Chapter 1

Purpose and Need

1.1 Description of Proposed Action

The Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) are proposing to construct a multi-lane, interstate highway of approximately 120 miles
that travels in a southwest-northeast direction from southwest of Benoit near State Route 1 (SR 1)
in Bolivar County to east of Robinsonville near SR 304 in Tunica County, Mississippi. The
project, located in several Mississippi Delta counties in the northwest part of the state, is
identified as Section of Independent Utility Number 11 (SIU 11) of the national Interstate 69 (I-
69) corridor (see Figure 1-1). This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) documents the
need for constructing the 120-mile corridor. Alternatives were developed to respond to the social,
economic, and environmental consequences. In order to respond adequately to the
environmental, engineering, and planning issues associated with the Preferred Alternative for SIU
11 of the national 1-69 corridor and to evaluate the impacts of the Preferred Alternative, this FEIS

was prepared.

1.2 Study Area Description
1.2.1 Location

Most of Tunica, Coahoma, and Bolivar Counties are contained in the study area. In addition, the
northwest portion of Sunflower County also is in the study area. The study area (see Figure 1-2)
is located east of the Mississippi River Levee; south of SR 304; west of US 49 West and SR 3;
and north of SR 442 and SR 448.

Sunflower County is located within the study area, but does not contain any municipalities inside
the study area. Within the remainder of the study, Tunica County has one municipality, Coahoma
County has six, and Bolivar County has fourteen. Based on data from the 2000 Census, the

population is 1,132 for the Town of Tunica in Tunica County. The City of Clarksdale (with a
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population of 20,645) is the largest municipality in Coahoma County; and the City of Cleveland
(with a population of 13,841) is the largest municipality in Bolivar County. The population of the
second largest municipality in Coahoma County is 1,467 for the Town of Jonestown; and the
population for the second largest municipality in Bolivar County is 2,595 for the City of
Rosedale. The cities of Clarksdale and Cleveland have substantially more population than other

municipalities in this primarily rural study area.

1.2.2 Topography

Because the study area is located within the Lower Mississippi River Delta, the topography of the
land is primarily flat. Levees have been constructed along the Mississippi River. The levees are
earthen structures with a steeper slope on the river side than on the land side and were built to
control flooding. Little topographical change occurs within the study area. Any undulation or
minor topographical changes in the study area are a result of the Mississippi River meandering

over geologic time, leaving depositional and erosional remnants.

1.2.3 Land Use

In general, most of the land in the study area is rural. Agricultural activity is the predominant
land use. The land is farmed for cotton, rice, soybeans, or converted into ponds for aquaculture.
In the rural environment, most of the uncultivated land is in low areas around lakes and streams.

US 61 is the primary north-south corridor through the study area. The majority of the cities, as
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well as commercial and industrial activity, are located along US 61 or near other modes of
transportation, including existing county airports or railroad lines. From the south, the primary
urban areas are Cleveland in Bolivar County, Clarksdale in Coahoma County, and Tunica in

Tunica County. These cities as well as smaller municipalities are located along US 61.

1.3 Project Purpose and Need

1.3.1 History and Purpose

The 1-69 Corridor has been defined by the United States Congress to commence in Port Huron,
Michigan/Sarnia, Ontario, Canada and terminate in the Lower Rio Grande Valley (LRGV) in

Texas at the United States/Mexico border, a distance of over 1,600 miles.

This 1-69 Corridor, which was originally known as Corridor 18, was designated by Congress as a
High Priority Corridor of National Significance in the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). It was further defined and formalized in the National Highway
System Designation Act of 1995, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21* Century (TEA-21),
and the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU). The I-69 Corridor has been identified to address the transportation needs
associated with the anticipated increase in the movement of goods between the United States,
Mexico, and Canada, partners in the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) of 1992.
The 1-69 Corridor has been designated as high priority for planning studies and eventual
construction. Once complete, this corridor would provide for the national economic interests,
enhance local economic development opportunities along and near the corridor, and provide an
improved system of transportation for both routine travel and emergency travel in the event of a
national crisis.

The 1-69 Steering Committee adopted the following statement of overall purpose:

e To improve international and interstate trade in accordance with national and state
goals;

e To facilitate economic development in accordance with state, regional, and local
policies and plans; and

e To improve surface transportation consistent with national, state, regional, and local
needs, and with the congressional designation of the corridor.
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Based on the general location of the 1-69 Corridor, the Steering Committee also developed the

following overall goals:

Goal 1: To improve international and interstate movement of freight and people by ensuring a
safe transportation system that is accessible, integrated, and efficient while offering flexibility of

transportation choices in mid-America.

Goal 2: To enhance the regional and local transportation systems by providing transportation

capacity to meet current and future needs.

Goal 3: To facilitate economic development and enhance economic growth opportunities
domestically and internationally through efficient and flexible transportation with particular

emphasis being given to economic growth in the Lower Mississippi Delta Region.

Goal 4: To facilitate connections to intermodal facilities and major ports along the corridor.

Goal 5: To facilitate the safe and efficient movement of persons and goods by fostering a

reduction in incident risk.

Goal 6: To upgrade existing facilities to be utilized as 1-69 within the corridor to design

standards suitable for Interstate highway and commensurate with the projected demand.

Goal 7: To directly connect the urban areas named by Congress (the “named cities” of
Indianapolis, Evansville, Memphis, Shreveport/Bossier City, and Houston and the Lower Rio
Grande).

1-69 also is a key transportation recommendation of the Delta Initiatives, which is aimed at the
revitalization and economic development of the Lower Mississippi Delta. The Lower Mississippi
Delta is composed of portions of seven states bound together through their location along the
Mississippi River. Those seven states are Illinois, Missouri, Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkansas,
Louisiana, and Mississippi. This Lower Mississippi Delta region has long been considered one of
the poorest regions in the nation, and the Mississippi Delta counties contained within SIU 11 are

located in the heart of the Lower Mississippi Delta.
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With a total length of over 1,600 miles, the added sections for the 1-69 Corridor would require a
long construction period. This length precludes development of the full corridor as a single
construction project. Further, the types of work to be undertaken vary from location to location.
The practical approach is to undertake a series of projects in sections, which all fit into and are
consistent with the overall purpose and need for 1-69. Accordingly, the entire corridor was
broken down into viable sections of sufficient length to address environmental issues on a broad
scope. The sections must have independent utility or independent significance, which provides
each section the ability to be used without additional future transportation improvements in the
area. The sections also must not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably
foreseeable transportation improvements. Each of these sections is referred to as a Section of

Independent Utility, or a SIU.

The 1-69 Corridor in Mississippi is divided into the following four SIUs.

e SIU 9 begins in Tennessee north of Memphis near Millington and ends in De Soto County,
Mississippi at the new 1-55/SR 304 interchange. A draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) has been completed for this segment and has been through the Public Hearing. The
final environmental impact statement (FEIS) is being prepared.

e SIU 10 includes the relocated section of SR 304 in De Soto County between 1-55 and US 61,
as well as a spur that intersects the existing section of SR 304 east of Robinsonville in Tunica
County. SIU 10 has been approved as part of the 1-69 Corridor and is presently under
construction.

e SIU 11 begins at the new spur with existing SR 304 east of Robinsonville in Tunica County
and ends at SR 1 near Benoit in Bolivar County.

e SIU 12 begins at SR 1 near Benoit in Bolivar County and proceeds to the southwest across
the Mississippi River along the alignment of the Great River Bridge project into Arkansas
and ends near McGehee, Arkansas. A final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has been
completed for SIU 12 and the ROD has been issued.

The general purpose of the SIU 11 project is to provide a safe, efficient, and cost effective
interstate/freeway transportation facility that would meet design year traffic flow and promote
economic development within the Mississippi Delta region of Mississippi. This project has
logical termini consisting of a northern connection to SIU 10 and a southern connection to SIU
12.
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1.3.2 Project Status

In response to the ISTEA of 1991, several studies were made to give form to the 1-69 authorizing
legislation. Those studies included the 1995 Corridor 18 Feasibility Study, the 1996 Corridor 20
Feasibility Study, and the 1997 Corridor 18 Special Issues Study. After ISTEA and TEA-21,
additional studies were made to refine planning efforts. These additional studies included a 1999
report on SIUs and a February 2000 report on purpose and need. The additional studies also

included a study of the SR 304 corridor in Mississippi, which eventually became SIU 10.

The statement of purpose and need for the 1-69 Corridor identified benefits to the nation that have
been shown to outweigh the costs of providing the transportation facility. These benefits are
related to system linkage, capacity, transportation demand, economic development, modal/freight
interrelationships, safety, and roadway deficiencies. Studies considering alternative means of
transportation have shown that an Interstate highway facility will best meet the needs as
identified. Completed planning and feasibility studies for 1-69 verified that it qualified for
additional study.

The 32 SIUs that encompass the 1-69 Corridor were developed in a manner consistent with
FHWA'’s procedures for establishing logical termini and independent utility. FHWA approval
was then granted for the states to advance the SIUs to the stages of project planning,
development, and the FHWA National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decision-making
process. The SIUs will be studied by the state(s) contained within the SIUs, addressing state and

local needs, schedules, and funding constraints in accordance with the NEPA process.

Interagency workshops and briefings have been conducted. The primary mechanism for working
with the resource agencies has been through the Southeast Natural Resource Leaders Group
(SENRLG) and its counterparts in Dallas, Texas, and Chicago, lllinois. SENRLG, which will
continue to serve as an advisory group to 1-69 decision makers, is a collaboration of regional and

federal executives who lead agencies with natural resources as part of their mission.

There have been many public involvement activities and opportunities throughout the 1-69
Corridor development process. During the planning and feasibility study stages, a series of public
meetings were held in Memphis, Tennessee. On November 7, 1994, a meeting was held to

receive suggestions and comments. Another meeting was held on September 25, 1995, to discuss
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the results of the feasibility study. A meeting was held on August 29, 1996, to receive
suggestions and comments. On May 28, 1997, a meeting was held to discuss the results of the

Special Issues Study.

A number of advocacy groups were involved during corridor studies. Additionally, ten
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) have been involved in the planning for 1-69, and
more opportunities for public involvement will continue throughout the process. Currently, state-

specific studies are being conducted in accordance with each state’s public involvement process.

1.3.3 System Linkage

SIU 9 will determine the routing of 1-69 through or around Memphis, Tennessee. SIU 10 has
already been determined as the relocated section of SR 304 under construction in De Soto
County, Mississippi between 1-55 and US 61, and its spur that connects to the south to existing
SR 304 in Tunica County (see Figure 3-8). The study on SIU 12 begins at SR 1 near Benoit in
Bolivar County, Mississippi and proceeds to the southwest across the Mississippi River into
Arkansas and ends near McGehee, Arkansas. The approximately 120-mile study of SIU 11 will
connect SIU 10 with SIU 12 and will compose the majority of mileage for 1-69 in Mississippi.
Since Memphis, Tennessee and Shreveport, Louisiana are two of the federally-mandated cities
that 1-69 would serve, the SIU 11 study is vital to the 1-69 Corridor in providing an efficient link

between Memphis and Shreveport.

The surface transportation network within the study area of SIU 11 consists of a combination of
U.S. highways, state highways, city streets, and county roads in a primarily rural setting. This
road network, connecting to and surrounding the location of the proposed project, provides good
levels of service to local traffic. These existing highways and county roads generally follow a
north-south or east-west direction. SIU 11 of 1-69 would provide a new north-south interstate
highway, with a small amount of east-west movement, over its approximate 120 miles between
SIU 10 and SIU 12. With its northeast to southwest diagonal tracking path, this new interstate
highway would provide a new corridor and cross a number of major north-south and east-west
highways and county roads. At these major crossings, interchanges would be provided to access
the intersecting routes and the traffic generators these intersecting routes serve. Due to its
diagonal path and the connections it would provide to the existing transportation system, this

section of 1-69 would improve the existing surface transportation network.
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Three US highways—US 61, US 278/SR 6, and US 49—are located in the study area. US 61
serves communities, towns, and cities such as Jonestown, Robinsonville and Tunica in Tunica
County; Lula, Rich, Coahoma, Lyon, and Clarksdale in Coahoma County; and Alligator, Duncan,
Shelby, Winstonville, Mound Bayou, Merigold, Cleveland, and Boyle in Bolivar County. The
MDOT has either four-laned or is in the process of four-laning the entire section of US 61 within
the study area. US 278/SR 6 enters into Mississippi concurrent with US 82 near Greenville,
which is south of the study area. US 278/SR 6 then exits US 82 and becomes concurrent with US
61 at Leland, which is roughly 10 miles east of Greenville. US 278/SR 6 and US 61 then separate
in the study area at Clarksdale, where US 278/SR 6 become concurrent with SR 6 and resume its
east-west orientation. Within the study area, the overlapping section of US 278/SR 6 and US 61
connects the cities of Cleveland and Clarksdale. US 49 crosses the Mississippi River
approximately five miles west of Lula and runs south along the alignment of US 61. At
Clarksdale, US 49 separates from US 61 and moves southeast out of the study area. Within the

study area US 49 joins Lula, Rich, Coahoma, Jonestown, and Lyon with the city of Clarksdale.

Nine state highways are located in the study area. SR 1 (also called the Great River Road) runs
south to north along the western edge of the study area. It begins outside the study area at
Onward in the central part of the state, enters the study area south of Benoit in Bolivar County,
and leaves the study area at US 49 in Coahoma County. Within the study area, SR 1 serves
communities, towns, and cities such as Benoit, Beulah, Rosedale, and Gunnison in Bolivar
County; and Rena Lara, Sherard, Stovall, and Friars Point in Coahoma County. SR 8 begins at
the intersection with SR 1 at Rosedale in Bolivar County and extends east through the town of
Pace and the city of Cleveland. After exiting Cleveland, SR 8 continues east into Sunflower
County and then out of the study area. Other west to east state highways within the study area—
such as SR 446, SR 32, and SR 444 in Bolivar County; SR 322 and SR 316 in Coahoma County;
and SR 4 and SR 304 in Tunica County—serve communities, towns, or cities such as Skene,
Benoit, Shelby, and Duncan in Bolivar County; Sherard and Jonestown in Coahoma County; and

Tunica and Robinsonville in Tunica County.

Each of the counties contains a network of county roads. The major county roads are graveled or

paved and follow a north-south, east-west grid pattern corresponding to section lines.
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1.3.4 Transportation Demand

One of the purposes of the 1-69 corridor is to support international and domestic trade related
traffic. Memphis is a major distribution center and Shreveport is one of the cities mandated by
legislation for the location of 1-69. With construction of the 1-69 Great River Bridge (SI1U 12)
near Benoit, Mississippi, it is estimated that the cumulative daily traffic on SIU 11 in the 2030
Design Year will range from 18,000 to more than 50,000 vehicles. Truck traffic is expected to
account for as much as 30% of the daily volume on some segments, as many as 10,400 trucks per
day. The traffic demand data reported herein was obtained or derived from the traffic studies
conducted for the national 1-69 corridor and for the two adjacent segments (SIUs 10 and 12), as

well as from discussions with MDOT Planning Division.!

Level of Service (LOS) is a measure describing operating conditions on a roadway segment or at
an intersection. Six levels are defined using the letters A to F, with A representing the least
congested condition and F the most congested. Generally, LOS D for urban areas and LOS C for
rural areas are the minimum acceptable LOS during peak periods, with LOS E and F indicating
failing or near-failing conditions. While there are many roadway and traffic characteristics that
affect the LOS for a given segment, it is possible to approximate volume intervals for each LOS
on a roadway such as 1-69 on both rural and urban segments. Most of SIU 11 is characterized as
rural; however, in the immediate vicinity of Cleveland, Clarksdale, and the gaming area in
northern Tunica County, the interstate would exhibit more urban operational characteristics.
Volume thresholds for a given LOS on an urban interstate segment are about 25% higher than
those for a rural segment. Tables 1-1 and 1-2 show volume thresholds for rural and urban LOS,
respectively. It must be noted that Tables 1-1 and 1-2 reflect nominal volume-LOS relationships,
not hard and fast values. Precise LOS calculations require consideration of all parameters for the

analysis segment, including truck percentages, driver population factors, peak-hour factors, etc.

1. Corridor 18 Feasibility Study, 1995. Wilbur Smith Associates, and HNTB Corporation.
2. Draft Environmental Impact Statement for SIU 12 of the 1-69 Corridor. July 29, 2002.
3. MDOT Environmental Assessment for SR 304 Between US 61 and I-55 in DeSoto County and Tunica
County, Mississippi, approved June 3, 1996.
4. Approved Re-Evaluation of MDOT Environmental Assessment for SR 304 Between US 61 and 1-55 in
DeSoto County and Tunica County, Mississippi. The re-evaluation redesignated a portion of this section of
SR 304 for 1-69. November 22, 2000.
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Table 1-1
ADT Volumes for Rural Segments Within the Study Area

Level of Service Daily Volume

< 18,200
18,200 - 31,800
31,800 — 45,500

> 45,500

o0|m|>

Source: Neel-Schaffer, Inc., 2003.

Table 1-2
ADT Volumes for Segments in North Tunica County,
Cleveland, Clarksdale

Level of Service Daily Volume

< 23,600
23,600 — 38,200
38,200 — 58,200

> 58,200

0w >

Source: Neel-Schaffer, Inc., 2003.

The cities of Greenville, Cleveland, Clarksdale, and Tunica—along with the river ports at
Greenville and Rosedale—presently generate a substantial amount of truck traffic from within
and outside Mississippi; and SIU 11 would be expected to increase the amount of truck traffic to
these generators. The casinos and development near the casinos at Robinsonville in Tunica
County have made this gaming area the third largest in the nation, trailing only Las Vegas and
Atlantic City. The Robinsonville area has become a major one-day traffic generator and a major

tourist attraction for Mississippi.

The MDOT adopted its updated four-lane program on November 27, 2001. That program is
called “Vision 21.” The four 1-69 SIUs that impact Mississippi, including SIU 11, are part of that

program.

1.3.5 Legislation

Since 1991, the 1-69 Corridor has been supported by Congressional mandates.

e In 1991, Corridor 18 (from Indianapolis, Indiana, to Memphis, Tennessee, via
Evansville, Indiana) and Corridor 20 (Texarkana, Texas, to Laredo, Texas) were
designated by Congress as corridors of national significance in the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act.
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e In 1992, the North American Free Trade Agreement was passed. This agreement has
resulted in additional traffic demands and an increase in international freight
movement.

e In 1993, Corridor 18 was amended by Congress to extend from Memphis,
Tennessee, to Houston, Texas via Shreveport/Bossier City, Louisiana.

e In 1995, Corridor 18 was again amended by Congress in the National Highway
System Designation Act to extend from Houston to a crossing of the Mexico border
in the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Additionally, the Act required Corridor 18 to be
located in Mississippi and Arkansas for the section between Memphis and
Shreveport/Bossier City.

e 1In 1998, the TEA-21 added connecting facilities to Corridor 18 and officially
designated the extension south of Indianapolis as Interstate 69.

o In 2005, the states of Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas, Mississippi, Tennessee, Kentucky,
and Indiana received planning, design, and construction funding for 1-69 through the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU).

1.3.6 Social Advancement/Economic Development

Two important needs for this section of the 1-69 corridor are enhancing the opportunity for local
residents in the disadvantaged Delta region to improve their quality of life and encouraging
economic development to provide for long-range stability in the region. An economic study and
analysis was conducted in the early stages of this project to identify the corridors that would have
the greatest potential for stimulating economic development® (A copy of the 2002 Economic

Report is contained in Appendix I). Factors that were evaluated in the report included:

e Economic and demographic profiles for the study area, including current and historic
population and housing trends, employment, income, and public services;

e Publications on rural highway development and the associated potential positive and
negative effects on economic development;

¢ Interviews with public and private economic development officials to gain a greater
understanding of the factors influencing economic development within the study area;
and

o Analysis of factors that can influence economic development, including proximity to
population centers, concentrations of development, industrial parks, major employers,
tourist development opportunities, and transportation facilities such as river ports and
airports. In addition, GIS analysis was used identify areas that would have adverse
social, economic, and environmental effects.

2 Stimulating Economic Development, 1-69 Alternatives Alignments, Neel-Schaffer, 2002.
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The results of the analysis evaluated three corridors for their potential for economic development.
All three corridors were later refined to the detailed study alternatives as discussed in Sections
2.3.2.2 and 2.4. The economic development study was updated in 2004 to reflect the detailed
study alternatives (A copy of the 2005 Economic Report is contained in Appendix J). The
corridors with the greatest potential for economic development include the Eastern and Central

corridors.

With the construction of this I-69 in Northwest Mississippi, disadvantaged persons living in this
region would have greater transportation access to health services, educational opportunities, job

training and opportunities, and other social and cultural activities.

Employees would be able to reach places of employment more easily and safely, increasing
commuter safety and expanding the area where employees would reside and commute. Travelers,
commuters, shippers, and public transportation systems would have the opportunity to experience

savings in travel time, greater safety, and reduced costs for operating their vehicles.

The public transportation system has been driven by the area’s development as well as increased
tourism within the study areas to places such as the casinos, resorts, “Blues Highway”, and Delta
Blues Museum. Tunica County, for example, has a high concentration of poverty, many disabled
individuals, many households without autos, and high unemployment. With nearly 16 percent of
the local population lacking access to a vehicle -- more than double the national non-metro rate of
non-car ownership — public transportation has be used transport workers from throughout the

county as well as from surrounding counties.?

Currently, each county in the study area has public transportation services. The primary public
transportation services are provided by the Delta Area Rural Transit System (DARTS), Bolivar
County Council on Aging, and North Delta Planning & Development District. In Tunica and
Coahoma counties, DARTS operates more than 30 multi-passenger vehicles and has funding
from MDOT. Its services include transporting people to and from jobs and training opportunities.
According to DART’s director, Antionette Gray, the DARTS program covers 7 counties. In 2002
to 2003 DARTS provided more than 228,350 one-way trips, of which she estimated 40% were for

job transportation within Tunica and Coahoma counties.

® Public Transportation on the Move in Rural America, Economic Research Center, USDA, 2004.
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This section of the 1-69 Corridor is located in one of the most economically depressed areas in the
entire country. As indicated in the economic study report* as well as by Mississippi State
Economist, Dr. Phil Pepper, it is difficult to obtain an accurate assessment of potential jobs
created that would be created by this section of 1-69 as there are too many other factors that also
play major roles in the economic vitality of an area. The corridor would have a positive effect on
the rural Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) identified in legislation and
located in the area. Increased opportunities for employment and large population shifts due to

migration may not occur to the extent these shifts have occurred in the past.

Environmental Justice is part of this study to ensure that minority and low-income persons are not
adversely impacted by the project and to make sure minority and low-income persons are

afforded increased opportunities.

In 1988, Congress enacted Public Law 100460, establishing the Lower Mississippi Development
Commission to assess the needs, obstacles, and goals of the people living in the Lower
Mississippi Delta Region. The region includes 219 counties and parishes within the seven states
of Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee. This
commission, which is commonly called the Delta Commission, studied and made
recommendations on the economic needs, problems, and opportunities of the region, developing a
10-year economic development plan for the Delta. The initial report of the Delta Commission
was released in 1989. In 1990, the final report was prepared and submitted to President Bush and
the 101 Congress. That report was titled “The Delta Initiatives: Realizing the Dream....
Fulfilling the Potential.” Issues addressed in the Delta Initiatives Report include high rates of
poverty, especially among the African-American population, inadequate economic development,
and problems resulting from the legacy of segregation. The Delta Initiatives Report called for an
aggressive plan of revitalization and development of the Delta. Improving the physical
infrastructure was one of the twelve central themes whose resolution would help the Delta reach
its potential. Developing an improved system of limited access highways, airports, rail, and water
port facilities, in order to promote economic development and expansion, was a public

infrastructure transportation goal contained in the report.

The Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities program was created under the 1993

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act. Approximately one fourth of all the rural EZs and ECs

* Stimulating Economic Development, I-69 Alternatives Alignments, Neel-Schaffer, 2002.
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nationwide that were announced in 1994 were located in the Delta. This program’s purpose is to
promote economic development and improve the quality of life in these distressed areas. Eligible
areas are those with a maximum population of 30,000 that have pervasive poverty,
unemployment, and general distress. The EZ/EC program is based upon the principles of
sustainable development, leadership from the local grassroots level, economic opportunity, long-
range strategic planning, and community-based partnerships. Enterprise communities receive
special consideration in competition for funding under numerous federal programs. The federal
government has focused special attention on working cooperatively with designated enterprise
communities to overcome regulatory impediments. The Mid-Delta Empowerment Zone Alliance
(MDEZ) is a federally recognized alliance of three empowerment zones, which includes the
Bolivar County Empowerment Zone. The MDEZ encompasses parts of Bolivar, Holmes,
Humphreys, Leflore, Sunflower, and Washington Counties in Mississippi. The portion of the
MDEZ in Bolivar County is inside the SIU 11 study area, while the portion of the MDEZ in
Sunflower County is south and east of the SIU study area. Holmes is the only county in the
MDEZ that does not border a county included in the SIU 11 study area. This alliance works to
coordinate and support the efforts of the individual zones. Projects of the alliance zone include
an extensive outreach program composed of trained education advocates who serve to educate the
community on the EZ/EC initiative, encourage creative problem solving by localities, and

promote meaningful participation by citizens and business owners.

In 1995, the FHWA released “Linking the Delta Region with the Nation and the World,” which
analyzed the progress toward fulfilling most of the Lower Mississippi Delta Commission
transportation recommendations. That document related the emergence of community
development innovations such as the EZ/EC Program. The document noted that between 1990
and 1995 many of the highway-related recommendations of the Lower Mississippi Delta
Development Commission had been substantially or partially implemented. It was noted in the
report that during the same period of time the counties and parishes of the Delta region, where
these transportation improvements were being implemented, cumulatively outperformed the U.S.

as a whole in relative job growth.

In 1999, the Board of Trustees of Mississippi’s Institutions of Higher Learning, Center for Policy
Research and Planning, released a report titled “Mississippi Handbook of Selected Data.” The
report provides statistics on the 82 counties in the state, as well as some nationwide statistics.

Among other things, the handbook includes information on population, education, income, and
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employment. The 1995 estimates for percentage of all ages in poverty for each county in the
state—based on the U.S. Bureau of the Census, State and County Income and Poverty
Estimates—are shown in the handbook. For the five counties that are in the study area for SIU
11, the poverty percentage estimates varied from a low of 35.2% in Bolivar County to a high of
41.6% in Sunflower County. The county in Mississippi with the highest percentage poverty
estimate was Holmes County with 44.9% and the 8.8% estimate for DeSoto County was the

lowest percentage. The county average for the state was 21.4%.

In 2000, the FHWA released “Delta Visions, Delta Voices: The Mississippi Delta Beyond 2000.”
The Federal section of the report is organized around four key themes, and one of those themes is
to revitalize the regional economy. Transportation development is cited as critical to the
economic advancement of the region. The report recommends that a number of high-priority
projects—such as 1-69 and the Great River Bridge—should receive the required funding to make
them a reality. The other themes of the report are to improve the quality of life; to protect and
restore the natural resources and the environment and enhance tourism; and to promote regional
planning and development. Infrastructure improvements have the potential to address the

problems the report cites in each of these three other themes.

The Delta Regional Authority (DRA), a federal and state partnership, was created in an effort to
remedy chronic economic distress in the Lower Mississippi Delta Region. The DRA consists of
240 counties or parishes in an eight-state region, including 49 counties located in Mississippi.
The Authority is lead by a Federal Co-Chairman, who is appointed by the President and
confirmed by the Senate, and the governors of each participating state. The initiative of the
authority is to help local, economically distressed communities to leverage other federal and state
programs to improve basic infrastructure and stimulate growth. The authority must use at least
75% of funds in distressed counties and parishes, with 50% of the funds to be used for
transportation and basic infrastructure improvements. The DRA is a partner with USDA’s Rural
Development Program (RDA), which assists the DRA in evaluating criteria for potential projects.
Also assisting the DRA is Local Development Districts (LDD), whose purpose is to act as a
liaison between State and local governments. The planned responsibilities of the DRA are

outlined in the statute:

e Produce a regional development plan
e Set Priorities for approval of grants in the region
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e Assess the region’s needs and assets

e Inform participating states about interstate cooperation

o Work with states and local agencies to develop model legislation

e Enhance the capacity of and support Local Development Districts (LDD)

e Encourage private investment in economic development projects within the region
e Assist state governments with the states’ economic development programs

Consistent with the research conducted at these federal, state, and regional levels, the proposed I-
69 Corridor within the study area would enhance economic development—not only through the
extensive construction program, but more importantly by bringing an efficient and competitive
route for the movement of goods through the Delta and for tourist travel to the area. These factors
would serve as a catalyst for long-term job growth to help this region catch up with others in the

national economy.

Studies of the movement of commodities—both finished goods and raw materials—show that
there is a significant demand for this movement to occur along a route within the designated 1-69
Corridor. With an increasing global economy and evolving international trade opportunities,
direct and continuous connections from Canada and Mexico play a key role in the health of the
U.S. economy. The update to the 1-69 (Corridor 18) Special Environmental Study-(HNTB,
February 7, 2000) estimated that more than four billion (4,000,000,000) tons of freight move
within the 1-69 Corridor each year. As trade increases between U.S., Canada, and Mexico, the
amount of freight certainly would increase. 1-69 would give the nation new capacity to efficiently

ship commaodities from border to border, significantly reducing travel time and costs.

1.4 Modal Interrelationships

Several railroad corridors are found throughout the study area. One main rail corridor runs in a
north-south orientation from the Tunica/De Soto County Line to the Bolivar/Washington County
Line. However, most of this rail corridor is abandoned and the railroad is selling its right-of-way.
The only active part of this railway is the Mississippi Delta Railroad, which runs from the
Tunica/Coahoma County Line to Clarksdale. Active spurs branch off of the Mississippi Delta
Railroad and run from Lula to Jonestown in Coahoma County. Another active section of the

Mississippi Delta Railroad follows the US 49 corridor from Clarksdale southeast and leaves the
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study area near Mattson. Another railroad, the Great River Railroad, begins in Rosedale and runs
southward through both Beulah and Benoit before leaving the study area. The Rosedale-Bolivar
County Port Commission operates the Great River Railroad, which connects the cities of
Rosedale and Greenville. The city of Greenville is in Washington County, which is outside the

study area and south of Bolivar County.

Three general aviation airports are located within the study area. One airport is in Tunica County,
and it is located approximately two miles east of Tunica. A new runway is currently under
construction at this airport to better accommodate the air travel demand in this area generated by
the casinos at Robinsonville. That new runway will measure 8,200 feet by 150 feet. The second
airport is located to the west of US 61 in Coahoma County approximately seven miles north of
Clarksdale. The Clarksdale Airport’s runway measures 5,400 feet by 100 feet. The third airport
is in Bolivar County, just to the north of SR 8 in Cleveland, approximately two miles west of the
junction of SR 8 and US 61. The Cleveland Airport’s runway measures 4,000 feet by 75 feet.
Delta State University at Cleveland has a flight school that uses the Cleveland Airport.
Comparing the runway size of these airports with the ones in Mississippi that provide commercial
airline flights for the traveling public—which include the Greenville Airport—the airport in
Tupelo has the smallest runway measuring 6,500 feet by 100 feet. Several landing strips for crop

dusting aircraft also are located throughout the SIU 11 study area.

The Rosedale-Bolivar County Port Commission operates the only water port contained in the
study area. This port is located in Bolivar County at Rosedale, just west of SR 1 and south of the
junction of SR 1 and SR 8. The Rosedale-Bolivar County Port is one of the state’s five
Mississippi River ports that accommaodate barge traffic. An industrial park is located opposite the
port to the east of SR 1 and to the south of SR 8. Washington County is outside the study area
and borders Bolivar County to the south along the Mississippi River. It is noteworthy that the
port at the city of Greenville in Washington County is another of the five Mississippi River ports

that accommaodate barge traffic, and the Greenville Port is larger than the port at Rosedale.

Interchanges would be provided for this section of 1-69 in reasonable proximity to these railroads,
airports, and water ports. These intermodal connections should further enhance the opportunity
for economic development in and near the study area. Special emphasis has been placed on
efficient connection(s) to the Rosedale-Bolivar County Port, including the widening of SR 8 to

connect with 1-69.
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15 Safety

There is not an Interstate highway in the five-county study area for this section of 1-69. Although
the segment would have some east-west orientation, it primarily would run in a north-south
direction. This Interstate segment at its northern termini would provide a safer system of
transportation to the casinos at Robinsonville and to the Memphis metropolitan area. At its
southern terminus, SIU 11 would connect to a new crossing of the Mississippi River into
Arkansas at the Great River Bridge and reduce the exposure time it presently takes for traffic to

cross the river into Arkansas by traveling to either Helena or Greenville.

An Interstate highway of this length would draw appreciable traffic from the existing system of
US highways, state highways, and county roads. With its control of access to interchange
locations, this interstate would provide a safer system of transportation for the traveling public
that elects to use it instead of the existing system, which primarily has limited or no access

control.

Analysis of crash records has consistently shown that Interstate highways provide safer
conditions than other facilities. This safety benefit is due to the geometric design standards,
medians, safety features such as guardrail, and particularly control of access, which greatly
reduces conflicts among vehicles. Safety benefits of Interstate highways are quantified in Table
1-3, using 2000 statewide crash data for Mississippi. The fatal accident rate is over 25% less for

Interstate facilities than for other major highways in the state.

Table 1-3
Safety Benefits of Interstate Highways
Interstate System All Other NHS Facilities
Total Fatalities 125 191
Total VMT (Millions) 6,370 7,054
Accident Rate (Fatalities/200M VMT) 1.96 2.71

Source: Neel-Schaffer, Inc., 2003 MDOT Planning Division.

1-18




1.6 Roadway Deficiencies

Crossing highways and county roads would be reconstructed to appropriate standards at
interchange locations for 1-69. Upgrading of some highways and county roads outside the
interchange limits also must occur to provide a connector capable of accommodating 1-69 truck
traffic. Major county roads crossing 1-69 without an interchange would be reconstructed a

sufficient length each side of 1-69 to accommodate a grade separation bridge.
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Chapter 2

Alternatives

The proposed project involves construction on new location and/or improvement of existing

roadways. The following alternatives are presented:

e No-Build Alternative

e Transportation System Management (TSM)
e  Other Modes

o Build Alternatives

The selection of the Preferred Alternative, including the reasons for its selection is also

discussed.

2.1 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would retain the existing roadway network. It would avoid negative
impacts caused by highway construction to residences and businesses, wetlands, streams, forests,

cultural resources, and other resources.

The No-Build Alternative would not meet the project purpose of providing a safe, efficient, and
cost-effective transportation facility that would serve design year traffic and promote economic
development within the Mississippi Delta region. Moreover, the No-Build Alternative would
leave a gap in the construction of the national 1-69 corridor. Therefore, the No-Build Alternative

would not fulfill the purpose and need of the project.

2.2 Transportation System Management

Transportation System Management (TSM) is the application of minor construction, operational,
and institutional actions to make productive and cost-effective use of existing transportation

facilities and services. Specific TSM measures that would be considered for 1-69 include traffic
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signals and signal progression, adding turning lanes, adding passing lanes, and travel demand

reduction strategies.

Signal improvements and progression refer to modifications in traffic signal timing and phasing
to optimize traffic and reduce vehicle delay. There are very few signals in the 1-69 study area,
and signal progression is neither an existing problem nor a potential solution for the proposed
project. Therefore, signal improvements and progression are not a viable alternative for the

proposed project. Signal improvements would not meet the purpose and need for this project.

Separate turn lanes at intersections can improve traffic flow by providing a separate storage area
for turning vehicles and thus reducing the delay to through-traffic and rear-end accidents. The
proposed study area does not have existing problems with delay or a high number of rear-end
collisions where turn lanes do not exist. Turn lanes at intersections would not meet the project

purpose and need.

Passing lanes on two-lane highways can provide additional capacity by creating a separate lane
for passing slower vehicles. The proposed study area does not have existing problems with
capacity; therefore, a two-lane highway with passing lanes would not serve the project purpose

and need.

Reducing travel demand can be a way of providing an improved level of service in a corridor
without the major capital investment or environmental impacts associated with a roadway
construction project. Travel demand reduction strategies could include staggered work hours at
employment sites, growth management, and road-use pricing. One of the national goals of the I-
69 corridor is to improve international and interstate trade. Many of the trips on 1-69 would be
interstate transport of goods, which would not respond to staggered work hours. Therefore,
staggered work hours would not substantially reduce traffic and truck trips also would not be
affected. Growth management and road-use pricing are not considered feasible options because
they involve area-wide policies rather than policies applicable to distinct corridors. Reducing

travel demand would not serve the project purpose and need.
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2.3 Other Modes

Interchanges for the proposed project would be provided in reasonable proximity to the existing
railroads, airports, and water ports. These intermodal connections would further enhance the
opportunity for economic development in and near the study area. Special emphasis was placed
on efficient connection(s) to the Rosedale—Bolivar County Port. The Rosedale—Bolivar County
Port is located in Bolivar County at Rosedale, just west of SR 1 and south of the junction of SR 1
and SR 8. It is one of the state’s five Mississippi River ports that accommodate barge traffic and
is the only state port located in the study area. An industrial park is located opposite the port to
the east of SR 1 and to the south of SR 8. As part of the proposed project, existing SR 8 would be

widened to provide an intermodal connection to the Rosedale-Bolivar County Port.

Rail in the study area consists of the Mississippi Delta line and its spurs from the Coahoma
County line to Clarksdale. Nearby airports include Tunica, Coahoma County, and Bolivar
County facilities (all general aviation) as well as Memphis International. The proposed interstate
would improve access to these other modes. None of these existing facilities (or potential
improvement) would address the economic development, national transportation, or truck
commerce goals identified as the project’s purpose and need. Railroads or airports would not be
as beneficial to the study area as the construction of the proposed project. The I-69 corridor
would help to connect the less developed areas to the more developed areas within the study area.

As an alternative, other modes would not address the purpose and need of the project.

2.4 Build Alternatives

Other alternatives examined consist of construction on new location and/or improvement of
existing roadways. The following section describes the process of evaluating highway corridors

and determining those to be carried forward for additional study.

24.1 Preliminary Alternative Corridors

To determine the location of alternatives for study, social and environmental databases were
entered into a Geographic Information System (GIS). One-mile-wide corridor segments through

Bolivar, Coahoma, and Tunica Counties were determined through analysis of GIS data. The
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beginning and end points of the preliminary corridors correspond to termini for SIU 10 and SIU

12, which were discussed in Section 1.3.1.

2.4.1.1 Description of Segments
The one-mile-wide preliminary corridors and segments are shown on Figure 2-1. Each
preliminary corridor consisted of individual segments. Each segment is described below

(segments that follow existing US 61 are indicated by an “*”):

Bolivar County

e B1-This segment is located in the southwestern corner of Bolivar County and
encompasses Benoit. 1-69 would enter Mississippi through this segment.

e B2 - This segment is located to the east of B1 and is directly south of the Dahomey
National Wildlife Refuge.

o B3 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of B1 and runs northward. It ends
south of SR 8.

e B4 - This segment begins at the northeastern terminus of B2 and runs north-northeast. It
ends just southwest of Merigold.

e B5 - This segment begins at the southeastern terminus of B2. It runs east and then turns
northward to end just southeast of Merigold.

e B6 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of B3 and travels northward east of
SR 1. It ends just north of the Bolivar/Coahoma County Line.

e B7 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of B3 and travels eastward to end west
of Mound Bayou.

o B8* — This segment begins at Merigold and runs northward. It ends just south of the
Bolivar/Coahoma County Line.

Coahoma County

e C1 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of B6. It runs northeast and ends just
north of Harris Bayou.

e C2* — This segment begins at the northern terminus of B8 just south of the
Bolivar/Coahoma County Line. It runs northward and ends approximately two miles
south of Clarksdale.

e C3* - This segment is an east-west segment that provides connectivity between the
northern termini of C1 and C2.

e C4 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of C1 and travels northward along
SR 1. It ends just north of Moon Lake.

e C5* — This segment begins at the northern termini of C2 and C5. It travels eastward
along the Clarksdale Bypass and ends east-southeast of the city.
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e C6* — This segment begins at the eastern terminus of C5 and travels north-northeast. It
ends approximately one mile west of Rich.

e C7 - This segment begins at the eastern terminus of C5 and travels along the eastern edge
of the study area. It ends at the Coahoma/Tunica County Line.

e (C8- This segment begins at the end of C4 and runs northward. It ends at the
Coahoma/Tunica County Line.

e C9 - This segment travels southeast between SR 1 and US 61 along US 49.

e C10* - This segment begins at the northern terminus of C6. It runs northward and ends
at the Coahoma/Tunica County Line.

Tunica County

e T1 - This segment begins at the Coahoma/Tunica County Line at the northern terminus
of C8. It runs along the western edge of the study area and ends approximately two miles
southwest of Beaver Lake.

e T2* - This segment starts at the Coahoma/Tunica County Line at the northern terminus
of C10 and goes north-northeast along US 61. It ends approximately two miles east of
Dundee.

e T3 - This segment begins at the Coahoma/Tunica County Line at the northern terminus
of C7. It runs along the eastern edge of the study area for approximately seven miles.

e T4 —This segment begins at the northern terminus of T1 and follows the western edge of
the study area. It ends just north of Beaver Lake.

e T5 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of T1 and goes northeast. It ends just
southeast of Beaver Lake.

e T6* — This segment begins at the northern end of T1 and travels north-northeast. It ends
at the northern terminus of T5 just south of Beaver Lake.

e T7 - This segment begins at the southern terminus of T6 and travels northeast for
approximately three miles.

e T8 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of T4 and goes approximately one
mile in a northeasterly direction. It ends southwest of Tunica.

e T9* —This segment begins at the northern terminus of T4 and goes approximately one
mile in a northeasterly direction. It ends southwest of Tunica.

e T10 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of T6 and travels east for
approximately two miles.

e T11 - This segment begins at the northern termini of T7 and T3. It travels northward and
ends at the eastern terminus of T10 just south of SR 4.

e T12 - This segment is northwest of Tunica and is approximately one mile long.

e T13 - This segment begins at the northwest terminus of T12. It travels along the western
edge of the study area and ends at SR 304.

e T14* — This segment provides a connection between T8 and T12 west of Tunica.

e T15 - This segment begins at the northern end of T11 and travels north for approximately
eight miles.
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e T16 — This segment begins at the northern terminus of T3 and runs northward along the
eastern edge of the study area. It ends at SR 304.

e T17* - This segment begins at the northern terminus of T3 and runs northward along the
eastern edge of the study area. It ends at SR 304.

e T18 - This segment begins at the northern termini of T15 and T17 and ends at the
northern terminus of T13.

e T19 - This segment begins at the northern terminus of T18 and encompasses SR 304 to
the end of the project.

e T20 - This segment provides a connection between T4 and T13.

2.4.1.2 Description of Segment Combinations

The individual segments described in the previous section were arranged into 17 combinations.
Table 2-1 lists the various combinations. Different parameters were screened for each of the
combinations. The results of these combinations were evaluated to determine potential refined

1,000-foot-wide corridors.

Table 2-1
Segment Combinations for Preliminary Alternative Corridors
Combination \ Segments
Bolivar County Alternatives
1 B1+B3+B6
2 B1+B3+B7+B8
3 B1+B2+B4+B8
4 B1+B2+B5+B8
Coahoma County Alternatives
5 C1+C4+C8
6 C1+C3+C5+C6+C10
7 C1+C3+C5+C6+C8+C9
8 C2+C5+C7
Tunica County Alternatives

9 T1+T4+T20+T13+T18+T19
10 T1+T4+T8+T14+T17+T18+T19
11 T1+T5+T9+T10+T15+T18+T19
12 T2+T6+T9+T14+T13+T18+T19
13 T2+T6+T9+T14+T17+T18+T19
14 T2+T7+T11+T15+T18+T19
15 T2+T7+T16
16 T3+T11+T15+T18+T19
17 T3+T16

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004.
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2.4.1.3 Analysis of Preliminary Alternative Corridors

Potential natural and human environmental impacts were evaluated for the preliminary alternative
corridors. Impact categories included crossings of streams, open water, floodplain, potential
wetland sites, and farmland. Other non-natural impacts that were evaluated included crossings of
railroads, power lines, and gas lines. In addition, potential impacts were calculated for historic,

archaeological, and hazardous material sites. Table 2-2 shows the impacts.

The public and resource agencies were invited to comment on the preliminary alternative
corridors. Major items of concern expressed by the public were the location for the crossing of
SR 8 and the control of access that an interstate highway requires on adjacent property. The
public recognized Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) as a sensitive environmental area,
and recognized that an alternative bypassing the refuge to the south and east may be necessary to
avoid environmental damage to the refuge. In Tunica County, community leaders expressed that

the T15 alternative segment provides the best opportunities for Tunica’s economic growth. They

believed the T15 segment makes the best use of the expanding airport and nearby industrial areas.

1

2.4.2 Refined Alternative Corridors

The 17 preliminary one-mile corridors were refined and narrowed to nine 1,000-foot corridors
based on the results listed in Table 2-2, input from the public and regulatory/resource agencies,
and field visits to verify conditions. Coordination was conducted with the EPA and any

information provided was implemented into the GIS analysis.
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Table 2-2
Preliminary Alternative Corridor Screening Analysis

Length Crossings . d Total
Segments/ New Existing Total . Open | Potential | _100-Year b | Farmlands | Historic NRHP Hazardous
Name Combinations AIignment Alignment Length Railroad Plf)ivr:/gr S?\Se Pgtr:aenanr:]al (\é\éarfsr) V\ézilgnsc;s Fl(zggrg:;n (acres) Sites® Archsailteeoslogy Mat'eriaels
(miles) (miles) (miles) Sites

Bolivar County Alternatives

1 B1+B3+B6 26.7 14.0 40.7 2 3 1 5 294 3,373 2,341 107,048 5 5 1

2 B1+B3+B7+B8 16.8 28.0 44.9 4 3 4 6 190 2,876 2,490 151,635 6 3 1

3 B1+B2+B4+B8 22.9 21.8 44.7 3 2 5 7 443 3,143 17,861 265,161 6 7 1

4 B1+B2+B5+B8 28.8 23.7 52.5 4 4 6 12 545 3,807 18,827 308,711 7 7 1

Coahoma County Alternatives

5 C1+C4+C8 11.9 17.3 29.2 1 2 2 6 410 1,553 567 29,514 7 5 0

6 C1+C3+C5+C6+C10 1.1 30.1 31.2 3 1 4 6 159 671 1,544 57,478 5 7 0

7 C1+C3+C5+C6+ 2.0 33.5 355 3 5 4 7 235 845 1,551 58,837 5 6 0
C9+C8

8 C2+C5+C7 19.0 12.9 31.9 1 1 2 5 58 865 2,582 33,459 0 3 1
Tunica County Alternatives

9 T1+4T4+T20+T13+ 33.9 3.4 37.3 1 1 2 6 418 1,658 1,727 89,185 2 3 0
T18+T19

10 | T1+T4+T8+T14+T17+ 259 5.0 30.9 1 1 2 5 624 1,488 1,435 72,583 2 1 0
T18+T19

11 | TI+T5+T9+T10+T15+ 29.2 5.4 34.6 1 2 2 8 610 1,796 1,498 91,778 8 1 1
T18+T19

12 | T24T6+T9+T14+T13+ 234 18.5 41.9 1 3 3 10 370 989 994 107,887 7 2 0
T18+T19

13 | T24T6+T9+T14+T17+ 12.8 18.8 315 1 3 3 7 565 1,017 860 89,680 7 0 0
T18+T19

14 T2+T7+T11+T15+ 249 5.9 30.9 1 2 3 6 144 1,271 897 115,109 2 0 1
T18+T19

15 T2+T7+T16 19.6 8.7 28.3 1 2 2 3 70 666 2,236 130,908 1 1 0

16 T3+T11+T15+ 30.4 2.3 32.7 1 2 1 7 152 1,545 1,541 99,306 2 0 1
T18+T19

17 T3+T16 251 5.0 30.1 1 2 0 4 78 941 2,880 115,105 1 1 0

®The acreage within the corridor includes total corridor width of one mile. Actual impact of an alignment using this corridor would be much less.
PThe 100-year floodplain consists of area in Zone A on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).
“Historic sites include both historic structures and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) sites.
“National Register of Historic Places.
*Hazardous Materials Sites involve those sites that are either Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sites or Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) sites.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2003.
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Each of the refined alternative corridors begins at SIU 12 east of the Great River Bridge and
extends to SIU 10 in Tunica County. The following paragraphs describe each of the nine refined

alternative corridors shown in Figure 2-2.

2.4.2.1 Description of Corridors

Corridor A (MS 1 to Lula/West of Tunica)

Corridor A begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It turns northward west
of Benoit and passes to the west of the Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge, crosses Route 1 south
of Beulah, and passes east of both Beulah and Gunnison. In Coahoma County, Corridor A
continues to the northeast, passing approximately two miles to the east of Rena Lara. At Route
322, it turns northward until it crosses Route 1, where it turns again to the northeast. It passes
west of Stovall and east of Friars Point, where it turns to the northeast. Corridor A crosses US 61
and loops back to US 61 east of Lula near the Tunica County Line. In Tunica County, Corridor A
follows US 61 for nine miles until it turns to the northwest to pass west of Tunica. It then turns to

the north and northeast to the project terminus in northeastern Tunica County.

Corridor B (West of Cleveland to US 61 to Mid-East of Tunica)

Corridor B begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It passes south of
Benoit and continues east to pass south of the Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge.
Approximately two miles east of the Bogue Phalia River, it turns to the north to pass west of
Cleveland. Just west of Merigold, it joins with the newly aligned US 61 and follows US 61
through Bolivar County. At Clarksdale, it joins the Clarksdale Bypass and near Lyon it goes onto
new location east of US 61 before rejoining US 61 approximately five miles north of Clarksdale.
Corridor B follows US 61 through the remainder of Coahoma County with the exception of a
two-mile section near Lula. In Tunica County, Corridor B diverges from US 61 after
approximately five miles. It stays generally parallel to US 61, passing east of the Tunica airport.
About six miles northeast of Tunica, it turns to the northeast and ends at the project terminus in

northern Tunica County.

Corridor C (East of Cleveland/East US 61 Corridor)
Corridor C begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It turns southeast just
west of Benoit before turning east and continuing east between one and three miles north of

Route 488. After crossing US 61, it turns north and passes to the east of Boyle, Cleveland, and
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Renova. After crossing the Big Sunflower River, it continues north along the county line before
crossing into Sunflower County and Coahoma County. Once in Coahoma County, Corridor C
turns to the north-northeast to reenter Bolivar County southeast of Duncan. It enters Coahoma
County again at US 61 northeast of Alligator. Corridor C continues northeast on new location
and bypasses Clarksdale to the south and east on the Clarksdale Bypass. Once northeast of
Clarksdale, it veers back to the northeast and turns to the north as it enters Quitman County. It
enters Tunica County near the intersection of the Coahoma County/Quitman County/Tunica
County Lines. In Tunica County, Corridor C shifts to the north-northeast and runs through the

eastern portion of the county until it ends at the project terminus in northeastern Tunica County.

Corridor D (Westernmost)

Corridor D begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It turns northward west
of Benoit and passes to the west of the Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge, crosses Route 1 south
of Beulah and passes east of both Beulah and Gunnison. In Coahoma County, Corridor D
continues to the northeast, passing approximately two miles to the east of Rena Lara. At Route
322, it turns northward until it crosses Route 1, where it turns again to the northeast. Once it
crosses Route 1, it roughly parallels Route 1. In Tunica County, it follows the same course
several miles west of US 61 until it crosses US 61 and ends at the project terminus in northeastern

Tunica County.

Corridor E (East of Cleveland to US 61 to Mid East of Tunica)

Corridor E begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It turns southeast just
west of Benoit before turning east and continuing east between one and three miles north of
Route 488. After crossing US 61, it turns north and passes to the east of Boyle, Cleveland, and
Renova. After crossing the Big Sunflower River, it continues north along the county line before
crossing into Sunflower County and Coahoma County. Once in Coahoma County, Corridor E
turns to the north-northeast to reenter Bolivar County southeast of Duncan. It enters Coahoma
County again at US 61 northeast of Alligator and follows US 61 to the Clarksdale Bypass.
Corridor E joins the Clarksdale Bypass and goes onto new location east of US 61 before
following US 61 approximately five miles north of Clarksdale. Corridor E follows US 61
through the remainder of Coahoma County with the exception of a two-mile section near Lula. In
Tunica County, Corridor E diverges from US 61 after approximately five miles. It stays
generally parallel to US 61, passing east of the Tunica airport. About six miles northeast of

Tunica, it turns to the northeast and ends at the project terminus in northeastern Tunica County.
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Corridor F (West of Dahomey to US 61)

Corridor F starts at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It shifts southeast, passes
south of Benoit, and then turns north to bypass the Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge to the
west. After crossing Route 8, it then swings to the east until it intersects the existing US 61.
Corridor F follows US 61 out of Bolivar County and into Coahoma County. It loops to the south
and east of Clarksdale on the Clarksdale Bypass and rejoins the existing US 61 north of
Clarksdale. It follows US 61, loops briefly to the east on new alignment, and rejoins US 61
before it leaves Coahoma County. Upon entering Tunica County, Corridor F follows the existing
US 61 corridor until approximately 1.5 miles east of Dundee. It then veers to the north-northeast

and roughly parallels US 61 until it turns to the northeast and ends in northeastern Tunica County.

Corridor G (East of Cleveland/Easternmost)

Corridor G begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Greater River Bridge. It bypasses Benoit to
the southwest and roughly parallels Route 448. Once it crosses US 61, it turns to the north and
passes east of Boyle, Cleveland, and Renova. It leaves Bolivar County and enters the
northwestern corner of Coahoma County. Once in Coahoma County, Corridor G turns to the
northeast until it crosses Route 322, where it shifts to the north. It returns to a northeastern
orientation approximately 3.5 miles south of Jonestown. It then leaves Coahoma County and
enters Quitman County on a roughly northward track. Corridor G enters Tunica County roughly
at where the Coahoma County/Quitman County/Tunica County Lines intersect. Once in Tunica
County, Corridor G roughly parallels US 61 five to six miles east of the highway before ending in

the northeastern part of the county.

Corridor H (Westernmost to Easternmost)

Corridor H starts at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It shifts to the north and
passes west of the Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge. It roughly parallels Route 1 as it leaves
Bolivar County. Upon entering Coahoma County, Corridor H continues to parallel Route 1.
Approximately four miles east of Sherard, it veers to the northeast, crosses the county, and leaves
the county approximately 3.5 miles south-southwest of Rich. In Quitman County, it turns to the
north and leaves the county approximately at the intersection of the Coahoma County/Quitman
County/Tunica County Lines. In Tunica County, Corridor H parallels US 61 two to six miles east

of the highway. It ends in northeastern Tunica County.
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Corridor I (Westernmost to Easternmost North of Rich)

Corridor | begins at the Mississippi terminus of the Great River Bridge. It bypasses Benoit to the
northwest and passes west of the Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge. It roughly parallels Route
1 as it leaves Bolivar County and enters Coahoma County. In Coahoma County, Corridor | turns
to the northeast approximately two miles to the east of Friars Point. It continues to the northeast
and exits Coahoma County approximately a mile and a half northeast of Rich. Once in Tunica
County, Corridor I roughly parallels US 61 approximately six to eight miles east of the highway.

It ends in northeastern Tunica County.

2.4.2.2 Analysis of Refined Corridors

The preliminary impacts associated with each of the refined corridor alternatives are summarized
in Tables 2-3 and 2-4. These preliminary impact estimates were used to evaluate the nine 1,000-
foot corridors. The environmental screening estimates and mapping were sent to cooperating
agencies for their review. Comments on the corridors were evaluated and later discussed in an
April 2002 cooperating agency scoping meeting (see Chapter 7). Some of the major concerns
were related to the corridors west of Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge (Corridors A, D, F, H,
and 1), as the USFWS desires to avoid barriers to wildlife traveling between the Refuge and the
Mississippi River. There were concerns that this natural environmental corridor between the
Mississippi River and Refuge would be bisected and habitats fragmented. In fact, the USFWS
intends to purchase property west of the Refuge for expansion towards the Mississippi River.
The most easternmost alternative (Corridor G) would place 1-69 as far from the river as possible.
Several agencies also stated a preference for Corridor B because it uses as much of existing US

61 as possible.

Following the agency scoping meeting, a report titled Screening Analysis: 1-69 Alternate
Alignments— Stimulating Economic Development (Neel-Schaffer, June 2002) was prepared. This
economic report analyzed three corridors: Corridor D (generally paralleling the Mississippi River
and SR 1), Corridor B (utilizing as much as US 61 as possible), and Corridor G (eastern limits of

the Delta counties).

After the Screening Analysis: 1-69 Alternate Alignments— Stimulating Economic Development
was prepared, Corridor D was refined so that it would be located to the east of the Dahomey
National Corridor Wildlife Refuge. Corridors D, B, and G represent a western corridor (east of

the refuge), central corridor, and an eastern corridor through the study area.
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Table 2-3
Summary of Impacts for Refined Alternative Corridors

Length Crossings

Corridor Corridor Description E_xisting _New Total Aptive Po_wer Gas Line Perennial | Intermittent
Allgnment Allgrjment Length Ralquad Llnfe Crossings Stream Stream

(miles) (miles) | (miles) |Crossings|Crossings Crossings | Crossings
A |MSltoLula/Westof Tunica 10.5 939 | 1044 4 6 7 18 94
B %isizgf Cleveland/US 61/Mid-East of 318 848 116.6 4 5 16 18 105
C East Cleveland/East 61 Alignment 1.6 120.4 122.0 3 7 8 23 119
p |Westernmost 0.9 1022 | 103.0 2 5 5 14 95
g |Fesem Cleveland o US 6/US 6L to 20.2 1029 | 123.1 4 7 17 23 122
F |Westof Dahomey to US 61 31.8 834 | 1152 4 5 14 15 113
G East Cleveland/Easternmost 1.1 115.6 116.7 3 5 4 20 123
H Westernmost to Easternmost 0.3 101.7 102.0 4 5 4 16 105
| \F/z\gizternmost to Easternmost North of 05 1011 1017 4 5 4 15 102

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004.
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Table 2-3

Summary of Impacts for Refined Alternative Corridors (contd.)

Acreage within Corridors Total
Corridor Corridor Description Vovgf’;r \fv%tt?gr:?; FTSSQT)?Z{n FT;T:ZQSS Hissiizgc ArChz;?:)(elggical th/ﬂl\;?éﬂggs
(acres) (acres) (acres) Sites
A MS 1 to Lula/West of Tunica 27.1 308.6 825.6 6,420.7 4 28 0
B West of Cleveland/US 61/Mid-East of Tunica 20.2 149.0 868.9 6,504.1 0 55 2
C East Cleveland/East 61 Alignment 27.6 280.9 1,470.3 7,279.1 2 18 1
D Westernmost 68.0 387.6 7135 6,340.0 0 4 0
E Eﬁztﬁ:r; Cleveland to US 61/US 61 to Mid—East 93.3 999 7 1182.4 6,883.9 1 59 9
F West of Dahomey to US 61 32.2 246.7 311.3 6,330.9 0 54 1
G East Cleveland/Easternmost 41.1 326.0 1,642.1 7,127.6 1 0
H Westernmost to Easternmost 45.1 355.2 1,111.5 6,236.2 1 2 0
| Westernmost to Easternmost North of Rich 20.9 292.4 1,010.3 6,427.9 1 13 0

Source: Neel-Schaffer, Inc., 2004
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004.
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Table 2-4
Maximum and Minimum Impacts of the Refined Alternative Corridors

Parameter M_inimum Values _ ngimum Values _
Corridor Quantity Corridor Quantity
Existing Alignment (miles) Corridor H 0.3|Corridor F 31.8
New Alignment (miles) Corridor F 83.4|Corridor C 120.4
Total Length (miles) Corridor | 101.7|Corridor E 123.1
Active Railroad Crossings Corridor D 2|Corridors A, B, E, F, H, and | 4
Power Line Crossings Corridors B, D, F, G, H, and | 5|Corridors C and E 5
Gas Line Crossings Corridors G, H, and | 4|Corridor E 17
Perennial Stream Crossings Corridor D 14|Corridor C 23
Intermittent Stream Crossings Corridor A 94|Corridor G 123
Open Water (acres) Corridor B 20.2|Corridor D 68.0
Potential Wetlands (acres) Corridor B 149.0|Corridor D 387.6
100-Year Floodplains (acres) Corridor F 311.3|Corridor G 1,642.1
Farmlands (acres) Corridor H 6,236.2|Corridor C 7,279.1
Historic Sites Corridors B, D, and F 0|Corridor A 4
Archaeological Sites Corridor H 2|Corridor B 55
Total Hazardous Materials Sites Corridors A, D, G, H, and | 0|Corridors B and E 2

Source: Neel-Schaffer, Inc., 2004
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004.
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2.4.3 Alternatives Carried Forward for Detailed Study

The 1,000-foot corridors were narrowed and refined based on impacts calculated using GIS,
detailed investigation of the corridors in the field, analysis of economic development potential,
and agency/public comments. For each alternative, important resources were identified early in
the process and avoided to the extent practicable (as described in Appendix H). These resources
included wetlands, natural areas, residences, businesses, major utilities, and cultural resources.
Where such resources could not be avoided, alignments were developed to minimize impacts.
Based on these factors, three south-north alternatives were selected for detailed study. For each
of the alternatives, 2030 future traffic volumes were evaluated. The Western Alternative, Central
Alternative, and Eastern Alternative and their 2030 future volumes/planning levels of service are
shown on Figures 2-3 through 2-9. The right-of-way width for each alternative would be
approximately 450 feet on new location. Alternatives that would use existing alignment would
use the existing right-of-way as well as 200 additional feet of right-of-way to accommodate

frontage roads.

Due to the length of the project and to facilitate a combination of segments, each alternative is
divided into a southern, middle, and northern section (see Figure 2-3). These three sections of
the project are consistently used through the remainder of the FEIS. Each section of the study

area is described below:

Southern Section

The southern section begins at SIU 12 (Great River Bridge-Eutaw Landing) terminus, in Bolivar
County to the west of SR 1 and Benoit. As mentioned in Chapter 1, a FEIS and ROD have been
completed for SIU 12. The southern section ends at the Clarksdale Bypass in Coahoma County.
Alternatives carried forward for detailed study in this section include three alternatives crossing
SR 1 near Benoit, two alternatives south of Dahomey NWR, two alternatives around Cleveland —
one east and one west — and three alternatives north of Cleveland — one along existing US 61, one
to the east and one to the west (see Figure 2-3). Additional analyses have evaluated only the
section from the project terminus to east of Benoit (see Section 2.4.3.2) and for the alternatives

from south of Cleveland to south of Clarksdale.
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SR 8 Improvements
SR 8 between Cleveland and Rosedale, currently a two-lane highway, would be improved to four
lanes. The widening should help stimulate economic development by providing a multi-lane

connection between the Rosedale — Bolivar County Mississippi River Port and 1-69.

During the preliminary stages, the alternative concepts considered for widening SR 8 addressed:

. four-lane divided vs. five-lane sections,

. rural five-lane sections with open ditches vs. urban curb and gutter sections with
storm drainage pipes,

° widening on either side of the existing road as well as symmetric widening,
. treatment of the section through Pace, and
° treatment of the western project terminus

The existing western terminus of SR 8 at the SR 1 intersection in Rosedale is located slightly
north of the SR 1 intersection with the access road to the Great River Road State Park. The
widening of SR 8 would offset these two intersections by realigning SR 8 to the south to intersect
SR 1 opposite the access road to the State Park. From west to east, the plan for widening SR 8

includes:

. One common alternative for a five-lane curb and gutter section on new and existing
alignment through the built up area at Rosedale,

. One common alternative for a five-lane open ditch section along existing alignment
on the outskirts of Rosedale,

. One common alternative for adding two lanes adjacent to the existing lanes to
provide a four-lane divided section to the western limits of Pace,

. Three alternatives to the Bolivar County Correctional Facility,

° One common alternative for a five-lane open ditch section along existing alignment
on the outskirts of Cleveland, and

. One common alternative for a five-lane curb and gutter section along existing
alignment to connect with the existing five-lane curb and gutter section at
Cleveland.

While a four-lane divided section is generally preferred by MDOT, a five-lane section was
recommended in the congested areas of Rosedale and Pace to reduce impacts to residences and
businesses, and to encourage economic development in accordance with the purpose and need for
this road. In addition, east of Rosedale, continuation of the five-lane section to the east would

avoid a stream crossing, an agricultural airstrip with likely chemical contamination, and several
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residences. At the eastern portion of Pace, for alternates that would widen SR 8 along existing
alignment, a five-lane section was needed to avoid cemeteries located on both sides of the
highway and to avoid residences located nearby the cemeteries. At Cleveland, the five-lane
section was extended to the west to be consistent with the existing five-lane section and to

minimize relocations.

The three alternatives between the western limit of Pace extending east to the Bolivar County

Correctional Facility are:

. Alternative B (Referred to in the Draft EIS as the Widening Alternative) —
Widening to a five-lane open ditch section along existing alignment over the entire
length between the point where the Pace Bypass Alternate leaves SR 8 and the
Bolivar County Correctional Facility;

° Alternative C (Referred to in the Draft EIS as the Bypass Alternative) — Bypassing
to the north with a four-lane divided section on new location to east of Pace where
the bypass would rejoin SR 8 and adding two new lanes adjacent to the existing
lanes to provide a four-lane divided section to the Bolivar County Correctional
Facility; and,

. Alternative D (a combination of Alternative B and C to minimize impacts) —
Continuing the four-lane divided section by adding two new lanes adjacent to the
existing lanes from the point where the Pace Bypass Alternative leaves SR 8 to the
western part of Pace, widening to a five-lane open ditch section to slightly east of
Pace where the Pace Bypass Alternative rejoins SR 8, and adding two new lanes
adjacent to the existing lanes to provide a four-lane divided section to the Bolivar
County Correctional Facility.

Impacts for Alternative D have been estimated based on the previous impact analyses that had
been completed for the other two SR 8 alternatives. The SR 8 improvement is included with the

Western, Central, and Eastern Alternatives for this section of 1-69 (see Figure 2-3).

Middle Section

The middle section begins at the Clarksdale Bypass in Coahoma County and ends approximately
four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line (near the town of Rich). During the
alternatives evaluation, the Middle Section was determined to be superior to other preliminary
alignments in avoiding and minimizing impacts. Therefore, all three alternatives are identical
from the Clarksdale Bypass north to approximately four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica

County Line (see Figure 2-3).
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Northern Section

The northern section begins in Coahoma County, four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica
County Line and ends at SIU 10, which is to the north and east of Robinsonville. SIU 10 has
already been approved as part of the national 1-69 corridor; the construction is complete; and, it is
open to traffic. SIU 10 includes the eastern portion of the relocated four-lane section of SR 304
built to interstate standards between 1-55 in De Soto County, and US 61 in Tunica County as well
as a four-lane interstate spur from the from the eastern portion of relocated SR 304 in De Soto

County to the existing two-lane section of SR 304 in Tunica County (see Figure 2-3).

Interchanges, Spurs, and Upgrades

To compare the alternatives in each section, the locations of interchanges were selected.
Interchanges are mandatory at some locations, particularly at state and federal routes. Other
interchanges have been proposed near communities for construction phasing and for stimulating
economic development. The condition of the crossroad at each interchange location was
analyzed to determine the improvements that were needed on the crossroad to accommodate truck

traffic generated by the interchanges.
It is important to consider the improvements needed on the crossroad at interchange locations for

several reasons. One reason is to satisfy the expectation of the drivers for the various types of

vehicles, including legally loaded trucks, which will exit and enter the interstate by using the
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crossroad within and outside the limits of the interchange. Another important reason is associated

with the maintenance of traffic during and after the construction of 1-69.

Because the cost for building the entire section of 1-69 is so great, the construction would almost
certainly have to be accomplished in a number of segments. The segmental construction would
require 1-69 traffic to use the interchange locations and the connecting network of county roads
and state and Federal highways to enter and exit the interstate segments that are opened to traffic.
Therefore, it is important for truck traffic to have at least one connecting approach to each
interchange location capable of accommodating truck traffic and a posting of the maximum

allowable weight limit in Mississippi of 80,000 pounds.

At some interchange locations, a crossroad is recommended on new location from the interchange
to a nearby state or Federal highway that has an 80,000-pound weight limit posted for truck
traffic. In addition to addressing the need of accommodating truck traffic, the new crossroad
approach might be needed to address transportation network connectivity or Design Year 2030

traffic. In these instances the new crossroad approach is called a “Spur.”

Several of the proposed interchanges are with state or Federal highways that currently have an
80,000-pound weight limit. Improvements are either already planned or not needed outside the
limits of many of these interchanges for the crossing highway to accommodate the Design Year
2030 projected traffic.

Other existing crossroads at proposed interchange locations may have a legal weight limit of less
than 80,000 pounds posted from the interchange to a nearby state or Federal highway with the

maximum allowable weight limit. Improvement to such a crossroad along its existing alignment
is needed to accommodate 80,000-pound truck traffic and Design Year 2030 projected traffic. In

such instances, the needed crossroad approach improvement is called an “Upgrade.”

The interchanges, spurs, and upgrades for the alternatives are shown on Figures 2-4, 2-6, and
2-8. The impacts of interchanges and spurs (shown in solid lines) are included in the overall
analysis of impacts, as are frontage roads associated with any of the alternatives. Upgrades are
not included in this FEIS, and would require separate environmental documentation on a project-

by-project basis.
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Alternative Combinations

While descriptions, graphics, and impact summaries are highlighted for each alternative,
combinations of alignments between and within the alternatives were also considered within each
of the three sections. In particular, the Southern Section has several possible connections from

the project’s southern terminus to the alignments, as discussed in detail in Section 2.4.3.2.

24.3.1 Western Alternative

Southern Section

In the southern section, the Western Alternative begins at SIU 12, Great River Bridge-Eutaw
Landing, and proceeds east to Lake Bolivar before turning southeast to cross SR 1 south of
Benoit and just north of Ray Brooks School. The alternative crosses SR 448 north of the point
where the alignment of SR 448 changes from north-south to east-west. From SR 448, the
Western Alternative proceeds east before turning to the north several miles northwest of Shaw.
The Western Alternative continues north and parallels US 61 to the west. It bypasses Boyle,
Cleveland, Merigold, and Shelby on new alignment. It then turns northeast and crosses SR 444.
The Western Alternative continues in a northeast direction, past Duncan, Alligator, and Rena
Lara. It then proceeds east to cross US 61 and connects to New Africa Road at the Clarksdale
Bypass. The Western Alternative is shown on Figure 2-4, with projected traffic volumes shown

on Figure 2-5.

The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with

the Western Alternative’s southern section.

e SR 1 Interchange

e Shaw-L.itton Road Interchange

e Litton Road West Spur/Shaw Spur and US 61 Interchange

e SR 446 Interchange; also upgrade east to US 61

¢ SR 8-Cleveland Interchange

e Hiter Road-Merigold Interchange; also upgrade east to US 61

¢ Mound Bayou Street Interchange; also upgrade county road east to US 61
e SR 32 Interchange

e SR 32 West/East Spur (provides access between US 61 and SR 32)
o SR 444 Interchange; also upgrade west to SR 1 and east to US 61
e Rena Lara—Alligator Interchange

2-21



e Rena Lara Spur and Alligator Spur and upgrade east to US 61
e US 61-South Clarksdale Interchange
e New Africa Road Interchange

Middle Section (Western, Central, and Eastern Alternatives)

The Western, Central, and Eastern Alternatives are identical for the middle section of the study
area. The middle section begins at the south end of the New Africa Road Interchange and ends
approximately four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line. The alternatives would use
the current Clarksdale Bypass south and east of Clarksdale. To avoid development near Lyon,
the alternatives leave US 49/US 61 to the east and turn north to parallel US 49/ US 61. They
rejoin US 49/ US 61 north of Eagles Nest Road and end approximately four miles south of the

Coahoma/Tunica County Line, where the three major alternatives split in the northern section.

The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with

the middle section:

e US 49 Interchange (includes a five-lane connecting road from the interchange
northwest to the Old US 61 intersection in Clarksdale)

e SR 6 Interchange
o Eagles Nest Road Interchange
e Eagles Nest Road Spur

e Coahoma Interchange; also upgrade county road west to SR 1 and SR 316 east to
Jonestown

Northern Section

The Western Alternative continues northeast on existing US 61 from four miles south of the
Coahoma/Tunica County Line to just south of Crenshaw Road. It then continues to the northeast
on new location and crosses Dubbs Road, SR 4, Prichard Road, and Arkabutla Dam Road. The
Western Alternative then turns east and crosses Kirby Road and SR 3. It turns north to cross the
two-lane SR 304 and end on the SIU 10 Spur (SIU 11 project north terminus; SIU 10 south

terminus).

The following interchanges spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with

the Western Alternative’s northern section:
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e US 49 Interchange; also upgrade county road and SR 315 east to SR 3 in order to
provide access to the towns of Rich and Sledge

e US 61 Interchange and Crenshaw Road Spur

o Dubbs Road Interchange; also upgrade Dubbs Road west to US 61

e SR 4 Interchange

e Prichard Road Interchange; also upgrade west to US 61 and east to SR 3
e Arkabutla Dam Road; also upgrade west to US 61

¢ Kirby-Counce Road Interchange; also upgrade Counce Road east to SR 3

e SR 304-Kirby Road Spur (this spur would connect the Kirby Road — Conce Road
Interchange to the five-lane section of SR 304 between US 61 and SR 3, and serve as
a major access to the casinos at Robinsonville)

e SR 304 Interchange; a portion of two-lane SR 304 to the west of this interchange
south of the SIU 10 Spur would be rebuilt to provide a multilane facility on new
location with grade separations at the Illinois Central Railroad and SR 3 (by
connecting directly to the five-lane section of Old SR 304 west of the railroad
between US 61 and SR 3, the multilane facility will serve as a major access to the
casinos at Robinsonville)

2.4.3.2 Central Alternative

Southern Section

One of the objectives of the Central Alternative was to use as much of existing US 61 as possible.
In places, the Central Alternative is on new location to avoid environmental impacts, cultural
resources, and relocation of homes, businesses, church, cemeteries, or other important community
facilities. As shown on Figure 2-6, the original Central Alternative begins at the SIU 12 terminus
and proceeds east to Lake Bolivar before turning southeast to cross SR 1 south of Ray Brooks
School. It continues to the southeast and crosses several water bodies, including Lake Vista and
Bushy Lake. Because a relatively large quantity of wetlands was identified within this initial
segment, another option was developed in this area to minimize wetland impacts, relocations, and
costs. The new option proceeds southeast across Lake Bolivar, crosses SR 1 north of Scott at
Lake Vista, and then turns east to join the original alignment near SR 448. This second option is
also part of the Eastern Alternative. The difference in impacts between the original Central
Alternative alignment in this area and the revised alignment is summarized in Table 2-5. The
various figures in this document show the revised alignment for the Central Alternative in this

area, and all quantities are based on the revised alignment.
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Table 2-5
Benoit Segment Options
Central Alternative in the Southern Section

Segment Option to
Impact Category Original Option* | Minimize Wetland and
Relocation Impacts
Residential Relocations 0 0
Wetlands (acres) 62 18
Construction Cost w/R.O.W.
(Estimated, Millions) $91.3 $87.2

Additional categories did not have any substantial difference.
* As shown on Figure 2-6.
Source: Neel-Schaffer, Inc. 2004; Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 2004

East of SR 448, the Central Alternative parallels SR 448 to the north and parallels the Western
Alternative. Several miles northwest of Shaw the Central Alternative turns north, joins the
Western Alternative south of SR 446, and separates from it after crossing SR 8. The Central
Alternative turns northeast and joins US 61 near Merigold. The alignment for this section was
revised following the Public Hearing, as discussed in Section 2.4.3.4 It continues along US 61 to
the Coahoma County line near Bobo with the exception of the portion between Shelby and
Hushpuckena where the Central Alternative is slightly east of US 61. At Bobo, the Central
Alternative then proceeds west of existing US 61. South of Clarksdale, the Central Alternative
turns east and crosses US 61. It then connects to the New Africa Road at the Clarksdale Bypass
(on same alignment as the Western Alternative). The Central Alternative is shown on Figure 2-
6, with projected traffic volumes shown on Figure 2-7. The following interchanges, spurs, and
crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with the Central Alternative’s southern

section:

e SR 1 Interchange

e Shaw-L.itton Road Interchange

o Litton Road West Spur/Shaw Spur and US 61 Interchange
e SR 446 Interchange; also upgrade east to US 61

e SR 8-Cleveland Interchange

e Merigold US 61 Interchange

e Merigold-US 61 Spur

e Mound Bayou Interchange

e Mound Bayou Spur

e Hutton Road Interchange; also upgrade county road west to SR 161
e Shelby Interchange

e Shelby Spur

2-24



e Duncan Interchange

e Alligator Interchange

e Bobo Interchange

e US 61-S. Clarksdale Interchange
o New Africa Road Interchange

Middle Section

There is only one alternative for the middle section, which extends from the south end of the
Clarksdale Bypass to approximately four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line. The
alternative is described in detail in Section 2.4.3.1 (Middle Section: Western, Central, and Eastern

Alternatives).

Northern Section

The Central Alternative continues northeast on new location from approximately four miles south
of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line to just south of Crenshaw Road; it then turns north and joins
the Western Alternative prior to crossing Dubbs Road. The alternative remains concurrent with
the Western Alternative to the end of the project north of SR 304. It turns north to cross the two-
lane SR 304 and end on the SIU 10 Spur (SIU 11 project north terminus; SIU 10 south terminus).

The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with

the Central Alternative’s northern section:

e US 49-US 61 Interchanges and Upgrade County Road and SR 315 east to SR 3
e Crenshaw Road Interchange and Upgrade of Crenshaw Road west to US 61

e Dubbs Road Interchange and Upgrade of Dubbs Road west to US 61

e SR 4 Interchange

e Prichard Road Interchange and Upgrade of Prichard Road west to US 61 and East to
SR 3

e Arkabutla Dam Road Interchange and Upgrade of Arkabutla Dam Road west to US
61

e Kirby—Counce Road Interchange and Upgrade of Counce Road to SR 3

e SR 304-Kirby Road Spur (this spur would connect the Kirby Road — Counce Road
Interchange to the five-lane section of SR 304 between US 61 and SR 3 and serve as
a major access to the casinos at Robinsonville)
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2.4.3.3

SR 304 Interchange and a portion of the two-lane SR 304 to the west of this
interchange south of the SIU 10 Spur would be rebuilt to provide a multilane facility
on new location with grade separations at the Illinois Central Railroad and SR 3 (by
connecting directly to the five-lane section of Old SR 304 west of the railroad
between US 61 and SR 3, the multilane facility will serve as a major access to the
casinos at Robinsonville)

Eastern Alternative

Southern Section

The Eastern Alternative begins at the SIU 12 terminus and proceeds southeast across Lake

Bolivar. It crosses SR 1 north of Scott at Lake Vista and then turns east to join the Central

Alternative before crossing SR 448. Near the crossing of the Bogue Phalia, the Eastern

Alternative and the Central Alternative separate, with the Eastern Alternative continuing east.

After crossing US 61, the Eastern Alternative turns north paralleling US 61 to the east. After

crossing SR 8 the Eastern Alternative takes a slight northeast turn and crosses into Sunflower

County where it continues to the north and passes west of the State Penal Farm at Parchman. It

continues north into Coahoma County. East of Bobo, it turns northeast and then connects to the

Clarksdale Bypass prior to New Africa Road. The Roundaway-Tutwiler Spur is an important

element of this alternative. Since a major purpose of an eastern corridor alternative is to serve the

eastern portion of the Delta along US 49 and SR3, this spur is essential to provide a connection to

the east. The Eastern Alternative is shown on Figure 2-8, with projected traffic volumes shown

on Figure 2-9. The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are

identified with the Eastern Alternative’s southern section:

SR 1 Interchange

US 61 Interchange

Boyle Interchange

Merigold Spur and US 61 Interchange
Merigold US 61 Interchange

SR 8-Cleveland Interchange

Merigold Upgrade/Spur; county road four-laned to provide bypass of Cleveland from
county road west to US 61

Parchman Road Interchange; also upgrade Parchman Road west to US 61
Roundaway Interchange

Roundaway-Tutwiler Spur

Bobo Interchange; also upgrade county road west to US 61
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e South Clarksdale Interchange
o New Africa Road Interchange

Middle Section

There is only one alternative for the middle section from the south end of the Clarksdale Bypass
to approximately four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line. Please see Section
2.4.3.1 (Middle Section: Western, Central, and Eastern Alternatives).

Northern Section

The Eastern Alternative is concurrent with the Central Alternative from four miles south of the
Coahoma/Tunica county line to north of Crenshaw Road where the Eastern Alternative turns
northeast to cross Dubbs Road, SR 4, Prichard Road, and SR 3. After crossing SR 3, it proceeds
in a northerly path and crosses Arkabutla Dam Road. The Eastern Alternatives makes a slight
turn to the northeast and crosses the two-lane SR 304 to end on the SIU 10 Spur (SIU 11 project
north terminus; SIU 10 south terminus). The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad

connectivity improvements are identified with the Eastern Alternative’s northern section:

e US 49-US 61 Interchanges; also upgrade county road and SR 315 east to SR 3 in
order to provide access to the towns of Rich and Sledge.

e Crenshaw Road Interchange; also Upgrade Crenshaw Road west to US 61
o Dubbs Road Interchange; also Upgrade Dubbs Road west to US 61
e SR 4 Interchange

e Prichard Road Interchange; also Upgrade Pritchard Road west to US 61 and east to
SR 3

e Arkabutla Dam Road Interchange; also Upgrade Arkabutla Dam Road west to US 61

e SR 304-Kirby Road Spur (this spur would connect the Kirby Road — Counce Road
Interchange to the five-lane section of SR 304 between US 61 and SR 3 and serve as
a major access to the casinos at Robinsonville)

e SR 304 Interchange, A portion of the two-lane SR 304 to the west of this interchange
south of the SIU 10 Spur would be rebuilt to provide a multilane facility on new
location with grade separations at the Illinois Central Railroad and SR 3 (by
connecting directly to the five-lane section of Old SR 304 west of the railroad
between US 61 and SR 3, the multilane facility will serve as a major access to the
casinos at Robinsonville)

During economic studies conducted for the alternatives, one potential shift was considered in this
section of the Eastern Alternative (A copy of the 2002 Economic Report is contained in
Appendix I). The east side of Cleveland along SR 8 has the highest number of employees of any

2-27



alignment within a 2.5-mile radius of interchanges. This one area made the major difference in
the employment data for the three alternatives since all three alternatives follow the same
alignment through the Clarksdale area. Based on this factor, the economic study recommended a
modified eastern alignment that would connect with existing US 61 at Merigold and basically
utilize the Central Alternative from that point to the north. This modified alignment would be
able to take advantage of the heaviest concentration of industrial employment in Bolivar County
and also utilize all other existing resources to the fullest potential possible along US 61. The
modified Eastern Alternative was considered along with the other three build alternatives in the
subsequent and more quantitative 2004 economic analysis, as described in Section 4.3.1 (A copy
of the 2005 Economic Report is contained in Appendix J). No detailed alignment shifts were

developed or studied.

2.4.3.4 Selection of the Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative is a modified version of the Central Alternative, which uses as much of
existing US 61 as possible (see Figure 2-10). The Preferred Alternative and the basis for its

selection are discussed in the following text.

Southern Section

The Preferred Alternative begins at the SIU 12 terminus and proceeds southeast across Lake
Bolivar. It crosses SR 1 north of Scott at Lake Vista and then turns east before crossing SR 448.
As discussed in Section 2.4.3.2, this crossing avoids and minimizes impacts. After crossing SR
448, the Preferred Alternative parallels SR 448 to the north until several miles northwest of Shaw
where it turns to the north. This portion of the Preferred Alternative is identical to the Central

Alternative, including the revised alignment at Lake Bolivar.

After crossing SR 446, the Preferred Alternative generally proceeds northeast and crosses SR 8
on the west side of Cleveland. Northwest of Renova, the Preferred Alternative turns east to join
US 61 near Merigold. It follows existing US 61, passing west of Merigold and Mound Bayou,
and then passing east of Winstonville and Shelby. At the northern portion of Shelby, the
Preferred Alternative leaves US 61 to avoid impacts and proceeds slightly to the northeast on new
location to parallel US 61 as it continues north until rejoining US 61 at Hushpuckena. The
Preferred Alternative then continues along US 61 to the Coahoma County line near Bobo. It then

proceeds on new location west of existing US 61. South of Clarksdale, it turns east and follows
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the US 61 Clarksdale Bypass. The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity

improvements are identified with the Preferred Alternative in the southern section:

e SR 1 Interchange

e Litton Road Interchange

e Shaw-US 61 Spur and US 61 interchange

e SR 446 Interchange; also upgrade SR 446 east to US 61
e SR 8-Cleveland Interchange

e US 61 South- Merigold Interchange

e Mound Bayou Interchange

e Mound Bayou Spur

e Hutton Road Interchange; also upgrade county road west to SR 161
e Shelby Interchange

e Duncan Interchange

e Alligator Interchange

e Bobo Interchange

e South State Street Interchange

o New Africa Road Interchange (existing)

The Preferred Alternative includes several modifications made to the Central Alternative in the
Southern Section. Following the public hearing and public comment, the alignment between

Litton Road and Merigold was modified. This modified alignment resulted in

o dividing less farmland,

e using more existing county roads as frontage roads,

¢ reducing residential relocations,

e more equitably impacting farmland between landowners,

e crossing farmland at the outer property edges or adjacent to a county road,
o having less disruption to drainage, and

o there were less disruptions to county roads.

SR 8 Improvements

The Preferred Alternative would include the widening of SR 8 from Cleveland to Rosedale. SR 8
would have a five-lane section extended west of Cleveland to a point west of the SR 8-Cleveland
Interchange, where the roadway would transition to a four-lane divided section and remain this

way until the eastern edge of Pace. At that point, the roadway would transition to a five-lane
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section through the built-up area of Pace. The roadway would then transition back to a four-lane
divided section to a point slightly east of Rosedale where it would again transition to a five-lane

section to the intersection with SR 1.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D) was selected based on input received at the Public
Hearings. It is a combination of the B and C alternatives presented at the Public Hearing. Like
Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative D uses the existing SR 8 corridor through Pace.
Therefore, it avoids the expected negative impacts associated with using the portion of the Pace
Bypass Alternative, Alternative C, that would have opened a new environmental corridor through

a major farming environment.

Middle Section

In the middle section, the Preferred Alternative begins at the south end of the New Africa Road
Interchange and ends approximately four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line. It
would use the current Clarksdale Bypass south and east of Clarksdale. Near Lyon, the Preferred
Alternative would parallel US 49/US 61 to the east to avoid existing development. It rejoins US
49/ US 61 north of Eagles Nest Road to approximately four miles south of the Coahoma/Tunica

County Line, where the northern section begins.

The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with

the middle section:

e US 49 Interchange (includes a five-lane connecting road from the interchange
northwest to the Old US 61 intersection in Clarksdale)

e SR 6 Interchange
o Eagles Nest Road Interchange
e Eagles Nest Road Spur

e Jonestown-Coahoma Interchange; also upgrade county road west to SR 1 and SR 316
east to Jonestown

Following the public hearing, the Coahoma-Jonestown Interchange was modified to better

accommaodate traffic, to lessen farmland impacts, and to avoid archaeological sites.
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Northern Section

The Preferred Alternative continues northeast on new location from approximately four miles
south of the Coahoma/Tunica County Line to just south of Crenshaw Road; it then turns north
prior to crossing Dubbs Road. The alternative turns northeast near Arkabutla Dam Road. The
Preferred Alternative proceeds northeast and crosses SR 3. It turns north to cross the two-lane SR
304 and end on the SIU 10 Spur (SIU 11 project north terminus; SIU 10 south terminus).

e Modification due to the presence of Pondberry
o Dubbs Road Interchange modification to incorporate more parallel county roads to share

the farmland impacts more equitably.

The following interchanges, spurs, and crossroad connectivity improvements are identified with

the Preferred Alternative’s northern section:

e US 49 North-US 61 North Interchanges and Upgrade County Road and SR 315 east to
SR 3

e Crenshaw Road Interchange and Upgrade of Crenshaw Road west to US 61
e Dubbs Road Interchange and Upgrade of Dubbs Road west to US 61
¢ SR 4 Interchange

e Prichard Road Interchange and Upgrade of Prichard Road west to US 61 and East to
SR3

e Arkabutla Dam Road Interchange and Upgrade of Arkabutla Dam Road west to US 61
¢ Kirby-Counce Road Interchange and Upgrade of Counce Road east to SR 3

e SR 304-Kirby Road Spur (this spur would connect the Kirby Road — Counce Road
Interchange to the five-lane section of SR 304 between US 61 and SR 3 and serve as a
major access to the casinos at Robinsonville)

e SR 304 Interchange and a portion of the two-lane SR 304 to the west of this
interchange south of the SIU 10 Spur would be rebuilt to provide a multilane facility on
new location with grade separations at the Illinois Central Railroad and SR 3 (by
connecting directly to the five-lane section of Old SR 304 west of the railroad between
US 61 and SR 3, the multilane facility will serve as a major access to the casinos at
Robinsonville)

Archeological surveys identified sites that would be impacted by the Western Alternative in the
vicinity of US 49 and the Welcome Center. Therefore, the decision was made to use the Central
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. The interchange with US 49 and US 61 was modified to

provide a grade separation and interchange at US 61 and the US 49 connector.
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2.4.3.5 Basis for Selecting the Preferred Alternative
The Central Alternative was designated as the Preferred Alternative for the following reasons:
e  Greatest economic benefits
¢  Most minority and low-income population served
e  Least environmental impacts
e  Most cost effective route
e  Best intermodal connections
e  Greatest community support

Greatest economic benefits

Research has been conducted into the potential benefits of the 1-69 corridor. Based on a study
completed in 2005 (Evaluating Economic Benefits of 1-69 in the Mississippi Delta Region, Wilbur
Smith Associates, 2005), the build alternatives would differ in their potential economic effects (A
copy of the 2005 Economic Report is contained in Appendix J). The Preferred Alternative
provides the greatest economic benefits based on:

e Providing the greatest savings in vehicle miles traveled as a total throughout the study
area, based on the transportation model used to project traffic volumes for the
alternatives.

o Offering the most opportunities for attracting business development and diversifying the
economy, with fewer competitive disadvantages.

e Offsetting potential job losses in the agricultural industry with the attraction of new
businesses.

Facilitating economic development and enhancing economic growth opportunities are an
important part of the purpose and need for the 1-69 corridor. Research from the Delta Regional
Authority as well as by others shows that economic development is likely to follow a “clustering”
concept that involves concentrating public and private investment in key areas or clusters.
Cleveland and Clarksdale are key cities for creating an environment for economic development
opportunities (see Section 4.3.1), since existing development provides a base for additional
development to occur in close proximity. Therefore, population centers and interchanges along I-
69 would be prime candidate areas for economic development. In the Southern Section, the
Preferred Alternative is closer to more communities than is the East or West Alternatives.
Through the Southern and Middle Sections, the Preferred Alternative follows much of US 61 and
would benefit Bolivar County’s existing population centers between Cleveland and Clarksdale. In
addition, this alternative has more proposed interchange locations and thus provides more access

opportunities and opportunities for economic development.
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The Preferred Alternative would be closer to more industrial parks. One major exception, the
industrial site on the east of Cleveland, has limited expansion area. Bolivar County believes this
alternative has the best long-term economic growth potential for Cleveland and Bolivar County as
a whole. Furthermore, it does more to develop the tourism and heritage efforts of the Blues
Corridor by following US 61. By following US 61, it offers the shortest and least expensive route
for manufacturers located between Cleveland and Clarksdale. By being located closer to the
municipalities along US 61, the cost to municipalities of providing utility services to businesses at

interchange locations would be less.

Most minority and low-income population served

The Preferred Alternative is the only alternative within the Mid-Delta Empowerment Zone and
serves more disadvantaged and minority residents. By passing closest to the minority
communities along US 61, this alternative best meets Environmental Justice guidelines. The
Preferred Alternative also has been endorsed by the leaders of the minority communities along
US 61.

Least environmental impacts

The Preferred Alternative is supported by the EPA as being the least damaging from an
ecological standpoint. As the alternative that minimizes overall impacts, the modified Central
Alternative also has been determined to be the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. By
following US 61, there would be less right-of-way needed and fewer environmental issues. The
Preferred Alternative would have the least wetland impacts. In addition, it would avoid more
Wetland Reserve Program land than the other alternatives and would be the least disruptive to

wild game and the natural habitat.

Most cost effective.

The Preferred Alternative is most cost effective alternative. It costs approximately $40 million
dollars less than the next least expensive alternative and has the least amount of maintenance
associated costs. In addition, this alternative is the shortest length route and thus would minimize

user cost.
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Best intermodal connections

The Preferred Alternative is located closer to the Rosedale-Bolivar County Port than the Eastern
Alternative, and the same distance as the Western Alternative. It includes an improved SR 8
connection between Cleveland and Rosedale, which addresses improved access to the Port from
Cleveland and other areas of the Delta, such as the industries in Cleveland. In addition, the

Preferred Alternative would also be located near the Cleveland, Clarksdale, and Tunica airports.

Greatest community support

Following the Public Hearing, comments were received which indicated support for alternatives.

The greatest support was demonstrated for the Central Alternative, which was modified to reduce
impacts, and then selected as the Preferred Alternative. It was preferred by more than 80% of the
public attending the public hearings, including cities and towns along US 61 in Bolivar County

north of Cleveland (see Chapter 8).

Based on the above support, the Central Alternative as revised is the generally Preferred

Alternative.

2.4.3.6 Typical Section and Design Summary

The proposed Interstate facilities consist of two lanes in each direction, a grassed median, and
where appropriate, a two-lane frontage road. The typical section, which applies to the Preferred
Alternative, is shown as Figures 2-11A, B, and C. Figure 2-11A represents the highway on new
location, while Figures 2-11B and 2-11C represent widening along existing US 61 to the east and
west, respectively. Figure 2-12A, B, and C correspond to the typical sections found along SR 8.

The access for 1-69 will be full control (Type 1).

The location of potential frontage roads began during the development of the Preliminary
Alternative Corridors. Frontage roads will not be provided for the entire length of the project, but
will be developed on one or both sides where it is determined to be economically justified.
Frontage roads may vary in width from 16 feet to 24 feet, and may be paved or gravel, depending
on the number of property owners served. The following factors were considered to retrofit an

efficient frontage road concept into the alternatives eventually selected for detailed study:

e The large initial widths for the alternative corridors allowed flexibility for narrowing
the widths for the chosen corridors as the study progressed.
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o Efforts were made to cross major streams at good angles in anticipation of having
bridges at those locations.

e Efforts were made to cross county roads and highways at good angles in anticipation
of having either grade separation bridges or interchanges at those locations.

In the process of refining the preliminary alternative corridors, complete property ownership

information was obtained. The property information was necessary to determine the locations of

alternatives relative to property lines; to determine how much of a specific owner’s property was

impacted; and, to determine if the alternatives could be adjusted to lessen or avoid the impact of

dividing farmland.

Within the opportunities and constraints allowed by the natural and human environments, the

following approach was used to refine the alternatives in a manner that took into account

disruptions to neighborhoods or farming operations, community cohesion, and possible frontage

roads.

Alternative corridors were generally placed at the fringe areas of municipalities and
communities, and a grade separation bridge or interchange was placed at a nearby U.S.
highway, state highway, or county road to provide access for local traffic to cross the
interstate.

The typical spacing between interchanges or grade separations was kept to no more than
two miles when a property owner’s access to the other side of the interstate was divided.

In most instances where county road bridges were proposed, the county roads would be
bridged over the interstate. This approach meant only one bridge would be needed
instead of the two bridges that would be required if the interstate were taken over the
county roads.

The alternative corridors were placed adjacent to or nearby the existing road network.
This approach maintained existing traffic patterns, lessened the need for providing
frontage roads, and was an effort to lessen the impact to farming operations divided by
the interstate.

The locations of primary drainage ditches were considered when refining the alternatives
because these ditches tend to naturally divide farming operations.

When bisecting of farmland occurred, efforts were made to leave large or very small
tracts of land on each side of the alternative. The property retained by the owner after the
I-69 right-of-way was acquired could then hopefully be large enough to farm or it would
be so small that the remaining property would be an uneconomical remnant.

The following describes the frontage road concept used for the new location alternatives and for

alternatives using US 61.:
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For new location alternatives, the alternatives followed and paralleled the county roads
when possible. Recognizing the concept of taking most county roads over the interstate,
the alternatives had to be kept a sufficient distance away from paralleling county roads to
allow the county road to be bridged over the interstate. In most instances this minimum
distance from the county road to the alternative was 700 to 1,000 feet. Such distances
provided enough distance to take a county road over the interstate without impacting that
county road’s intersection with another nearby county road. By keeping alternatives a
minimum of 700 to 1000 feet away from the parallel county roads, the belief was that the
remaining farmland divided by alternatives would not become an uneconomical remnant of
property for the landowner.

When new location alternatives were proceeding east to west or north to south, efforts were
made to follow section lines and property lines as much as possible to eliminate the need
for providing frontage roads.

For new location alternatives, a combination of parallel county roads and added frontage
roads was used in conjunction with the grade separation bridges and interchanges as the
means of providing access to large parcels of property divided by alternatives.

For alternatives using US 61, the existing southbound lanes of US 61 would be converted
to a two-lane, two-way frontage road from Merigold to the north part of Shelby in Bolivar
County and from Hushpuckena in Bolivar County to the Bolivar/Coahoma County Line.
From the Swan Lake/Clarksdale Airport area in Coahoma County to the Dundee area in
Tunica County, the existing northbound lanes of US 61 would be converted to a two-lane,
two-way frontage road. This was used as a means to maintain traffic on US 61 during the
construction of 1-69 for these alternatives. Should an incident occur requiring the closure
of the northbound and/or southbound lanes of the interstate, this frontage road concept
would provide a means to detour the interstate traffic over a continuous frontage road
between Merigold and the Bolivar/Coahoma County Line and between Swan Lake and
Dundee. The concept of utilizing one of the existing lanes of US 61 for a frontage road
addresses access needs on one side of the interstate, and also provides a two-lane road for
economic development. The access needs for the other side of alternatives that use US 61
was addressed in a similar manner to that of the new location alternatives.

2.4.3.7 Project Phasing
Subsequent to selection of the Preferred Alternative, the project was reviewed for the

applicability of recent guidance on major projects receiving federal funding. Construction of the

1-69 SUI 11 is envisioned to be phased over the next 19 years. Therefore, the project was

determined to consist of five distinct and operationally independent phases:

Section 1: 18.465 miles, SR 304 Interchange to South of SR 4 Interchange

Anticipated Letting Date: 2016
Estimated Letting Year Construction Cost: $275 Million
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Section 2:

Section 3:

Section 4:

Section 5:

31.549 miles, South of SR 4 Interchange to North of SR 6 Interchange
Anticipated Letting Date: 2022
Estimated Letting Year Construction Cost: $460 Million

48.160 miles, North of SR 6 Interchange to South of SR 446 Interchange
Anticipated Letting Date: 2019
Estimated Letting Year Construction Cost: $483 Million

22.807 miles, South of SR 446 Interchange to Great River Bridge
Anticipated Letting Date: 2026
Estimated Letting Year Construction Cost: $408 Million

17.764 miles, SR 1 at Rosedale to Cleveland
Anticipated Letting Date: 2029
Estimated Letting Year Construction Cost: $124 Million

The five sections are detailed in Appendix G (in a separate binder) with updated plan and profile

sheets as well as cost estimates in 2001 dollars to maintain consistency with previous estimates

used in the DEIS. In addition, to correlate with the varying dates of construction, total costs by

section were estimated (also included in Appendix G) by adjusting cost factors to reflect the

anticipated year of letting.
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Chapter 3

Affected Environment

This chapter provides a general description of the current social and economic characteristics and
natural environment of the study area. The descriptions establish a baseline condition of the
social and environmental settings of the study area and provide a basis for determining

environmental consequences of the proposed project.

3.1 Study Area

The study area for the proposed 1-69 SIU 11 corridor is located in the Delta region of northwest
Mississippi. The study area is located east of the Mississippi River; south of the Tunica/DeSoto
County Line; west of US 49 W; and north of SR 450. As shown by the study area boundary lines
on Figure 3-1, the majority of Bolivar, Coahoma, and Tunica Counties, as well as the
northwestern portion of Sunflower County, are within the study area. These counties cover
approximately 1,367 square miles. The major towns and cities located within these counties

include the following:

Bolivar
o Alligator
e Benoit
e Beulah
e Boyle
e Cleveland (Co-County Seat)
e Duncan
e Gunnison
e Merigold

e Mound Bayou

e Pace

¢ Rosedale (Co-County Seat)
e Shelby

o Winstonville



Coahoma

e Clarksdale (County Seat)
e Coahoma
e Jonestown

e Lula
e Lyon
Tunica

e Tunica (County Seat)

Sunflower

e No towns or cities within the study area.

Based on the data from the 2000 Census, the City of Clarksdale in Coahoma County is the largest
city within the study area with a population of 20,645. The City of Cleveland, with a population
of 13,841, is the largest municipality in Bolivar County and the Town of Tunica has the largest
population—1,132—in Tunica County. As noted above, in Sunflower County, there are no major
cities or towns within the study area. The cities of Clarksdale and Cleveland have substantially

more population than other municipalities in the