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Traffic Accident and Safety Data

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370f, requires that this analysis of
the proposed project must consider and discuss its effects and impacts on mankind, and its effects and
impacts on plants, animals, resources, and the natural world in general. One of the key elements to be
discussed in any NEPA analysis of a proposed highway project is its effects and impacts on the safety of
those who use those highways. However, Congress has recognized that even while this document
summarizes and presents traffic accident and safety information for the general benefit of the public,
pursuant to federal law, some people may attempt to use the information to establish federal, state or
local liability in lawsuits arising from highway accidents. Congress has enacted a law, 23 USC Section
409, which prohibits the discovery or use, in litigation, of highway accident and safety data, developed
under federal law to make highway safety improvements. Congress’s rationale is obvious: the safety data
was compiled and collected at their request, to help prevent future accidents, injuries and death on our
nation’s highways. If that information can be used in expensive damage suits, then the millions of dollars
that litigation may cost the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) and local governments will
not be available for their use to make Missouri’s highways safer. The collection of this safety data should
be encouraged, not discouraged.

Traffic accident statistics and safety data are compiled, presented and summarized in portions of this
NEPA document. Where noted in an introductory footnote to a segment of this document, the
discussions, reports, lists, tables, diagrams and data presented throughout that chapter, unit, section or
subsection were compiled or collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating or planning the safety
enhancement of potential accident sites or hazardous roadway conditions pursuant to federal law. Thus,
that information and its supporting reports, schedules, lists, tables, diagrams and data are not subject to
discovery, and they are prohibited by federal law (23 USC § 409) from being admitted into evidence in a
federal or state court proceeding, or from being considered for other purposes, in any action for damages
arising from an occurrence on the highways, intersections or interchanges discussed in this document.
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[U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGF ICUL1URE [ SCS-CPA-10
Soil Conservation Scrvice e

i FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

L FOR CO'RRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART I (To be completed by F ‘deral Agency) 3. Dutc of Land Evaluation Request 1/26 /10 J 4. Show sof__

1. Namc of Pruject

Warren & Franklia Counties Rt. 47 #J3S:. 55

5. Federal Agency Invalved
Federn) Highway Administration

2. Proposcd Land Use

Replace Route 47 Bridge at Washingzton

6. Counly and Statc
Warren County, Missouri

PART 1l (To be completed by SCS) L. Dile Requezt m"“‘hb?é?a/;o 2 PmColewr'aPufcbon_ME_‘_ézﬂ - ABSS
3. Docs the comidor contain prime, uique, statewide or local impoitant ia inland? Yes No 4. Acres Imigated Average Furm Size
{if no, the FPPA does not apply - do nut complete additional paris of tf. ;_orm.) v 2 03
5. Major Crop(s) C-'?Vv\ pa SLLLde e 6. ;a:xrr: E cj#;ib n é‘;ﬂmdim‘;ﬂ T: f::i:n: Of%%i Ay Defined ;’:‘x }(F;IQIA‘J__
8. Nume of Land Evaluauon System Jsed 9. Nam: ¢ Lowal Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Retumed by SCS
/S0 2/16/2010
Alternative Comidor for Segment ___
PART III (To be completed by 1 ederal Agency) : Upstream (West) | Downstream (Eust) Corridor C Comider D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Di. ectly 6.3 4.34
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Incireetly, Or To Receive Scrvices
C. Towd Acres lu Corridor 6.3 4.34
PART 1V (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation [nformai in
A. Total Acees Prime And Unique F umland (a} 3
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland ) O ©
C. Percentage Of Farmland In Coun y Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Comver =d ,0bo0 23 sodco (b
D. Percentage Of Farmlund [n Govt Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher K. lative Vulue B4a.l % w5 %
PART YV (To be completed by SCS) Lund Evaluation Cricerion Relu ive Value 23 7@
Of Farmland To Be Serviced Ir Converted (Scule vf ¥ to 100 Puin )
PART VI (To be completed by F «deral Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteriu ai e expluined in 7 CER 638.5(¢)) Ponts
1. Area In Nonurbun Use 15.00 [{O o
2. Perimeter [n Nonurban Use 10.00 4
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Parmec 20.00 lo e,
4, Protection Provided By Stale And Local Government | 20.00 O o) e 1
3. Size Of Present Fanin Unit Compa <d To Averuge ‘ 10.00 i) 5] |
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmlar 4 T 25.00 1) o]
7. Availability Of Farm Support Ser ices iS00 J i
8. On-furm Investments [ 20.00 O o
9. Effect Of Cenversion On Fanu Susport Services T 25.00 0 @
10. Compatebility With Existing Agr cultural Use 10,00 ',
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESS MENT POINTS 160.00 ’7) % l )’
PART VII (To be competed by Fideral Agency)
Relutive Valuc OF Faninland (From F 2rt ¥) 100.00 a3 6
Tolul Corridor Asscssment (From Pe st VI above or a local 160.00 '5 3 ?) 5
sile gusgdsmeni) -
[OTAL POINTS (Towal of above 2 'ines) T 260.00 h .g 0 q
1. Corridor Selected: 3. Total Actes of Earmlands tobe | 3. Date of Sclcstion 4. Was A Locul Sitc Assesstncnt Used?
Converted by Project:
Yoo No___
S. Reasvn For Selection
Signiature of Ferson Conipleting This Po:t: DATE |
__1

NOTE: Complete a form :or each segment with 11 re than one Alternative Corridor.

EB/EB 3o9d

0¥ SOaN Y 4 ITvd

EETIERLELST ET:ET BIBT/BT/CB
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STATE OF MISSOURI
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT

GENERAL PERMIT
In compliance with the Missouri Clean Water Law. (Chapter 644 R.S. Mo. as amended. hereinafter. the Law), and the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (Public Law 92-300, 92 Congress) as amended.

MO-R100xxx

is authorized to discharge from the facility described herein. in accordance with the effluent imitations and monitoring requirements as
set forth herein:

FACILITY DESCRIPTION
All Outfalls

Construction or land disturbance activity (e.g., clearing, grubbing, excavating, grading, and other activity that results in the destruction
of the root zone and/or land disturbance activity that is reasonably certain to cause pollution of waters of the state) that are performed
by or under contract to a city, county, or other governmental jurisdiction that has a storm water control program and/or Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for land disturbance activities that has been approved by the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources.

I'his permit authorizes only wastewater, including storm waters, discharges under the Missouri Clean Water Law and the National
Pollutam Discharge Elimination System: it does not apply to other regulated arcas. This permit may be appealed in accordance with
Section 044,05 1.6 of the Law.

May 31, 2007

Eflective Dile Issue Daie Director, Depdment of Natural Resources
I'secunive Secretary, Clean Water € ommuission

May 30, 2012 _‘;@Lﬂi’

Expiration Date Dhrector of Staff, Clean Water Commission
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www.dnr.mo.gov

February 26, 2010

Dr. Robert Reeder

MoDOT, Historic Preservation

105 West Capitol Avenue, P.O. Box 270
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Re: SHPO Project Number: 019-MLT-10: Route 47, Job No. J3P2155, Route 47 Bridge, Washington,
Franklin and Warren Counties, Missouri (FHWA)

Dear Dr. Reeder:

Thank you for submitting information about the above-referenced project for our review pursuant to Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (P.L. 89-665, as amended) and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation's regulation 36 CFR Part 800, which require identification and evaluation of cultural resources.

Based on the information provided, we agree that bridge number K0969 is eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. In addition, we agree that Architectural Resources 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are not eligible. For
Architectural Resource 4, SHPO staff agrees that while this property is unique and interesting, it does not meet the
National Register criteria. We hope that due to the recent loss of so many historic properties in Washington,
MoDOT staff will either photographically document the property or allow the SHPO to photo document the
property should it be slated for demolition as part of this project. In addition, in accordance with the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s regulation Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 800), Section 800.5, it
is our opinion that the proposed project will have an adverse effect on the National Register of Historic Places
eligible bridge. We recommend preparing a Memorandum of Agreement.

In accordance with Section 800.6(a)(1), FHWA or its applicant shall forward the necessary adequate documentation
to the Executive Director, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Old Post Office Building, 1100
Pennsylvania Avenue NW, #809, Washington, D.C 20004. Pending receipt of the Council’s decision on whether it
will participate in consultation, no action shall be taken which would foreclose Council consideration of alternatives
to avoid or satisfactorily mitigate any adverse effect on the property in question. Please be sure to copy us on any
correspondence to the ACHP.

If you have any questions please write Missouri Department of Natural Resources, State Historic Preservation
Office, Attn: Review and Compliance, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, or call Rebecca Prater at (573)
751-7958. Please be sure to include the SHPO Project Number (019-MLT-10) on all future correspondence
relating to this project. If the information is provided via telephone call, please follow up in writing for our files.

Sincerely,

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

- W

Mark A. Miles
Director and Deputy
State Historic Preservation Officer

MAM:
rp e

w
Recycled Paper

C: Peggy Casey, FHWA
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Appendix B: Additional Information on
Applying Through Grants.gov

Applications (Stage 2] for TIGEE 1T
Discreticmary Grants must be submitted
through Grants.gov. To apply for
funding through Grants.gov, applicants
must ba pmper]z registersd. Complata
instructions on how to register and
apply can ba found at hitp//
Wil grants gov. Ifinterested parties
experience difficulties at any point
during registration or application
Eum-:m please call the Grants.gov

sLOMET SMP[:-:-n Hoiline at 1-&0i0—

518—47 26 nday—Friday from 7 a.m.
to 8 pm. EST. ’

PRegistering with Grants.gov is a one-
time process; however, processi
delays may coour and it can take up to
saveral weeks for firs-time registrants to
receiva confimmation and a user
&MDM It i= highly recommendad

at applicants start the registration

rocess a2 early as possible to prevent

I.a]}s that may preclude submitting an
application by T.he deadlines spacifisd.
Applications will not be :a-:::a&ntal:l aftar
the relevant due date; delays
registration is not an acceptable reason
for extensions. In ordar to apply for
TIGER 1 Discretionary Grant funding
under this announcement and to apply
for funding through Grants. gov., :a:l[.El

pﬁ;:?nm are required to n:::nmplate the

. A-:rqllsr_urecr DUNS Number. A DUMNS
num]:-ar is na-%’hwed for Grants gow
registration. The Offica of Managament
and Budget requires that all businesses
and :nn:-npn:-ﬁt applicants for Fadaral
funds include a BUMS [Data Universal
MHurnbering System) nurmber in their

licationz for a new award or renswal
of an existing award. A DUMS number
iz a unique nine-digit sequence
recognizad as the universal standard for
identi and keeping track of entities
m-:mwf;ﬁ nﬁ'adﬂra] E?JPn.dnE The identifiar
iz usad for tr:a-:hnggu rposes and to
validate address point of contact
information for Fe-:l.ena] assistance
apEu]L-::ants recipiants, and sub-
recipients. The DUTNS number will be

throughout the grant lifs cycle.
Ob'talmng a DUHS numbsr is a fras,
one-time activity. Obtain a DUNES
mumbsar by calling 1-866-705-6711 or
by applying online at hitp:¥
Wil dunan dbng dstnest.com.

2. Acguire or Renew Hegistration With
the Cenimal Contractor Registnation
(CCR) Database. All applicants for
Federal financial assistance maintain
current ragistrations inthe Central
Contractor Registration [CCR) database.
An applicant must be registerad in the
CCR to suu:emfu]g r;gu:tar in
Grantz.gov. The CCR databasa is the

repository for standard information
:al:u:-ut Faderal financial assistancs
licants. reciplents, and sub-
m:lpiants. anizations that have
reviously submitted applications via
rantz gov are already registered with
CCE. as it is a requirement for
Grantz gov registration. Pleass note,
however. that applicants must update or
renew their rag:stmtl-:-n at least
omoe per year to maintain an active
status, 2o it is critical to check
m?;ztrati-:-n status well in advance of
relevant application deadlines.
[nformation akout CCR registration
procedures can be accassed at hittp/Y
O e )
3. Acqguire an Authorized
D nization Representative [AOR) and
ranis.gov Username and Password.
Cn:unp]ata your AR profile on
Grants.gov and create your usernams
and password. You will need to use
your organization's DURE Mumber to
cnmplﬁta thiz step. Far mara
information about the registration
process. go o htfp/fview grants, gov’
apffmunmger istered jsp.

Acguire Authorization for Vour
AR Fn:u:rr the E-Busin ess Point of
Cantact (E-Biz POG). The E-Biz POC at
your arganization must log in to
zrantz.gov to confimm you as an AOR.
Please note that thera can be more than

ome A0R for your o BJILEEI‘IZLDD
5. Bearch for the }Dﬁl-:-num'z}'
on GRIntE. gov. P]ease use & following

iclenti fyi I.'E information when sea:-:hlng
for the TIGER 11 funding -:uil:u]‘]l:-:-rtumtv on
Grants.g_n:uv. The Catalo sderal
Domestic Assistance (CFDAJ number for
this solicitation iz 20,933, titled Surface
Transportation Infrastructura
Discretionary Grant= for Capital
Invesimeants 11.

&, Submit an Application Addressing
Al af the wiremants Cutlinad in
This Funding Availability
Anpouncemant. Within 24-48 hours
after submitting your elecronic

lication. you should receive an e-
mail validation message from
Grantz.gov. The validation message will
1all yvou whether the ap lication has
been received a.nu:luah atad or rejectad.
with an explanation. You are urged to
submit your apﬁgcaﬁc-n at least 72
hours nn:urt-:n the dus date of the

p]g]matmn to allow time to receive the

validation me=s=age and to correct any
Pmblal:na that may have caused a
rejection notification.

Mote: When uploading attachmaonts ploasa
use genarally acceptad fommats such as pdf,
doc, and xls. While ¥ou may imbed pictura
files such as jpg, .gif, bmp, in your files,
ploass do not save and submit tha attachment
in thase formats. Additionally, tha following
formats will mot ba accopted.: .com, .bat, .oxa,

xbs, ofg, dat, db, ABE 4L, .ini, log, .o,
ays, and zip.

Experiencing Unforesean Grants gov
Technical Issues

[f you experence unforessen
Grantz.gov technical issues bayond your
control that prevant you from
submitting your application by the
deadline, you must contact Robart
Mariner at Z02-366-5914 or
Robert Manner@dot, gov within 24 hours
after the deadline and requast aEpr-:n;aJ
to submit your app]i-::ati-:un Al that time,
DOT staff will require you to e-mail the
-:-:u:n%El te grant app lcation, yaur DUMS

r. and n:nnda a Granis.gov Halp
Desk tna-:'.kmg numberis). After DOT
stafl review all of the information
subrnitied as well as contacts the
G[‘ants.g-:n.r Help Desk to validate the
technical issuas you reported. DOT staff
Wl]] contact you to either approve or
1."01.1:' requeast to submii a late
L-::atl the technical izsuas you
repl:urte-:l can.n-:ut be validated, your
lication will be rejected as untimely.
o ensure a fair competition for
limited discrationary funds, the
following conditions are not valid
reasons to permit late submissions: (1)
Failure to complete the registration
rocess before the deadline date; (2]
ihure to follow Grants.gov instructions
on how to register and apply as posted
om its Web site; (3] failure to follow all
of the instructions in the fundin
availability notice:. and (4] technical
izsues experienced with the applicant’s
computer or information technology (IT)
environment.

lasued on: May 26, 200100
Eay LaHnod,
Secnefany.
[FE Dioc. 2010130 78 Flled 5-28-10; 3:45 am]|
BLLAG CODE Q10

DEPARTMEMNT OF TRAMSPORTATION
Feds=ral Highway Administration

Notice To Aescind Notice of Intent To
Prepare an Envirenmental Impact
Statement: Franklin and Warren
Counties, MO

AGENCY: Faderal Highway
Administration (FHWA), D5OT.
ACTION: Bescind Motica of Intent to
prepars an environmental impact
statement.

SUMMARY: The FHWA i= issuing this
notice to advise the public that we are
reacinding the Motica of Intent [MO) to
Pprepars an environmental impact
statement (ELS) for improvements that
were proposad for Route 47 in Franklin
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and Warren Counties, Missouri. The
MOl was published in the Federal
Register on April 2z, 2008, This
rescission is based on a reduction in the
soopse of the project.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Peggy 1. Casey, Envircnmental Projects
Team Leader. FHWA Division Office.
2220 West Edgewood. Suite H. Jeffarson
City, Missour &5109, Telephone: (573)
B38—2620 or Kevin Kaith, Chief
Engineer, Missouri Department of
T‘ranslﬁ;:trtaﬁ-:m. P.0O. Box 270, Jeffarson
City, Missour 85102, Taelephone: (573)
526578,

SUIPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA. in cooperation with the
Missour Department of Trans partation
[MolEIT). is rescinding the MOI to
Eﬂmpﬂm an ELS for a project that had

en proposed to improve the
transportation system on Route 47 in
Warren and Franklin Countias,
Mizsour. The NOI is baing rescindad
bacauss the soope of the projec has
been recduced from the 2008 proposal to

lace the existing bridge over the

1asour RBiver and relocate or
reconsinct Missoun Foute 47 batwaen
Foute 94 in Warren County and Fifth
Straet in the city of Washington in

Franklin County. The currently
proposed project will replace the Route
47 Bridaa aither immediataly upstraam
or downstream from the existing bridge.
The project extends roughly from

Augusta Bottom Road in Warren County

aouth to the touchdown in the city of
Washington in Franklin County.
(Catalog of Faderal Domastic Assistance
Program MNumbar 20,208, Highway Plarming
and Construction. Tha mgulations
implamanting Executive Ordar 12372
regarding intergovernmanial consultation en
Fedaral programs and activities apply to this
program. |

lazued en: May 25, Zo10
Pegy 1. Casey,
Environmentel Projacts Tecn Leader,
Feffarsan City,

[FE Do, 2010- 13008 Filed 5-28-10; £:45 am]
BLLNG COCE Hi0-22-P

DEPARTMEMT OF THE TREASURY

Office of Thrift Supervision
[AC—42: OTS Ho. H-4T0&]

Jacksonville Bancorp, Inc.,
Jacksonville, IL; Approval of
Conversicn Application

Motice is hereby given that on May 14,
21, the Office of Thrift Supervision
approved the application of Jacksonville

ancorp, MHC, and Jacksomville

Savingz Bank. Jacksonville, llinois, to
convert to the stock form of

anization. Copies of the application
?r&avaj lable for ll:unspa-:tl-:-n th:rP
appointment (phone number: 202-506—
5222 or e-mai
Public In fol0T5. Treas, gov) at the
Public Reading Room., 1700 G Street,
HW.. Washington, DC 20552, and the
0TS Cantral Regional Office, 1 South
Wacker Drive, Suita 2000, Chicago,
[limois 00,

Dated: May 21, 2010,

By tha Office of Thrift Suparvision.
Sandra E. Evans,
Federal Register Lidsom.
[FR Tz, 2010-12818 Flled 5-28-10; 3:45 ami]
BLLNG CODE E720-01-H
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
KANSAS CITY DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
STATE REGULATORY PROGRAM OFFICE - MISSOURI
221 BOLIVAR STREET, SUITE 103
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65101

October 14, 2010

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Missouri Regulatory Office
(NWK 2008-00923)

Richard Moore, Compliance Manager
Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Moore:

Thank you for providing a preliminary Environmental Assessment (EA) for our review
concerning work proposed to replace the historic Route 47 Bridge over the Missouri River near
Washington, Missouri. As we previously commented we believe that you have adequately
selected a sufficient number of available alternatives to consider for this project. However, we
would recommend that beyond stating an alternative does not meet the project needs or address
deficiencies outlined in the purpose and need statement, you specifically define why an
alternative is not practicable. Also, there is no environmental assessment attached to many of the
alternatives eliminated. Finally, prior to a final permit determination, further information will be
required about wetlands at the project site, such as wetland data forms, etc., and temporary
impacts predicted in regulated areas.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to write me or call 816-389-
3834.

Sincerely,

SAfr X (el

James A. Ptacek
Regulatory Project Manager
Missouri State Regulatory Office



I I Do I 105 West Capitol Avenue

Missouri P.0. Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Department (573) 751-2551

of Transportation v i
Kevin Keith, Interim Director

September 10, 2010

Col. Roger Wilson, Jr.

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District
601 E. 12" Street

Kansas City, Missouri 64106

Dear Colonel Wilson:

Subject: Route 47 EIS, Warren and Franklin Counties, Missouri
From Routes 94/TT at Dutzow to Fifth Street in Washington
MoDOT Job No. J3P2155
Preliminary Environmental Assessment

Per your role as a cooperating agency, enclosed for your review is a copy of the preliminary
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the subject project. The primary purpose of the project is to replace
the historic Route 47 Bridge over the Missouri River. As you recall the study was downgraded from an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to an EA because of a reduction in project scope. The Notice of
Intent to prepare an EIS was rescinded by notice in the Federal Register on June 1, 2010.

Comments on this preliminary EA should be submitted by October 8, 2010. The document will be revised
to address comments and resubmitted to the Federal Highway Administration for approval. Approval is
anticipated in late December 2010, with a public hearing in January 2011.

Thank you for taking the time to review this preliminary document. If you have any questions you may
contact me via e-mail at Richard. Moore@modot.mo.gov or by phone at (573) 526-2909.

Sincerely,—

At Solse

Richard Moore
Environmental Compliance Manager

Enclosure

Copies: James A. Ptacek — COE (JC office)
Rick Domzalski — D-3
Carole Hopkins — de
Matt Burcham - de

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.
- &% Printed on recycled paper




I I O D o I 105 West Capitol Avenue

Missouri P.O. Box 270
Jefferson City, MO 65102
Department (573) 751-2551

Fax (573) 751-6555
www.modot.org

of Transportation
Pete K. Rahn, Director

April 12,2010

Col. Roger Wilson, Jr.

District Engineer ,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District
601 E 12th Street

Kansas City, Mo 64106

Dear Colonel Wilson:

Subject: Design, Environmental Section
Route 47, Warren and Franklin Counties
From Route 94 south to Fifth Street in Washington
MoDOT Job No. J3P2155
EIS Rescission/Preparation of EA

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT), will rescind the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental
impact statement (EIS) for the subject project. The NOI was published in the Federal Re gister
on April 22, 2008. This rescission is based on a reduction in scope from the 2008 proposal to
replace the existing bridge over the Missouri River and relocate or reconstruct Route 47 between
Route 94 in Warren County and Fifth Street in the city of Washington in Franklin County,
Missouri. The project originally proposed was approximately four miles in length and was
intended to improve safety, reduce congestion, and improve reliability of Route 47 during
Missouri River flood events.

Considerable effort was spent on developing the EIS purpose and need and examining a wide
range of early alternatives with opportunities for both resource agency and public input in
accordance with Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU. Based on the prohibitive financial and
environmental costs of constructing three miles of roadway through the Missouri River
floodplain in Warren County, it was decided to focus solely on the primary purpose of replacing
the deteriorating bridge. Substantial revisions reflecting this were made to the purpose and need
between agency collaboration points 1 and 2.

A January 7, 1985, FHWA/USCG guidance memorandum states “Demolition of an historic
bridge will require the preparation of an EIS unless the bridge is not considered important for
preservation. Acceptable documentation to show importance could include . . .(2) The bridge is
not identified as important for preservation in a state historic bridge preservation plan approved
by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).” Missouri’s Historic Bridge Preservation

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.



Col. Roger Wilson, Jr.
Page 2
April 12,2010

Plan, which was formulated in consultation with the SHPO, does not identify the Route 47
Bridge at Washington as a bridge important for preservation. With the reduced scope of the
proposed project and as impact analyses have progressed, it is apparent that the impacts
associated with the alternatives being considered are generally minor. To date no significant
controversy has been voiced about the project.

Based on the above information, the FHWA and MoDOT will prepare an Environmental
Assessment for a proposed bridge replacement, revising the original EIS termini to encompass
only the bridge replacement.

The decision to prepare an EA for a reduced project scope should not affect your agency’s
involvement as a cooperating agency. If you have any questions about your role as a cooperating
agency on this project, please address them to Mr. Kevin Ward, Division Administrator, Federal
Highway Administration, 3220 West Edgewood, Suite H, Jefferson City, MO 65109. Questions
about the project can be directed to Rick Domzalski, D-3 Project Manager, at (573) 248-2579 or
by email to Richard. Domzalski @modot.mo.gov.

Thank you for your involvement in this project.

Sincerely,

(A48 4

David B. Nichols, P.E.
Director of Program Delivery

Copies: James A. Ptacek—COE (JC office)
Kevin Ward—FHWA
Richard Domzalski—D-3
Matt Burcham—de
Carole Hopkins—de




Matthew L
Burcham/SC/MODOT To Shepard Larry, Jane Beetem, Doyle Brown,
. James.A.Ptacek@usace.army.mil,

0112612010 02:36 PM Peter.J.Sambor(tC@@uscg.mil, Charlie Scott,
aengelage@warrencountymo.org,
Paul.Parmenter@sema.dps.mo.gov,
J.R.Flores@mo.usda.gov, kenneth.sessa@dhs.gov
<kenneth.sessa@dhs.gov>

cc
Subject Route 47 Collaboration Point 2

Dear sirs and Madame:

By now you should have received by mail the second collaboration point material. The cover letter
errantly offered a wrong date for a comment deadline. Please provide us with any comments you may
have no later than February 26. If you have any comments, please contact me or Rick Domzalski.

Thank you,

Matt Burcham

Senior Environmental Specialist
573-526-6679 (phone)
573-526-3261 (fax)

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and
promotes a prosperous Missouri



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY TR (O I
KANSAS CITY DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS | || T
STATE REGULATORY PROGRAM OFFICE - MISSOURI R o

| MARTL200

221 BOLIVAR STREET, SUITE 103 "i
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65101 k
i

March 8, 2010

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Missouri State Regulatory Office
(NWK 2008-00923)

Richard Moore, Compliance Manager
Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Moore:

Thank you for extending the response time for cooperating and participating agencies, as requested by
our letter dated February 18, 2010, concerning review of the Missouri Department of Transportation’s
(MODOT) development of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed Missouri River
bridge at Washington, Missouri. We have completed our review for the second collaboration point,
which focuses on alternatives retained for detailed analysis.

Based on the information provided, you initially evaluated eleven possible alternatives and pared your
analysis down to three alternatives as follows: no build, new bridge adjacent upstream, and new bridge
adjacent downstream. Though you provided a table of screening results that noted each of your screening
factors, we did not locate a descriptive analysis explaining how you ranked each alternative and why
various alternatives were eliminated from the process. We agree with the eleven alternatives that you
initially evaluated, however, we recommend that you provided further explanation about your analysis of
each alternative. Prior to issuance of a permit under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a descriptive analysis will be required to show that you have selected
the least environmentally (aquatic) damaging, practicable, alternative that meets your project purpose and
need. As we have previously indicated, we suggest you complete a wetland delineation of the project site
to assist you in your analysis of project alternatives available. We request that you consider our
comments and make the appropriate additions to your document before you move forward to
collaboration point three.

Thank you for allowing us to comment and if you have any questions concerning this matter, please
feel free to write me or call 573-634-2248, ext. 3834, or email to james.a.ptacek@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

James A. Ptacek
Regulatory Project Manager
Missouri State Regulatory Office



Route 47 Bridge EIS; Extension of 2 Weeks for COE

. ’ . Richard A Domzalski, Richard W Moore, )
- Matthew L Burcham to: <! HopKing 02/24/2010 07:47 AM

See the attached letter from the Jim Ptacek of the COE. Since FHWA always grants reasonable
extensions, | called Jim to let him know that he had his requested 2 weeks. He did not need an official
reply by letter, the phone call was adequate.

Thanks,

Matt Burcham

Senior Environmental Specialist
573-526-6679 (phone)
573-526-3261 (fax)

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and
promotes a prosperous Missouri

AR-M237_20100224_082335.pdf



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
KANSAS CITY DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
STATE REGULATORY PROGRAM OFFICE ~ MISSOURI
221 BOLIVAR STREET, SUITE 103
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65101

February 18, 2010

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Missouri State Regulatory Office
(NWK 2008-00923)

Richard Moore, Compliance Manager
Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Moore;

This is in regard to our responsibility as a cooperating agency to provide comments to your
letter dated January 22, 2010, on the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed
work on a Missouri River bridge at Washington, Missouri. At this time we request a two week
time extension to review your attached document due to workload issues. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 573-634-2248, ext. 3834.

Sincerely,

Wore A [ foee &

James A. Ptacek
Project Manager
Missouri State Regulatory Office



Route 47 Bridge EIS, Warren and Franklin Counties; Alternative Analysis
Shepard.Larry,
jane.beetem@dnr.mo.gov,
Peter.J.Sambor@uscg.mil,

. James.A.Ptacek@usace.army.mil,

Matthew L Burcham to: Jennifer_Ballard, Doyle.Brown,
jr.flores@mo.usda.gov,
kenneth.sessa@dhs.gov,
Randy.Scrivner@sema.dps.mo.gov

12/10/2009 02:24 PM

History: This message has been replied to.

MoDOT will hold a public meeting on Tuesday, December 15 from 4 - 6 p.m. at the Washington West
Elementary School, 1570 West 5th Street, in the cafeteria, to seek input from the public about replacing
the historic bridge across the Missouri River. The focus of the meeting is to solicit comments on
alternatives that are proposed. Alternatives adjacent to either side of the existing bridge stand out right
now as those to be retained for detailed analysis. A description of those alternatives proposed to be
carried forward in the document for detailed analysis is attached. Consideration is made for each
alternative using various screening factors. These factors include costs, engineering and environmental
considerations, right of way and purpose and need. The screening matrix, a tool used for alternative
analysis, is also attached below.

After receiving public input at next Tuesday's meeting, we will finalize the information packet for our
second round of collaboration with you our participating agencies. That collaboration point 2 packet
should be mailed in January, 2010. The information in this e-mail is being sent to you to make you aware
of the study's current stage of alternative development. Please contact us if you any questions.

Links to related information:
Route 47 Bridge at Washington

Route 47 Bridge at Washington Inital &ltemnatives Screening Matrix.doc

Potential Alternatives ta Be Retained for Detailed Analysis--pre-Collabaration Point 2.doc
Sincerely,

Matt Burcham
Senior Environmental Specialist
573-526-6679 (phone)

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and
promotes a prosperous Missouri



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
KANSAS CITY DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
STATE REGULATORY PROGRAM OFFICE ~ MISSOURI
221 BOLIVAR STREET, SUITE 103
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65101

December 4, 2009

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Missouri State Regulatory Office
(NWK 2008-00923)

Richard Moore, Compliance Manager
Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Moore:

This is in regard to our responsibility as a cooperating agency to provide comments to your
letter dated October 27, 2009, on the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed
work on the Missouri River bridge at Washington, Missouri. We have reviewed your proposed
“Purpose and Need” and “Initial Range of Alternatives” sections of the draft document and
concur with your findings. We recommend that you complete wetland delineations on the
project area to help narrow your range of alternatives.

Sincerely,

Coome A ol

James A. Ptacek
Regulatory Project Manager
Missouri State Regulatory Office



I I o D o I 105 West Capitol Avenue

MiSSOUI’ i P.O. Box 270
’ Jefferson City, MO 65102
Depan‘ment { ° (5;3) 751-2551

Fax (573) 751-6555
www.modot.org

of Transportation

Pete K. Rahn, Director

October 27, 2009

Mr. James Ptacek

Missouri State Regulatory Office

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District
221 Bolivar Street, #103

Jefferson City, MO 65101

Subject:  Route 47 EIS, Warren and Franklin Counties, Missouri
From Routes 94/TT at Dutzow south to Fifth Street in Washington
MoDOT Job No. J3P2155
Collaboration Point 1

Dear Mr. Ptacek,

At this first collaboration point in the environmental review process for the Route 47 EIS, we are
providing a draft purpose and need statement, maps displaying the initial alternatives considered,
and the draft coordination plan for agency and public involvement on the EIS. We request your
review and comments on the information provided as well as on environmental features,
resources, and issues of concern to your agency.

In particular, your input on the initial range of alternatives will help us determine the reasonable
alternatives for detailed analysis in the EIS. Comments and information obtained from public
meetings held in Washington, Missouri, in June and November 2008 will also be considered in
screening the initial alternatives. We ask that you provide your comments no later than
November 30, 2009. If you have questions or need any specific assistance, please contact either
the project manager, Rick Domzalski, at (573) 248-2579 or Matt Burcham at (573) 526-6679.

Sincerely,
<
Richard Moore

Environmental Compliance Manager

Enclosures

Copies: Rick Domzalski—D-3
Carole Hopkins—de
Matt Burcham—de

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
KANSAS CITY DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
STATE REGULATORY PROGRAM OFFICE ~ MISSOURI
221 BOLIVAR STREET, SUITE 103
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65101

May 29, 2008 o
REPLY TO ,“‘i] *(4 7
ATTENTION OF: I‘, M l“
Missouri State Regulatory Office ]LJ L]
(NWK 2008-00923) 1 [

Missouri Department of Transportation
Attn: David B. Nichols, P.E.

105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O0.Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Nichols:

This is in response to the Missouri Department of Transportation’s May 12, 2008,
invitation to be a cooperating agency regarding the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the proposed replacement and/or reconstruction of a portion of Route 47 in Warren County,
Missouri, which will include replacing the bridge over the Missouri River at Washington,
Missouri. The Kansas City District, Corps of Engineers, agrees to be a cooperating agency on
this project with the Federal Highway Administration serving as the lead federal agency. Please
direct any correspondence and information on meeting dates for the EIS to Mr. James A. Ptacek
of our Missouri State Regulatory Office in Jefferson City, Missouri. You may contact Mr.
Ptacek at the address in the heading of this letter or email to james.a.ptacek@usace.army.mil.

Thank you for your invitation and if you have any questions during this process please fell
free to write or call me at 573-634-2248, ext. 3835.

Sincerely,

Ward Leas

Ward Lenz
Missouri State Program Manager
Missouri State Regulatory Office



I | D O I 105 West Capitol Avenue

Missouri P.O. Box 270
Jefferson City, MO 85102
Department (673) 751-2551
, Fax (573) 751-6555
of Transportation www.modot.org
Pete K. Rahn, Director
May 12, 2008

Col. Roger Wilson, Jr,

District Engineer

U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District
601 E 12th Street

Kansas City, Mo 64106

Dear Colonel Wilson:

Subject: Design, Environmental Section
Route 47, Warren and Franklin Counties
From Route 94 south to Fifth Street in Washington
MoDOT Job No. J3P2155
Cooperating and Participating Agency Request/Invitation to Agency Scoping Meeting

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for replacement
of the existing bridge over the Missouri River and relocation or reconstruction of Route 47
between Route 94 in Warren County and Fifth Street in the City of Washington in Franklin
County, Missouri. The goals of the project, as currently defined, are to improve safety, reduce
congestion, and improve reliability of Route 47 during Missouri River flood events. The project
is approximately 4 miles in length.

With this letter, FHWA and MoDOT request your agency to be a cooperating agency, in
accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provision of the National Environmental Policy Act, because the
project may involve impacts to waters of the U.S. We also invite your agency under Section
6002 of SAFETEA-LU to become a participating agency with the FHWA in the development of
the Route 47 Bridge EIS. Neither designation implies that your agency supports the proposal.

We would also like to invite your agency to attend the Route 47 Bridge EIS Agency Scoping
Meeting in Jefferson City on Wednesday, May 28, 2008. The meeting will be held at 2:00 p.m.
(immediately following the Interagency Transportation Meeting) at the FHWA office at 3220 W.
Edgewood, Suite H. A presentation on the project will be given and agency representatives will
be invited to ask questions and provide input on the project and the agency coordination plan
being developed. The enclosed scoping packet provides more information.

Our mission is to provide a worid-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.

“



Col. Roger Wilson, Jr.
Page 2
May 12, 2008

Your agency’s involvement as a cooperating agency should include those areas ut}der its
jurisdiction and expertise, with no direct writing or analysis expected for preparation of the EIS.
We will take the following actions to maximize interagency cooperation:

1) Invite you to coordination meetings;
2) Consult with you on any relevant technical studies the project requires;
3) Provide you with project information, including study results;

4) Encourage you to use the above documents to express your agency’s views on subjects
within its jurisdiction or expertise; and

5) Include information in the project environmental documents that your agency needs to
discharge its National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) responsibilities and satisfy the
requirements of the Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines and any other requirements regarding
jurisdictional approvals, permits, licenses, and/or clearances.

The USCOE has the right to expect that the EIS will enable you to discharge your jurisdictional
responsibilities. If at any point in the process your agency’s needs are not being met, we need to
be informed so steps can be taken to resolve the issue. We expect that at the end of the process
the EIS will satisfy your NEPA requirements including those related to project alternatives,
environmental consequences, and mitigation. Further, we intend to utilize the EIS and any
subsequent decision-making document as the basis for any permit applications.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, we ask participating agencies to identify, as early as
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a
permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the
development of the Route 47 Bridge EIS should include the following as they relate to your area
of expertise:

1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determix}ing thf:
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required
in the alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.

3) Provide timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental
documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the
document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation.

We look forward to your response to this request and your role as a cooperating agency on this
project. Please respond in writing to Mr. Allen Masuda, Division Administrator, F eder'al
Highway Administration, 3220 West Edgewood, Suite H, Jefferson City, MO 65109 with an



Col. Roger Wilson, Jr.
Page 3
May 12, 2008

acceptance or denial of the invitation to be a cooperating agency by June 6, 2008, If your agency
declines, please state your reason for declining the invitation,

Please notify Rick Domzalski, D-3 Project Manager, by May 23, 2008, regarding your agency’s
representation at the Agency Scoping Meeting. An accurate count will help us plan
appropriately for scoping materials and allow us to notify attendees of schedule changes due to
inclement weather. Rick can be reached by telephone at (573) 248-2579 or email,
Richard.Domzalski@modot.mo.gov, should you have any questions or want to discuss in more

detail the project or our agencies’ respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of
this EIS.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,

Djid z;ﬁchols, E(j

Director of Program Delivery

Copies: Allen Masuda-FHWA
Richard Domzalski-3
Matt Burcham-de
Carole Hopkins-de




U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

Commander 1222 Spruce Street
Eighth Coast Guard District St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol: dwb
Phone: (314)269-2380
Fax: (314)269-2737
Email: peter.j.sambor@uscg.mil

United States
Coast Guard

16591.1/ 67.61 MOR
September 29, 2010

Mr. Richard Moore

Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Subj: PROPOSED WASHINGTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, MILE 67.61, MISSOURI
RIVER

Dear Mr. Moore:

Please refer to your letter of September 10, 2010. The revised Draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) has been reviewed. A Coast Guard Bridge permit must be supported by a Section 401
Water Quality Certification (WQC) and a Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
required by the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). It is our understanding that the
WQC and Section 106 MOA will be provided along with the final EA when your application for
a bridge permit is submitted.

You may contact Mr. Peter Sambor at the above number if you have questions.

Sincerely,

%MQJIQ/

Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander

Copy: Mr. Rick Domzalski, MODOT



I I D O I 105 West Capitol Avenue

Missouri P.O. Box 270
Jefferson City, MO 65102
Department (573) 751-2551
. Fax (573) 751-6555
of Transportation www.modot.org
Kevin Keith, Interim Director
S E—
September 10, 2010
Mr. Roger Wiebusch
U.S. Coast Guard
Second Coast Guard
1222 Spruce Street
St. Louis, Missouri 63103-2832
Dear Mr. Wiebusch:
Subject: Route 47 EIS, Warren and Franklin Counties, Missouri

From Routes 94/TT at Dutzow to Fifth Street in Washington
MoDOT Job No. J3P2155
Preliminary Environmental Assessment

Per your role as a cooperating agency, enclosed for your review is a copy of the preliminary
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the subject project. The primary purpose of the project is to replace
the historic Route 47 Bridge over the Missouri River. As you recall the study was downgraded from an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to an EA because of a reduction in project scope. The Notice of
Intent to prepare an EIS was rescinded by notice in the Federal Register on June 1, 2010.

Comments on this preliminary EA should be submitted by October 8, 2010. The document will be revised
to address comments and resubmitted to the Federal Highway Administration for approval. Approval is
anticipated in late December 2010, with a public hearing in January 2011.

Thank you for taking the time to review this preliminary document. If you have any questions you may
contact me via e-mail at Richard.Moore@modot.mo.gov or by phone at (573) 526-2909.

Richard Moore
Environmental Compliance Manager

Enclosure
Copies: Rick Domzalski -D-3

Carole Hopkins — de
Matt Burcham — de

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.



U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Commander 1222 Spruce Street
Eighth Coast Guard District St Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol: dwb
Phone; (314)269-2380
Fax: (314)269-2737
Emall: peter.].sambor@uscg.mil

16591.1/67.61 MOR
June 3, 2009

Mr, Richard Domzalski

Missouri Department of Transportation
1711 South US Route 61

P.O. Box 1067

Hannibal, MO 63401-1067

Subj: PROPOSED WASHINGTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, MILE 67.61, MISSOURI
RIVER

Dear Mr. Domzalski;

Please refer to the May 26, 2009, correspondence from Mr. Spradlin of your office regarding low
steel elevation requirements for the subject bridge. As reflected in our May 4, 2009, letter to
you; during our April 2, 2009, meeting with members of your office it was determined that due
to discrepancies in accuracy of the 2 percent flowline at the project site, low steel of new bridge
would have to match that of the existing bridge (540.3 feet m.s.l.). After careful review and
consideration we will allow the proposed bridge to have a low steel elevation of 533.0 feet mean
sea level (1929 datum) in the navigation span.

If you should need further information, please contact Mr. Peter Sambor at the above phone
number,

Sincerely,

V(0,8
ROGERK. WIEBUSCH

Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander



From: Stephen R Spradlin/SC/MODOT

To: Roger.K.Wiebusch@uscg.mil

Cc: Richard A Domzalski/D3/MODOT@MODOT, Michael D Harms/SC/MODOT@MODOT, Bryan A
Hartnagel/SC/MODOT@MODOT

Date: 05/26/2009 08:21 AM

Subject: Washington, MO bridge - confirmation of vertical clearance requirement

Good morning, Mr. Wiebusch. | spoke with you on 5/14 regarding the 5/4/09 USCG letter calling for the
vertical clearance in the navigational channel for the future Missouri River bridge to be no less than that
provided by the existing superstructure (i.e., the 540.3 elevation referenced in that letter).

Since it appears we all had understood your comments from our April meeting to allow 52' of clearance
above the 2% Flowline elevation of 472.2....or a new minimum bottom of superstructure of 524.2 elevation
(a difference of 16'), you said you would talk with Peter Sambor and let me know the confirmed vertical
clearance needs at the navigational channel.

Because this information is needed before we can proceed with development of the proposed grade,
superstructure depths and cost estimate, | am writing to ask if you have had a chance to do that yet. We
look forward to your reply. Thanks.

Steve Spradlin, Senior Structural Engineer
MoDOT Bridge Division
(573) 751-2827



U.8. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Commander 1222 Spruce Street
Eighth Coast Guard District St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol: dwb
Phone: (314)269-2380
Fax: {314)269-2737
Email: peter.j.sambor@uscg.mil

16591.1/67.61 MOR
May 4, 2009

Mr. Richard Domzalski

Missouri Department of Transportation
1711 South US Route 61

P.O. Box 1067

Hannibal, MO 63401-1067

Subj: PROPOSED WASHIGTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT, MILE 67.61,
MISSOURI RIVER

Dear Mr, Domzalski:

This letter is to clarify the navigational requirements for the subject bridge. During our April 2,
2009 meeting, I identified the required navigational clearance for the main navigation span must
be the same as the existing bridge. The new span’s piers must ali gn with those of the existing

- navigation span and its low steel elevation shall be a minimum of 540.3 feet, mean sea level.
Also, as discussed at the meeting, low steel elevation. of the bridge outside of the navigation span
may actually be reduced to an elevation lower than the existing structure.

At the close of the meeting there remained questions regarding the possibility of pier placement
in the auxiliary span. Since then, I have clarified the potential use of that auxiliary span and have
determined there is no official, established, or maintained navigation channel through that span.
There will be no requirement for the replacement bridge to match the auxiliary span of the
existing bridge. :

Upon completion of the new bridge it is our understanding that the old bridge will no longer be
used and therefore be removed. Specific removal conditions and requirements will be
determined upon review of a bridge demolition plan. Generally a bridge owner is allowed a 24
hour period to clear the navigation channel and bridge piers will then be required to be removed
to a predetermined elevation.

If you should need further information, please contact Mr. Peter Sambor at the above phone
number,

Sincerely,

Bridge Administrator - -
‘By direction of the District Commander



U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Commander
Eighth Coast Guard District

Mr. Dennis Heckman

Missouri Department of Transportation
105 West Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

1222 Spruce Street

St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Sy mbol: dwb

Phone (314)269-2380

Fax: (314)269-2737

Email: peter.j.sambor@uscg.mil

16591.1/67.61 MOR
March 9, 2009

RECEIVED

BRI DQE’ DIVISIO
WAl 19 2009 %d‘é/

MISSOURI DEPARTME NT
OF T ﬁm&zﬁumﬁ TiON

Subj: PROPOSED WASHIGTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT, MILE 67.61,

MISSOURI RIVER

Dear Mr. Heckman:

Please refer to your letter of January 27, 2009. The honzontal clearance and pier placement of
the navigation span must match that of the existing bridge, vertical clearance shall be a minimum
52 feet above the 2% flowline. The 2% flowline at the project site is 472.20 feet, mean sea level

You may contact Mr. Peter Sambor at the above number if you have questions about our

requirements.
Sincerely,

Bridge Administrator

By direction of the District Commander



l I o D o I 105 West Capitol Avenue

Missouri P.O. Box 270
Jefferson City, MO 65102
Department (573) 751-2551

Fax (673) 751-6555
www.modot.org

of Transportation
Pete K. Rahn, Director

January 27, 2009 E} CEIVE @

Mr. Roger K. Wiebusch, Bridge Administrator JAN 9 7 2009
United States Coast Guard

Eighth Coast Guard District 1 < DESGN DVISIon

1222 Spruce Street 1. OF TRANSPORTATION
St. Louis, MO 63103-2832 o
Subject: Design - Environmental Impact Study, U.S. Coast Guard Requirements

Route 47, Warren and Franklin Counties
Job No. J3P2155
Major Improvements at the Site of the Missouri River Bridge at Washington, MO

Dear Mr. Wiebusch:

We want to inform you of MoDOT’s intent for significant improvements at the site of the existing
Missouri River Bridge at Washington, Missouri within the next 5 to 10 years and to request your
guidance pertaining to U.S. Coast Guard requirements that will exist for the new structure.

To provide a brief summary of background information regarding this project (now in the Environmental
Impact Study development stage), we offer that the age, condition and deck geometry of the existing
Missouri River Bridge at Washington indicate the need for significant long-term bridge improvements in
order to meet current and future customer needs. Additionally, following the review of input gathered
from many sources, MoDOT has identified what are believed to be the most reasonable alternates, and is
now in the process of screening those options for the most preferred alternate. Our current alternates are
as follows:

1. Build a new two-lane structure immediately adjacent, either upstream or downstream, to the
existing structure and provide partial reconstruction of the existing bridge (replacing the
superstructure of the existing structure to provide a similar bridge roadway width as existing.)

2. Build a new structure immediately adjacent, either upstream or downstream, to the existing
structure and then remove the existing bridge. (This alternate is intended to provide sufficient
width for four lanes of traffic.)

3. Similar to Alternate 2, except performed through staged construction that would result in partial
overlapping of the new bridge and existing bridge approach spans to provide a reduced offset
distance between the new and existing alignments and accommodate a more restrictive tie-in to
the touchdown point on the existing Route 47 alignment within the City of Washington. The
existing bridge would then be removed.

Alternate 1 would most likely have new pier locations and span lengths closely approximating those of

the existing bridge. Alternates 2 and 3 would allow more flexibility in span arrangement and pier
locations since the existing bridge would be removed upon completion of the new structure.

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.



Mr. Roger Wiebusch
Page 2
January 27, 2009

We request that your office please advise us of the minimum clearance requirements for the navigational
channel that will exist for these Alternates, and we also request your confirmation as to whether or not
you would advise any change from the present centerline of navigational channel location. We would
also appreciate identification of the specific water surface elevation from which the required minimum
vertical clearance is to be referenced. :

Thank you for your assistance and consideration of this request. We welcome your comments and
guidance regarding the U.S. Coast Guard’s concerns at this site. Please direct your response to Steve
Spradlin, MoDOT Bridge Division at the address noted above, and if you have any questions, please
contact Steve at (573) 751-2827 or by e-mail at Stephen.Spradlin@modot.mo.gov. ‘

Sincerely,

, o
Dennis W. Heckman, P.E.

State Bridge Engineer

cc: Mr. .Matt Burcham-DE

Mr. Rick Domzalski-3
Mr. Mike Harms-BR
Mr. Bryan Hartnagel-BR

SS
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RECEIVED
U.S. Department of Commander 1222 Spruce Street nk’ 28 2008
Homeland Security Eighth Coast Guard District St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
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Env Pro
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Mzr. Allen Masuda ag ?Sceg
Division Administrator c~Biidge
Federal Highway Administration Civil Rights
3220 West Edgewood, Suite H %aggyms
Jefferson City, MO 65109 o
TE2
Subj: PROPOSED WASHIGTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT, MILE 67.61, 1IE3
MISSOURI RIVER £

Dear Mr. Masuda:

This is in reply to your letter dated May 12, 2008, concerning the proposed bridge project at
Mile 67.61 on the Missouri River.

The General Bridge Act of 1946 requires that the location and plans for bridges over navigable
waters of the United States be approved by the Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard prior to
commencing construction, The Missouri River s a nayigable waterway of the United States for
bridge administration purposes at the bridge site.

Applications for bridge permits should be addressed to Commander (dwb), Eighth Coast Guard
District, 1222 Spruce Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63103-2832, Attention: Bridge Branch. The
application must be supported by sufficient information to permit a thorough assessment of the
impact of the bridge and its immediate approaches on the environment. We recommend that the
impacts of procedures for constructing cofferdams, sand islands, and falsework bents, etc., that
will be employed to build the bridge and demolish the old bridge be discussed. The
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should also contain data on the number, size and types of
vessels currently using the waterway. This information should be compared with past and
projected future trends on the use of the waterway.

We agree to serve as a Cooperating Agency for the project from a navigation standpoint. We
should be given the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and
be consulted before a decision is made to prepare the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS). Our review and recommendations on the vertical and horizontal clearance requirements
for river traffic will be coordinated with the Missouri Department of Transportation’s Bridge and
Structure Division office.

If the old bridge is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, a Department of
Transportation Guidance Memorandum signed by the Federal Highway Administration and the
Coast Guard requires the preparation of an EIS for demolition of a historic bridge unless the
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structure is not considered important for preservation. You will note that documentation and
coordination beyond Section 106 requirements are necessary in order for an EIS to be acceptable
for such projects.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the project in this early stage. You may contact
Mr. Peter Sambor at the above number if you have questions about our requirements.

Sincerely,

UL 0 0
ROGER K. WIEBUSCH

Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander




From: Shepard.Larry@epamail.epa.gov

To: Richard.Moore@modot.mo.gov

Cc: Cothern.Joe@epamail.epa.gov

Date: 10/08/2010 06:34 PM

Subject: EPA Comments on the Preliminary Environmental Assessment for the Route 47/Missouri River

Bridge at Washington, Missouri

Thank you for the opportunity to review this preliminary Environmental
Assessment (EA) which is being developed as a result of the June 1,
2010, Federal Register (FR) notice by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) rescinding the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for improvements proposed for Route 47 in
Franklin and Warren Counties, Missouri. The FHWA rescinded the NOI
based on a reduction in the scope of the project, eliminating from the
project scope potentially significant changes to Route 47 and specifying
the replacement of the existing Missouri River bridge at Washington,
Missouri.

EPA's comments throughout the EIS collaboration process have focused,
primarily, on the scope of the project purpose statement and on the
adequacy of the alternatives analysis during the collaboration process
and reflected in preliminary screening documents. After reviewing the
preliminary EA, I have noted that the project purpose statement reflects
a scope narrowed to include only the replacement of the current bridge
at Washington. As previously stated in my comments during the
collaboration process, this project purpose limits the real range of
alternatives for evaluation, including any real consideration of the
required 'no action' alternative. As a result of FHWA's and the
Missouri Department of Transportation's (MoDOT) decision to reduce the
overall scope of the project to exclude any changes or modifications to
highway access to a Missouri River crossing in the two county region,
differences in philosophical approach to NEPA compliance become moot.
The FR notice of June 1, 2010, clearly states that the proposed project
is limited to bridge replacement and one of two alternatives consisting
of new bridge construction either upstream or downstream of the existing
bridge. Although the process of clarifying project purpose and need and
the identification of a full range of alternatives in the context of
NEPA as a participating agency has been challenging, I do not disagree
with the identification of the preferred alternative by MoDOT. The
preliminary EA clearly demonstrates the need for improved access across
the Missouri River in Warren and Franklin Counties, the benefits to many
users of this improved access and, particularly given the minimal level
of construction in the floodplain under the revised project scope, the
minimal impact to the environment.

I would like to suggest, however, that the final EA more completely
characterize any potential hazards to the river resulting from
demolition and salvage of the current bridge as well as any appropriate
mitigation measures. The demolition should be scheduled for conditions
of lower river flows and outside the reproductive and migrational season
for pallid sturgeon to lessen the impact of this aspect of the project.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me.
Sincerely,

Larry Shepard

NEPA Team/Interstate Waters
US EPA Region 7

901 N. 5th Street

Kansas City, Kansas 66101
913-551-7441
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September 10, 2010

Mr. Larry Shepard, NEPA Reviewer
U.S. EPA Region 7

901 N. 5" Street

Kansas City, Missouri 66101

Dear Mr. Shepard:

Subject: Route 47 EIS, Warren and Franklin Counties, Missouri
From Routes 94/TT at Dutzow to Fifth Street in Washington
MoDOT Job No. J3P2155
Preliminary Environmental Assessment

Per your request, enclosed for your review is a copy of the preliminary Environmental Assessment (EA)
for the subject project. The primary purpose of the project is to replace the historic Route 47 Bridge over
the Missouri River. As you recall the study was downgraded from an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) to an EA because of a reduction in project scope. The Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was
rescinded by notice in the Federal Register on June 1, 2010.

Comments on this preliminary EA should be submitted by October 8, 2010. The document will be revised
to address comments and resubmitted to the Federal Highway Administration for approval. Approval is
anticipated in late December 2010, with a public hearing in January 2011.

Thank you for taking the time to review this preliminary document. If you have any questions you may
contact me via e-mail at Richard.Moore@modot.mo.gov or by phone at (573) 526-2909.

Richard Moore
Environmental Compliance Manager

Enclosure
Copies: Rick Domzalski -D-3

Carole Hopkins — de
Matt Burcham — de

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and promotes a prosperous Missouri.
&2 Printed on recycled paper
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Mr. Richard Moore

Environmental Compliance Manager
Missouri Department of Transportation
PO Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Mr. Moore:

We appreciate the opportunity to review informational materials supporting
Collaboration Point 2 in the development of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Route 47 Bridge of the Washington project. As is reflected in the Missouri Department of
Transportation’s (MoDOT) “Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement,” the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is a participating agency for this project. We have
provided comments and suggestions in support of MoDOT’s development of the draft EIS
(DEIS), including comments addressing Collaboration Point 1 transmitted on November 30,
2009, and additional comments regarding MoDOT’s “Preliminary Screening Highlight/Potential
Alternatives to Be Retained for Detailed Analysis” transmitted on December 14, 2009, prior to
MoDOT’s public meeting in Washington, Missouri.

Our previous comments include some very specific recommendations regarding the scope
of the project’s purpose statement. The initial purpose statement stated that the project purpose
is “to provide a safe and efficient Route 47 Missouri River crossing for the long term.” We
recommended the MoDOT consider broadening that statement such that the range of alternatives
was not limited to those tied to Route 47. We agreed that a “safe and efficient...Missouri River
crossing for the long term” was an appropriate project purpose, consistent with project need and
provided for a reasonable range of alternatives. The current project purpose statement provided
in your January 22, 2010, letter is narrower than that previous statement. As proposed, the
project purpose is “to replace the historic Route 47 Bridge over the Missouri River.” Rather than
support a robust range of alternatives to address project need, this purpose statement is so narrow
so as to implicitly eliminate many alternatives, including your “no action” alternative. 40 CFR
1502.14 requires agencies to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives” and “include the alternative of no action.” As currently proposed, the project’s
purpose statement precludes selection of MoDOT’s “no build” alternative and, therefore, this
alternative is not a “real” alternative for public evaluation.

In our November 30, 2009, comments on the project’s initial range of alternatives, we
underscored the importance of initially supporting a broad range of alternatives and then
providing an adequate justification for eliminating alternatives from detailed analysis in the
DEIS. Specifically, we stated that “It is our understanding that Collaboration Point 2 will



involve further culling of alternatives which will be carried forward into the DEIS. The DEIS
should describe this process and when and why alternatives were eliminated from further
consideration,” consistent with the requirements at 40 CFR 1502. 14(a). Our comments of
December 14, 2009, pertaining to MoDOT’s “Initial Range of Alternatives Screening Results,”
stated that the information provided in the matrix describing the screening factors as they are
applied to each of the current alternatives is not detailed enough to support the conclusions
described in the “Preliminary Screening Highlights Potential Alternatives to Be Retained for
Detailed Analysis.” These documents support MoDOT’s reduction in the range of alternatives to
be carried forward for further analysis within the DEIS from ten alternatives to three alternatives.
We reviewed three documents transmitted in your January 22, 2010, letter addressing this issue:
(1) Alternatives Retained for Detailed Analysis; (2) Route 47 Bridge EIS Impact Assessment
Methodologies; and (3) Initial Range of Alternatives Screening Results. Consistent with our
previous comments, none of these documents provided the detail necessary to support a
reduction in the range of alternatives. We recognize that this level of detail in the analysis of
alternatives is not necessarily essential to these advance materials, but its absence precludes EPA
from providing comment about the adequacy of this analysis at Collaboration Point 2. We
recommend that MoDOT expand its justification for the elimination of alternatives from further
analysis in the DEIS beyond the cursory information contained in the current matrix. This
justification should be a significant component of the DEIS.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to MoDOT in advance of the release
of the DEIS. As requested in your J anuary 22, 2010, letter, we confirm EPA’s interest in
reviewing the preliminary DEIS. If you have any questions regarding these or our past
comments, please contact me at 913-551-7441 or shepard.larry@epa.gov, or Mr. Joe Cothern,
NEPA Team Leader, at 913-551-7148 or Cothern.joe@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

%MSM”G “\

arry Shepard
NEPA Reviewer
Environmental Services Division

cc: Rick Domzalski, MoDOT, Jefferson City, MO
Matt Burcham, MoDOT, Jefferson City, MO
Peggy Casey, FHWA, Jefferson City, MO



From: Matthew L Burcham/SC/MODOT

To: Shepard.Larry@epamail.epa.gov
Date: 12/14/2009 12:55 PM
Subject: Re: EPA Comments on the draft Purpose and Need:; Initial Range of Alternatives; and Coordination

Plan for the Draft EIS for the Route 47 Bridge, Washington, MO

Larry:
We have conferred with FHWA on your points in the attached e-mail. FHWA concurs with the following
responses.

Purpose and Need Comments

We agree that a well crafted purpose statement is essential to developing alternatives that do not preclude
nor "preselect" alternatives. However, this is a pre-existing route with a deficient bridge. And as
evidenced by our preliminary alternatives we have considered two alternatives that are not at the present
or nearby location. Therefore, since the crossing will be signed Route 47 wherever it crosses we will
leave that as part of the statement.

We do agree with you that the action verbs (i.e., address, improve, maintain, preserve, provide) should be
reserved for the purpose of the project. Revisions will be made to that section. But the format of the
chapter will remain the same in that detail of the project need points will come later in the chapter. Please
also be aware that we are producing this document in a "reader-friendly" format that presents only needed
information in the main body while supporting, technical data is offered in the appendix. We also agree
with you that safety in terms of crashes is a need that in terms of crash reduction is not a stand-alone
need. It will be removed and incorporated into the first point.

Initial Range of Alternatives

Purpose and need statements can develop through and during the alternative analysis, and beyond at
times, as more is discovered about the project and it's needs. If a purpose and need changes, that will
cause subsequent alternative analysis and resulting alternatives.

As you are aware now the No-build alternative description now has more detail as to what it will entail.
You are correct that collaboration point 2 will present the retained alternatives screened down from the
initial range. A screening matrix will be used as a tool to do that. The alternatives chapter of the complete
document will present in text the thought process behind the decision as why alternatives were dropped
and others retained. This chapter will as well give detail as to access roads and any roadway
modifications. Regarding direct and indirect impacts of project construction in the floodplain, if there are
any with the alternatives retained for detailed analysis that will be discussed in the environmental
consequences section of the document.

Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement
2.0 Project Background
I believe your points in this section have been addressed above.

4.0 Agency Coordination

We are working under Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, which seeks to streamline the coordination process.
We want collaboration, but we do not expect concurrence. However, we will not publicly state agency
support or that they have no major concern. | would agree that statement implies support, we are
discussing taking that statement out of the coordination plan.

Thank you again for your comments, as you can tell from my responses there will be revisions to the
documents. | look forward to further discussions. '

Matt Burcham

Senior Environmental Specialist
573-526-6679 (phone)
573-526-3261 (fax)

Our mission is to provide a world-class transportation experience that delights our customers and
promotes a prosperous Missouri
Shepard.Larry@epamail.epa.gov



Shepard.Larry@epam
ail.epa.gov To richard.moore@modot.mo.gov, richard.domzalski@modot.mo.gov,
11/30/2009 02:45 PM Matthew.Burcham@modot.mo.gov

cc Cothern.Joe@epamail.epa.gov, Johnson.Vicky@epamail.epa.gov

Subject EPA Comments on the draft Purpose and Need; Initial Range of
Alternatives; and Coordination Plan for the Draft EIS for the Route
47 Bridge, Washington, MO

As a follow-up to our comments on the draft Coordination Plan for this
project in a June 5, 2008, email and in response to your letter of
October 27, 2009, please consider the following comments on the three
documents provided by MoDOT under cover of that letter to EPA.

Purpose and Need Statements

The project 'purpose' statement appears to be appropriate although, in
specifying the route by which a "safe and efficient ...Missouri River
crossing for the long term" is secured, it might limit the project
evaluation and range of alternatives to preselect a connection to
existing Route 47 at its present or a nearby crossing location. I
recommend that you modify the purpose statement to simply "provide a
safe and efficient Missouri River crossing for the Tong term."
Consideration of project purpose should precede alternatives screening
rather than be a product of a preliminary evaluation process. All
reasonable and practicable alternatives should be considered to some
greater or lesser degree and the lead agencies should avoid the
appearance of preselection of an alternative or prematurely narrowing
the range of alternatives. A suitably neutral project purpose statement
supports a complete and balanced NEPA process.

The Purpose and Need document includes a very diverse listing and
detailed description of project need which provides strong support for

the project. However, the five point listing of project needs should
exclude remedies, approaches or alternatives (i.e., wording using
"address", "improve", "maintain", "preserve", "provide"). That 'action

function' falls to project purpose. The need statement should simply
identify the needs to which the project is responding. Need #1 should
identify the existing bridge's structural and design problems with a
little more information from page 2 regarding its repeated structural
repairs to supplement the design deficiencies already mentioned. Need
42 should describe any safety issues with regard to the bridge itself or
the approach roadways rather than generally referencing "the potential
for crashes." What is the safety 'need' which this program addresses?
Needs #3 and #4 address public access and transportation services, but
are not as compelling as to 'need' as they would be with reference to
the paucity of regional river crossings and the "vital nature of the
river crossing" to the regional population on both sides of the river
and to the City of Washington (page 2, first full paragraph). Need #5,
as with the other statements, should not address a project purpose.
Need #5 should describe the current condition of bicycle and pedestrian
transportation opportunities (i.e., river crossings) in this region.
Phrased as a 'need', this portion of the project could provide expanded
support beyond motor vehicle movement and access.

Initial Range of Alternatives

The document states, at the bottom of the first page, that certain
"floodplain options" were eliminated prior to identifying project
purpose and need. It is not clear how alternatives could be eliminated
from further consideration prior to completion of a project purpose and
need statement. The evaluation of alternatives should follow the




finalization of project purpose and need rather than precede it. In any
case, nothing in the project evaluation process should fall outside the
scope of the DEIS.

It is not clear whether Alternative 1, "No Build", allows for the
consideration of bridge removal with no replacement. If, as the
Coordination Plan describes for Collaboration Point 1, the 9 listed
alternatives represent a pre-screened and preliminary range of
alternatives, it should be as broad and inclusive as reasonably and
practicably possible. It is our understanding that Collaboration Point
2 will involve further culling of alternatives which will be carried
forward into the DEIS. The DEIS should describe this process and when
and why alternatives were eliminated from further consideration. 1In
some instances that description would not require an overly-detailed
analysis, but simply identify the factors which led to the elimination
of alternatives.

It is not clear, from the information provided for Collaboration Point
1, whether there will be changes to the access road leading to a
possible bridge crossing for Alternatives 2 through 9 that might cause
changes to the environment of the floodplain on the left descending bank
of the Missouri River. The material supporting the development of
project purpose and need does describe the current Route 47 roadway
through the floodplain (page 7), but does not specify whether the
project will include any roadway modifications for any of the existing
or other corridors identified. This information is critical to further
development of alternatives and any changes to the range alternatives.
In my June 5th email, T provided comment about the importance of
documenting the direct and indirect impacts of project construction in
the floodplain, particularly as it affects floodplain hydrology. I will
not restate those comments here, but request that you refer to that
email for more information.

Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement
2.0 Project Background

As stated in the comments on project 'purpose and need' and in order to
protect the integrity of NEPA process, the language of the EIS support
documents should not commit the lead agencies to a decision before all
reasonable and practicable alternatives have been identified and
evaluated. In the first paragraph of this section, this project is
described as a "proposed bridge replacement project." In the second
paragraph, the Plan states that the "primary purpose of the project is
to provide a safe and efficient Route 47 crossing over the Missouri
River." The most efficient, environmentally sound and cost effective
alternative might be bridge replacement at one of several river
locations, but other alternatives to bridge construction should be
considered to some degree. If alternatives, particularly those
excluding bridge construction or not utilizing Route 47 connections, are
eliminated from further consideration and detailed study, CEQ
regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14 require that the EIS briefly discuss those
reasons. The need for the project should be clearly articulated and the
project purpose should address that need in terms which do not link it
to a pre-decisional action. The project purpose should 'stand on its
own' and the NEPA decision-making process should identify the basis for
choosing the preferred alternative. That process should be incremental,
eliminating those alternatives that are not reasonable or practicable
early in the evaluation process, identify a remaining range of
reasonable alternatives and selecting a preferred alternative.

4.0 Agency Coordination

As I had stated in my June 5th email comments on the draft Coordination
Plan, it is EPA's understanding that MoDOT will proceed with its project
development process based on a 30-day review period and individual'
Collaboration Points. However, I would again caution against publicly
stating assumptions that participating agencies "support" or have "no



major concerns" about aspects of the project based on their lack of
timely response. As I previously recommended, simply stating that you
will be proceeding with the project development process "at the end of
the 30-day period" provides adequate notice to the public and
participating agencies.

Thank you for the opportunity to review these components of planning for
the preparation of the draft EIS. I would appreciate receiving
appropriate project updates as you proceed through subsequent
Collaboration Points, particularly as you approach issuance of the DEIS.
Please include me on your distribution list for any newsletters, as
well. Electronic copies of newsletters are preferable. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me.

Larry Shepard

NEPA Team/Interstate Waters
US EPA Region 7

901 North 5th Street

Kansas City, Kansas 66101
913-551-7441
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12/14/2009 11:03 AM

To Matthew.Burcham@modot.mo.gov
cc Cothern.Joe@epamail.epa.gov

Subject Re: Route 47 Bridge EIS, Warren and Franklin Counties;
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