition, one concept was considered that included a tunnel
under the Ohio River in Far East Corridor rather than a bridge. The conclusions
regarding further consideration of these alternatives in the SDEIS are presented in the
following paragraphs.

Oldham County and West Corridors

The alternatives in the Oldham County and West corridors were eliminated without
detailed study in the November 2, 2001, DEIS based on a range of considerations. As
stated in the DEIS (p 3-30), these alternatives are approximately 10 miles longer than
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the Far East Corridor, which was the longest of the three corridors recommended to
be carried forward. As a result, provision of a new freeway in either of these corridors
would be substantially more expensive and would involve more environmental
impacts. In addition, the West/Downtown Corridor Two Bridge/Highway Alternative
would not provide a cross-river connection in the east end to meet the need for
improved system linkage. There is no new information available that calls into
question the basis for dismissing these alternatives, and no further consideration of
these alternatives is warranted.

River Tunnel/Highway Alternative

The concept of constructing a new tunnel under the Ohio River, east of downtown
Louisville and Jeffersonville, was suggested by the public as a potential alternative to
a new bridge in the Far East Corridor. This alternative was investigated as part of the
2003 FEIS as a result of these comments. Preliminary estimates indicated that a
tunnel, alone, would cost up to three times more than the estimated cost of other
bridge/highway alternatives (see 2001 DEIS, p. 3-30). Based on the higher estimated
cost of this alternative, it was eliminated without further detailed study in the 2001
DEIS. There is no new information available that calls into question the basis for
dismissing this alternative, and no further consideration of this alternative is
warranted.

Far East and Near East Corridors

The Far East and Near East corridors were carried forward for detailed study in the
2003 FEIS, based on a determination that alignments in either corridor had the
potential to meet the purpose and need as part of a Two Bridges/Highway Alternative.
The Far East Corridor connects I-265/KY 841 in Kentucky with S.R. 265 at its
interchange with S.R. 62 in Indiana. The Near East corridor connects to 1-71 near I-
264 in Kentucky and ties into the same S.R. 265/S.R. 62 interchange in Indiana.
Alignments were considered in each of those corridors, and the choice among those
alignments was based primarily on environmental factors.

Alternatives in the Far East and Near East corridors continue to have the potential to
meet the purpose and need as part of a Two Bridges/Highway Alternative. Two
Bridges/Highway Alternatives in the Far East and Near East corridors are reasonably
expected to reduce VHD within the LMA to address the need to improve mobility;
they are reasonably expected to improve the level of service to LOS D or better on the
I-65 crossing (both the Kennedy Bridge and the proposed new downtown bridge), to
meet cross-river demand on the 1-65 crossing during the peak periods, and to improve
the Kennedy Interchange operating speed during the peak hour, thereby meeting the
need to relieve traffic congestion. These alternatives also would improve the
geometrics within the Kennedy Interchange and on the 1-65 river crossing to
AASHTO recommended minimum design guidelines, thereby meeting the need to
improve safety. The alternatives all provide an East End Bridge, thereby meeting the
need for improved system linkage.
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In summary, this updated analysis confirms that a Two Bridges/Highway Alternative
with a new bridge in the Near East or Far East Corridor has the potential to meet the
purpose and need. The decision to recommend the Far East Corridor was made in the
2003 FEIS as part of the alignment selection process. That decision was based
primarily on a comparison of environmental impacts, as discussed in SDEIS Section
3.1.1.2, below.

A summary of the results from the re-assessment of the conceptual alternatives is provided in
Table 3.1-1.

3.11.2 Review of Alignment Selection

This step involves a re-assessment of the selection of alignments A-15 and C-1 as the preferred
alignments in the Far East Corridor (herein referred to as East End Corridor) and Downtown
Corridor of the LSIORB Project, respectively. As noted in the Alternatives Evaluation
Document, the screening process for the 2003 FEIS identified a range of reasonable alignments
for consideration in the East End and Downtown corridors. Those alignments were studied in
detail in the 2003 FEIS, and then a preferred alignment was identified for the East End (A-15)
and Downtown (C-1) corridors. At each stage, the dismissal or advancement of alignments was
based primarily on environmental factors, as documented in the 2003 FEIS.

Based on the re-assessment of the alternatives evaluated in the 2003 FEIS, as described the
Alternatives Evaluation Document, the decisions reached in the 2003 FEIS remain valid. This re-
assessment has confirmed the selection of the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative consisting of
alternatives A-15 and C-1. The alternatives that were eliminated in the FEIS will not be re-
considered further. See Appendix A.3, Alternatives Evaluation Document, for more detail.

3.1.1.3 Cost/Financial Feasibility

The FEIS Selected Alternative currently has a year-of-expenditure cost estimate of $4.1 billion,
an increase of $1.6 billion over the $2.5 billion year-of-expenditure cost estimate in the 2003
FEIS (FEIS p. S-11). The Louisville Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) Horizon 2030 currently states that KYTC, INDOT, and FHWA can
reasonably be expected to provide up to $1.9 billion from traditional federal and state programs
for the project.” This leaves a shortfall of approximately $2.2 billion. In response to this shortfall,
two strategies have been identified: evaluate additional revenue options, including tolling, and
modify design features to reduce costs, as follows:

e Tolling has been identified in the current MTP as an additional revenue source for the
LSIORB Project. This and other possible additional revenue sources would provide the
ability for the Louisville MPO to meet the requirement that the MTP be fiscally
constrained. See Appendix G.2, Financial Demonstration for the Ohio River Bridges

2 The Louisville MPO is currently in the process of updating the MTP. Both the existing approved MTP and the proposed

updates include the $1.9 billion estimate of available funds from traditional sources for the LSIORB Project.
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Project in Support of the Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan Transportation Plan

(September 2011).

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

reduce costs:

o Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange within its existing location instead of
relocating it to the south.

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

o Eliminating the pedestrian/bike path from the Downtown Bridge because a similar
facility will be provided on the nearby Big Four Bridge as a separate project.

TABLE 3.1-1
EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES
Alternatives Summary Conclusion
Carried forward as a baseline
No-Action Does not meet the purpose and need | comparison to other alternatives in

the SDEIS per NEPA guidelines.

TDM, TSM, TM, and M ass
Transit

Does not meet the purpose and need.

Dismissed as standalone options

Kennedy I nterchange
Reconstruction

Does not meet the purpose and need.

Dismissed as a standalone option

One Bridge/Highway w/ K ennedy
I nter change Reconstruction

Downtown Bridge Only Does not meet the purpose and need. | Dismissed.
East End Bridge Only Does not meet the purpose and need. | Dismissed.
Two Bridges/Highway w/ K ennedy
I nter change Reconstruction
Meets purpose and need, but its
Oldham County/Downtown greater length results in much higher A
. : .| Dismissed.
Corridor impacts and cost, and would result in
reduced traffic usage.
Does not meet purpose and need;
West/Downtown Corridor also, greater length results in much Dismissed.
higher impacts and cost.
Highway System/Downtown Dismissed.

Corridor

cost, which far exceeds the cost of
other alternatives.

Near East/Downtown Corridor

Meets purpose and need criteria.

Carried forward for further
evaluation.

Far East/Downtown Corridor

Meets purpose and need criteria.

Carried forward for further
evaluation.

During the public involvement process, some public comments recommended FHWA consider
re-evaluating the tunnel in the East End Corridor in Kentucky (Alternative A-15) as a cost saving
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measure. The tunnel under the Drumanard Estate was reevaluated. See Construction Options at
U.S 42 and Drumanard Estate ( SDEIS Appendix D.5) for this reevaluation. The reevaluation
found the removal of the tunnel or additional modification to the tunnel design were not
reasonable.

The project design modifications are projected to result in a $1.2 billion savings from the
estimated $4.1 billion cost of FEIS Selected Alternative. Therefore, the estimated cost of the
Modified Selected Alternative is $2.9 billion. Based on preliminary estimates in the memo
Revenue Estimates and Indicative Financial Capacity—SEIS Modified Selected Alternative
Tolled Scenario, in Appendix G.5, tolling revenues are expected to generate from $800 million
to $1.2 billion® in funding capacity. The projected toll funding, in combination with the $1.9
billion from traditional funding sources that are reasonably expected to be available according to
the MTP, would provide total funding in the range of $3 billion, which would be sufficient to
meet the $2.9 billion cost of the Modified Selected Alternative. It has therefore been concluded
that a Modified Selected Alternative (with tolling) is financially feasible and warrants detailed
study in this SDEIS. These cost and funding estimates are preliminary, and are being presented
at this time solely as a basis for evaluating the reasonableness of alternatives.

The FEIS Selected Alternative has an estimated year-of-expenditure cost of $4.1 billion, because
it does not include the cost-saving design changes that are incorporated into the Modified
Selected Alternative. As noted above, the total funds available for construction (from traditional
and toll-based funding) would be in the range of $3 billion, if tolls are set at the same rates as
assumed for the Modified Selected Alternative (i.e., $1.50 for cars, $3.00 for small trucks, and
$6.00 for large trucks). While the cost and funding estimates are preliminary, a shortfall of this
magnitude (approximately $1 billion) would make the FEIS Selected Alternative financially
infeasible. Therefore, as part of this SEIS process, a separate analysis was conducted to assess
the level at which toll rates would need to be set to provide sufficient funding (along with the
$1.9 billion from traditional sources) to cover the $4.1 billion cost of the FEIS Selected
Alternative (see Appendix G.4, Financial Feasibility Revenue Estimates for the FEIS Selected
Alternative). This new analysis documents that toll funding could generate approximately $1.4
billion to $2.1 billion in funding capacity. At the upper end of this range, it is conceivable that
toll funding plus traditional funding could nearly cover the $4.1 billion cost of the FEIS Selected
Alternative. However, toll rates would need to be much higher than assumed for the Modified
Selected Alternative; for example, the analysis assumes passenger cars would pay a toll of $9.00
southbound in the morning and $10.00 northbound in the evening on both bridges in the year
2030 (expressed in year 2010 dollars). Toll rates at this level are unlikely to be accepted by the
public and, in any event, are unnecessary given that an acceptable, lower-cost alternative (the
Modified Selected Alternative) is available and can be implemented with much lower toll rates.

Therefore, while the current MTP states that the FEIS Selected Alternative is financially feasible
with alternative funding sources such as tolling, this new traffic forecasting and updated revenue
analyses indicates that (1) toll funding would be insufficient to cover the $4.1 billion year-of-
expenditure cost estimate for the FEIS Selected Alternative if that alternative is tolled at the

% This amount represents the net toll funding available for construction costs after subtracting the costs associated with

operation and maintenance, along with debt service.
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same rates as the Modified Selected Alternative, and (2) if the FEIS Selected Alternative were
tolled at extremely high rates, toll revenues would still fall somewhat short of the funding
needed, and the toll rates themselves would likely be considered unacceptable. Based on these
findings, the FEIS Selected Alternative is not financially feasible. However, that alternative is
being carried forward for detailed study in the SDEIS as a baseline for analysis as the currently
approved alternative.

3114 Summary of Findings
The following is a summary of findings from the re-assessment of the 2003 FEIS alternatives:

e The decisions reached in the 2001 DEIS and 2003 FEIS regarding the dismissal of
conceptual alternatives and alignment alternatives remain valid in this SDEIS.

e The FEIS Selected Alternative cannot be constructed with currently available or
reasonably anticipated funds, but should continue to be considered as a baseline for
comparison with the Modified Selected Alternative.

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

e« The FEIS Selected Alternative with design modifications (i.e., the Modified Selected
Alternative) but without tolls is not financially feasible because, even with cost-saving
design changes, the cost of the Modified Selected Alternative would still far exceed the
available and anticipated traditional revenue sources.

e The Modified Selected Alternative with tolls is a financially feasible alternative and is,
therefore, carried forward for detailed evaluation in this SDEIS.

e The basis for selecting alignments A-15 and C-1 as the preferred alignments in the East
End and Downtown corridors, respectively, remains valid, and these alignments continue
to be considered for both the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected
Alternative.

Based on these findings, three alternatives will be evaluated in detail in this SDEIS: (1) No-
Action Alternative, (2) the FEIS Selected Alternative, and (3) the Modified Selected Alternative
(with tolls).

3.2  Description of Alternatives
3.21 No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative assumes that all of the projects listed in the Horizon 2030 MTP will
be implemented, with the exception of the LSIORB Project, which includes two new bridges
over the Ohio River (i.e., Downtown/I-65 and East End/I-265), reconstruction of the Kennedy
Interchange, and enhanced bus service improvements (i.e., KIPDA ID #s 52 and 185). Figure
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3.2-1 shows the current major projects planned in the vicinity of the project area, and a current
list of these planned projects is provided below. An asterisk is provided next to each project that
was not included in the MTP at the time of the 2003 FEIS. The descriptions are taken from the
MTP; the numbers preceding each project correspond to the numbers in Figure 3.2-1 while the
numbers in parentheses following the project description represent the KIPDA identification
numbers.

| nterstates

1. 1-64: Improvements within the 1-64 corridor from the Kennedy Interchange to 1-264
(Watterson Expressway) addressing safety and congestion issues. The improvements may
include but are not limited to: consideration of alternative transportation modes,
deployment of Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) technology, addition of auxiliary
and/or travel lanes, interchange modifications, and installation of traffic safety devices,
signs and lighting. None of the potential improvements will involve expansion of the
Cochran Hill Tunnel. (389)* (note: the 2003 MTP included widening of 1-64 to six lanes)

2. 1-64: Widen 1-64 between 1-264 and KY 1747 to add travel lanes in each direction (955)-
constructed

3. 1-64: Widen 1-64 between 1-264 and KY 1747 to add westbound auxiliary lane. (1803)-
constructed

4. 1-71: Add auxiliary lanes on I-71 near the Kennedy Interchange, including operational
improvements to the Zorn Avenue Interchange. (1478)*—the 2003 FEIS included adding
a third travel lane in each direction on I-71 in lieu of this and two other interchange
rehabilitation projects.

5. 1-71: Construct a new interchange with new connector road from KY 1447 to U.S. 42.
(952) (Oldham County, Kentucky)

6. 1-264: Add 1 lane in each direction on 1-264 (Watterson Expressway) from KY 1447
(Westport Road) to I-71. (400)*

7. 1-264: Add an auxiliary lane on 1-264 eastbound from near the KY 1447 (Westport Road)
interchange to the U.S. 42 (Brownsboro Road) interchange. (1481) — constructed

8. 1-264: Construct new 1-264 (Watterson Expressway) interchange at KY 1447 (Westport
Road), adding 1 lane in each direction in the interchange area and adding 300-500 feet of
auxiliary lane on 1-264 and a second off-ramp lane to U.S. 42. (131) — constructed

9. 1-265: Widen 1-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway) from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 1-64 to I-71.
(958)

Supplemental Draft EIS 3-10 Alternatives



4_...-—-— —---.__“
THE OMIO RIVER

LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BR]] -E:S
Sapplomental Ewi i Inpact

LEGEND
-:ﬁjwz*’ﬁ:“ FIGURE 3.2-1
et A i 2030 KIPDA METROPOLITAN
N TRANSPORTATION PLAN
. INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROPOSED MROVEB’[ENTS
. NEW INTERCHANGE

Supplemental Draft EIS 311 Alternatives



LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA O©OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT BRIDGES

{ fmpact

U.S. and State Highways

10. S.R. 62 (10™ Street): Reconstruct and widen from 4 lanes to 7 lanes from Reeds Lane to
Allison Lane. (301)*

11. S.R. 62 (10" Street): Reconstruct and widen from 4 lanes to 5 lanes from Dutch Lane to
Main Street. (303)*

12. S.R. 62 (10" Street): Reconstruct and widen from 4 lanes to 5 lanes from Main Street to
Reeds Lane. (304)*

13. U.S. 60 (Shelbyville Road): Add 1 travel lane in each direction on U.S. 60 (Shelbyville
Road) from KY 1747 (Hurstbourne Parkway) to 1-265 (Gene Snyder Freeway). (479)*

14. U.S. 42: Widen U.S. 42 (Brownsboro Road) from 5 lanes to 7 lanes from 1-264
(Watterson Expressway) to Seminary Drive. (476)*

15. KY 22: Widen KY 22 from 2 lanes to 5 lanes (5" lane will be a center turn lane) from
just east of KY 1694 to Haunz Lane. (412)*

16. KY 155 (Taylorsville Road): Add 1 travel lane in each direction (from 4 lanes to 6 lanes)
on KY 155 (Taylorsville Road) from Browns Lane/Hikes Lane to KY 1747 (Hurstbourne
Parkway). (469)*

17. KY 1747 (Hurstbourne Parkway): Add 3™ travel lane southbound on KY 1747
(Hurstbourne Parkway) from U.S. 60 (Shelbyville Road) to Linn Station Road, 1.6 miles
in length. Includes improvement to the U.S. 60 and Hurstbourne Parkway intersection.
(359)*

18. KY 1932 (Chenoweth Lane): Widen KY 1932 (Chenoweth Lane) from 2 lanes to 3 lanes
(3 lane will be a center turn lane) from U.S. 60 (Shelbyville Road) to U.S. 42
(Brownsboro Road). (213)*

Other Roadways—I ndiana

19. Brown Station Way: Widen Brown Station Way from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from Lewis and
Clark Parkway to 1-65 (Brown Station Way from Lewis and Clark Parkway to Randolph
Avenue and IN 62 from Randolph Avenue to 1-65). (575)*

20. Veterans Parkway, Phase 2: Widen Charlestown-New Albany Pike from 2 lanes to 4
lanes from Veterans Parkway to Holman Lane. Widen Holman Lane from 2 lanes to 4
lanes from IN 62 to Charlestown-New Albany Pike. (514)*

21. Broadway: Extend Broadway as a 2-lane road from Potters Lane to Charlestown Road.
(498)*

22. Blackiston Mill Road: Reconstruct and widen Blackiston Mill Road from 2 lanes to 3
lanes (3" lane will be a center turn lane) from Blackiston View Drive to Charlestown
Road. (489)*

Other Roadways—Kentucky
23. River Road: Widen River Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from east of Beargrass Creek near
Pope Avenue to Zorn Avenue. (163)*
24. Bowling Boulevard/Christian Way: Construct a 5 lane (5th lane will be a center turn lane)
connector between Bowling Boulevard and Christian Way. (260)*
25. Bunsen Boulevard/Christian Way: Construct Bunsen Boulevard/Christian Way connector
as a 5-lane divided highway. (265)*
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Transit Projects
26. Southern Indiana Demo Express Bus Service and Park and Ride: Express bus service
between downtown Louisville and growing areas of Clark and Floyd counties, Indiana,
and construction of a park and ride lot in the vicinity of 1-65 and 1-265. (1474)*

3.2.2 FEIS Sdected Alternative

The FEIS Selected Alternative generally represents the same alternative that was presented in the
FEIS as the Preferred Alternative and in the ROD as the Selected Alternative (see figures 3.2-2A
and 3.2-2B for the Downtown and East End corridors, respectively). This alternative is referred
to in the FEIS as a Two Bridges/Highway Alternative and is composed of the following
alignment alternatives A-15 and C-1:

Alternative A-15

This alternative is a 6-lane freeway on new alignment that would connect 1-265/KY 841
(Gene Snyder Freeway) in Kentucky with S.R. 265 (Lee Hamilton Highway) in Indiana. This
alternative includes a new 6-lane bridge over the Ohio River and a 6-lane tunnel under the
historic Drumanard Property in Kentucky. It also includes interchanges at U.S. 42 (half
diamond) in Kentucky and at Salem Road and S.R. 265/S.R. 62 in Indiana.

Alternative C-1

This alternative includes the reconfiguration of the existing 7-lane Kennedy Bridge to a 6-
lane bridge to accommodate I-65 southbound traffic and the construction of a new 6-lane
bridge, plus a pedestrian/bicycle lane, over the Ohio River just east of the Kennedy Bridge to
accommodate 1-65 northbound traffic. This alternative also includes the reconstruction of the
Kennedy Interchange to the south of the existing interchange and an interchange with I-
71/Frankfort Avenue in Kentucky, and the reconfiguration of 1-65 and U.S. 31 in Indiana.

As mentioned on page 3-85 in Section 3.7 of the FEIS and in the Alternatives Evaluation
Document, this alternative also includes the following elements of the Transportation System
Management Alternative that was presented in the FEIS (Note: More detailed descriptions of
these elements are provided in the Alternatives Evaluation Document in Appendix A.3.):

e TDM-—on-motorized facility enhancements and employer-based trip reductions.

e TSM—expanded Intelligent Transportation System applications.

e Mass Transit—enhanced bus service. Future options and funding sources for
enhanced bus service will be coordinated with Transit Authority of River City
(TARC).*

Funding for enhanced bus service has not been identified at this time. KYTC and INDOT anticipate that funding for this
service would be addressed as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process, and would not be provided as part of
the construction funding for this project.
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Starting in 2003, INDOT and KYTC selected design consultants to begin work on the design
phase of the project. The design consultants conducted field surveys, performed geotechnical
investigations, completed bridge type selections, and prepared right-of-way plans (which are
used by the right-of-way agents to acquire land). During the seven-year design process, based on
new information, public involvement, and further engineering refinement, adjustments to the
designs in the FEIS were made. Consequently, the FEIS Selected Alternative analyzed and
addressed throughout this SDEIS process and document is reflective of the most current design.
The most current design of the FEIS Selected Alternative includes the following differences, as
compared to the 2003 design of the same alternative:

e Overall lower Kennedy Interchange ramps and structure elevations.
o Reduced width of the Kennedy Interchange over the Louisville Waterfront Park.

« Removal of the 3" Street ramp in downtown Louisville and addition of a exit ramp from
I-64 to River Road in downtown Louisville to serve the same traffic.

e Modified Indiana East End Corridor interchange with S.R. 62 from a “standard diamond”
design to a “divergent diamond” design.

Each of these modifications was communicated to the local leaders and the public during the
design process, and before the issuance of the Notice of Intent (NOI )for this SDEIS.

Consistent with the description of this alternative in the FEIS, it has been assumed that the FEIS
Selected Alternative would be non-tolled. A tolled version of the FEIS Selected Alternative was
considered as part of the alternatives screening process during the development of this SDEIS,
and was dismissed as unreasonable (see Section 3.1.1.3, Cost/Financial Feasibility).

3.2.3 Modified Selected Alternative

This alternative would include many of the same elements as the FEIS Selected Alternative, but
with the following modifications (see figures 3.2-3A and 3.2-3B for the Downtown and East End
corridors, respectively):

e Electronic tolls would be added on both the downtown 1-65 river crossings (i.e., the
Kennedy Bridge and the new Downtown Bridge) and the new East End Bridge. The use
of electronic tolls would not require toll booths/plazas on the bridges. For the purposes of
this SDEIS, the following baseline toll rates were estimated®:

Cars: $1.50
Small Trucks: $3.00
Large Trucks: $6.00

> Alltoll rates in this SDEIS are stated in 2010 dollars. For modeling purposes, it was assumed that tolls would be adjusted for

inflation to maintain a level consistent with the value as stated in 2010 dollars.
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These toll rates are referred to in this SDEIS as the “baseline tolling scenario.” The
baseline tolling scenario was used for purposes of environmental impact assessment in
this SDEIS, and does not represent a decision on the toll rates that will actually be
charged. The toll rates will be determined by the Ohio River Bridges Authority after
completion of the NEPA process, as part of the design and financing process. In addition
to the baseline tolling scenario, a toll sensitivity test was conducted to better understand
the impacts of different toll rates on travel patterns. The sensitivity test examined two
additional scenarios: a lower-rate scenario and a higher-rate scenario. The range of toll
rates was $1/$2/$4 (for the three different types of vehicles) in the lower-rate scenario
and was $2/$4/$8 for those types of vehicles under the higher-rate scenario. This analysis
showed that these variations in toll rates would have less than a 1% difference in total
cross-river traffic volumes (see Appendix H.1, Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River
Bridges Traffic Forecast).

e The number of lanes on the roadway, bridge, and tunnel associated with Alternative A-15
would be reduced from six lanes to four lanes.

e The Kennedy Interchange would be reconstructed on the existing alignment (i.e., in-
place) instead of to the south, and would eliminate the I-71/Frankfort Avenue
interchange. In addition, it would reduce the length of roadway improvements along the
I-65, 1-64, and I-71 approaches.

e The 17-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle path would be removed from the new downtown I-
65 bridge because a 22-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle access across the river will be
provided on the Big Four Bridge as a separate project. On the Kentucky side of the Big
Four Bridge project, the ramps have been completed and rehabilitation of the bridge
began in 2011 and is currently under construction. On the Indiana side, construction is
expected to begin in 2012. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was approved
for the bridge on the Kentucky side of the project by the USACE on July 16, 2007. A
FONSI was approved for the Indiana side of the project by FHWA on October 19, 2011,
which included an Individual 4(f) Evaluation for both sides of the river and the bridge
itself,

e As with the FEIS Selected Alternative, this alternative would also include the following elements
of the Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative as presented in the original FEIS
(Note: More detailed descriptions of these elements are provided in the Alternatives Evaluation
Document in Appendix A.3.):

« TDM—non-motorized facility enhancements and employer-based trip reductions.
« TSM—expanded Intelligent Transportation System applications.
e Mass Transit—enhanced bus service. Future options and funding sources for
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enhanced bus service will be coordinated with TARC.®
3.3 Evaluation of Alternatives

In SDEIS Section 3.1, three alternatives were recommended for further evaluation: No-Action
Alternative, FEIS Selected Alternative, and Modified Selected Alternative. The FEIS Selected
and Modified Selected alternatives include a reconstruction of the existing Kennedy Bridge deck
and converting it for 1-65 southbound traffic only, a new downtown bridge for 1-65 northbound
traffic, reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange, and a new river crossing to the east
connecting the eastern circumferential freeway, S.R. 265 in Indiana to KY 841 in Kentucky.

To conduct a more detailed evaluation of each alternative in terms of the performance measures
outlined in the Purpose and Need Statement in Chapter 2, year 2030 traffic forecasts were
generated for the alternatives retained for further study. Separate forecasts were developed for
the No-Action, FEIS Selected, and Modified Selected alternatives. The results of this analysis are
documented in Appendix H.1, Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Traffic Forecast
(Traffic Forecast).

3.3.1 Efficient Cross-River Mobility for Population and Employment Growth

To evaluate cross-river mobility, each alternative was evaluated based on its ability to reduce
daily vehicle hours of delay (VHD) for the LMA. As identified in Chapter 2, VHD is projected
to increase 161% between 2010 and 2030 for the No-Action Alternative.

For the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative, VHD are projected to
decrease 12.9% and 12.1%, respectively, relative to the No-Action Alternative (see Table 3.3-1).
These decreases in VHD reflect the improved efficiency in cross-river mobility associated with
the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative.

TABLE 3.3-1
WEEKDAY 2030 TRAVEL SUMMARIES

Alternative VHD gﬁraﬁznei VMT** gﬁraﬁznei VHT** gﬁraﬁznei
No-Action 397,000 35,297,000 1,069,000
FEIS Selected 346,000 12.9% | 35,826,000 15% | 1,023,000 | -4.3%
Modified Selected 349,000 121% | 35,740,000 13% | 1022000 | -4.4%

* Percent change isrelative to the No-Action Alternative.
** VMT and VHT are shown for comparison of alternatives, not as performance measures for purpose and need.

6 Funding for enhanced bus service has not been identified at this time. KYTC and INDOT anticipate that funding for this

service would be addressed as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process, and would not be provided as part of
the construction funding for this project.
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Although VMT and VHT are not being evaluated as performance measures for purpose and
need, they have been taken into consideration for the purpose of comparing project alternatives.
As indicated in Table 3.3-1, VHT are expected to decrease 4.3% and 4.4% for the FEIS Selected
Alternative and Modified Selected Alternative, respectively. The VMT is projected to increase
for the FEIS Selected Alternative (1.5%) and the Modified Selected Alternative (1.3%) relative
to the No-Action Alternative. While the travel analysis in the 2003 FEIS indicated that VMT
would decrease slightly for the FEIS Selected Alternative, as compared to the No-Action
Alternative, the slight increases in VMT projected for the build alternatives in the current traffic
analysis are not surprising. VMT often increases as a result of improvements in mobility,
because improvements in the efficiency of individual trips often can result in more trips being
taken, thereby increasing miles of travel.

3.3.2 Traffic Congestion

A three-tiered traffic analysis was conducted to assess the level of traffic congestion for the
alternatives. First, to provide a large-scale (macro-level) assessment of congestion, the daily
traffic demand was compared to the daily capacity for each of the bridge crossings. Second, a
mid-scale (meso-level) assessment of congestion on each bridge was conducted by comparing
demand to capacity, by direction, over a period of hours: three hours for the AM and PM periods,
six hours for the Midday period, and 12 hours for the Night period. The third level of analysis
was focused in even further by conducting a peak-hour level of service analysis by direction. The
final level of analysis was peak-hour (microsimulation) of the Kennedy Interchange to assess
specific traffic operations within the Kennedy Interchange. Each of these analyses provided a
unique measure of traffic congestion in order to form a more comprehensive assessment of
traffic congestion for the project.

3.3.2.1 Bridge Demand as Per cent of Capacity

The following text and tables summarize traffic demand/capacity ratios (expressed in terms of
percentages) for weekday daily traffic and weekday time period (i.e., AM, midday, PM, night)
for each of the three alternatives evaluated in detail in the SDEIS.

No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the daily cross-river demand in 2030 is projected to exceed
capacity on the Kennedy Bridge (i.e., demand will be at 123% of capacity) and the Sherman
Minton (i.e., demand at 104% of capacity), see Table 3.3-2. Total weekday traffic volumes
overall on the Ohio River bridges are projected to increase by 65,800 vehicles by 2030 with the
No-Action Alternative. Absent additional cross-river capacity, total daily cross-river traffic
volumes would exceed total capacity (i.e. demand at 111% of capacity) under the No-Action
Alternative in 2030.

As indicated in Table 3.3-3 for AM peak period, the southbound volumes are projected to be
above capacity for both the Kennedy Bridge and the Sherman Minton Bridge before 2030 (i.e.,
139% and 119% of capacity, respectively). For the 2030 PM peak period, demand for the
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Kennedy Bridge is projected to be at 120% of capacity in the northbound direction and 113% of
capacity in the southbound direction, while the demand on the Sherman Minton Bridge is
projected to be at 126% of capacity in the northbound direction.

TABLE 3.3-2
DAILY OHIO RIVER VEHICLE CROSSINGS AND PERCENT CAPACITY
Sherman Clark New TOTAL
Year/ Alternative KBePigZiy Minton Memorial Egt:‘tid%r;d Bridge River
Bridge Bridge Lanes Crossings
2010 122,300 82,000 21,900 226,200
97% 76% 73% 86%
2030 155,000 112,000 25,000 292,000
No-Action 123% 104% 83% 111%
2030 136,000 100,000 28,000 60,000 +11 324,000
FEIS Selected 63% 93% 93% 56% 70%
2030 104,000 122,000 35,000 52,000 +9 313,000
Modified Selected 48% 113% 117% 2% 73%

Note: In each row, the top number is the projected average daily traffic; the bottom number is the demand-to-capacity ratio expressed asa
percentage. Any percentage greater than 100 indicates the overall daily capacity will be exceeded. The “ New Bridge Lanes’ column
indicates the number of new through lanes that would be provided across the Ohio River for each alternative.

FEIS Selected Alternative

For this alternative, daily volumes across the Ohio River are projected to increase by 32,000
vehicles in 2030. The combined total daily Ohio River demand as a percentage of capacity for
the FEIS Selected Alternative would be reduced from 111% to approximately 70% in 2030.
Daily demand would be met on all bridges. Projected bridge crossings by period for this
alternative show improvements on both the Kennedy Bridge and Sherman Minton Bridge. Period
demand for the Kennedy Bridge is projected to be at acceptable levels during all periods. Period
demand for the Sherman Minton Bridge is projected to be above capacity (i.e., 105% of capacity)
in the southbound direction during the AM peak period and above capacity (i.e., 113% of
capacity) in the northbound direction during the PM peak period. However, both of these periods
show improvement over the No-Action Alternative.

Modified Selected Alternative

For this alternative, daily volumes across the Ohio River are projected to increase by 21,000
vehicles in 2030. With the Modified Selected Alternative, the combined total daily Ohio River
demand as a percentage of capacity for all bridges would be reduced from 111% (No-Action) to
approximately 73% (see Table 3.3-2). Daily demand would not be met on the Sherman Minton
Bridge (i.e. demand at 113% of capacity) and the Clark Memorial Bridge (i.e., demand at 117%
of capacity). However, period demands show that only the Sherman Minton Bridge during the
southbound AM peak-period and the northbound PM peak-period would be over capacity (119%
and 125% of capacity, respectively) (Table 3.3-3). Both of these period demands are similar to or
slightly improved over the No-Action Alternative cross-river demands.
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TABLE 3.3-3
BRIDGE CROSSING DEMAND/CAPACITY BY TIME PERIOD
Kennedy Sherman Clark East End TOTAL River
Year/ Bridge Minton Memorial Bridge Crossings
Alternative Bridge Bridge
NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB
AM 47% | 89% | 31% | 90% | 20% | 73% | --- 38% | 87%
2010 Midday | 57% | 75% | 43% | 43% | 34% | 31% | --- 49% | 55%
PM 84% | 79% | 93% | 59% | 84% | 73% | --- 88% | 70%
Night 25% | 32% | 21% | 20% | 15% | 11% | - 22% | 24%
AM 63% | 139% | 60% | 119% | 20% | 76% | - 57% | 121%
2030 Midday | 65% | 93% | 64% | 67% | 30% | 58% | --- 60% | 77%
No-Action PM 120% | 113% | 126% | 81% | 93% | 64% | -- — | 119% | 92%
Night 29% | 34% | 25% | 20% | 20% | 12% | - 21% | 22%
AM 32% | 76% | 54% | 105% | 22% | 82% | 70% | 39% | 45% | 75%
2030 Midday | 35% | 39% | 57% | 61% | 47% | 56% | 30% | 30% | 40% | 43%
FEIS
Selected PM 85% | 46% | 113% | 72% | 91% | 60% | 43% | 75% | 82% | 59%
Night 16% | 13% | 22% | 18% | 24% | 16% | 12% | 12% | 17% | 14%
AM 18% | 65% | 66% | 119% | 71% | 78% | 88% | 51% | 46% | 7%
3333,]:_ ] Midday | 26% | 30% | 71% | 76% | 62% | 62% | 41% | 40% | 43% | 46%
odirie
Selected PM 74% | 33% | 125% | 86% | 80% | 76% | 58% | 94% | 85% | 60%
Night 12% | 08% | 29% | 24% | 31% | 32% | 16% | 16% | 18% | 15%

3.3.2.2 Bridge L evels of Service

As described in Section 2.2.3, level of service (LOS) values provide a measure of congestion on
a particular roadway segment. Levels of service range from A to F, with LOS A indicating the
least congestion and best traffic flow, and LOS F indicating the most congestion and worst flow.
LOS C is considered acceptable for peak travel periods in urban areas. Drivers can operate at
desirable speeds and can safely maneuver in the traffic stream. Provision of LOS C is used as the
criterion for design of new facilities or rehabilitation of existing roadways. LOS D operation in
urban areas is considered minimally acceptable for existing urban highways. Each of the
interstates in the Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area (LMPA) is classified as Urban
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Interstate. Indiana’s highway design policy is that LOS D is the minimum 20-year design
criterion for urban facilities’.

No-Action Alternative
Projected levels of service under the No-Action Alternative are LOS F on the Kennedy and
Sherman Minton bridges and LOS C on the Clark Memorial Bridge. See Table 3.3-4.%

TABLE 3.3-4
PROJECTED 2030 BRIDGE LEVELS OF SERVICE
Sherman Clark
Alternative K;Pigeiy Minton Memorial E;ﬁdEgd
9 Bridge Bridge 9
No-Action F F C -
FEIS Selected D E C
Modified Selected D E C

FEIS Selected Alternative

Under the FEIS Selected Alternative, projected levels of service on the Ohio River crossings
would generally improve relative to the No-Action Alternative. On the Clark Memorial Bridge,
the level of service is projected to remain LOS C. Provision of an East End Bridge and additional
lanes for the downtown crossing would improve the LOS on the 1-65 crossing from LOS F to
LOS D. The level of service on the Sherman Minton Bridge is projected to improve from LOS F
to LOS E with this alternative. The new East End Bridge is projected to perform at LOS C under
the FEIS Selected Alternative. See Table 3.3-4.

Modified Selected Alternative

Under the Modified Selected Alternative, projected levels of service on the Ohio River crossings
would generally improve relative to the No-Action Alternative. On the Clark Memorial Bridge,
the level of service is projected to remain LOS C. Provision of a modified East End Bridge and
additional lanes on the 1-65 crossing would improve the level of service on the crossing from
LOS F to LOS D, similar to the FEIS Selected Alternative. The level of service on the Sherman
Minton Bridge is also projected to improve from LOS F to LOS E with this alternative®. The new
East End Bridge is projected to perform at LOS D under the Modified Selected Alternative. This

Source: The Indiana Design Manual, February 18, 2011. http://www.in.gov/dot/div/contracts/standards/dm/2011/index.html
Bridge level of service was calculated according to the Highway Capacity Manual using projected 2030 peak-hour
volumes. The worst case is reported.

Even though the daily Sherman Minton Bridge volumes in the Modified Selected Alternative (tolled) show an increase over
the No-Action Alternative, the peak-hour, peak-direction (worst case) volumes actually decrease slightly from those with the
No-Action Alternative. Much of the additional daily traffic occurs in the Midday (12% increase) and Night (18% increase)
periods.
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reduction in the LOS compared to the FEIS Selected Alternative is due to the reduction in the
number of lanes from six to four.
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3.3.2.3 Kennedy I nterchange Operations

No-Action Alternative

Three performance measures were identified relative to traffic operations in the Kennedy
Interchange: peak-hour speed, peak-hour throughput™, and average link density. Under the No-
Action Alternative, average peak-hour speed and throughput in the Kennedy Interchange are 39
mph and 84% in the AM peak hour and 24 miles per hour (mph) and 76% in the PM peak hour.
This lack of 100% throughput of projected peak-hour travel indicates that all projected demand
would not have been accommodated during the peak hours. Unmet demand would either have to
be served at other times, including extending the peak period of travel, or by diversion to non-
freeway facilities or other modes of travel. Without improvements, the Kennedy Interchange will
be severely congested during the peak travel periods.

Link densities for existing (2010) and future No-Action (2030) conditions are shown on Figure
3.3-1. On this figure, the Measure of Effectiveness (MOE) is defined as average link density
(average vehicles/mile).

Figure 3.3-1 shows that much of the Kennedy Interchange will operate at an average link density
of 32 vehicles per mile or greater in 2030 under the No-Action Alternative, particularly in the
PM peak hour. Few segments will operate at average link densities of 24 vehicles per mile or
less.

Table 3.3-5 lists average speed, vehicle hours of delay (VHD), and throughput projected for the
Kennedy Interchange area under both the FEIS Selected and Modified Selected alternatives.
Kennedy Interchange link densities for these alternatives are shown on Figure 3.3-2.

TABLE 3.3-5
KENNEDY INTERCHANGE AREA WEEKDAY OPERATIONS
: Aver age Speed Vehicle Hours Delay Throughput

Alternative

AM PM AM PM AM PM
No-Action 39 24 380 1056 84% 76%
FEIS Selected 42 51 342 110 99% 99%
Modified Selected 43 45 293 262 99% 97%

0 peak-hour throughput is a measure used by traffic engineers to indicate the productivity of the roadway system. It is based

on a microsimulation traffic model, and determines of the number of vehicles (or people) able to enter or exit the system
during the analysis period. Overall, it is represented as the percentage of demand that goes through the system. It is
calculated by recording the number of vehicles backed up (if any) behind each traffic node (entry point) and comparing it to
the number of vehicles coded to enter the model at that node. This is calculated for all entry points in the system to
determine throughput.
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FEIS Selected Alternative

Under the FEIS Selected Alternative, the average link density figures show that this alternative
would result in improved operations in the Kennedy Interchange. Very few segments within the
interchange are projected to operate at average link densities above 45 vehicles per mile. The
data presented in Table 3.3-5 indicate that traffic operations would be substantially improved in
the Kennedy Interchange if the FEIS Selected Alternative is implemented. Average speeds are
projected to be 42 mph in the AM peak hour and 51 mph in the PM peak hour. This alternative
shows a substantial improvement in PM peak-hour speeds and delay and both AM and PM
throughput when compared to the No-Action Alternative.

Modified Selected Alternative

Under the Modified Selected Alternative, the average link density figures show that this
alternative would result in improved operations in the Kennedy Interchange. Very few segments
within the interchange are projected to operate at average link densities above 45 vehicles per
hour. The data presented in Table 3.3-5 indicate that traffic operations would be substantially
improved in the Kennedy Interchange if the Modified Selected Alternative is implemented.
Average speeds are projected to be 43 mph in the AM peak hour and 45 mph in the PM peak
hour. This alternative shows a substantial improvement in PM peak-hour speeds and delay and
both AM and PM throughput when compared to the No-Action Alternative. The results for the
Modified Selected Alternative are very similar to the results for the FEIS Selected Alternative.

3.3.3 Traffic Safety

The alternatives were evaluated for traffic safety based on their ability to meet current design
standards. As described in Chapter 2, the Kennedy Interchange and the Kennedy Bridge have a
history of high crash rates. The design geometry of the Kennedy Interchange and substantially
reduced shoulder widths on the Kennedy Bridge contribute to these high crash rates. To address
these problems, redesign of these facilities to current roadway design standards is required. The
No-Action Alternative will not address this traffic safety problem. The FEIS Selected and
Modified Selected alternatives both include reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange,
including the approaches to the bridges, to current roadway design standards. Improvements to
the 1-65 crossing—by adding a second bridge for northbound traffic, reconfiguring the existing
bridge for southbound traffic, and increasing the overall number of bridge lanes from 7 to 12—
will also occur if either alternative is constructed.

3.34 Inadequate Cross-River System Linkage

Both the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative would close the
existing five-mile gap in the eastern circumferential freeway (i.e., 1-265). The proposed build
alternatives would provide additional cross-river system linkage and freeway rerouting
alternatives. In contrast, the No-Action Alternative would not provide enhanced linkage or traffic
rerouting capabilities.

The two proposed bridges would provide service to the fast-growing eastern areas of the LMPA
(i.e., eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana, which are experiencing
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rapid population and employment growth), and to downtown Louisville, which is projected to
experience growth in employment.

Completion of the eastern portion of the circumferential highway transportation system would
make travel between eastern Clark County and eastern Jefferson County/Oldham County more
efficient. These areas are projected to grow substantially in both population and employment
over the next 20 years. Table 3.3-6 summarizes travel projections between these two areas for
the different alternatives. Under the No-Action Alternative, daily traffic crossing the Ohio River
with origins and destinations in eastern Clark and eastern Jefferson County/Oldham County is
projected to increase by about 10,000 trips, or a 32% increase, between 2010 and 2030. The
VMT associated with those trips would increase by about 316,000 miles per day, or a 41%
increase. Similarly, the VHT associated with those trips would increase by about 10,000 hours
per day, or nearly 63%.

TABLE 3.3-6
DAILY VEHICLE TRAVEL SUMMARY BETWEEN EASTERN CLARK COUNTY
AND EASTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY/OLDHAM COUNTY

Alternative Daily Trips VMT VHT
2010 31,000 776,000 16,000
No-Action 41,000 1,092,000 26,000
FEIS Selected 61,000 1,404,000 29,000
Modified Selected 61,000 1,405,000 29,000

With the provision of a new eastern bridge, the number of trips with an east-east orientation is
projected to increase by approximately 20,000 trips per day, or about a 49% increase over the
No-Action levels. Thus, the construction of an East End Bridge would result in more cross-river
trips with an east-east orientation. VMT would increase by almost 30% while VHT associated
with such trips would only increase by 12% over the No-Action levels. Moreover, the average
east-east trip length would decrease by about 15% from the No-Action scenario to the FEIS
Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative. Similarly, the average east-east trip
duration also would decrease by about 25%. This indicates transportation efficiencies attributable
to the new bridges.

3.3.5 Consistency with Local Transportation Plans

The alternatives were evaluated to determine their consistency with local transportation plans. A
Two Bridge/Highway Alternative with new bridges in the Far East and Downtown corridors is
fully consistent with the Louisville MPO’s Horizon 2030 MTP. Construction of a new bridge in
the East End Corridor completing the eastern portion of the cross-river transportation system
would be consistent with locally approved transportation plans, but alone, it would not resolve
the Kennedy Interchange and Kennedy Bridge congestion and safety problems downtown. The
proposal for a new 1-65 Bridge in the Downtown Corridor is also consistent with locally
approved transportation plans, but would not complete the eastern portion of the circumferential
highway transportation system. Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange is also called for in
the locally approved transportation plans and would address safety problems, but alone would
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not solve the region’s cross-river mobility needs. The No-Action Alternative is not consistent
with the MTP because it neither completes the eastern portion of the circumferential highway
transportation system, nor provides the necessary improvements to the Kennedy Bridge and
Kennedy Interchange downtown to help resolve congestion and safety issues.

3.3.6 Summary of Measures of Effectiveness

Table 3.3-7 summarizes the purpose and need measures of effectiveness for each alternative
discussed in this section. There is very little difference in measures of effectiveness between the
FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative. Although it provides fewer
capacity improvements than the FEIS Selected Alternative, the Modified Selected Alternative
meets the purpose and need of the project because it:

o Improves mobility in the region (decreases VHD).

e Reduces traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy Interchange.

o Improves traffic safety within the Kennedy Interchange.

e Provides adequate cross-river transportation system linkage.

« Is consistent with locally adopted transportation plans.

TABLE 3.3-7
MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS SUMMARY
Traffic Congestion
- Kennedy I nterchange
| = Bridge L evels of Service Peak-Hour 2
o |5 Operations =
I o) — =
. % o> ¢ | = | % o g g
Alternative o |2 5 S T o [ 5 o =
= X & c 5 g E>3 § o - S 5
25 |88 = 5 | = < 5| 22| 8 | x| O
Eg OO £ ~ |3 w 3 % 3 g’ g3a | © e | E
B 5 8 o} 8 S S S = S < = 7 8
28 18wl & | S| 8| 8 |EG|EE|ES| 2|2
No-Action NA 111 F C F - NA NA NA No No No
FEIS
Selected -12.9 70 E C D C Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes | Yes
SMe?Ségfjd 121 | 73 E C | D | D™ | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

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

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

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

Table 3.3-8 summarizes the impacts associated with the FEIS Selected Alternative and the
Modified Selected Alternative. As the table indicates, both alternatives would result in the same
number of impacts to prime farmland, Section 4(f) properties, cultural resources, and agricultural
properties. In addition, both alternatives would have no impacts to air quality and community
resources. The Modified Selected Alternative would result in fewer impacts with regard to noise
(including historic properties), terrestrial/wildlife habitat, wetlands, streams, floodplains, and
residential and commercial displacements. The most notable differences are that the Modified
Selected Alternative would result in 10 and 56 fewer residential and commercial displacements,
respectively, and would impact about 98 fewer acres of floodplains and 43 fewer acres of
terrestrial/wildlife habitat compared to the FEIS Selected Alternative.

TABLE 3.3-8
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
o FEIS Selected M odified Selected
QUEIEINS LS 1 Alternative Alternative
Agricultural Resources 57 57
Acres of prime farmland converted
Section 4(f) Properties used 8 8
Cultural Resour ces
Number of historic districts impacted 11 11
Number of historic sites impacted 16 16
Number of archaeological sites impacted 11 11
Air Quality Impacts None None
Noise
Number of impacted receptor sites 244 240
Number of impacted Historic Properties 18 13
Natural Resources
Acres of terrestrial wildlife/habitat impacted 237.3 194.4
Wetlands 13.18 958
Acres of wetlands impacted ' '
Water Resour ces 21 20
Number of stream impacts (including Ohio River)
Floodplains
Number of floodplains crossed 6 5
Total acres of encroachment 178.35 80.03
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Number of Residential Displacements 80 70

Number of Commercial / Not-for-Profit Facility

Displacements 80 24
Number of Agricultural Properties | mpacted 18 18
Number of Community Resour ces Displaced 0 0

3.3.8 Changesin Travel Patterns

A comparison of the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative was
conducted to determine changes in travel patterns due to the modifications described in the
SDEIS Section 3.2.3. Figure 3.3-3 illustrates general areas where traffic could potentially
increase with the Modified Selected Alternative when compared to the FEIS Selected
Alternative. In general, more traffic is projected on the Clark Memorial Bridge (i.e., U.S. 31),
Sherman Minton Bridge (i.e., 1-64), the S.R. 62 corridor, and River Road. The traffic data and
outputs from a travel demand model were used to estimate potential changes in traffic conditions
and resulted in the identification of the areas illustrated on the map. These potential differences
are because of design modifications (e.g., the removal of the Frankfort Avenue/I-71 Interchange)
and/or the proposed tolling associated with the Modified Selected Alternative. These differences
in travel patterns have been taken into account in SDEIS Chapter 5, Environmental
Consequences.

Changes in travel patterns can result in positive and negative impacts. These changes can, among
other benefits, help to reduce peak-period congestion on some facilities. However, changes in
travel patterns also may increase traffic volumes on arterial streets that are not suited to that
increase. Alternative routes also can be longer than the tolled route, resulting in increased travel
time.

The methodology presented in this document provides a means to identify areas that could
experience changes in travel patterns as a result of (1) applying tolls to the Downtown (I-65)
and East End bridges and (2) the proposed design changes associated with the Modified
Selected Alternative. This analysis compares the changes in travel patterns in the year 2030
from the FEIS Selected Alternative to the Modified Selected Alternative.
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FIGURE 3.3-3
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To consider the changes in travel patterns from the implementation of the Modified Selected
Alternative, the project team developed a methodology for identifying areas where increases or
decreases in traffic may occur. This methodology is based on traffic data and output from the
travel demand model, and can be used to estimate potential changes in traffic conditions in
subareas within the LSIORB Project area. The methodology is intended to identify increases or
decreases in traffic that are relevant to the assessment of effects, while screening out increases or
decreases that are too small for the model to predict accurately.

Section 7 of the Travel Forecast report provides detailed information regarding the methodology
used to identify and evaluate changes in travel patterns, and the results of the evaluation process
(see Appendix H.1).

3.3.9 Costs/Schedule

The project’s costs and financial feasibility are discussed in the Alternatives Evaluation
Document (see Appendix A.3), as well as in Section 3.1.1.3 of this SDEIS. In addition, in July
2010 the Bridges Authority, KYTC, and INDOT submitted to KIPDA a document titled
Financial Demonstration for the Ohio River Bridges Project in Support of the Louisville (KY-IN)
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (see Appendix G.1) that presented potential funding sources
and financing options, including a tolling scenario and other revenue generating alternatives. The
document, which showed there to be reasonable expectations that project funding requirements
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could be met, was incorporated into the Louisville MPO’s updated Horizon 2030 MTP (adopted
by the MPO in October 2010). In September 2011, that document was again updated (see
Appendix G.2) and will be used by the Bridges Authority to develop an Updated Financial Plan,
which will be completed in advance of the project’s ROD. This document also includes the
schedule for funding the project. Based on this schedule, it is estimated that construction of the
project would begin in 2012 and be completed by 2022.

The current year-of-expenditure estimated total costs for the two build alternatives are $2.9
billion for the Modified Selected Alternative and $4.1 billion for the FEIS Selected Alternative.
A breakdown of the cost comparison between these two alternatives by design section is
presented in Table 3.3-9.

z‘gg—ll_’%?())ﬁ;l?:’ARl SON OF BUILD ALTERNATIVE BY DESIGN SECTION
Project Segmen “Atemaive | | Altenave | Sings
Section 1—Kennedy Interchange $1,530 $728.2 $801.8
Section 2—Downtown Bridge $569.7 $532.6 $37.1
Section 3—IN Downtown Approach $392.7 $177.8 $214.9
Section 4—KY East End Approach $885.2 $794.8 $94
Section 5—East End Bridge $406.2 $326.2 $80
Section 6—IN East End Approach $234.8 $231.7 $3.1
Other Costs® $124.2 $125.0 -$8
TOTALY $4,142.8 $2,916.2 $1,226.6

(Year-of-Expenditure (2022) Costs in S, million).

(1) Totals may not sum due to rounding.

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

3.3.10 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative for the LSIORB Project is the Modified Selected Alternative. As
documented in this SDEIS, this alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative because it
would: (1) meet the project’s purpose and need, (2) be financially feasible, and (3) result in less
environmental impacts than the FEIS Selected Alternative. It was determined that the FEIS
Selected Alternative would not be financially feasible and the No-Action Alternative would not
meet the project’s purpose and need.
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CHAPTER 4: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The following introduction is from the 2003 FEIS, with the exception of the last paragraph,
which describes the study area. Following thisintroduction is a methodology section, whichisan
addition since the 2003 FEIS, describing the general approach to documenting updated
information for this SDEIS. Updated information for this SDEIS describing changes to the
project and/or the affected environment within the SDEIS study area, from 2003 to 2010, is
addressed in the individual subchapters listed below:

4.1 Socia/Economic 4.7 Natural Resources

4.2 Agriculturd 4.8 Water Resources

4.3 Historic and Archaeological Resources 4.9 Floodplains

4.4 Air Quality 4.10 Wetlands

4.5 Noise 4.11 Visua and Aesthetic Resources
4.6 Vibration 4.12 Hazardous Materials

I ntroduction

The Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area (LMPA) is comprised of five counties: Bullitt,
Jefferson, and Oldham in Kentucky, and Clark and Floyd in Indiana. It is bisected by the Ohio
River, which serves as a major navigational, recreational, and aesthetic feature. The LMPA isa
strong economic and employment center that includes business services, retail, banking,
shopping centers, residential neighborhoods, industrial land uses, and manufacturing and
commercia goods distribution.

The LMPA is situated in two distinct physiographic regions divided by the Ohio River—the
Outer-Bluegrass region on the Kentucky side and the Bluegrass Natura region on the Indiana
side. The terrain in the project area ranges from the nearly level river valley immediately
surrounding the Ohio River, to the Knobs of western Jefferson and Floyd counties. The East End
of the project areais characterized by gently rolling terrain typical of the Outer-Bluegrass region.
Conversely, the downtown areas of Louisville, Jeffersonville, and New Albany are nearly level
and are dominated by a*“built” landscape consisting of large buildings and the existing bridges.

Along the banks of the Ohio River, steep cliff lines and rocky escarpments create a distinct
topographical transition from the flat lands of Kentucky into frequently inundated floodplains.
These floodplains hold large amounts of sand and gravel, resulting in a high water-storage
capacity. They are linked to the geological characteristics of the Jefferson County/Southern
Indiana area. The floodplains extend along the river throughout the Louisville/Jefferson County
and Southern Indiana corridor.

Water features in the project area include the river, streams, lakes, underground aquifers,
floodplains and wetlands. Streams include Harrods Creek, Goose Creek, Little Goose Creek,
Muddy Fork, Beargrass Creek, and Wolf Pen Branch in Kentucky, and Lentzier and Lancassange
creeks in Indiana. Sources of water vary widely throughout the project area. The Ohio River
provides over 211 million gallons of water per day to the city of Louisville and the Jefferson
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County region. Deep wellsin the gravelly outwash areas aong the river aso furnish an abundant
water supply.

The discussion in this chapter focuses on the affected environment; that is, the existing setting
and conditions of the area that may be affected by this project. This chapter is organized by the
following categories. Social/Economic, Agricultural, Cultural, Air Quality, Noise, Vibration,
Natural Environment, Water Resources, Floodplains, Wetlands, Visua and Aesthetic and
Hazardous Substances.

For the 2003 FEIS, the study area was divided into two areas: the Downtown Corridor and the
East End Corridor. The East End Corridor was a combination of the Near East and Far East
corridors. For this SDEIS, the study area is divided into the same two general areas. See Figure
4.0-1inthe FEIS for adepiction of the 2003 FEIS study area.

M ethodology

This SDEIS, including the information presented throughout Chapter 4, responds to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regarding documenting “substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns’ [40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(i)]. This chapter and subchapters provide an
update to information and data within the corresponding chapter and subsection of the 2003
FEIS, where appropriate. Updated information was gathered and evaluated through additional
coordination with Federal, state, and local resource agencies, Greater Louisville Inc.—The Metro
Chamber of Commerce, and the Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency
(KIPDA). KIPDA provides the staff support for the Louisville Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the 9-county region in Southern Indiana and North-central Kentucky.
The 5-county area that comprises the LMPA is included within the Louisville MPO boundary. If
no update is warranted, no information is provided herein, and such is noted. The updated
information addresses changes to the project and/or the affected environment within the SDEIS
study area since the approval of the 2003 FEIS/ROD.

4.1 Social/Economic

Section 4.1 of the 2003 FEIS provided: a genera introduction to the social and economic
conditions and trends within the LMPA (Section 4.1.1); a discussion of the existing socia and
economic setting of the LMPA in terms of population, ethnic composition, per capita income,
land use and land use planning, employment and business development, economic role of the
Ohio River, and utilities and services (Section 4.1.2); a discussion of social and economic
features within the LMPA such as neighborhoods, community facilities, elderly and minority
groups, parks and recreational areas, and housing (Section 4.1.3); and a discussion of pedestrian
and bicycle facilities (Section 4.1.4). For more detailed information, see pages 4-1 through 4-35
of the FEIS.
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Section 4.1 of the SDEIS revises and/or adds information and data to that presented in the 2003
FEIS, where necessary, in response to changes to the LSIORB Project and/or project area
conditions since the approval of the FEIS, asfollows:

Section 4.1.1—Explains why data used in the SDEIS are based on the 2000 Census rather
than on the 2010 Census. Also, updates the census data regarding commuter travel in the
LMPA.

Section 4.1.2—

Land Use and Land Use Planning: Provides information from the current Louisville MPO
Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) (adopted 2010) for the Louisville
(KY-IN) Metropolitan Planning Area (LMPA); and describes the Investment Area tool
developed through the Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency
(KIPDA) to reflect 2030 land use patterns, identify projected transportation demands, and
project the types of transportation investments most compatible with land use patterns.
Also, adds a new figure and updates data that were presented in tables and figures in the
FEIS, asfollows:

» Adds, as Figure 4.1-1, Community Form Areas for Louisville Metropolitan Area, the
May 2002 Community Form Areas map from the Louisville and Jefferson County’s
current Cornerstone 2020 Comprehensive Plan. The figure takes the place of the year
2000 version in the FEIS (Figure 4.1-3, Community Form Areas within Project Area).

» Adds new Table 4.1-1, Investment Areas in Louisville Metropolitan Area. (FEIS
Table 4.1-1, Total Population Trend for the Project Area, remains relevant and is not
repeated herein.)

Employment and Business Development: Updates employment and payroll data from
2000 to 2008 in the LMPA, and discusses the effect of the economic downturn that began
in 2008; updates the list of Fortune 500 Companies in the LMPA; reflects changes to the
Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville (formerly the Clark Maritime Center), the Louisville
Central Business District (CBD), and Ohio River commerce in the LMPA; and adds
information about the River Ridge Commerce Center (formerly the Indiana Army
Ammunition Plant). Also, adds new tables and figures and/or updates data that was
presented in tables and figures in the FEIS, as follows:

> Adds tables 4.1-2, Fortune 500 Companies with Operations in the Louisville
Metropolitan Planning Area, and 4.1-3, Average Annual Unemployment Rates (%),
which update information in FEIS tables 4.1-5 and 4.1-4, respectively.

» Adds new figures 4.1-2, Investment Area Assignments for Louisville Metropolitan
Planning Area, and 4.1-3, River Ridge Commerce Center.

Section 4.1.3—Updates the range of home values for Indiana and Kentucky
neighborhoods; and updates information about facilities for the elderly and minorities,
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parks and recreational areas, and housing characteristics within the LMPA. With regard
to figures and tables, this section of the SDEIS:

> Adds tables 4.1-4, Indiana Neighborhood Home Values, 4.1-5, Kentucky
Neighborhood Home Values, and 4.1-6, 2000 Housing Characteristics, which update
data presented in the FEIS in tables 4.1-6, Indiana Neighborhood Composition, 4.1-7,
Kentucky Neighborhood Composition, and 4.1-8, 1990 Housing Characteristics.

e Section 4.1.4—Adds information about the Big Four Railroad Bridge and
pedestrian/bicycle access project, and updates information on bicycle and pedestrian
facilities and plans in the LMPA. With regard to figures and tables, this section of the
SDEIS:

» Adds tables 4.1-7, Clark County, Indiana Recommended Pedestrian and Bicycle
Projects, and 4.1-8, Jefferson County, Kentucky Recommended Pedestrian and
Bicycle Projects, which update data presented in the FEIS in tables 4.1-9 and 4.1-10.

> Adds figures 4.1-4, Bicycle & Pedestrian Priority Corridors, 4.1-5, Bicycle &
Pedestrian Projects Downtown Louisville, and 4.1-6, Bicycle & Pedestrian Projects
East End, which take the place of FEIS figures 4.1-5 through 4.1-10 (Kentuckiana
Regional Planning and Development Agency Regional Bicycle Network, Clark
County Bicycle Network, Clarksville and Jeffersonville Bicycle Network, Jefferson
County Bicycle Network, West and Downtown Louisville Bicycle Network, and
Northeast Jefferson County Bicycle Network, respectively).

4.1.1 Introduction

Section 4.1.1 of the 2003 FEIS provided a general description of the social and economic
conditions and trends within the LMPA. Although 2000 Census popul ation data were used in the
FEIS, not all 2000 Census socioeconomic data were available at that time; therefore, much of the
socioeconomic data presented therein was based on the 1990 Census data. Since 2010 Census
data are not yet available across-the-board for al socioeconomic elements, 2000 Census data are
used in this SDEIS for presenting socioeconomic conditions, except in specific cases as
presented throughout this section such as information from the Greater Louisville Inc., and other
non-Census source.

According to the 2000 Census, population in the city of Louisville declined 4.7%, from 269,063
to 256,231, during the previous 10 years, while the suburban population in Jefferson County
increased 4.3% during the same period.* The population of the LMPA increased 7.8% during the
same 10 years.

on 2003, the City of Louisville and Jefferson County merged to form a metropolitan government, referred to as Louisville

Metro. The city and county boundaries are coterminous, encompassing an area of 386 square miles and a 2010 population of
more than 750,000 residents.
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Data in the FEIS regarding commuting patterns were based on the 1990 Census, which, for this
category, provided the most currently available data at the time the FEIS was published. Because
the year 2000 Census provides the most currently available data for this category, this section of
the SDEIS updates the number of work-related commuters for the LMPA based on 2000 Census
data.

The LMPA, which consists of Jefferson, Oldham, and Bullitt counties in Kentucky and Clark
and Floyd counties in southern Indiana, attracts a large number of workers commuting from
surrounding counties in both states. For the SDEIS, the 2000 Census Transportation Planning
Package (CTPP)? has been used. That CTPP data had not been released in time for use in the
2003 FEIS. The 2000 CTPP dataindicated that within a 50-mile radius of the LMPA, more than
48,700 people commute from outside communities into the LMPA. Conversely, amost 12,300
workers commuted from the LM PA to outside communities. By comparison, the FEIS used 1990
CTPP data, which indicated that 33,800 people commute from outside communities into the
LMPA and 13,600 people commute from the LMPA to outside communities. Thus, the 2000
CTPP data reflects an increase from 1990 to 2000 in the number of commuters from and to the
LMPA.

4.1.2 Existing Social and Economic Setting

Section 4.1-2 of the 2003 FEIS provided a general description of the existing social and
economic setting of the LMPA in terms of population, ethnic composition, per capita income,
land use and land use planning, employment and business development, economic role of the
Ohio River and utilities and services. The section remains largely unchanged from the FEIS, as it
is till applicable for the SDEIS as well. As stated in Section 4.1.1, since 2010 Census data were
not yet available for all socioeconomic elements at the time of SDEIS preparation, 2000 Census
data are till the most current, across-the-board data that exist. As a result, socioeconomic
characteristics such as population, ethnic composition, and per capita income have not changed
from the information presented in the 2003 FEIS, so no discussion of these elements is included
in this SDEIS.

Substantive revisions made in this section of the SDEIS to information and data presented in the
FEIS include adding information about the Louisville MPO’s land use and transportation
planning tools, and updating employment and commerce information, including the list of
Fortune 500 Companies in the LMPA. This section also adds Figure 4.1-1, Community Form
Areas for the Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area, which updates FEIS Figure 4.1-3,
Community Form Areas within Project Area; adds Table 4.1-1, Investment Areas in Louisville
Metropolitan Planning Area; adds tables 4.1-2, Fortune 500 Companies with Operations in the
Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area, and 4.1-3, Average Annual Unemployment Rates (%),
which update information in FEIS tables 4.1-5 and 4.1-4, respectively; and adds new figures 4.1-

CTPP 2000 is a census product that summarizes data by place of work and tabulates the flow of workers between home and
work. A working group from FHWA, the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, the Federal Transit Administration, AASHTO,
and the Census Bureau meets over aperiod of several yearsto develop the content of the CTPP, which is based on data from
previous censuses and inputs from state and local transportation agencies.(Source: www.trbcensuslcom)
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2, Investment Area Assignments for Louisville Metropolitan Planning Area, and 4.1-3, River
Ridge Commerce Center.

Land Useand Land Use Planning

Louisville and Jefferson County’s updated comprehensive plan, Cornerstone 2020, focuses on
how to incorporate change while enhancing the quality of life within the community. It consists
of the following elements. Community Form/Land Use, Marketplace, Mobility/Transportation,
Livability/Environment, and Community Facilities. The updated Community Form Area map
(May 2002) from Cornerstone 2020 isincluded as Figure 4.1-1.

The Louisville MPO’s Horizon 2030 transportation plan (adopted 2010) included review of the
land use plans developed by individual jurisdictions within the LMPA. The purpose of this
review was to promote consistency between the land use plans and the metropolitan
transportation plan. The purpose of comprehensive land use planning is to develop a strategy to
guide future development. The land use plans inventory current community conditions and
develop strategies for what is needed and wanted in the years to come. Growth, development,
protection of resources, infrastructure alocation, affordable housing, industry, etc., are al
considered in the local governments' land use planning process. Due to that consideration, the
local land use plans provide information that is valuable to the metropolitan transportation
planning process. Comprehensive land use plans for each jurisdiction in the Louisville (KY-IN)
Metropolitan Planning Area (LMPA) inform the transportation planning process about expected
growth in terms of population, household size, and employment; identify developable land;
determine infrastructure needs; and provide guidance for community devel opment.
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Sour ce: Louisville and Jefferson County Planning Commission’s Cornerstone 2020 Comprehensive Plan (May 2002)
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Land use and socioeconomic characteristics of transportation system users help to determine
travel demand levels and travel patterns. KIPDA coordinated the review of the comprehensive
land use plans, infrastructure, economic development, recreation, and preservation plans; and
also met with each jurisdiction’s land use planning agency to review its plan and its anticipated
impact over time. The Investment Area tool, a product of these discussions, was developed to
reflect 2030 land use patterns.

The development of Investment Areas was used to identify projected transportation demands of
persons and goods in the LMPA and project the types of transportation investments most
compatible with existing and future land use patterns. The Investment Area types, as well as
examples of compatible projects for each type, are listed in Table 4.1-1, while Figure 4.1-2
represents the Investment Area assignments for the Louisville MPA.

TABLE 4.1-1

INVESTMENT AREASIN LOUISVILLE METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA

Established

Community

Transitional

Preservation Rural

Transportatio

Provide transportation
options within existing

To maintain, improve,
and when necessary,

Proactive integration of
transportation facilitiesin

Limit impacts of transportation
improvements on the area,
preserving the natural and/or
sensitive, man-made environment,

n Objective rights-of-way expand the transportation | areas identified as having and ensure compatible
system future growth e .
transportation improvementsin
rural areas
. No established or planned land
Existing Land Established land use; Established land use; 70- ﬁ?dgg&ﬁl ?Ilg]se?han use other than agricultural and/or
" 0 ; S 4
Use Pattern 100% devel oped 100% devel oped 50% developed |denF|_f|ed as environmentally
sensitive.
FutureLand Little to some planned '
No change Planned growth Little or no change
Use Pattern 9 growth 9 ' g
Existing High concentrations of Medium concentrations Low concentrations of .
Density & residential and/or of residential and/or residential and/or No or low concentrations of
: residential and/or employment
I ntensity employment employment employment
Medium to high planned
Future Density . . concentrations of .
& Intensity Little change Little change residential and Little or no change
employment
EXI_StI ng 13_or more dwelling 6to 12 dwelling unitsper | 0to 5 dwelling units per 0to 5 dwalling units per acre
Units/Acre units per acre acre acre
Downtown
h Fern Creek .
%e:)m?omr)\x']l:\?&v Neighborhood, North E;léerg;’nasz Il?]gllji?lg: glli Jefferson County Memorial
Examplesin Haven Neighborhood, ; J ' Forest, Clark County State Park,
. Albany, Downtown . River Ridge Commerce . :
Region Louisville Portland Newburg Neighborhood, Center. Minor Lane Bernheim Forest, Southern Bullitt
; ! New Albany Industrial L County
Neighborhood, Old . P Heights area
> Park, City of Hillview
Louisville
Roadway Limited expansion of
improvements within roadways that would Roadway expansion
: existing ROW; include bicycle and Ay eXp } Roadway
Compatible . i ot that would include bicycle ‘ ) .
Proiect T expanded transit; pedestrian facilities; and pedestrian fagilities: maintenance; safety projects; low
roject TYPES | picycle and pedestrian | expanded transit; bicycle P ! impact TDM/TSM improvements

facilities; TSM/TDM
strategies

and pedestrian facilities;
TDM/TSM dtrategies

new and expanded transit

Source: Louisville MPO, Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (adopted 2010).
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Source: Louisville MPO, Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (adopted 2010)
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Employment and Business Development

Among Louisville's mgjor businesses are United Parcel Service, General Electric, Ford Motor
Company, KFC Yum! Brands Incorporated, Brown-Forman Corporation, Churchill Downs,
Kindred Healthcare, and Hillerich and Bradsby (manufacturer of Louisville Slugger). Table 4.1-2
lists the current Fortune 500 Companies within the LM PA.

TABLE 4.1-2
FORTUNE 500 COMPANIESWITH OPERATIONSIN THE LOUISVILLE
METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA

Company Description
Ford Motor Company Automotive manufacturers
General Electric Home appliances and lighting products
Humana I ncorporated Health insurance and supplemental benefits plans
Kroger Company Retail grocers and regional distribution center
UPS Worldport International air hub and global commerce services
Yum! Brands, Incorporated Quick-service restaurants
Raytheon Manufactures /overhauls naval missile launching systems
PNC Commercial banking
BB&T Commercial banking
Fifth Third Commercial banking
Tyson Foods Chicken products
Genera Mills Refrigerated dough
Amgen Pharmaceutical distribution center
Duke Energy Electricity and natural gas
Gannett Newspaper publishing
Lear Group Manufactures automotive seating components

Source: Greater Louisville Inc.—Louisville Metro Chamber of Commerce, 2011.

Greater Louisville Inc.—The Metro Chamber of Commerce indicated that between the years 2000
and 2010, the greater Louisville region gained more than 60,000 jobs, with $5 billion in payroll
growth and $4.5 billion in business investment. In this regard, employment within the LMPA
remained relatively heathy from 2000 to 2008. However, with the economic downturn
experienced by the U.S. economy in the latter part of the last decade, unemployment also began
to increase at the end of the decade. From 2008 to 2010 the average unemployment rate for the
two Indiana counties within the LMPA increased by 4.0 percentage points. For the same period,
the average unemployment rate for the three Kentucky counties within the LMPA increased by
3.4 percentage points. For the most part, unemployment rates for each county within the LMPA
were below the state averages for Indiana and Kentucky, Table 4.1-3 lists the unemployment
rates in the LMPA from 2000 to 2009.
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TABLE 4.1-3
AVERAGE ANNUAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATES (%)
K entucky Indiana Bullitt Clark Floyd Jefferson Oldham
County County County County County
2000 4.2 29 3.3 34 3.3 3.7 3.0
2001 5.2 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.0 4.7 35
2002 5.7 5.2 5.2 5.2 4.8 5.7 4.1
2003 6.3 53 5.7 4.9 4.7 6.2 4.5
2004 5.6 53 5.1 5.1 4.9 55 4.1
2005 6.0 54 5.8 51 51 6.1 4.9
2006 5.9 5.0 6.1 4.9 4.9 59 51
2007 5.6 4.6 5.8 44 4.2 55 4.9
2008 6.6 5.9 7.2 53 5.0 6.5 5.8
2009 10.7 104 111 8.8 8.7 105 8.6
2010 105 104 10.8 9.4 8.8 10.6 85

Sour ce: Kentucky Workforce Development Cabinet and Indiana Workfor ce Devel opment.

The overall economic growth that has occurred since 2000 is largely due to the continued
development of the Port of Indiana—Jeffersonville, the River Ridge Commerce Center, and
Louisville's Central Business District (CBD), all of which are discussed below. Development has
continued in eastern Jefferson County as well.

Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville

The Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville (formerly Clark Maritime Center) is operated by Ports of
Indiana, an Indiana state agency, formerly known as the Indiana Ports Commission. Ports of
Indiana handles domestic and international barge shipments, including steel and agriculture
products. The facility is located aong the north bank of the Ohio River and is bounded by
Lancassange Creek to the west, Middle Road to the north, and Utica-Sellersburg and Brown
Forman roads to the east. The port facility has 1,057 acres of land zoned “heavy industrial,”
3,200 feet of waterfront, and 25 tenant companies,; and contains 320 acres of sites available for
industrial development®. The port has rail service via CSX and Louisville & Indiana railroads,
and ready access to interstates 1-65, 1-64, and 1-71 via 1-265. The port annualy ships $500+
million in cargo viathe Ohio River and was designated as a Foreign-Trade Zone in 2004.

The 2001 freight shipment data presented in the FEIS noted that shipments were distributed
fairly evenly among barge, rail, and truck modes. Year 2009 data showed a substantial shift in
freight shipment from barge and rail modes to truck. The 2009 freight shipment distributions for
the Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville are presented below and compared with the 2001 data reported
inthe FEIS:

¥ source www.portsofindiana.com
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2001 (FEIS) 2009
Barge 1.5 million tons (36.6%) 1.4 million (27.6%)
Rall 1.2 million tons (29.3%) 1.0 million (21.2%)
Trucks 1.4 million tons (34.1%) 2.5 million (51.2%)

In 2009, the businesses and industries within the Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville contributed about
$317.2 million in wages and taxes, compared with an estimated $108 million reported in the
2003 FEIS. Ancillary facilities around the port also added to the area's overal economy. As
stated in the 2003 FEIS, year 2000 employment at the then-Clark Maritime Center was 2,150. In
2009 the number of direct employees was 1,885, while it was reported that the number of
induced, indirect, or related employment was 7,225, for atotal of 9,110 jobs.

Improvements to dock facilities include cranes at al docks to handle additional capacity. The
port has also expanded the Shoreline Railroad to multiple tenants and is adding additional tracks
in response to an increase in need since 2009.

River Ridge Commerce Center

The River Ridge Commerce Center is located in Clark County, Indiana, along the north bank of
the Ohio River, northeast of the Town of Utica. The site was formerly known as the Indiana
Army Ammunition Plant (INAAP), which manufactured gunpowder. The U.S. Congress
declared the property as surplus in 1998 and authorized the property to be conveyed to the River
Ridge Development Authority for economic development, with some portions of the property to
be used for expansion of the Charlestown State Park. The River Ridge Development Authority,
which owns and manages the River Ridge Commerce Center, was created by the Clark County
Indiana Commissionersin 1998 for the purpose of redeveloping the former INAAP.

River Ridge Commerce Center includes approximately 6,000 acres of land, of which 3,129 acres
have been conveyed to the River Ridge Development Authority from the U.S. Army*. Of the
3,129 acres, the River Ridge Development Authority has sold approximately 328 acres for
development. The River Ridge Development Authority is developing a business park for
industrial and commercia uses, such as manufacturing facilities, warehouse and distribution
facilities, offices, wholesale and retail trade facilities, and research facilities. Development
within the facility is a combination of leasing existing building space and new construction. The
River Ridge Commerce Center facility includes a U.S. Foreign Trade Zone and Indiana Urban
Enterprise Zone that offers additional tax incentives for occupants. The River Ridge Commerce
Center is near existing interstate highways, the Louisville International Airport, Clark County
Regional Airport and the Port of Indiana-Jeffersonville. The East End Corridor portion of the
LSIORB Project includes a proposed interchange on Salem Road that would provide direct
access to the River Ridge Commerce Center and southeastern Clark County. The location of the
commerce center isincluded on Figure 4.1-3.

4 . .
Source: www.riverridgecc.com
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Louisville Central Business District (CBD)

Major renovations have been completed within the CBD aong Man and Market streets,
resulting in new business opportunities. According to the Greater Louisville Inc.—The Metro
Chamber of Commerce, from 2006 through 2011, nearly $1.8 hillion has been invested in
downtown Louisville®. Major developments during that time included the 21C Museum Hotel,
which opened on Main Street in 2009; and the $238 million, 22,000-seat KFC Yum! Center on
Main Street, which was completed in 2010 and which serves as home court for the University of
Louisville Cardinals. In addition, construction began in 2011 on the University of Louisville's
$30 million life sciences research park.

Louisville-Jefferson County

Major business expansions have a so occurred outside of the CBD. For instance, Worldport is the
worldwide air hub for United Parcel Service (UPS) at the Louisville International Airport. UPS,
one of the largest employers in Kentucky, has maintained a hub at Louisville since 1980. In
2002, UPS completed the first of three $1 billion-plus expansions of its Worldport facilities, the
others following in 2006 and 2010. The facility now has approximately 5.2 million square feet of
space and over 20,000 employees, and is capable of handling 416,000 packages an hour.

The Ohio River

The Ohio River serves as one of the primary routes for goods and materials shipped to and
through the area. Almost three quarters of a billion tons of cargo are shipped annually on the
Ohio River, providing access to both foreign and domestic markets.

In April 2009, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) completed the $430 million
renovation and expansion of the McAlpine Locks, which are on the Louisville side of the Ohio
River, approximately two miles downriver from the Kennedy Bridge. According to USACE,
approximately 33,300 loaded barges have passed through the McAlpine Locks annually between
the years 2000 and 2009, hauling between 205 and 250 million tons of cargo. In 2009, traffic was
approximately 236 million tons, with 57% coal, 5% iron and steel, 4% chemicals, and the
remaining 34% grain commodities, petroleum, aggregates, and finished goods.

Historic growth of 2.3% annually in Ohio River tonnage was experienced from 1990 to 1999.
From 2000 to 2005, the tonnage shipped on the Ohio River increased 5.5% annually. Between
2006 and 2009, however, the tonnage shipped on the Ohio River actually decreased 14.2%
annually because of the slowdown in the economy. Compared with 2009, USACE projected a
6.0% increase for shipping tonnage on the Ohio River for 2010. Coal is expected to remain the
primary commodity cargo on the Ohio River.

According to USACE, approximately 312 pleasure crafts navigated through the McAlpine Locks
in 2009. Although recreational usage had been expected to increase on the Ohio River due to
improved access and facilities on both the Indiana and Kentucky shorelines in the LMPA, there
was in fact, a 69% reduction in the amount of recreation usage from 1998 to 2009. The drop in

> Source: www.greaterlouisville.com/GLI1/
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recreational navigation through the McAlpine Locks may be attributed to the extensive period of
renovation and expansion of the McAlpine Locks by USACE and the economic downturn
experienced by the U.S. economy in the latter part of the decade.

4.1.3 Social and Economic Features

Section 4.1-3 of the 2003 FEIS identified the existing neighborhoods, community facilities, and
elderly and minority facilities within the LMPA. This section aso provided information on parks
and recreationa facilities and housing characteristics for the LMPA. Much of the information
presented in the FEIS is still applicable to the SDEIS, and is not repeated here (see page 4-13 in
the FEIS for details). However, the SDEIS updates the range of home values by neighborhood,
discusses additional elderly and minority communities and facilities devel oped within the project
area, identifies additional park and recreational area projects, and updates housing characteristics
for the LMPA. This section a so includes new tables 4.1-4, Indiana Neighborhood Home Values,
and 4.1-5, Kentucky Neighborhood Home Values (which update some information in Table 4.1-
7, Kentucky Neighborhood Composition, in the FEIS); and updates data in Table 4.1-6, 2000
Housing Characteristics (Table 4.1-8, 1990 Housing Characteristics, in the FEIS).

Neighbor hoods

Since the 2003 FEIS, home valuations have changed in the LMPA. From 2003 to 2006, homes
continued to appreciate in value, with housing prices in the LMPA peaking in early 2006. With
the economic downturn experienced in the United States and the LMPA, housing values began to
drop in 2007. Typically, home appreciation for the LMPA from 2003 to 2006 averaged
approximately 3% to 6% per year, while home values dropped approximately 4% to 6% per year
between 2007 and 2009. Tables 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 reflect changes in housing values in Indiana and
Kentucky, respectively. Values were determined using a conservative 3% appreciation for the
years 2003 to 2007 and a 4% reduction in value from 2007 to 2008. In 2009 home prices started
to rise again, so a 3% appreciation was used. In genera, the LMPA housing market has
performed well relative to most of the rest of the country.

TABLE 4.1-4

INDIANA NEIGHBORHOOD HOME VALUES
Neighborhood L ocation Rangezggglaluec Rangezggg/ 2z
Jeffersonville Riverfront Downtown | $49,000 — $122,000 $48,000 — $117,000
Clarksville Riverfront Downtown | $49,000 — $122,000 $48,000 — $117,000
Central Utica East End $39,000 — $546,000 $37,000 —$ 519,000
Oak Park East End $93,000 — $164,000 $88,000 — $156,000

Source: Community Transportation Solutions, 2011.
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TABLE 4.1-5
KENTUCKY NEIGHBORHOOD HOME VALUES

. . Range of Values Range of Values
Neighborhood L ocation 9 2006 9 2009
Portland Downtown $66,000 — $93,000 $62,000 — $88,000
Russll Downtown $82,000 - $137,000 $78,000 - $130,000
Butchertown Downtown $137,000 - $235,000 $130,000 - $223,000
Phoenix Hill Downtown $66,000 - $382,000 $62,000 - $363,000
Harrods Creek East End $87,000 - $3,278,000 $96,000 - $3,112,000
Ken Carla East End $164,000 - $246,000 $156,000 - $233,000
Northfield East End $219,000 — $656,000 $207,000 - $622,000
Glenview East End $656,000 - $3,278,000 $208,000 - $3,112,000
Indian Hills East End $273,000 - 1,102,000 $259,000 - $1,046,000
Lyndon/Norwood East End $82,000 — $137,000 $77,900 - $130,000
Beechwood Village East End $164,000 - $246,000 $156,000 - $233,000
Green Spring East End $164,000 - $382,000 $156,000 - $363,000
Prospect East End $164,000 - 1,102,000 $156,000 - $1,046,000
Windy Hills East End $180,000 - $328,000 $171,000 - $312,000

Source: Community Transportation Solutions, 2011.
Elderly Communities

There are a number of housing facilities for the elderly within the LMPA. Since the 2003 FEIS,
there have been additional elderly communities and associated facilities developed within the
project area. The Hillcrest Center for Health and Rehabilitation is located in the downtown
project area in Jeffersonville, Clark County. The facility is located just south of the Clark
Memorial Hospital and is primarily a long-term convalescent rehabilitation facility, which can
house approximately 180 clients. In addition, the Windsor Ridge Assisted Living facility is
located in the east end project area in Clark County, near the 1-265 and S.R. 62 interchange and
the Utica Elementary School. It is primarily a long-term assisted living facility that can house
approximately 150 to 200 people.

Par ks and Recreational Areas

Since the 2003 FEIS, additional parks and recreational areas have been developed or proposed
within the LMPA. In 2005 the City of Parks Initiative was established by Louisville Metro Parks.
The City of Parks Initiative will add thousands of acres of park land and protected green space to
the LMPA and help create new recreational opportunities in the Louisville-Jefferson County
Metro Area. Of specific note are the 21% Century Parklands of Floyds Fork project, which will
add four major parks and approximately 3,200 acres to Louisville Metro’'s Parkland in eastern
Jefferson County, Kentucky, outside the LSIORB Project area. Construction is underway and
will continue through 2015. Some of the proposed projects in the City of Parks Initiative that are
within the LSIORB Project area include the expansion of Waterfront Park (Phase lll),
construction of the Louisville Loop Northeast Loop Trail (Region 1), and the expansion of the
River Road Recreational Corridor.
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Louisville Extreme Park opened in the downtown portion of the project area in 2002. It is
centrally located downtown near Waterfront Park and Slugger Field, and is accessible from the
River Wak and connecting multi-use paths. The facility includes 40,000 square feet of outdoor
concrete skating surface and restrooms. Louisville Extreme Park provides skateboarding, in-line
skating, and biking opportunities.

According to the Clark County Comprehensive Plan (2007), the large recreational areas in the
county that are near the LSIORB Project area, such as Charlestown and Falls of the Ohio state
parks, provide adequate open space and recreational area. Clark County, as of September 2011,
does not have a county-wide parks department.

In 2009, the City of Jeffersonville completed an update of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan
for 2007-2011. Repairs and facility improvements were recommended for the Colston Memorial
Park and Nachand Fieldhouse. In addition, the City of Jeffersonville has plans to develop a new
300440 acre park in the north end of the city using Land and Water Conservation Funds. The
park will include both passive and active recreational facilities, including softball fields, tennis
courts, nine-hole golf course and driving range, picnic area, shelter, walking and biking trail, and
restroom facilities. The park is proposed to be constructed sometime after 2011 in the
Jeffersonville Parks and Recreation Department’s Region 9, just north of 1-265 between U.S. 31
and S.R. 62. Thislocation, however, isnot within the LSIORB Project area.

Jeffersonville Canal District Project

The City of Jeffersonville has a federally mandated, legal obligation to stop allowing raw sewage
to overflow into the Ohio River during heavy rainfall events. The proposed Jeffersonville Canal
District project is one part of a larger project to correct this sewer overflow issue. The proposed
canal will be designed to comply with the federal Clean Water Act by reducing combined sewer
overflows to the Ohio River and Cane Run and will aso provide a potential economic stimulus
for the city, feature housing, retail, a new convention center, and hotel. The project is proposed
to be developed as a candl, itself, and the economic and residential development of the cand
district. The planned cana will have a 40-feet wide channel, 4 to 15 feet deep depending on the
location. The canal channel is planned to be 4,400 feet long, with 1,100 feet below ground. The
estimated $65 million dollar project will address downtown flooding issues, help the City of
Jeffersonville avoid a potential $8 million fine from EPA and help upgrade the outdated sewer
system to help accommodate Jeffersonville' s present and future growth. The Jeffersonville Canal
District project is expected to break ground in the Winter of 2011-2012 and will likely take five
years to complete. The economic development work could continue for an additional ten years.

Housing

Housing within the LMPA ranges from multi-family units to large estate homes and
encompasses a variety of income ranges. Table 4.1-6 provides the housing characteristics for
each county in the LMPA and for each state, based on 2000 Census data.
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TABLE 4.1-6
2000 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
Median Value
State/County aner Rental Units Per cent aner
Occupied Homes Monthly Rent Occupied

Kentucky $86,700 $445 70%
Indiana $94,300 $521 72%
Bullitt County $105,100 $499 84%
Clark County $89,900 $511 69%
Floyd County $104,300 $517 73%
Jefferson County $103,000 $494 65%
Oldham County $158,600 $499 83%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

4.1.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Section 4.1.4 of the 2003 FEIS provided a description of the KIPDA Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan, dated December 1998, for Floyd and Clark counties in Indiana, and Bullitt,
Jefferson and Oldham counties in Kentucky. The SDEIS provides updated information on the
status of various bicycle and pedestrian projects within the LMPA based on the Louisville
MPQO’s Horizon 2030 MTP, including updated data in tables 4.1-7 and 4.1-8 (tables 4.1-9 and
4.1-10, respectively, in the 2003 FEIS). In addition, new figures 4.1-4 through 4.1-6 take the
place of FEIS figures 4.1-5 through 4.1-10.

Some of the projectsillustrated on the figures and listed in the tables below are in the conceptual
stage and the alignments shown on the maps are not necessarily the final alignments for these
projects, but they are planned for the general area. There are also projects in the tables that
cannot be mapped, such as sidewalk improvements and pedestrian access improvements around
Transit Authority of River City (TARC) stops.

Big Four Railroad and Pedestrian Access

Since the 2003 FEIS, Louisville Metro and the City of Jeffersonville have advanced the
conversion of the abandoned Big Four Railroad Bridge (which is located approximately 1,200
feet upstream from the existing Kennedy Bridge) to a 22-foot-wide pedestrian and bicycle path.
The project includes the removal of the existing railroad ties, installation of a new concrete deck,
repair of the superstructure and piers and the installation of lighting on the structure. The
improvements will also include ramps providing access to the bridge on both sides of theriver. A
ramp to the bridge on the Kentucky side of the Ohio River within Waterfront Park was
completed in 2010. Construction on the bridge improvements is currently underway and is
expected to be complete in 2013. Demoalition activities for construction of the Indiana ramp
started in November 2011. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was approved for the
bridge and the ramp on the Kentucky side by the USACE on July 16, 2007. A FONSI was
approved for the Indiana side of the project by FHWA on October 19, 2011, which included an
Individual 4(f) Evaluation for both sides of the river and the bridge itself.
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The 2003 FEIS Selected Alternative includes a pedestrian and bicycle path as a feature of the
Downtown Bridge. Because the Big Four Railroad Bridge project will provide a dedicated
bicycle and pedestrian river crossing facility between downtown Louisville and Jeffersonville,
the Modified Selected Alternative under evaluation in this SDEIS does not include pedestrian
and bicycle access as a feature of the Downtown Bridge. The ramp on the Kentucky side of the
Ohio River lands within Waterfront Park and patrons of the Big Four Railroad Bridge will have
access to the existing bicycle and pedestrian path located along the Ohio River on River Road.
The ramp on the Indiana side of the Ohio River lands within the City of Jeffersonville, near the
Market Street/Mulberry Street intersection. Patrons of the Big Four Railroad Bridge will have
access to the existing Riverfront Path, a bicycle and pedestrian path located along the Ohio
River. Due to these improvements, the Big Four Railroad Bridge is proposed to provide the
cross-river, non-motorized connectivity in the downtown Louisville/Jeffersonville area, without
any potential for pedestrian/vehicular conflict.

Proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilitiesin Horizon 2030 M TP

The Louisville MPO's Horizon 2030 MTP (adopted in 2010) is the planning document that
reflects al surface transportation investments through the year 2030 in the Louisville (KY-IN)
MPA. The Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, which isincluded in the M TP, recognizes that
all modes of surface transportation are on equal footing and should be treated the same. The
bicycle and pedestrian priority corridors within the MPA are depicted on Figure 4.1-4, Bicycle &
Pedestrian Priority Corridors.

Clark County, Indiana

The recommended pedestrian and bicycle improvement projects for Clark County, Indiana, from
the MTP are shown in Table 4.1-7. The updated pedestrian and bicycle improvement projects for
the portions of Clark County in proximity to the LSIORB Project’s downtown and east end
areas, as prepared by KIPDA, are shown in Figures 4.1-5, Bicycle & Pedestrian Projects
Downtown Louisville, and 4.1-6, Bicycle & Pedestrian Projects East End, respectively.

Jefferson County, Kentucky

The recommended pedestrian and bicycle improvement projects for Jefferson County, Kentucky,
from the MTP are shown in Table 4.1-8. The updated pedestrian and bicycle improvement
projects for the portions of Jefferson County in proximity to the LSIORB Project’s Downtown
and East End corridors are shown in figures 4.1-5 and 4.1-6, respectively. In addition, Figure
4.1-7 depicts existing and proposed bicycle facilities in areas of Louisville closest to the
proposed Downtown Bridge, while Figure 4.1-8 depicts existing and proposed bicycle facilities
near the East End Corridor in eastern Jefferson County.
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FIGURE 4.1-4
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PRIORITY CORRIDORS
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LOUISVILLE (KY-IN) METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA
BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN PRIORITY CORRIDORS
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Source: Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Adopted 2010)
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TABLE 4.1-7
CLARK COUNTY, INDIANA
RECOMMENDED PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECTS

L ocation Project Description Completed
Maintenance Policies and Provisions | For all bicycle and pedestrian facilities. No
Eastern Boulevard Add sidewalks on Eastern Boulevard. See Note 1
Clark Boulevard Add sidewalks on Clark Boulevard. No
IN 62 Shared Lane Add 2’ to curb lanes for bicyclists from 1-65 to Reed Lane. No
IN 62 Sidewalk Add sidewalks from 1-65 to Reed Lane. No
Add 2’ to curb lanes for bicyclists from U.S. 31 to

Cooper Lane Shared Lane Utica/Sallersburg Road. No

Cooper Lane Sidewalks Add sidewalks from U.S. 31 to Utica/Sellersburg Road. No

i Add 2’ to curb lanes for bicyclists from Dutch Lane to New
Hamburg Pike Shared Lane Albany/ Charlestown Road. No
i ! Add sidewalks from Dutch Lane to New Albany/

Hamburg Pike Sidewalks Charlestown Road. No

8" Sireet Add_2 to curb lanes for bicyclists from Spring Street to No
Perrin Lane.

Riverfront Path Constryct mul'q-use path along Ohio River from Falls of No
the Ohio to Utica
Construct scenic byway facility connecting Jeffersonville,

River Greenway — Sponsored by Clarksville, and New Albany, providing access to the No

Army Corps of Engineers riverfront and Falls of the Ohio — include bike and
pedestrian trails.

Ohio River Frontage * Rlverwallk pedestrian walk — include sidewalks and No
landscaping.

Wheels & Heels Trail * Construct 14-mile-long pedway interconnected system of

City of Jeffersonville trails for bicycle and pedestrian use to link residential areas No
to centers of business, employment, and recreation.

Ohio River Greenway * Construct pedestrian walkway along Restaurant Row by No

City of Jeffersonville Ohio River.

- . . Construct connector ramp at north end of the Big Four
Ohio River —Big Four Bridge Bridge, providing pedestrian and bicycle access. No
. . Construct and pave pedestrian/bicycle trail on top of
*
City of C"?‘”‘SV' IIe_ earthen levee between Francis Avenue and abandoned CSX No
Levee Trail Extension rail corridor

Source: Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Adopted 2010)
* Regional Priority
Note:

! Sdewalks were added to the east side of Eastern Boulevard. The project was a general reconstruction of Eastern Boulevard from Ettles Lane

to Kopp Lane, and includes adding sidewalks to the east side only.
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FIGURE 4.1-5
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTSDOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE
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Sour ce: Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Adopted 2010)
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FIGURE 4.1-6
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTSEAST END
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Sour ce: Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Trangportation Plan (Adopted 2010)
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TABLE 4.1-8
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY
RECOMMENDED PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECTS

Street Name Project Description Completed
Bicycle Coordinator .
Po(;yti on Ongoing
Maintenance Program Ongoing
Bus Shelters Equip with bike/pedestrian amenities. Ongoing
MSD Easement Construct 12" path. Unknown
Louisville Metro Loop | Completion of a 108-mile multi-use trail that will encircle Louisville No
Trail Metro and connect to existing trail segments.

Upper River Road Trail | Construct 12’ path Zorn Avenue to Hays Kennedy Park and shared lane. No
Adams Street Sign and stripe as needed shared lane Clay Street/Riverwalk to Spring No
Street/Story Avenue.
Mellwood Avenue Sign and stripe 6' bike lane Baxter Avenue to Beargrass Creek path. No
Payne Street + (Alley, Sign and stripe as needed shared lane from Spring Street/ Story Avenue
. . . No
Ewing to Birchwood) to Birchwood Avenue.

. Sign and stripe as needed shared lane from Hancock Street to Adams
Washington Street St? eet/Spri ngpStr et See Note 1
Hancock Street Sign and strip as needed shared lane Washington Street to Oak Street. See Note 1
Wenzel Street Sign_and stripe as needed shared lane Washington Street to See Note 1

Madison Street.
Big Four Bicycle & Construct bicycle and pedestrian path on the Big Four Bridge over the No
Pedestrian Bridge Ohio River.
2" and 3" Streets Alleys | Sign and stripe as needed shared lane Main Street to Cardinal Boulevard. | See Note 1
3 Street Construct 6' bike lane Main Street to Oakdale Avenue. See Note 1
7" Street Road Sign and strip 6' bike lane Mandlick Road to Ormsby Avenue. See Note 1
8™ Street Sign and stripe as needed shared lane Kentucky Street to Zane Street. See Note 1
9™ Street Construct 5' bike lane and shared lane Main Street to Catherine Street. See Note 1
Main Street Sign and stripe 6' bike lane Story Avenue to 22" Street. See Note 1
Market Street Sign and strip 6' bike lane Baxter Avenue to Northwest Parkway. See Note 1
River Road Extend waterfront 12' path from Waterfront Park to Zorn Avenue. No
Ohio Riverwalk Trail Construct path from the Belvedere to Chickasaw Park. No
Waterfront Master Plan Ilslzaﬁgth from Riverwalk through Waterfront Park to point near Towhead No
Waterfront Path 12" multi-use path Clark Memorial Bridge to Towhead Island No
Louisville—River Road | Widen River Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from near Pope Avenue to No
* Zorn Avenue — includes bicycle lanes.
C!ty of Louisville . Establish bicycle and pedestrian coordinator and education and
Bicycle and Pedestrian . . . X
Coordination/Education promotion program. Promote gducaﬂqn of .b| cycle and pedestrian travel No
Program to encourage travel by promoting engineering and safety
City of Louisville Complete 108-mile multi-use trail for bicyclists and pedestrians that will No
Metro Loop Trail encircle the Louisville Metropolitan Area.
City of Louisville *
Comprehensive Establish secure and sufficient bicycle parking, install adequate lighting
Improvements for and safety devices, safer street crossing, develop pathways and No
Pedestrian & Bicyclists | landscaping to improve access and safety.
Phase I
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TABLE 4.1-8 (Continued)

Street Name Project Description Completed
- —
City of Louisville Construct multi-use path, connecting with existing trailsto create a
Olmsted Parkways continuous 30 miles of connected paths for pedestrians and bicyclists No
Multi-Use Path P P yClsts
City of Louisville Convert K & | Railroad Bridge into multi-use path across the Ohio No
K & | Railroad Bridge | River.
*
Jeffer_son County Construct new or repair immediate area around bus stops, sidewalks,
Transit Access . . . L ; .
: . trails, or other pedestrian or bicycle paths within one mile of transit No
Pedestrian & Bicycle
routes.
I mprovements
City of Louisville* Construct 13.7-mile connection from the Oldham County greenway to No
Metro Urban Greenway | the Ohio River to promote bicycling and walking.
Ohio River * . . . . .
Big Four Bicydle and gici/nesrtruct pedestrian and bicycle path on the Big Four Bridge over Ohio No
Pedestrian Bridge '
1 *
R!ver Road , Construct multi-modal corridor with shared use path and bicycle lanes
Bicycle and Pedestrian o . No
| from downtown Louisville to city of Prospect.
mprovements
rd
3 Str_eet-New th' Bicycle and pedestrian facilities improvements from downtown
Mandlick Road Bicycle Louisvilleto Fairdale Road. Mgjor bicycle corridor in the metropolitan No
& Pedestrian Fecilities | -7 -vaorbicy P
Improvements
Louisville Bicycle Construct new inter-modal transit station at northwest corner of West
Parking and Intermodal | Jefferson Street and South 4™ Street. Will serve bike commuters to No
Transit Facility downtown and provide adirect connection to TARC routes.
Louisville - Bicycle & Implement bike lanes, shared lanes, and pedestrian crosswalksin
Pedestrian Striping, e > ' P No
. : Louisville metropolitan area.
Signage & Signals
Louisville Metropolitan . . .
Sidewalks * Construct approximately 100,000 linear feet of sidewalks. No
Louisville Metropolitan | Replace sidewalks and curbs at priority areas targeting deteriorated No
Sidewalks & Curbs* conditions.
. T n T n . nd
Lotisville 2™ Street Improve intersections, S|de\_NaI ks, lighting and Iandscapl ng along 2
Streetscape Street between I(\j/laj n an_d River Road. Includes portion of Washington No
Street east of 2™ Street in downtown.
Lotisville Bicvcle Pilot system for installation of four bike kiosks (southwest corner of
. Y West Jefferson Street and South 8" Street - only location within the No
Sharing System )
project area)
o N Construct shared-use path, 18 milesin length, connecting Miles Park to
Louisville Loop . No
River Road.

Sour ce: Horizon 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Adopted 2010)
* Regional Priority

Note:

1 Louisville Metro evaluates roadways that are being repaved to determine if signed/striped facilities could be accommodated within the current
right-of-way. Portions of Washington Street are signed as a bike route. Washington Street, Hancock Street, Wenzel Street, 2™ & 3 streets
alleys, 39 Sreet, 7" Sreet, 8" Sreet, 9" Sreet, Main Street, and Market Sreet are on the maintenance schedule.
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FIGURE 4.1-7
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYSIN DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE
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Copyright (c) 2008, LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON
COUNTY METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT (MSD),
LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY (LWC),

LOUISVILLE METRO GOVERNMENT, and
JEFFERSON COUNTY PROPERTY VALUATION
ADMINISTRATOR (FVA)L
Al Rights Reserved.
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Sour ce: Louisville Metro (2008)
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYSIN EAST END JEFFERSON COUNTY

FIGURE 4.1-8
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4.2  Agricultural

This section of the 2003 FEIS discussed agricultura receipts and acres of agricultural land within
the LMPA, including Oldham and Bullitt counties in Kentucky, and Clark and Floyd countiesin
Indiana. The FEIS used agricultura statistics for the years 1987, 1997, and 1999, provided by the
agricultura divisions of the State of Indiana (Clark County) and the Commonwealth of Kentucky
(Jefferson County). This section of the SDEIS uses U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
statistics to update the data presented in the FEIS; and adds two comparison tables (4.2-2 and
4.2-3). Because the two build alternatives that are being evaluated as part of this SDEIS (i.e., the
FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative) are located within Clark
County, Indiana, and Jefferson County, Kentucky, the re-evaluation of agricultural resources
within this chapter focuses only on these two counties.

USDA datais available on five-year intervals from 1987 to 2007. This data was used not only to
assess the recent agricultural status of the project area, but also to evaluate trends in agriculture
over time. The data available from the USDA differs considerably from the state-level data
included in the FEIS. The state-level data was higher with regard to the acres of land in farms
than the data from the USDA.. This difference is due to the different methods of data collection
between the state and federal agencies. The state-level data counted al land in farms, including
agricultural fields, pastures, wood lots, drives, homesteads, and co-ops. The USDA data is
specific to agricultural (food production [crop and livestock]) parcels and is used herein, rather
than the states' data, because it better represents impacts to agricultural resources and allows a
comparison from the same data set, based on the same methods.

Clark County is considerably more rural than Jefferson County. According to USDA, depending
on the year, the acreage of land in farms is two to three times higher in Clark County than in
Jefferson County (see Table 4.2-1). As development pressures continue around the LMPA, land
is being removed from agricultural use. As also shown in Table 4.2-1, an evauation of USDA
data indicates a trend of loss of agricultural acreage at an average rate of 7.4% per five years for
Clark County and 10.9% per five years for Jefferson County.

TABLE 4.2-1
AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS: LAND IN FARMS
Acresin Farms Avg. %
County Change per 5
1987 1992 1997 2002 2007 Years
Clark, IN 118,810 105,685 108,773 100,602 86,668 -7.4
Jefferson, KY 55,183 44,709 34,028 41,061 32,296 -10.9
Source: USDA.

Note: Since the publication of the FEIS, the following revisions have been made to this table: Updated statistics for Oldham and Bullitt counties
in Kentucky and Floyd County in Indiana have not been included in this table because the alternatives being evaluated in this SDEIS are located
in Clark and Jefferson counties, only; data for years 1987-2007 has replaced the 1987-1999 data in the FEIS, the 1999 Receipts data in the
FEIS has been updated t01987—2007 and put in a separate table (Table 4.2-2).
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According to the 2007 data, the top crop items (by acreage) in Clark County are soybeans and
corn. However, Clark County is ranked first in the State of Indiana for “short-rotation woody
crops.” The top crop item (by acreage) for Jefferson County is “forage” (land used for all hay
and haylage, grass silage, and greenchop). Thisislikely due to the proximity of Churchill Downs
and nearby horse farms, and the demand from the equine industry in the region.

The overall economic contribution of agriculture in Clark County and Jefferson County exhibit
diverging trends from 1987 to 2007 (see Table 4.2-2). Although there is a defined trend in loss of
agricultural acreage in both counties, Clark County demonstrates a trend toward an average
increase in receipts of 10.6% per five-year period. Conversely, Jefferson County exhibits a more
direct relationship between loss of acreage and receipts with an average decrease of 4.8% per
five-year period.

TABLE 4.2-2
AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS: RECEIPTS
c Receipts ($1,000) Avg. % Change
ounty
1987 1992 1997 2002 2007 per 5 Years
Clark, IN 16,065 17,733 21,878 21,999 23,749 10.6
Jefferson, KY 13,753 13,232 12,295 13,328 11,116 -4.8
Source: USDA

Note: Snce the publication of the FEIS, thistable has been added, asindicated above.

The economic contribution of agriculture per acre within Clark and Jefferson counties indicates a
positive trend in receipts per acre from 1987 to 2007, with Clark County experiencing a 19.5%
average increase per five-year period and Jefferson County experiencing a 9.2% average increase
per five-year period (see Table 4.2-3). Furthermore, receipts per acre are consistently higher in
Jefferson County than in Clark County. Even though the loss of agricultural acreage is greater
and the economic impact is declining in Jefferson County, the cost of livestock (mostly horses)
grazing is at apremium in this area, thereby keeping the value of agricultural acreage higher.

TABLE 4.2-3
AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS: RECEIPTS PER ACRE
c Receipts per Acre ($) Avg. % Change
ounty
1987 1992 1997 2002 2007 per 5Years
Clark, IN 135.22 167.79 201.13 218.67 274.02 19.5
Jefferson, KY 249.23 295.96 361.32 324.59 344.19 9.2
Source: USDA.

Note: Since the publication of the FEIS, thistable has been added
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4.3 Historic and Archaeological Resources

Section 4.3 of the 2003 FEIS provided a description of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for
above-ground historic resources and a description of all historic resources within the APE that
were listed in or eigible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (Section 4.3.1, p.
4-36); a description of all archaeologica resources identified and investigated in or near the
potential areas of disturbance associated with the aternatives being considered at that time
(Section 4.3.2, p. 4-150); and a summary of the Section 106 process status as it existed at that
time (Section 4.3.3, p. 4-153).

Section 4.3 of the SDEIS contains the following substantive updates to the information in the
2003 FEIS:

e Section 4.3.1—Ouitlines the rationae for retaining the 2003 FEIS Alternative Specific
APE (Origina APE) boundary for the FEIS Selected Alternative, and extending it at
strategic locations in Louisville (downtown and along River Road), Jeffersonville,
Clarksville, and New Albany for the Modified Selected Alternative (Extensions to the
Original APE). This section also updates the status of various historic resources within
the Original APE, and identifies new properties within the Extensions to the Original
APE. Also adds tables 4.3-1 through 4.3-6 to summarize information about properties
evaluated in the FEIS.

e Section 4.3.2—Combines and updates 2003 FEIS tables 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 as SDEIS Table
4.3-7, which list archaeol ogical sitesin Indiana and Kentucky.

e Section 4.3.3—Updates the status of the Section 106 process and the relevant meetings
with the general public and consulting parties during the SDEIS process.

The original (2003) Section 106 process included the evaluation of the project's potential effects
on historic properties, and resulted in an overall finding of “adverse effect,” and culminated with
the development of mitigation measures. These measures were spelled out in the project's
Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which was included as part of the Record of
Decision (ROD) approved in 2003. The MOA governs the manner in which the project takesinto
account the historic properties that were determined to experience an adverse effect from the
project. Stipulations in the MOA address public involvement, noise abatement, roadway lighting,
signage, blasting and vibration, and a number of additional considerations related to the affected
historic properties. Since 2003, a number of specific stipulations in the MOA have been either
completed or initiated. As part of the discussion of above-ground historic resources in Section
4.3.1 below, references are made to various MOA stipulations pertaining to mitigation measures
associated with specific historic resources identified in the FEIS.

4.3.1 Above-Ground Resources

The development of an Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the first step in the identification of
historic properties. Its boundaries are defined to encompass geographic areas where project
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effects may occur, independent of the presence of historic properties or districts. The APE is
used for taking into account the effect of a Federal undertaking, such as the LSIORB Project, on
historic properties. To identify and determine potential project impacts during the 2003 FEIS
process, an “Alternative-Specific APE” was devel oped, and detailed inventories were undertaken
for historic properties within the APE. The Alternative-Specific APE encompasses almost
13,800 acres (25.5 sguare miles), and includes geographical areas adjacent to the approximate
right-of-way of the build alternatives and an adjacent buffer area generally defined by the
surrounding topographical features. These boundaries were developed based on a review of the
areas in which elements of project alternatives (roadways, bridges and ramps) might be located.

As noted above, the Original APE defined the geographic area within which the Project may
directly or indirectly cause alterations independent of existing historic resources or districts.
Districts which fall fully or partially within the APE boundary are considered as awhole, even if
portions of the district lie outside the APE. As such, the Original APE was not modified to
include historic districts in their entirety or historic properties as part of the Section 106 process.
For additional information and a detailed description of the process used for determining the
limits of the 2003 FEIS Alternative Specific APE (Original APE) and assessing impacts within
the APE, refer to pages 4-36 through 4-53 of the FEIS, including figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-14.

In this SDEIS, the term “Original APE” is used to refer to the 2003 FEIS Alternative-Specific
APE. The following information details how the Original APE has been modified for purposes of
this SDEIS to include “Extensions to the Origina APE.” The Extensions are intended to include
areas based on potential indirect effects of the Modified Selected Alternative that may occur due
to forecasted differences in travel patterns between the Modified Selected Alternative and the
FEIS Selected Alternative.

Deter mination of Extensionsto the Original APE

Extensions to the Origina APE were initially developed by FHWA, INDOT, and KYTC to
establish the area in which the Modified Selected Alternative might have an impact on historic
resources. As part of this SDEIS, FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT conducted an analysis to identify
areas that could experience differences in traffic patterns based on the proposed project design
modifications and the introduction of tolling to the Downtown (I1-65) and East End bridges. To
consider the effects of such changes to traffic patterns as a result of the Modified Selected
Alternative, a methodology was developed for identifying areas where increases or decreases in
traffic could potentially affect historic properties. This methodology was based on traffic data
and output from a travel demand model, and was used to estimate potential changes in traffic
conditions. This resulted in the identification of the following five subareas where such changes
could occur: portions of Jeffersonville, Clarksville/S.R. 62, New Albany, downtown Louisville,
and River Road. Based on this analysis, FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT proposed designating these
five subareas as part of the APE. To distinguish them from the Original APE, the term
“Extensions to the Origina APE” was used to refer to these areas outside the Original APE that
could be affected by changes in traffic patterns.
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On July 14, 2011, the proposed Extensions to the Original APE were presented to the staff of the
Kentucky and Indiana State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs). As a result of this
consultation, the boundaries of the Extensions to the Origina APE were revised to include
additional areasin downtown Louisville and Jeffersonville. In aletter dated August 11, 2011, the
Kentucky SHPO suggested expansion of the boundary along River Road; and in a letter dated
September 6, 2011, the Indiana SHPO provided concurrence with the boundaries of the
Extensions to the Original APE in Indiana. Further details about the travel demand model and the
development of the Extensionsto the Original APE are provided in the Section 106 Identification
Findings Report included as Appendix D.4.1.3.

The Extensions to the Origina APE were presented to the consulting parties at a consulting
parties meeting on September 29, 2011. Comments received during and following the consulting
parties meeting primarily focused on the following general themes: (1) extending the boundaries
of the Origina APE and Extensions to the Original APE to avoid including only portions of
historic districts (rather than the entire districts), (2) expanding the boundaries of Extensions to
the Original APE along River Road to close a gap between it and the boundaries of the Origina
APE, and (3) questions and comments related to the NRHP €ligibility of various properties
within the Origina and Extended APEs. See SDEIS Appendix D.4.1 for additiona information.
As aresult of this meeting and further consultation, the Kentucky and Indiana SHPOs concurred
with the boundaries of the Extensions to the Original APE on August 11, 2011, and September 6,
2011, respectively. Figures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2, below, illustrate the Extensions to the Original APE.

Regarding the East End portion of the project, there were no extensions to the Indiana or
Kentucky portions of the Original APE, which are illustrated on figures 4.3-3 through 4.3-6 on
pages 4-41 through 4-44 of the 2003 FEIS, because there are no additional areas beyond the
Original APE where traffic is anticipated to be different between the two build aternatives.
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Overview of Effortsto Identify Historic Properties

After the Extensions to the Origina APE were established in consultation with the respective
SHPQOs, the identification of historic properties within both the Original APE and the Extensions
to the Original APE was completed. Within the Original APE, historic preservation professionals
evaluated properties for NRHP dligibility in accordance with the criteria for inclusion in the
NRHP. In the Extensions to the Original APE, all properties over 45 years in age were identified
and are being treated as NRHP eligible for the purposes of this project. The NRHP is the nation’s
officia list of properties recognized for their significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, and culture. It is maintained by the National Park Service and includes
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects. To be digible for listing in the NRHP, a
property must possess integrity and meet at |east one of four criteria

A. Be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history.

B. Beassociated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of atype, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

D. Yield, or may belikely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.

As part of the identification efforts, historians researched a variety of data sources to identify
properties over 45 years of age within the Extensions to the Origina APE. This effort included
reviews of SHPO records, aerial photography from online mapping sources, information from
Louisville Metro Planning and Design Services, the county property valuation administrator, and
GIS services. The team also consulted with the respective SHPOs for Indiana and Kentucky, as
well as the Louisville Metro Planning and Design Services to gather relevant information to
inform on-site field investigations.

Following this research, historic preservation specialists who met the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards conducted field visits to identify a representative sample of
properties over 45 years of age within the Extensions to the Origina APE in the five subareas
described previously. Multiple site visits were conducted to document and photograph individual
buildings as well as overal blocks, in order to provide a general context for areas within the
Extensions to the Original APE.

Indiana Data Sour ces

Clark County, Indiana, Data Sources

During the 2003 FEIS process, surveys were conducted to identify historic and cultural resources
in Indiana. These surveys were compiled into one document, Historical and Cultural Survey—
Indiana Downtown and East End Area of Potential Effect (November 2000). This document was
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referred to as part of this SDEIS process to determine whether there have been any changes to
the historic sites since the completion of the FEIS.

An update to the Clark County Interim Report (per MOA Stipulation 11.G.1), which is part of the
Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory (IHSSI), was completed under the oversight of
the Indiana SHPO in early 2011. This information was disseminated through the Indiana State
Historic Architectural and Archaeological Research Database (SHAARD), and served as the
foundation for additional research on historic resources within the Origina APE and Extensions
to the Origina APE in Jeffersonville, Clarksville, Utica, and New Albany. The survey update
considered historic properties throughout Clark County, including those within the Indiana
portion of the Original APE.

Building on the project team’s existing understanding of conditions within the areas, the team
then reviewed current aerial photography (including oblique views) and street views to determine
the character of the remaining urban fabric, and referenced the National Register of Historic
Places for a current listing of NRHP-registered properties. Based on this background
information, site visits were conducted in the five subareas to document representative examples
of properties over 45 years in age within the Extensions to the Origina APE. This included both
walking and driving surveys of the designated areas in Jeffersonville and Clarksville. Street
views of multiple properties were photographed to capture the characteristics of study areas
within the Extensions to the Original APE. These representative examples of properties over 45
years in age within the Extensions to the Original APE were photographed individually, and field
notes were taken documenting their locations and features.

New Albany (Floyd County), Indiana, Data Sources

The City of New Albany Interim Report (1994), which is part of the IHSSI, served as the
foundation for additional research on historic resources within the Extensions to the Origina
APE in New Albany.

Based on this preliminary information, site visits were conducted in the New Albany subarea to
document representative examples of properties over 45 years in age within the Extensions to the
Original APE. These visits included walking and driving surveys of the designated study areasin
New Albany. Some additional resources were identified as a result of this field investigation and
were included in the survey. Street views of multiple properties were photographed to capture
the characteristics of the downtown area and other areas within the Extensions to the Originad
APE. These representative examples of properties over 45 years in age were photographed
individually, and field notes were taken documenting their locations and features.

Kentucky Data Sour ces

As part of the 2003 FEIS process, A Cultural Resource Overview for the Ohio River Bridges at
Louisville, Jefferson County, Kentucky (1999 Overview) was prepared in January 1999, which
mapped and described all NRHP-listed properties within the project study area in Kentucky. The
literature search included relevant NRHP nominations and related reports including, but not
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limited to, the Ohio River Master Plan, Histories of Ohio Falls Cities and Their Counties,
Historic Jefferson County, and the Ohio River Major Investment Study (ORMIS). The 1999
Overview was referred to as part of this SDEIS process to determine whether there have been
any changes to the historic sites since the completion of the 2003 FEIS.

In July 2000, a second report for the Kentucky properties, The Cultural Resources Survey for the
Louisville — Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, was completed to identify sites and/or
structures located within the Original APE that were listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP. As
a result of an expansion of the Origina APE (which was in response to consulting party
comments and is explained on page 4-37 of the FEIS), an additional historic survey of Kentucky
resources, titled Addendum, Expanded Area of Potential Effect, Kentucky Cultural—Historical
Resources, was completed in February 2002. These documents were referred to as part of this
SDEIS process to determine whether there have been any changes to the historic sites since the
completion of the 2003 FEIS.

A Survey Update of Butchertown, Phoenix Hill, Downtown Louisville and River Road (Update))
was completed in November 2010. This survey, conducted to satisfy MOA Stipulation 11.G.2,
was completed through a joint effort between the Kentucky Heritage Council and Kentucky
Archaeological Survey staff. The update evaluated only resources located within the Phoenix
Hill Historic District, the Butchertown Historic District, and other portions of the Original APE
in the 2003 FEIS. Because the portion of the Extensions to the Original APE in downtown
Louisville was located outside the study area of the 2010 Survey Update of Butchertown,
Phoenix Hill, Downtown Louisville and River Road, the project team conducted preliminary
research on that area prior to any field work.

Based on this preliminary information, site visits were conducted to document representative
examples of properties over 45 years in age within this portion of the Extensions to the Original
APE. The site visits included a walking and driving survey of the downtown area as well as
along the section of River Road included in the Extensions to the Original APE. Some additional
resources were identified as a result of this field investigation. These representative examples of
properties over 45 years in age within this portion of the Extensions to the Original APE were
photographed individually, and most of the street blocks were photographed to capture the
characteristics of the surrounding context.

Historic Properties

Additional properties within the Extensions to the Original APE in Indiana and Kentucky, as
well as properties previously identified in the Origina APE and new properties in the Original
APE that were not identified during the 2003 FEIS process, are depicted and described on the
following pages. This information was provided to the consulting parties for their review and
input. SDEIS Chapter 7 includes additional information about consulting parities’ involvement in
the Section 106 process, and Appendix D contains correspondence, meeting summaries and other
supporting documentation. These findings are also outlined in the Draft 800.11(e) documentation
which includes the detailed Identification Findings Report and Effects Recommendations
Document in the supporting appendices. The discussion of the resources in each state begins with
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