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August 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 8th 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 I-69 was held during the morning of August 13th. 
 
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 13th.  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: 

• the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; 

• the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 

• the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• the U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources 
Conservation Service; 

• the Mississippi Department of Wildlife Fisheries and Parks; and, 

• the Mississippi Department of Archives and History. 
 
Other agencies and organizations represented at the meeting:  

• the Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality; 

• the Federal Highway Administration; 

• the MDOT Environmental Division; 

• the MDOT Roadway Design Division; 

• the MDOT Second District; 

• the MDOT Third District; and 

• 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 I-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: 

• Southern Section, Central 
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• SR 8, Alternative D 

• Middle Section, Common 

• 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-1 in 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 I-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 signed 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. 
 

4. 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 a three 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 a ratio 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. 






