

















recommended for avoidance or further testing. Where possible project planners
are attempting to avoid these sites; however, in some cases this may not be
possible due to other copstraints. In those cases test excavations will be
necessary, and if the site is determined eligible, data recovery will be required.
The historic structures are also being evaluated and those that are considered
eligible for the National Register are being recommended for avoidance or
some type of mitigation.

o Once the preferred alignment for the highway has been chosen, the remaining
portion of that alignment will be surveyed. As additional sites or structures are
found in this alignment, these will also be evaluated and, if necessary, further
adjustments to the alignment may be made to avoid these as well.

Mississippi State University Presentation by Dr. Evan Peacock

Dr. Peacock provided a brief presentation on a project Mississippi State University has
received from the MDOT for conducting detailed archaeological studies on the Preferred
Alternatives for sections of 1-69 within Mississippi. Their project is very important
because it provides the opportunity of locating additional unkmown sites prior to

construction activities.

SIU 9 Status Report by Mr. Ray Brisson of PBS&J

Mr. Brisson discussed the status of their contract on SIU 9 of 1-69 between I-35 near
Hernando, Mississippi, and US 51 near Millington, Tennessee. He discussed the two
general alternatives being studied. Mr. Brisson advised one of the general alternatives
utilizes the existing interstate corridor system through Memphis and the other general
alternative provides a new interstate loop to the east of Memphis. Based on traffic
demand, Mr. Brisson stated the recommendation was to provide both alternatives. He
commented the alternative using the existing system would probably be designated as I-
69 while the loop could possibly be designated as I-169. Based on input received from
the Native American tribal representatives, it was decided the STU 9 field visit would be
made as scheduled on Friday, February 13®.



SIU 11 Field Visit on February 12, 2004

Coastal Environments coordinated the field visit to archaeological sites they believed
would be of interest to the Native American tribal representatives. Some of the sites were
previously recorded and some had been discovered by Coastal Environments. The arrival
of the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma’s representative, Ms Carrie Wilson, was delayed the
previous day due to bad weather, but she was able to attend the SIU 11 and SIU 9 field
visits. Mr. Terry Cole, the representative for the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, had a
family emergency and left the conference on February 12" prior to this field visit.

The site visit began in Tunica County, continued south into Coahoma County and °
concluded near the Town of Merigold in Bolivar County. Along with viewing selected
sites, the field visit also provided the group an opportunity to view pcrﬁonsvof the
alternatives recommended for further study. The Native American representatives made
the following key points during the field visit.
 Sites sensitive to the Native Americans exist to the west of US 61 north and
south of the intersection with US 49 near Lula. They asked that these sites be
avoided.
» When site§ border an alternative and if that alternative becomes the Preferred
Alternative, consideration should be given to expanding the right of way at the
site to encompass the entire archaeological site. This would provide a means of

protecting the site.

Afier the field visit concluded, the conference attendees traveled back to the Grand and
held a brief meeting. For the Native American representatives’ review and comments, it
was agreed the Native American would be provided copies of all alternatives as soon as
Coastal completed the archaeological studies and all adjustments in the alternatives have
been made. In the meantime, the Native American representatives were encouraged to

provide the project team any comments they deem noteworthy.

This concluded the STU 11 portion of the conference.



STU 11 Native American Comments Received on the Conference
Dr. Richard Allen, Research and Policy Analyst for the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma,
advised prior to the conference the Cherokee Nation does not have any concerns with

SIU 11 of 1-69.

Mr. Terry Cole, of the Tribal Historic Preservation Office for the Choctaw Nation of
Oklahoma, provided a letter dated April 5, 2004. The Comments portion of his letter
stated, “After further review of the above mentioned project(s), to the best of our
knowledge it will have no adverse effect on any historic properties in the project’s area of
potential effect. However, should construction expose buried archaeological or building
materials such as chipped stone, tools, pottery, bone, histeric crockery, glass or metal

items, this office should be contacted immediately @ 1-800-522-6170 extension 2137.
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Agency Coordination Action
Mailout within MDOT and FHWA on November 26, 2003

Subject: Internal Review of Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The MDOT Environmental Division mailed a copy of the Preliminary DEIS to the Jackson
Office of the FHWA and the appropriate MDOT Offices and Divisions. The people receiving

this information were asked to furnish their comments and/or concurrence by January 9, 2004.

Consultation with Native American Tribes
Conference on SIU 9 and SIU 11 at Tunica, MS on February 11-13, 2004

Subject: Minutes for Conference and Field Visits
The minutes for the Conference are contained in the Draft EIS.
Agency Coordination Action

Received Letter from Mr. Terry D. Cole of the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma dated April 5, 2004
Subject: Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma’s Cultural Resources Survey of Study Alternatives

Based on further review of this project, Mr. Cole’s letter advised that to the best of their
knowledge this project will have no adverse effect on any historic properties in the project’s area
of potential effect. However, should construction expose such properties, Mr. Cole advised their

office should be contacted immediately at 1-800-522-6170 extension 2137.

The letter from Mr. Cole in response to the Native American Conference is addressed in the
Draft EIS.

Alternative Development and Agency Coordination Meeting
Meeting with MDOT Geotechnical Section on May 6, 2004

Subject: MDOT Report on Their Review of Alternatives from Geotechnical Perspective



Mr, Jimmy Shirley met with Mr. Michael Wright in Jackson at the Geotechnical Section’s office
of the MDOT and went over the report provided by Mr. Wright that was dated May 3, 2004.
Analyzing the alternatives strictly from a Geotechnical perspective, Mr. Wright advised that in
the Southern Section the Eastern Alternative is favored slightly over the Central Alternative. In
the Southern Section, Mr. Wright reported that the Western Alternative is the least favored
alternative. The Middle Section is common for all altemnatives. In the Northern Section, Mr.

Wright advised the Eastern Alternative is favored over the Central and Western alternatives.
The report fiom the MDOT Geotechnical Section is addressed in the Draft EIS.
Agency Coordination

Transmittal from U.S.D.A -N.R.C.S. to Neel-Schaffer postmarked May 18, 2004
Subject: Completed Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type Projects Forms

Upon receiving this information on the study alternatives from the Greenwood Office of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service, Neel-Schaffer forwarded
the completed forms to Kimley-Hom for inclusion in the Draft EIS.

Avgency Coordination

Distribution of Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement on May 25, 2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Review

Representatives of Neel-Schaffer provided the MDOT and the FHWA with their requested
copies of the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The MDOT and FHWA
distributed the Preliminary DEIS internally within the MDOT and to the Cooperating Agencies

for review,

Agsency Coordination

U.S. Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Correspondence to FHWA dated June 25,
2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Response on Pre-Draft EIS



Mr. Curtis James of the Mississippi Field Office provided the response to Mr. Andrew Hughes,
the Mississippi Division Administrator of the FHWA.

Mr. James advised the Service had no comments that needed addressing at the present time. The
Service concuired in the plans to fine tune archaeological and wetland issues after a preferred

alternative is selected and before issuing a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

The Service advised that overall the Pre-Draft EIS is well written, and the Service commended
the project team on its thorough job. If there were questions, Mr. James advised Mr. Hughes to

contact Mr. David Felder at their Mississippi Field Office.

Avency Coordination

Mississippi Department of Archives and History Correspondence to FHWA dated July &, 2004

Subject: Cooperating Agency Response on Pre-Draft EIS

Mr. Thomas Waggener provided the response to Mr. Andrew Hughes, the Mississippi Division
Administrator of the FHWA.

Mr. Waggener advised their only comment pertains to the numbering in Table 4-22 for
Archaeological Sites on Page 4-59. He stated that the state site numbers should be used for all
sites referenced in the table. To address his concerns, Mr. Waggener advised the state site
numbers are those beginning with “22” followed by the two-letter county designation and the 3-

digit site number.

Agency Coordination
U.S. Dept. of the Army, Corps of Engineers Correspondence to FHWA dated July 13, 2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Response on Pre-Draft EIS




Mr. Kenneth Moseley provided a response to Mr. Andrew Hughes, the Mississippi Division
Administrator of the FHWA, advising they had reviewed the Pre-Draft EIS and had no specific

comments to offer at the present time.

Mr. Moseley went on to state they would need a copy of the draft intensive cultural resources
survey report that is to be conducted once the preferred alignment is selected, and also an
indication of how the tribal coordination is progressing. He referenced Ms. Susan Jarvis as their

agency’s contact if there were any questions.

Agency Coordination
Mississippi Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks Correspondence to FHWA dated July 15,

2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Response on Pre-Draft EIS

Mr. Andrew Whitehurst provided the response to Mr. Andrew Hughes, the Mississippi Division
Administrator of the FHWA.

Since the final pathway is not chosen, Mr, Whitehurst advised they were offering some general
comments on the plans as a whole and their desire to work with the project team on refining their

comments as the I-69 project continues to take shape.

Mr. Whitehurst commented that there was little discussion in the document of animal road
crossings. His comments focus on the Black Bear, but this species makes a good surrogate for
other quadrupeds that will be crossing the new highway. He advised the general area of
northwest Mississippi through which 1-69 is proposed is an area of increased activity by the
Black Bear, a species listed as Endangered by the State of Mississippi. Over the past five years,
Mr. Whitehurst stated there have been multiple sightings, human-bear interactions, and vehicular
collisions, including road kills, have been docwmented and are obviously on the increase in the I-

69 study area counties of Bolivar, Sunflower, Coahoma, Quitman, and Tunica.



Mr. Whitehurst referenced Florida, and other areas in North America, where various types of
“critter crossings” have been constructed to benefit many different species of wildlife. He

commented that the I-69 project seems to be an ideal project to incorporate such design features.

In his correspondence, Mr. Whitehurst also commented that the Mississippi Department of
Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks has already been consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service in recommending priority areas for Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) lands to provide
forested corridors from the Mississippi River batture lands to large forest blocks such as
Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge as well as other federal and state refuges and wildlife

management areas,

Agency Coordination

Archives and History correspondence to MDOT Environmental Division dated July 15, 2004
Subject: Archives and History Review of Coastal Environments February 2004 Cultural

Resources Survey Report

Mr. Thomas H. Waggener, the Review and Compliance Officer for the Mississippi Department
of Archives and History, provided this review to MDOT Environmental Division Engineer E.
Claiborne Barnwell. Archives and History reviewed the Report pursuant to their responsibilities
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR Part 800. Archives and
History concurred with the recommendations contained in Table 8-1 of the Report, and they
advised the 43 sites considered eligible should be avoided or proposed mitigation measured
addressed in an MOA. Archives and History referenced National Register Bulletin: Guidelines
for Evaluating and Registering Archaeological Properties asserts stating overlooking the
significance of small sites may skew the understanding of past lifeways and Archives and
concerns expressed in that bulletin about destroying sites without being recorded thoroughly
because they are written off as ineligible for listing in the National Register. Archives and
History advised that is a high probability that small or overlooked sites are included in the
identified sample of 217 sites recorded. Because of the potential loss of unrecognized significant
site types, Archives and History recommended that a small sample (ca. 10%) of the

archaeological sites determined ineligible be considered for additional archaeological



investigations to ensure that these often ignored sites are adequately considered. Archives and

History recommended that the sample include a range of site types and investigative techniques.

Agency Coordination

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Correspondence to FHWA 1eceived by Neel-
Schaffer on August 23, 2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Response on Pre-Draft EIS

The EPA response was provided to Mr. Cecil Vick, the Environmental Team Leader for the
Mississippi Division of the FHWA.

The EPA advised their primary concerns regard water resource impacts, land use changes/habitat
loss, and residential relocations. They identified some environmental issues that needed to be
addressed in more detail and commented on alternatives (preferred alternative), aquatic resources
(jurisdictional delineation, quality of resource and mitigation), noise, community impacts and
others. The EPA also advised there were other identified impacts (i.e., archeological) that should

be avoided, minimized and evaluated further to protect the environment.

Overall, the EPA stated the Pre-Draft EIS captures the extensive work that has been done on the
project, particularly, in terms of alternatives analysis screening and public and resource agency
involvement. The EPA advised the Pre-Draft EIS provides a good overview of the project and
attempts to address the issue of economic development. However, the EPA stated they could not
completely assess the avoidance and mitigation refinements on some of the resources due to the

degree of study that was conducted on those resources in the Pre-Draft EIS.

The EPA advised they were looking forward to working with the project team to address the
identified concerns, They provided the names, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses, for Ms.
Ntale Kajumba and Mr, Darryl Williams as EPA personnel the project team could contact for

assistance.

An attachment to the EPA’s correspondence addressed their comments in more detail.



Awgency Coordination

[-69 Project Manager Robert Walker Meeting with Messrs. Pete Johnson and Bill Triplett of the

Delta Regional Authority at their office in Clarksdale on September 29, 2004
Subject: Input from the Delta Regional Authority on the Methodology and Approach of the
Economic Study Performed for This Section of I-69

After Mr. Walker provided a debriefing on the study status, the group discussed the economic
study approach. The discussion focused on an approach that basically builds upon existing
centers of activity or settlement and takes full advantage of existing public investments in
infrastructure, inhibits further sprawl, inefficient delivery of public services, and reinforces
patterns of business and the private investment made in a wide variety of enterprises. This
basically means that the closer the interstate facility can be located to existing infrastructure the
better chance for continued and sustained growth. The approach also emphasized concentrating
on the major population and employment cities within the study area. These cities are Cleveland
and Clarksdale. After explaining the approach that the economic experts had used, Pete Johnson
commented that he concurred with the approach. He went further to explain that his agency was
taking the same approach in that more emphasis should be concentrated where the major
employment and population centers exist throughout the delta. He listed the cities of Cleveland,
Clarksdale, Greenville, Indianola and Greenwood were the major cities that still had substantial

employment and population figures.

Agency Coordination

Transmittal from MDOT Environmental Division Engineer E. Claiborne Bamwell to FHWA
Division Administrator Andrew H. Hughes dated October 28, 2004
Subject: Processing of two copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for FHWA

approval to present at a public hearing

Agency Coordination

MDOT Transmittal of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to Reviewers and Review
Locations dated November 4, 2004



Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Approved for Presentation at a Public Hearing

In his transmittal, Mr. Barnwell advised the DEIS summarizes the environmental evaluation that
was conducted for this study, and the comments on social, environmental, and engineering issues
made at public informational meetings during the environmental review process. He advised the
reviewers that comments on the DEIS should be sent to Mr. Robert Walker, the Project Manager,
by December 31, 2004, and Mr. Bamnwell provided the contact information for Mr. Walker.

The contacts at the public libraries were asked to keep the DEIS on display after the public
hearings as a reference for addressing questions or comments the public might have after the

hearings.

Excluding the distributions made within the MDOT and by the FHWA, the following individuals
were provided with a hard copy and/or a compact disc of the DEIS. The DEIS was provided to
these individuals for their review and/or for them to display the DEIS in a convenient location

where other interested individuals would be able to review the DEIS before and after the public

hearing,.
e Ms. Susan Jarvis Vicksburg District, Corps of Engineers
e Ms. Ntale Kajumba U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
e Mr. David Felder U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
e Mr. Benjamin F. Davis, Jr. U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
o Mr. Homer L. Wilkes U.S.D.A -Natural Resources Conservation Service
s Mr. Andrew Whitehurst Mississippi Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks
¢ Mr. Tom Waggener Mississippi Dept. of Archives and History
» Honorable Haley Barbour Governor, State of Mississippi
o Mr. Ancil Cox 1-69 Great River Bridge Compact
e Ms. Lucy Janoush [-69 Great River Bridge Compact
o Ms. Cherry Green U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
e Mr. Jerry Gidner U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
e Mr. Bruce Dawson UJ.8. Bureau of Land Management

¢ Mr, Harry Walls U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development



* Ms. Emily Eberhardt

¢ Mr. Fred Dennin

e Mr. Michael Plunkett

e Mr. Pete Johnson

s Honorable Bennie Thompson
e Honorable Thad Cochran
e Honorable Trent Lott

e Mr. James Sledge

e Mr. Robert Seyfarth

e Mr. Leland Speed

Dr. Bill Johnson

Mr. Don Underwood

Ms. Pat Hemphill

Mr. James Wannamaker

Mr. Marion Butler

Mr. Jerry Mugg

» Honorable Clara H. Bumnett
* Honorable John Mayo

» Honorable Chuck Espy

* Honorable Charlie Capps

» Honorable Linda Coleman
+ Honorable John Hines

» Honorable Robert Jackson
» Honorable Johnnie Walls

¢ Honorable Willie Simmons
¢ Honorable Eugene Clarke
e Honorable Robert Fava

¢ Honorable Burt Notes

¢ Honorable Lucious Tucker

* Honorable Joe Reed

U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
U.S. Department of Transportation

U.S. Geological Survey, Water Resources
Delta Regional Authority

U.S. Representative, State of Mississippi

U.S. Senator, State of Mississippi

U.S. Senator, State of Mississippi

Mississippi Forestry Commission

Mississippi Dept. of Environmental Quality
Mississippi Development Authority
Mississippi Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks
MS Soil and Water Conservation Commission
Yazoo Mississippi Delta Levee Board

Board of Mississippi Levee Commissioners
Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department
HNTB Corporation

Mississippi State Representative, District 9
Mississippi State Representative, District 25
Mississippi State Representative, District 26
Mississippi State Representative, District 28
Mississippi State Representative, District 29
Mississippi State Representative, District 50
Mississippi State Senator, District 11
Mississippi State Senator, District 12
Mississippi State Senator, District 13
Mississippi State Senator, District 22

Mayor, Town of Alligator

Mayor, Town of Benoit

Mayor, Town of Beulah

Mayor, Town of Boyle



e Honorable Henry Espy

e Honorable W.J. Jones

e Honorable Martin King

» Honorable James Pettigrew
e Honorable Charles Harvey

e Honorable Herbert Thomas

e Honorable H. McTeer-Hudson

Honorable Harry Smith

Honorable Erma Williams
Honorable Arthur Marble
Honorable Patrick Campbell
» Honorable Alice Middleton

e Honorable Don Lassetter

e Honorable Andrew Westerfield
o Honorable Kennedy Johnson

o Honorable Rosie Williams
o Honorable Eddie Williams
e Honorable Shirley Edwards
o Honorable Roger Carter

» Honorable Willie Blocker
» Honorable Bobby Williams
o Honorable Milton Tutwiler
+ Honorable Richard Coleman
e Honorable Eddie Smith

e Honorable Edgar Donahoe
e Honorable Al Rankins

e Honorable James Dunn

e Mr. Ron Hudson

e Mr. Scott Luth

e M, Steve Shurden

Mayor, City of Clarksdale

Mayor, Town of Coahoma

Mayor, City of Cleveland

Mayor, City of Drew

Mayor, Town of Duncan

Mayor, Town of Friars Point

Mayor, City of Greenville

Mayor, City of Greenwood

Mayor, Town of Gunnison

Mayor, City of Indianola

Mayor, Town of Jonestown

Mayor, Town of Lula

Mayor, Town of Lyon

Mayor, Town of Merigold

Mayor, City of Mound Bayou

Mayor, Town of Pace

Mayor, City of Rosedale

Mayor, City of Ruleville

Mayor, City of Shaw

Mayor, City of Shelby

Mayor, City of Tunica

Mayor, Town of Winstonville

President, Bolivar County Board of Supervisors
President, Coahoma County Board of Supervisors
President, Sunflower County Board of Supervisors
President, Washington County Board of Supervisors
President, Tunica County Board of Supervisors
Clarksdale-Coahoma Co. Chamber of Commerce
Cleveland-Bolivar County Chamber of Commerce

Drew Chamber of Commeice



* M. Pete Roncali
¢ Ms. Elise Jenkins
¢ Ms. Lyn Amold
¢ Mr. Glenn Brown
M, Billy Haney

Mr. Sam Jones

Dr. Suzanne Hawley
Chief Phillip Martin
e Mr. Ken Carleton

¢ Mr. Kirk Perry

» Ms. Gingy Nail

e Mr. Olin Williams

e Mr. Terry Cole

» Mrs. Carrie Wilson
Chief Christine Norris
Mr. Chip Fisher

M. Earl Barbry, Jr.

+ Mr. Raymond Bryant
o Mr. Early C. Ewing
e Mr. David Work

¢ Ms. Robbie Fisher

o Ms. Wanda Ray

o Mr. Hugh Jack Stubbs
* Mr. Ken Murphree

e Mr. Delma Furniss

e Ms. Darlean Smith

e Ms. Sara Bess Meek
» Sister Donald Mary

e Ms. Joyce Applegate
e Ms. Vivian Malatesta

Greenville-Washingon Co. Chamber of Commerce

Ruleville Chamber of Commerce
Tunica County Chamber of Commerce
North Delta Planning and Development District

South Delta Planning and Development District

Sunflower County Economic Development District

Benoit School District

Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians
Chickasaw Nation

Chickasaw Nation

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma

Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma

Jena Band of Choctaw Indians

Jena Band of Choctaw Indians
Tunica-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana, Inc.
Lower Mississippi Delta Development Center Inc.
Benoit I-69 Committee

Rosedale-Bolivar County Port Commission
The Nature Conservancy

Bolivar County Administrator

Coahoma County Administrator

Tunica County Administrator

Former Mississippi State Senator

Benoit Public Library

Thelma R. Rainer Memorial Library, Merigold
Mound Bayou Public Library

Rosedale Public Library

Dr. Robert Hollingsworth Library, Shelby



Mr. Ronnie Wise Robinson-Carpenter Memorial Library, Cleveland

» Ms. Nita Dill Henry M. Seymour Library, Indianola
e Ms. Diane Shurden Drew Public Library

o Ms. Margie Raine Horace S. Stansel Library, Ruleville

o Ms. Missie Craig Carnegie Public Library, Clarksdale

» Ms. Milee Wrenn Robert C. Irwin Library, Tunica

Consultation with Native American Tribes

Letter from Environmental Director Ms. Lillie Strange dated December 3, 2004
Subject: Comments from Jena Band of Choctaw Indians on Draft EIS

In response to Mr. Robert Walker’s correspondence dated November 4, 2004, Ms. Strange
provided a response by letter. Her letter advised that after thorough review of the document
submitted to her by Mr. Walker, it has been determined that there will be no significant impact in
regards to the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians. Therefore, Ms. Strange further stated that the Jena

Band of Choctaw Indians does not have any objections to the implementation of this project.

Agency Coordination
Mississippi Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks Letter to Neel-Schaffer Dated December 15,

2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Comments on Draft EIS

Since the Preferred Alternative was not chosen in the Draft EIS, Mr. Andrew Whitehurst advised
he was offering come general comments on the plans as a whole and that he hoped to work with
the project team on refining the comments from the MDWF&P as the project continues to take

shape.

Mr. Whitehurst commented on the following issues in his correspondence:
o The general area of northwest Mississippi through which I-69 is proposed is an area of
increased activity by the Black Bear, a species listed as Endangered by the State of
Mississippi.



* Over the past five years multiple sightings, human-bear interactions, and vehicular
collisions, including road kills, have been documented and are obviously on the
increase in the counties where this I-69 study is located.

» Areas in North America, working with the U.S. Department of Transportation/Federal
Highway Administration, have constructed various types of “critter crossings”
(underpasses, culverts, funnel fences) to benefit many different species of wildlife.
The I-69 project seems to be an ideal project in which to incorporate such design
features not only in the interest of wildlife conservation but automobile passenger
safety and property loss as well. A detailed analysis of the database maintained by the
MDWF&P on the black bear, as well as consultation with other areas where “critter
crossings have been provided for the Black Bear, could help pinpoint locations along
the I-69 corridor that would be favorable for installation of wildlife underpasses.

¢ The MDWEF&P has already been consulting with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service in
recommending priority areas for Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) lands to provide
forested corridors from the Mississippi River batture lands to large forest blocks such
as Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge as well as other federal and state refuges and

wildlife management areas.

Agency Coordination

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service correspondence to
Neel-Schaffer dated December 15, 2004
Subject: Cooperating Agency Comments on Draft EIS

Mr. Homer L.. Wilkes, the State Conservationist, commented that Section “4.2 Farmiand,”along
with Appendix E in the Draft EIS, adequately address the Natural Resources Conservation
Service’s responsibility for insuring compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act.
However, Mr. Wilkes noticed the following terminology in the Draft EIS:
» National Resources Conservation Service should read Natural Resources Conservation
Service.

e Form AD-1006 is actually Form NRCS-CPA-106. See Appendix E.



Mr. Wilkes concluded his correspondence by advising the Natural Resources Conservation

Service concurs in the Draft EIS.

Agency Coordination

Department of the Army — Vicksburg District, Corps of Engineers correspondence to Neel-
Schaffer dated January 7, 2005
Subject: Cooperating Agency Comments on Draft EIS

Ms. Elizabeth Guynes acknowledged reviewing the Draft EIS and advised the Corps had no
specific comments to offer at the present time. She did state the Corps will need a copy of the
draft intensive cultural resources survey report that is to be conducted once the preferred
alternative is selected, and also an indication of how the tribal coordination is progressing. She
requested that any questions be forwarded to Ms. Susan Jarvis, and Ms. Guynes provided the

contact information for Ms. Jarvis.

Agency Coordination

Update Provided to MDOT Third District Engineer Walter Lyons on January 13, 2005

Subject: Alternatives for Widening SR 8 at Pace and Elimination of Pace Bypass Alternative

The project team mailed MDOT Third District Engineer Walter Lyons the alternative for
widening SR 8 along existing alignment through Pace. This reflected dropping of the Pace
Bypass Alternative based on comments received at the public hearings. The alternative would
use a four-lane divided section to the west of Pace, transition to a five-lane section through the

built-up area, and transition back to a four-lane divided section to the east of Pace.

Agency Coordination
Update Provided to MDOT Third District Engineer Walter Lyons on January 14, 2005
Subject: Modifications of Alternatives West of Cleveland Made After the Public Hearings and

Reconsideration of the Eastern Loop Alternative at Cleveland



The project team mailed MDOT Third District Engineer mapping on aerial photography
depicting the modified alternatives west of Cleveland and the eastern loop alternative around

Cleveland.

Apency Coordination

Project Team-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Meeting on January 21, 2005
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review by EPA

To assist in the EPA’s review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the project team met
with the appropriate staff of the EPA in their Regional Office at 9:00 a.m. in Atlanta, Georgia.
The following members of the project team traveled to Atlanta on January 20™ for the meeting
with the EPA the following day: Claiborne Barnwell and Kim Thurman of the MDOT, Cecil
Vick of the FHWA, Larry Meisner and Beth Reed of Kimley-Horn and Associates, and Robert
Walker and Jimmy Shirley of Neel-Schaffer. MDOT Third District Engineer Walter Lyons was
invited to make this trip and attend the presentation, but he was unable to attend. M. Jeff Kolb
of the FHWA Jackson Mississippi Division Office was in Atlanta on other business, and Mr.

Kolb’s schedule allowed him to attend the meeting.

Fach person attending this meeting registered their attendance and received a handout the project
team had developed to supplement their presentation. Displays placed on easels were also used
to assist the project team in their presentation. Mr. Jimmy Palmer and Mr. Heinz Mueller
welcomed the project team to the EPA’s Office, everyone introduced themselves, and Mr.
Bamwell and Mr. Vick made some brief comments. The first portion of the meeting consisted of
a presentation by the project team using the following agenda.
o Mr. Cecil Vick of the FHWA delivered a power point presentation which provided a broad
scope overview of the project.
» Mr. Robert Walker addressed the study approach and project status, and any questions
from EPA.
* Ms. Beth Reed of Kimley-Hom discussed the identification of the alternatives’ natural

environmental issues, and addressed any questions from EPA.



o Mr. Larry Meisner of Kimley-Hom discussed Environmenta] Justice and Community
Outreach, and addressed any questions from EPA.
o Mr. Jimmy Shirley of Neel-Schaffer discussed the development and refinement of
alternatives, and addressed any questions from EPA.
At the conclusion of these presentations, Mr. Barnwell and Mr. Palmer provided some brief

comments and time was provided for a short break.

After the break, Mr. Robert Walker discussed the public hearings, the actions taken since the
public hearings, the Environmentally Preferred Altemative, and what the project team believes
will be the alternative recommended to the MDOT Technical Staff for approval. Mr. Walker
advised the EPA representatives that the study’s Environmentally Preferred Alternative and the
alternative that the project team intended to recommend to the MDOT Technical Staff for
approval might be adjusted slightly but they were the same corridors, except for one possible
location. The location Mr. Walker identified as the possible exception was the Western
Alternative along US 61 in the vicinity of the Welcome Center where there were archaeological
problems. Because this is the closest alternative to the Welcome Center, the MDOT is pursuing
using the Western Alternative instead of the shared Central and Eastern alternative alignment,

which is on new location slightly farther to the east.

Mr. Walker offered the following description of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative and
the alternative the project team intended to recornmend to the MDOT Technical Staff for
approval.
o Between Benoit and Clarksdale, the Central Alternative with the Lake Vista crossing of
SR 1 is the Environmentally Preferred Alternative and the alternative that will be
recommended to the MDOT Technical Staff for approval
o Between Clarksdale and the Lula area, there is only one study alternative, which uses
US 61 as much as possible, and that alternative is the Environmentally Preferred
Alternative and the alternative that will be recommended to the MDOT Technical Staff
for approval.
o Between the Lula area near the Welcome Center and the interchange at Dubbs Road in

the southern part of Tunica County, there are two alternatives. The Western



Altemnative will be recommended if the archaeological problems can be overcome. If
the archaeological problems cannot be overcome, the Central Alternative will be
recommended. The Environmentally Preferred Alternative would be considered the
Central Alternative.

¢ Between the Dubbs Road Interchange and the SR 304 Spur east of Robinsonville, the
Central Altemnative is the apparent Environmentally Preferred Alternative and the

alternative that will be recommended to the MDOT Technical Staff for approval.

At the beginning of Mr. Walker’s remarks on the Environmentally Preferred Alternative and the
alternative that the project team would be recommending to the MDOT Technical Staff for
approval, and at the conclusion of Mr. Walker’s remarks, Messrs. Barnwell and Vick both
emphasized it was possible that there might be problems with the approval process internally
within the MDOT on the Recommended Preferred Alternative. Before the Recommended
Preferred Alternative is processed to the FHWA for approval, Messrs. Barnwell and Vick stated
the recommendation must first be approved by the MDOT Technical Staff and then by the
MDOT Transportation Commission. If the alternative described above by Mr. Walker as the
Recommended Preferred Alternative is not approved by the MDOT Technical Staff and the
MDOT Transportation Commission, and if another alternative other than the one described
above by Mr. Walker is chosen as the MDOT’s Recommended Preferred Alternative, Messrs.
Barnwell and Vick advised the EPA would be notified and another meeting with them would be
scheduled.

The remainder of the meeting was spent addressing questions and comments from the EPA. At
the conclusion of the meeting, Mr. Palmer expressed his appreciation on behalf of the EPA for
the briefing, and he advised the project team’s briefing had assisted them in the letter they would
provide in response to their review of the Draft EIS. At approximately 11:00 a.m., the meeting

concluded.

Agency Coordination
Neel-Schaffer Meeting with MDOT Third District on February 2, 2005
Subject: Access to Farmland and County Roads Divided by I-69 Alternatives in Bolivar County




This meeting was held at the MDOT Third District Office in Yazoo City at the request of District
Engineer Walter Lyons. Those in attendance at the meeting were Messrs. Walter Lyons, Carl
Middleton, and Brad Fletcher of the MDOT Third District and Messrs. Robert Walker and
Jimmy Shirley of Neel-Schaffer.

Mr. Lyons opened the meeting by advising that he wanted to know more about the philosophy of
the study on addressing access needs and frontage roads. He commented that most of the land in
the study area is farmed by landowners or farmers who rent large tracts of property that is not
necessarily adjoining. He advised that some of these landowners and farmers have expressed
their concerns to him about how they are going to be able to access land they farm that is divided

by the interstate.

Tn response to the opening comments by Mr. Lyons, the following items were then discussed at
this meeting.

e The typical manner in which the study currently incorporates or nearby county roads
into a plan for providing access to farmland divided by alternatives.

o The typical manner in which the study currently provides bridges at most county road
crossings as a means of addressing local access needs and the need to access farmland
divided by an alternative. In most cases the county roads were bridged over the
interstate, but in some locations the interstate was bridged over the county road. The
reason for preferring to bridge the county road over the interstate is that only one
bridge would be required, while bridging the interstate over the county road required
two bridges.

o A copy of a letter that Delta Council President Ken Murphree, and Delta Council
Highway Improvement and Transportation Committee Chairman Al Rankins had sent
to Central District Transportation Commissioner Dick Hall dated January 19, 2005.
The letter complimented the MDOT and the project team on the recent public hearings
and commented on some other issues. One issue of concern to Delta Council is their
sensitivity to the needs of local property owners who will be impacted by this project’s

construction. A second issue of concern to Delta Council is the plan which MDOT



will propose relative to the construction timeline on the various segments, and they
commented: “After waiting since passage of the 1987 four-lane act until 2005 for the
completion of U.S. Highway 61 four-laning, it would be more than regrettable if we
lost this four-lane access for any extended period of time, or if four-lane access was
interrupted for years due to the reconstruction of certain segments of U.S. Highway 61
to interstate specifications. Related to the second issue, the Delta Council letter asked
the MDOT to carefully consider the Benoit to Coahoma County Line segment as the
initial project activity to avoid any disruption of the recently opened four-lane access
afforded to the Delta by U.S. 61, as long as possible. The final issue of concern in the
Delta Council letter concerned the transport of agricultural commaodities from the field
to the processing, storage, and shipment points located throughout the region. On this
issue, Delta Council requested that careful considerations be given to the disparities
which exist between interstate and non-interstate standards and restrictions on over-
height, over-length, and overweight vehicles which are common during the harvest
season in the Delta; and, the letter referenced that these matters have received special
consideration by the MDOT and the Mississippi Public Service Comimission in the
past. The letter concluded with Delta Council offering to discuss these issues and
stating that they looked forward to a response.

In response to the Delta Council letter, the MDOT Third District presented Neel-
Schaffer with a copy of a concept the Third District had developed on frontage roads
and bridges over the interstate. Unless restricted by environmental impacts or a
landowner desire not to have a frontage road across a portion or all of his property, the
Third District concept would provide a frontage road on both sides of the interstate and
grade separation bridges over the interstate on a typical spacing of approximately two
miles. The Third District concept gives priority to landowners over local, non-
landowner traffic on the county roads, because these grade separation bridges would
not typically be placed at county road crossings.

The MDOT Third District representatives thought their concept of providing frontage
roads along both sides of the alternatives, whenever possible, might aid in the proposed
construction sequencing for the Central Alternative when that alternative is using the

US 61 corridor. A discussion on the additional cost of the MDOT Third District



farmland/local access plan relative to the Neel-Schaffer proposal appeared to conclude
that the Neel-Schaffer proposal was adequate.

e Should the Central Alternative be selected as the Preferred Alternative, it was agreed
that special considerations from the MDOT and the Mississippi Public Service
Commission would be required to address the Delta Council comment on the
disparities which exist between interstate and non-interstate standards and restrictions
on over-height, over-length, and overweight vehicles which are common during the
harvest season in the Delta. The Neel-Schaffer representatives advised the MDOT
Third District that the Harvest Permit issue would be forwarded to the MDOT

Environmental Division for them to address.
This concludes the Minutes for this meeting.
Note: Subsequent to this meeting, the Neel-Schaffer discussed the Harvest Permit issue with the
MDOT Environmental Division, and it was determined this is a problem nationwide that needs

addressing by Federal authorities.

Agency Coordination

Project Team-Mississippi Department of Archives and History Meeting on February 3, 2005

Subject: Archaeology in Lula area near the Welcome Center and in Coahoma-Jonestown area

This meeting was held in the MDOT Environmental Division Conference Room to discuss the
project’s archaeological study issues particularly relating to the Western Alternative in the
Northern Section near the Welcome Center and the Central Alternative in the Middle Section at

the Coahoma-Jonestown Interchange.

The agencies represented at the meeting and their representatives were:
» Mississippi Department of Archives and History (MDAH) — Sam McGahey, Pamela
Edwards, and David Abboft;
e MDOT Environmental Division — Claiborne Bamwell, Wes Stafford, Kim Thurman,

Bruce Gray, John Underwood, and Jim Turner;




« MDOT Second District — Jimmy Dickerson
¢ Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) ~ Cecil Vick and Dickie Walters;
» Coastal Environments ~ David Kelley and Doug Wells;

o Neel-Schaffer — Robert Walker and Jimmy Shirley.

The following were some of the items discussed by MDOT Environmental Division Engineer
Claiborne Barnwell in his opening comments.

» From an archaeological perspective, the main problem area in the study is along US 61
in Coahoma County in the vicinity of the Welcome Center near Lula.

» Due to the logistics, separate coordination is required with the Native Americans and
the Mississippi Department of Archives and History when addressing archaeological
issues.

s The McKnight Archaeological Site, located adjacent to US 61 north of the US 49
intersection, is a major concern.

» Remote Sensing is a possible means of conducting further archaeological studies at
test sites along US 61 in this area, but the accuracy of the results obtained from using

remote sensing might be questioned.

Representatives from the MDOT Environmental Division and from Coastal Environments
updated the MDAH representatives on the archaeological study approach used for this project,
the status of the archaeological study report for the project, and the archaeological findings.

Representatives from Coastal Environments discussed the known archaeological sites along the
Western Alternative in the vicinity of the Welcome Center, and that the shared Central and
Eastern alternative between Lula and Dubbs Road had been studied and adjusted to produce an
acceptable alignment from an archaeological perspective. It was determined that the known
archaeological sites for the Western Alternative along US 61 in the vicinity of the US 49
intersection near the Welcome Center were too important and the probability of burial occurring
in these sites too high to continue the possibility of using the Western Alternative in this area.

Therefore, a decision was made to use the Central Alternative in the Northern Section as the



alternative that would be recommended to the MDOT Technical Staff as the Preferred

Alternative segment.

The representatives from Neel-Schaffer discussed the modifications proposed for the Central
Alternative in the Middle Section at the Coahoma-Jonestown Interchange. The modified concept
was developed to better accommodate the interchange’s traffic, to lessen the farmland impacts on
the Antici family caused by the original concept which offset the interchange north of the
crossroad to avoid all the archaeological sites, and to create an interchange that would align with
the crossroad in a manner that would avoid as much of archaeological sites as possible. The
MDAH representatives reviewed the modified concept and gave their concurrence to the

modified concept.

This concludes the Minutes for this Meeting.

Agency Coordination

Neel-Schaffer Presentation on February 16, 2005
Subject: Preferred Alternative Recommendation to MDOT’s and FHWA’s Technical Staffs

The presentation to the MDOT Technical Staff on the Recommended Preferred Alternative was
given in the Environmental Division Conference Room with the following people in attendance.
s From the MDOT Central District Transportation Commissioner’s Office —
Commissioner Dick Hall;
o From the FHWA Mississippi Division’s Office — Administrator Mr. Andy Hughes and
Environmental Coordinator Mr. Cecil Vick;
o From the MDOT Office of Intermodal Planning — Director Mr. Ray Balentine;
o From the MDOT Chief Engineer’s Office — Assistant Chief Engineer Preconstruction,
Mr. David Foster;
o From the MDOT Second District Office — District Engineer Mr. Jimmy Dickerson and
Assistant District Engineer, Construction Mr. Danny Walker;
o From the MDOT Third District Office — District Engineer Mr. Walter Lyons and
Assistant District Engineer, Construction Mx. Carl Middleton,



* From the MDOT Environmental Division Office — Environmental Division Engineer
Mr. Claiborne Barnwell, Assistant MDOT Environmental Division Engineer Mr. Wes
Stafford, and Chief Archaeologist Mr. Bruce Gray; and,

+ From Neel-Schaffer Office — Project Manager Robert Walker and Jimmy Shirley

Due to his attendance being required at an unscheduled meeting with members of the Mississippi
Legislature, MDOT Chief Engineer Harry Lee James did not arrive at this meeting on the

Recommended Preferred Alternative until it was almost over.

Each person attending the meeting’s attendance was registered and every attendee received a
handout that Neel-Schaffer had developed to supplement Mr. Walker’s presentation. Displays
placed on easels were also used to aid Mr. Walker in making his power point presentation.
Before turning the program over to Mr. Walker for his presentation, the following were some of
the brief opening comments that Mr. Barnwell provided.

» He welcomed everyone to the meeting.

¢ He gave a summary of the study’s progress.

» He stressed the involvement of the public and governmental agencies in the study.

» He advised the purpose of today’s meeting is to present the Recommended Preferred
Alternative to the MDOT Technical Staff and to receive the MDOT’s Technical Staff’s
support for presenting the Recommended Preferred Alternative to the MDOT
Transportation Commission for the Commission’s approval. He stressed the
Commission’s approval is needed to advance the project to the next level of completing
the remaining studies on the Preferred Alternative, preparing the Final Environmental

Impact Statement, and obtaining a Record of Decision (ROD) to complete the study.

After some brief discussions among the MDOT representatives in attendance at the meeting, it
was concluded that the MDOT Technical Staff would probably delay its decision on supporting,
or not supporting, the project team’s Recommended Preferred Alternative until a later date. The

program was then turned over to Mr, Walker for his presentation.



The presentation was developed in a manner that first provided minimal background information
and then presented the Recommended Preferred Alternative in key segments controlled by major
issues. The following images were displayed by Mr. Walker during his presentation and some
brief comments that Mr. Walker made on the images.

s A Study Area Map and the General Approach to the Study - Up to three alternative
routes would be studied from near Benoit to near Robinsonville. Special emphasis
would be made on Economic Enhancement and Environmental Justice. Some of the
additional critical study issues are archaeology, natural resources, and farmland
impacts.

o A Map of the Refined Alternative Corridors and Comments on Critical Environmental
Issues — The Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge in the southwest corner of the study,
the natural resource concerns in the north part of the study area, and the
archaeological and Native American concerns were identified as being critical issues.

o A Map of the Study Alternatives in the Benoit and Dahomey National Wildlife areas
Identifying the Recommended Preferred Alternative as the Eastern (Green) Alignment
— This alternative segment uses the Eastern Alternative from the connecting point to
the adjacent study on Section of Independent Utility 12, the southern crossing of SR 1
near Lake Vista, and joins the Central Alternative south of the Dahomey National
Wildlife Road between SR 448 and Litton Read. Some advantages of this
Recommended Preferred Alternative Segment are: it is about $4 million cheaper than
other alternatives; it has the least number of impacted landowners; it is closer to
Greenville; and, it has fewer environmental impacts. A disadvantage of this
Recommended Preferred Alternative Segment is it is further from Benoit, Rosedale,
and the Port of Rosedale.

o A Map of the Study Alternatives for Widening SR 8 to Four Lanes Between
Cleveland and Rosedale and Comments on the Recommended Preferred Alternative
for Accomplishing this Widening — The Recommended Preferred Alternative is to
have a five-lane section extended west of Cleveland to a point west of the new 1-69
Interchange with the Central Alternative. West of that interchange the roadway
would transition to a four-lane divided section and remain this way until the eastern

edge of Pace where the roadway would transition to a five-lane section through the



built-up area of Pace. The Recommended Preferred Alternative would then transition
back to a four-lane divided section to a point slightly east of Rosedale where it would
then transition to a five-lane section and remain a five-lane section to the intersection
with SR 1.

A Map of the Study Alternatives in the Cleveland Area and Comments That the
Central Alternative Segment is the Recommended Preferred Alternative Segment —
The Central Alternative Segment is the Recommended Preferred Alternative Segment
for the following reasons: it is about $60 Million cheaper than the other alternatives; it
has the least overall environmental impacts; it is a more direct route for the interstate
motorist; and, it was preferred by 82% of the public attending the recent public
hearings, including all the cities and towns along US 61 in Bolivar County north of
Cleveland. Some disadvantages of using the Central Alternative Segment in this area
are: it impacts more prime farmland; and converting US 61 to I-69 would be more
disruptive to traffic during construction.

A Map of the Cleveland Area and a Chart Addressing a Comparison of the Modified
Eastern Loop Alternative around Cleveland with the Modified Central Alternative to
the West of Cleveland ~ This comparison was needed to respond to requests received
from landowners and the Bolivar County Chamber of Commerce after the public
hearings. The comparison showed the Modified Eastern Loop Alternative Segment
with the Connector to SR 8 West is not a better alternative than the Modified Central
Alternative Segment. The modified Eastern Loop with the SR 8 Connector is
estimated to impact 46 more property owners, require the relocation of seven more
residents and two more businesses, has 19 more current residents that would be living
within ¥ mile of the corridor, has 76 more residents that would be living within %2
mile of the corridor, and would cost approximately $80 Million more than the
Modified Central Alternative. Some advantages of the Modified Central Alternative
relative to the Eastern Loop Alternative with the SR 8 Connector are: it is a shorter
and more direct route; it has less construction cost; it impacts fewer property owners;
it has fewer relocation impacts; it would have less residents living within close
proximity of the corridor. Some advantages of the Eastern Loop Alternative with the

SR 8 West Connector relative to the Modified Central Alternative are: it passes closer



to the existing infrastructure, and it has less impact to prime farmland. A
disadvantage of the Eastern Loop Alternative with the SR 8 West Connector 1s it
impacts an existing minority area southeast of Cleveland. The comparison of these
two alternative segments did not take into account the major impacts the Eastern Loop
Alternative would have on a planned residential subdivision and golf course
development that would be located on the south side of SR 8 within the proposed
right of way limits at this interchange location. Adjusting the interchange to the west
to aveid impacting most of this planned subdivision would also require relocating SR
8 to the north on a parallel county road and placing the interchange access all on the
north side of the relocated county road. Based on the analysis made of the Modified
Central Alternative Segment with the Central Alternative Segment presented at the
public hearings, the modified segment appears to be an improvement. The project
team is recommending that the Modified Central Alternative segment be advanced to
the same level of study as that accomplished on the Central Alternative. If the study
verifies the Modified Central Alternative segment is indeed better, the project team
recommends it replace that portion of the Central Alternative that was presented to the
public at the recent hearings. The Modified Central Alternative is the project team’s
Recommended Preferred Alternative Segment between the Dahomey National
Wildlife area and Clarksdale.

QUESTION: Commissioner Hall wanted to know if there were sections of four-lane
highways in other states without full control of access that were being considered for
conversion to I-697

ANSWER: Mr. Walker responded that Kentucky and Indiana are incorporating some
existing four-lane highways into I-69, and that it is likely that Texas will also. The
other states are not far enough along in their studies to provide a definitive answer.
Mr. Hughes of the FHWA commented that conversion of existing facilities to
interstates had occurred in the past. Mr. Shitley of Neel-Schaffer had addressed how
this could be accomplished during previous meetings with Mr. Lyons. For
Commissioner Hall’s benefit, Mr. Shirley discussed a construction phasing plan that
could be used for the Central Alternative when converting the four-lane section of US

61 to I-69 in Bolivar County. The Central Alternative in Bolivar County would use as



much of US 61 as constraints allowed between Merigold and the Coahoma County
Line. During these comments, Mr. Shirley advised the existing southbound lanes of
US 61 would be changed to a two-lane, two-way West Frontage Road at the
conclusion of the conversion of US 61 to 1-69 for the Central Alternative, the existing
northbound lanes of US 61 would be reconstructed to the requirements necessary to
change those lanes to the southbound lanes of I-69, and that the northbound lanes of I-
69 and any needed Fast Frontage Roads would be constructed adjacent to US 61 on
the east side. During his comments, Mr. Shirley discussed a plan that would allow
four-lane traffic to be maintained during most of the construction, and at the
conclusion of the conversion the West Frontage Road would be continuous and
provide a means of serving as a interstate detour, should an incident occur on the
interstate that required closing the northbound interstate lanes, southbound lanes or
both sets of lanes.

COMMENT: MDOT Third District Engineer Walter Lyons advised that another
negative impact of the Central Alternative is the loss of existing access to US 61. He
also questioned the 82% support figure that the Central Alternative in this area
received at the public hearings. Mr. Lyons believes the study did not do a good job of
relaying to the public the inconvenience that the public would experience during the
conversion of US 61 to I-69 for the portion of the Central Alternative between
Merigold and the Bolivar-Coahoma County Line.

A Map of the Clarksdale/Coahoma County Area and Comments That the Only
Alternative Remaining is Using Existing US 61 as Much as Possible — The Bypass at
Clarksdale was built with Interstate Type Access Control Standards with access only
allowed at interchange locations. Using the Clarksdale Bypass and US 61 north of
Clarksdale as much as possible is the recommendation of the majority of the public
and elected leaders, and this alternative has the least overall environmental impacts of
other alternatives studied in this area. The Central Alternative in the Middle Section
is the project team’s Recommended Preferred Alternative.

A Map of the Lula area in Coahoma County near the Welcome Center and the Tunica
County Line, and Cornments that the Preferred Alternative is the Central Alternative —

Some advantages of the Central Alternative are: by being on new location slightly to



the east of US 61, it does not impact the highly sensitive cultural resource areas
adjacent to US 61 near Lula; and this is the preferred route from the perspective of
Tunica County. Some negative aspects of the Central Alternative in this area are:
former State Senator Delma Furniss wanted the Western Alternative along US 61
selected because it would be closer to the Welcome Center named in his honor; the
corridor costs more because it is on new location, the costs required to provide
connectivity for traffic to safely cross US 61 and access the Welcome Center, and the
costs required for the relocation of Crenshaw Road at its interchange with that road;
and, it will have more natural resource impacts than the Western Alternative.
However, based on the meeting with the Mississippi Department of Archives and
History on February 3, 2004, the Central Alternative from the Lula area in Coahoma
County to the Dubbs Road area in Tunica County became the project team’s
Recommended Preferred Alternative Segment.,

COMMENT: It was agreed that former State Senator Delma Furniss should be
advised that the archaeology is too significant to use the Western Alternative along
US 61 in this area, that the shared Central and Eastern alternative would be used
instead of the Western Alternative, and that good access to the Welcome Center
would be provided from the shared Central and Eastern alternative alignment.
Relative to relaying this information to the former Senator, Second District Engineer
Jimmy Dickerson stated that, when requested to do so, he could meet with former
State Senator Furniss and inform him of this decision.

A Map of the Tunica County Area, and Comments that the Recommended Preferred
Alternative is the Central Alternative — The Central Alternative Segment, from Dubbs
Road in the southem part of Tunica County to the northern limits of the project on the
SR 304 Spur where SIU 11 connects to SIU 10, is the Recommended Preferred
Alternative for the following reasons: it is preferred by the majority of the elected
leaders and the public; it has the least amount of wetland impacts; it serves potential
economic development best, including close proximity to the new airport and the
casino gaming areas; and, it impacts the least archaeology. A negative of this Central
Alternative segment is it is the highest cost option due to the cost of providing access

at relocated Kirby Road for the nearby gaming areas.



COMMENT: When discussing this item and the previous item, Commissioner Hall
asked why there are not any alternatives along US 61 in the Tunica County portion of
the study area?

ANSWER: Mr. Walker responded that alternatives in Tunica County west of US 61
were eliminated based on the human and environmental constraints and public input.
He advised the Western Alternative proceeded north along US 61 to the Dundee area
in Tunica County where the Western Alternative had to leave US 61 on new location
to join the Central Altemative in the vicinity of Dubbs Road. The relocation to the
northeast was necessary to avoid natural environmental constraints that existed along
US 61 south of Dubbs Road and south of the intersection with SR 4 East. Mr. Walker
advised that when after the Western Alternative joins the Central Alternative near
Dubbs Road, the two alternatives pass east of Tunica and east of the Tunica Airport,
which borders the eastern limits of Tunica. After passing east of the airport it would
be out of direction to turn back to the northwest to join US 61 for such a short
distance between Tunica and Robinsonville before the corridor would have to turn
due east to avoid the development along US 61 associated with the gaming industry in
the vicinity of Robinsoville. For these reasons, Mr. Walker advised the study

alternatives in Tunica County were mostly on new location to the east of US 61.

Mr. Walker concluded his presentation by summarizing that the project team’s Recommended

Preferred Alternative for SIU 11 is the Modified Central Alternative, which would use the

Eastern Alternative crossing of SR I near Lake Vista.

There was a brief discussion on whether or not the MDOT Technical Staff would address the

approval of the Recommended Preferred Alternative at the meeting, and it was decided further

time was needed to consider the recommendation.

As previously stated, a conflict prevented Chief Engineer Harry Lee James from attending the

presentation and most of the meeting, but he did arrive as the meeting before it concluded. This

gave him an opportunity to receive a copy of the handout and to briefly discuss the project with

lingering attendees in small groups after the meeting,
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Auqust 13, 2008 Meeting and Follow-up Actions

The MDOT and the Mississippi Division Office of the FHWA conducted
Cooperating and Participating Agency Coordination Meetings on multiple projects
on August 13-14, 2008. The separate meetings were held in the 8" Floor
Conference Room at the MDOT Administrative Building, 401 North West Street,
Jackson, MS. The goals of the meetings were to address the status of each of the
studies and to discuss any special issues or concerns of the agencies. The
studies were in various stages of development from the Final EIS distribution to
having the Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register. The meeting for this

study on SIU 11 of 1-69 was held during the morning of August 13™.

A copy of the Final EIS for review and an approval form for the Cooperating
Agencies to sign were provided to each Cooperating Agency contact prior to the
meeting on August 13"™. With the exception of the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, all Cooperating Agencies in this study sent
representation to the meeting. The Cooperating Agencies present were:

e the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency;

e the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;

e the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

e the U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources

Conservation Service;
o the Mississippi Department of Wildlife Fisheries and Parks; and,

e the Mississippi Department of Archives and History.

Other agencies and organizations represented at the meeting:
e the Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality;
e the Federal Highway Administration;
e the MDOT Environmental Division;
e the MDOT Roadway Design Division;
e the MDOT Second District;
e the MDOT Third District; and

e Neel-Schaffer, Inc.
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MDOT Environmental Division Engineer Claiborne Barnwell presented a power
point presentation on the study’s history. His presentation addressed: purpose
and need; status of the adjoining SIU 10 and SIU 12; project goals; development of
alternatives and constraints; public, agency, and Native American involvement in
the development of the alternatives; revisions made in the alignments of the
alternatives to avoid natural and human environmental impacts; a follow-up
independent economic study comparing benefits of the alternatives; the selected
Preferred Alternative; that the selected Preferred Alternative is also the
Environmentally Preferred Alternative; a summary of the alternatives’ impacts;

mitigation of impacts; and, the environmental commitments.

Since the study area was known to contain a large number of recorded
archaeological sites and since it was assumed that the study would encounter a
number of unknown sites, MDOT Staff Archaeologist John Underwood made a
presentation on the study’s archaeological findings and the steps taken in the

alternative development to reduce the number of impacted sites.

Both Mr. Barnwell’s and Mr. Underwood’s presentations were informal and the
attendees were encouraged to ask questions or make comments at any time

during the presentations.

Table S-1 and Table S-2 were referred to by Mr. Barnwell in summarizing the
impacts of the study alternatives and the Preferred Alternatives for I-69 and SR 8.
For 1-69, the Preferred Alternative is a modification of the Central Alternative
presented in the Draft EIS at the public hearings. For SR 8, the Preferred
Alternative was developed after the public hearings by combining portions of the
two alternatives presented in the Draft EIS at the public hearings. Values shown
in bold in Table S-1 and Table S-2 were either different than those presented in
these tables at the public hearings in the Draft EIS or values that were not
presented in the Draft EIS at the public hearings. The impacts referenced by Mr.
Barnwell for the Preferred Alternative were shown in the extreme right portion of
Table S-1. The totals for the Preferred Alternative were obtained by adding the
totals for the following columns shown to the left of the Preferred Alternative:

e Southern Section, Central
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e SR 8, Alternative D
e Middle Section, Common

e Northern Section, Central

Ms. Ntale Kajumba, the EPA representative, and Ms. Susan Jarvis, the Corps of
Engineers representative, suggested improving Table S-1 and Table S-2 in the
FEIS to better explain the Preferred Alternative impact changes that had occurred
since the Central Alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative after the
public hearings. It was also suggested that more current estimated costs should

be shown in these two tables and/or addressed in their footnotes.

For Table S-1in the FEIS, Ms. Kajumba and Ms. Jarvis also suggested adding a
column to the right of the Total for Preferred Alternative. The requested additional
column would provide the change in values for the Preferred Alternative from the
values shown in the Draft EIS for each impact category. These comparative
values could be obtained by combining the 1-69 Central Alternative impacts with

the Pace Bypass Alternative impacts for the widening of SR 8.

In response to the requests by Ms. Kajumba, Ms. Jarvis, and others, Mr. Barnwell
advised Table S-1 and Table S-2 in the Final EIS would be updated to better

address their concerns.

At the conclusion of the meeting, Mr. Barnwell requested the Cooperating Agency
contacts provide their signed approval sheets along with any comments to the
MDOT as soon as possible. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife representative brought that
agency'’s signed approval sheet to the meeting and gave it to the project team at

the meeting. A copy of that signhed approval sheet is contained in Appendix B.

In the weeks after the meeting, signed approval sheets without cover letters and
one with a cover letter that did not require a response were received from the
following Cooperating Agencies: the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; the
Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks; and, the Mississippi

Department of Archives and History. A copy of each of these three approval
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sheets and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers cover letter is contained in

Appendix B.

After the meeting, the MDOT contacted the U.S. Department of Agriculture —
Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA-NRCS) regarding signing their
Cooperating Agency Approval Sheet. The USDA-NRCS referenced a previous
letter mailed to the Mississippi Division Office of the Federal Highway
Administration dated July 11, 2008. The letter stated in part: “After reviewing the
document, NRCS has determined that no WRP easements will be impacted by the
preferred alternative. Since the agency will not be impacted, we have no
reservations with the project and request to be removed as a cooperating
agency.” A copy of the July 11, 2008, letter and the unsigned approval sheet is
contained in Appendix B.

As stated previously, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) did not send representation to the meeting. After the meeting, Mr. Barnwell
contacted HUD and was informed that their representative in the study retired and
was not replaced. They stated that HUD had no interest in continuing as a
cooperating agency in the study. A copy of their unsigned approval sheet is

contained in Appendix B.

Of the original cooperating agencies, the one remaining cooperating agency
whose approval of the FEIS needs addressing is the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA signed their approval sheet and provided
suggested comments for inclusion in the FEIS or Record of Decision (ROD). A

copy of the signed approval sheet is contained in Appendix B.

Based on the actions taken in response to this Cooperating Agency Meeting, the
approval sheet at the front of this document was revised to two sheets. The first
sheet lists the following as Cooperating Agencies: U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Mississippi
Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks; and, Mississippi Department of
Archives and History. The second sheet contains the scanned approval

signatures.
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The comments received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for
consideration in the FEIS were mainly listed under the categories of Aquatic

Resources, Noise, Alternatives, or Summary of Impacts.

Under Aquatic Resources, the first EPA comment advised the tables and narration
in the FEIS support the selection of the preferred alignment as potentially

impacting the fewest federally jurisdiction waters of the United States.

The second EPA comment under Aquatic Resources concerned minimization of
impacts. It stated the preliminary FEIS provided only generic language
addressing nationally accepted typical unlimited access roadways that meet the
Federal Highways Administrations safety requirements when crossing
environmentally sensitive locations that would include not only the federal and
state wildlife preserves, management areas, parks and reserves, but would
include waters of the United States. The comment referenced specific waters of
the United States identified in the preliminary FEIS were open water channels and
lakes; submerged and emergent aquatic vegetation; and wetlands adjacent to
these waters. The comment identified five specific minimization steps in order of
preference for consideration when crossing waters of the United States. The
following are the five suggested minimization steps and the actions that will be

taken in response to the suggestions:

1. bridging with scuppers avoided in all bridge designs;

RESPONSE: There are several existing bridges that will not be
reconstructed in the initial construction phase; however, should any of
these bridges be modified, consideration will be given for eliminating
use of scuppers. Scuppers will not be included in the bridge designs for
the proposed interstate except where determined to be the only practical

way to safely handle the drainage.
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2. reduction of required right-of-way by combining outside guard rails
combined with vertical wall or 3:1 slopes with approximately 24’ wide
inside medians with Jersey barriers separating the two directions of

traffic;

RESPONSE: The location of I-69 SIU 11 is almost entirely through the
rural Mississippi Delta where design standards are used to meet drivers’
anticipations of long tangents, excellent visibility, wide shoulders, flat
roadway slopes and low embankments. This type facility instills a
distinct feeling of safety in the drivers. Implementing design features
such as narrower medians, guard rails, steeper slopes, vertical walls and
median barriers to lessen the footprint of the roadway and reduce right-
of-way impacts would deviate from the desired design standards and

could be detrimental to driver safety.

This facility will utilize portions of existing roadways constructed to the
proposed typical section and will connect to the similarly constructed
SIU 10. Creating an hourglass configuration at the bridge locations
would conflict with driver expectations and could compromise safety.
Median barriers are seldom used in a rural setting unless to minimize
extraordinary environmental or social impacts, none of which have been
identified by any of the participating agencies or stakeholders.
Narrowing the median through use of Jersey Barriers at bridged

locations would only minimally reduce the filled areas.

Except in the transition for the guard rail end section, the embankment
design for the new interstate bridges will provide 3:1 slopes behind the

guard rails.

3. all bridge and road stormwater run-off collected over waters of the
United States and 100-year flood plain are to be directed to
retention/detention ponds constructed in upland areas outside the 100-

year flood plain;
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RESPONSE: Again, this segment of I-69 traverses through the
Mississippi Delta where agriculture is the predominant industry. Table
4-20 lists the land uses for the study alternatives as almost entirely
cropland with the Preferred Alternative impacting 7,892 acres of
cropland. Upland Scrub/Shrub constitutes 29 acres of the Preferred
Alternative. Very few ponds that are not naturally formed exist in this
area. Retention ponds would be counter productive to and conflict with

the drainage requirements for crop management.

Transmission of surface water by man-made means into ponds is
practically impossible; in the Delta this is especially true due to the ‘flat’
terrain. Directing stormwater into retention/detention ponds considering
the limited amount of upland areas could, in most cases, only be
accomplished by mechanical means. This would be economically

unfeasible to establish & more so to maintain.

The practice of collecting bridge and road stormwater and directing it to
retention/detention ponds outside the 100 year floodplain has not been
undertaken by any of the southeastern states (FHWA performed a poll of
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Tennessee, North Carolina, Virginia, South
Carolina, West Virginia) with the exception of Florida that has utilized

detention ponds for some but not all projects.

During design, a commitment will be included to consider the
construction of detention/retention ponds for stormwater run-off where
such a system would make a measurable difference in water quality,
function without mechanical components, and require reasonable

degree of maintenance.

. wildlife crossing associated with all palustrine forested riparian waters
of the United States;
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RESPONSE: The concern for wildlife crossings associated with
palustrine forested riparian waters was one of the early issues
coordinated with EPA & USF&W in the development of this EIS. From
the earliest scoping meetings migration routes, mostly associated with
the Mississippi River, were identified. As the alternative routes were
developed a commitment to not separate Dahomey Wildlife Refuge from
the Mississippi River was made. Furthermore, during the development
and refinement of the alternatives considered viable to carry forward, all
of their locations continually moved further to the east, not only east of
SR 1 but even east of US 61 north of Clarksdale, minimizing the

infringements on the migration routes identified as being of concern.

When these areas are crossed by a hydraulic bridge structure adequate
means for wildlife to cross will be available. Fencing along the right of

way will also guide wildlife to all available crossings of the interstate.

5. aquatic and aquatic dependent fish and wildlife movement and migration
through any culverts will include inverted designs, i.e., below grade with
appropriate gravel sized substrate placed above the culvert bottom to

historical grade elevation.

RESPONSE: To accommodate aquatic and aquatic dependent fish and
wildlife movement and migration installation of culverts will include
inverted designs. Flat grades and low velocities of channel flow in
conjunction with the soil types in the Delta will create a natural substrate
by siltation in a very short time. Therefore, the gravel substrate would

not provide any useful benefit.

The third EPA comment under Aquatic Resources suggested the commitments to
bridge over specific waters of the United States and 100-year floodplains be
identified and included in the FEIS and/or ROD.
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RESPONSE: During the preliminary design, sufficient hydraulic engineering
studies will be performed and shared with the regulatory agencies to determine
which waters of the United States and 100-year floodplains will be bridged. When
developing the cost estimates for this study’s alternatives, the existing roadway
drainage structures provided upstream and downstream of proposed crossings
were reviewed. If athree or more span hydraulic bridge was provided either
upstream or downstream, it was assumed that a bridge would be required at the
alternative’s proposed crossing. In response to this EPA Comment, Table 8-1 was
developed to indicate known bridge crossings for the Preferred Alternative. The
future hydraulic engineering studies may determine other locations where bridges

are needed.

The fourth EPA comment under Aquatic Resources suggested that the FEIS
disclose how mitigation for unavoidable stream impacts will likely be addressed
for a more complete evaluation during the NEPA process. As part of this
comment, the EPA advised a main consideration regarding the compensatory
mitigation will be the State 303(d) listed water bodies (i.e., Harris Bayou,
Hushpuckena River, and Coldwater) that may be impacted by the proposed
project and a very strong desire to compensate in the watershed to replace the
loss of water quality benefits provided to these waterbodies by the unavoidable

impact to waters of the United States by this activity.

RESPONSE: Impacted streams will be mitigated as part of the 404/401 permit
process. In accordance with the EPA’s suggestions, it is anticipated that
mitigation would consist of restoration of streams within the same watershed
using aratio to be determined through negotiation between MDOT and permitting

agencies.

The EPA comment under Noise noted that five receptor locations will be impacted
by noise at levels that exceed the noise abatement criteria or the substantial
increase criteria. EPA noted that according to the preliminary FEIS these
structures will not be relocated, but an earthen berm is being considered in one
location. EPA commented that it supports the need for noise mitigation and

suggests that given the limited number of locations where EPA believes noise
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mitigation is needed relative to the magnitude of the overall project, additional
noise mitigation should be included. For example, possible noise minimization
efforts used by the EPA in their comment included insulating individual receptor
locations-windows, doors, etc. for installing air conditioning units at impacted

sites.

RESPONSE: If a noise barrier analysis determines that a barrier is not justified,
The Code of Federal Regulations allow Federal Funding to be used for noise
mitigation measures only for public buildings. None of the five impacted receptor
locations are public buildings. MDOT’s Noise Policy does not provide for noise
abatement measures for the five units identified as exceeding noise abatement
criteria. This project traverses some 120 miles with a minimum of impacted

properties and noise abatement measures are not considered warranted.

The EPA comment under Alternatives suggested that Page S-8 in the Summary
which discusses proposed improvements to SR 8 should fully summarize these
changes; it should indicate that SR 8 is being widened from a 2-lane section to

five and four-lane sections; and, the length of this improvement should also be

included in the Summary.

RESPONSE: The EPA’s requested changes have been addressed.

The first EPA comment under Summary of Impacts is that the Summary of
Impacts indicates a comparison of the impacts of each section of the proposed
alternatives. The comment addressed the modifications made to the preferred
alternative following the DEIS. The EPA requested that changes in impacts from
draft to final should be made clear in the footnote. For example, the EPA pointed
out that the DEIS indicates that 68 acres of wetlands will be impacted by this

alternative, while the FEIS shows 106 acres of wetlands impacts.

RESPONSE: The footnote(s) to the Summary of Impacts tables have been revised

to better explain the changes in impacts from draft to final.
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The second EPA comment under Summary of Impacts requested that updated
cost estimates be included in the summary of impacts table.

RESPONSE: The summary of impacts tables have been revised to provide
updated cost estimates.
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March 25, 2009

Ms. Ntale Kajumba

Atlanta Federal Ctr, NEPA Prgm 13th Fir
61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

Re: Interstate 69, SIU 11, Environmental Impact Statement

Coahoma, Bolivar, and Tunica Counties, Mississippi
Dear Ms. Kajumba:
In response to your concems expressed following the August 2008 Scoping
Meeting we are providing the attached information. The format we chose
includes a complete synopsis of the meeting and then addresses directly the
points you presented. This report then will become a part of the final
documentation of the FEIS.

This chapter is the last remaining task before requesting approval for distribution
of the FEIS from Federal Highway.

Please call if any additional information is needed or if you wish to discuss any
aspect of the responses.

Sincerely,

QI VRN

E. Claiborne Barnwell
Environmental Division Engineer

Cc:  Dickie Walters, Federal Highway Administration

enclosures






