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The recommended action is the relocation of U.S. Route 61, consisting of construction of a four-lane, fully-access-
limited, divided highway in Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri, which will be approximately 16 km (10.0 miles) in
length. The project will begin at the existing Route 61/24 interchange north of Hannibal, continue southeasterly, and
end in the vicinity of the existing Route 61/M intersection south of Hannibal, Other alternatives considered inciude the
no-action alternative, improvement of the existing highway, and other build alternatives. The recommended action will
relieve traffic congestion on the existing Route 61 in the Hannibal area, and improve the safety, efficiency, and
convenience of the area’s road system. This document incorporates a description of the environmental conditions and
evaluates the potential impact of each project alternative.







SUMMARY

S.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed action involves the relocation of U.S. Route 61 west of Hannibal, Missouri.
- The relocation is proposed from the vicinity of the existing Routes 61/24 interchange in
Marion County north of Hannibal, continuing in a southeasterly direction to the vicinity of
the existing Routes 61/M intersection in Ralls County south of Hannibal. The project
involves construction of a new, four-lane, fully-limited access, divided highway. The
regional project setting is shown in Exhibit -1, and a more detailed map of the study area

-

for the project is shown in Exhibit S-2.

The No-Action Alternative and a total of four build alternatives and two links, which allow
combinations of different segments, were considered for the project and are evaluated in this
Final Environmental Impact Statement. The build alternatives range in length from 15.4 km
(9.6 miles) to 19.5 km (12.1 miles).

S.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT

The current facility is inadequate for future traffic levels. Projected traffic counts for Route
61 through Hannibal will result in future peak hour level of service reductions from current
Level B and C to unacceptable Level F (see Section 1.4 for a definition of Level of Service).
Delays at intersections will increase by more than an order of magnitude. Accident rates,
which are similar to statewide average rates and slightly higher than the nationwide average
rates for U.S. Routes, will likely increase.

With the exception of the six signalized intersections through Hannibal, Route 61 is currently
free-flowing, with no stop signs or stop signals from near the Iowa border to I-70 west of
St. Louis [a distance of about 210 km (130 miles)]. The Missouri Highway and
Transportation Commission has designated that Route 61 will be upgraded to freeway from
north of Hannibal to I-70 near St. Louis, and that it should be evaluated for upgrade to
freeway from the Iowa border to north of Hannibal.
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A, Decision

The Proposed Action is the relocation of U.S. Route 61, consisting of the construction of a
four-lane, fully-access-limited, divided highway in Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri, which
will be approximately 16.0 km (9.9 miles) in length. The project will begin at the existing
Routes 61/24 interchange north of Hannibal, continue southeasterly, and end in the vicinity of
the existing Route 61/M intersection south of Hannibal.

For the proposed action the selected alternative is Alternative F described in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Beginning at the north end of the project,
Alternative F follows the alignment of existing U.S. Route 24 for approximately 4.8 km (3.0
miles). For about 3.6 km (2.3 miles) of this distance, it uses the existing Route 24 right-of-
way for the northbound lanes. About 3.3 km (2.1 miles) south of the Route 61/24
interchange, a diamond interchange will be built between two existing county roads which
currently intersect Route 24. These county roads will be closed at the new route, and will be
serviced by the new interchange. At about 5.8 km (3.6 miles) south of the existing Route
61/24 interchange will be a cloverleaf interchange with U.S. Route 36. In the vicinity of the
interchange, U.S. Route 36 will be relocated about 500 meters (1700 feet) north of its present
location. This local relocation of Route 36 is being coordinated with other proposed Route
36 improvements. The existing U.S. Routes 24 and 36 in the vicinity of the interchange will
remain as service roads. Between the Route 36 interchange and the southern terminus of the
project, there will be diamond interchanges at State Routes HH and M. The southemn
terminus is located approximately 600 meters (2,000 feet) south of the existing Routes 61/M
intersection.

This improvement on Route 61 is part of the overall effort to improve the “Avenue of the
Saints Route.” The Avenue of the Saints is a Congressionally designated high priority route
on the National Highway System between St. Paul, Minnesota and St. Louis, Missouri. With
the exception of the six signalized intersections through Hannibal (which will be avoided by
this relocation), Route 61 is currently free-flowing, with no stop signs or stop signals from
near the Towa border to I-70 west of St. Louis [a distance of about 210 km (130 miles)]. The
Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission has designated that Route 61 will be
upgraded to freeway from north of Hannibal to I-70 near St. Louis, and that it should be
evaluated for upgrade to freeway from the Iowa border to north of Hannibal. This study is
based on an average right of way width of 90 meters (300 feet) with a median width of 15
meters (48 feet) from inside shoulder to inside shoulder. Right of way widths will vary

depending on depth of cut or fill. Right of way will be acquired as necessary for construction.

The typical section includes 3-meter (10-foot) outside shoulders, 1.8-meter (6-foot) inside
shoulders, and a travelway width of 7.2 meters (24 feet).






B. Alternatives Considered.

The no-action alternative, mass transit alternative, and improvement of existing highway
alternative were studied and rejected because they would not satisfy the primary objectives of
the project. None of these alternatives would provide the safety, level of service, and system
continuity intended by the project.

A total of 17 variations of build alternatives on new locations were developed and studied as a
Phase I alternative analysis. Based on the Phase I study, these alternatives were narrowed
down to four for detailed study. In addition, two connecting links which allow different
combinations of segments of the alternatives were evaluated. The alternative evaluated in
detail are, from east to west, Alternatives CW, D, EF, and F.

Alternative CW, the easternmost alternative, is the shortest in terms of new construction, at
15.5 km (9.6 miles). The other three alternatives have common north and south termini; both
the north and south termini for Alternative CW are different from the others. The northern
terminus is about 1,800 meters (6,000 feet) east of the existing Routes 61/24 interchange.
The southern terminus is at Trabue Lane, about 2,700 meters (9,000 feet) north of the
southern terminus for the other build alternatives evaluated in detail. The only interchange on
Alternative CW is a cloverleaf at U.S. Route 36.

Alternatives D and EF have the same termini as Alternative F. They also have in common
with each other and with Alternative F, the diamond interchange at Route M, located about
1,200 meters (4,000 feet) from the southern project terminus. Alternative D is 18.1 km (11.3
miles) long, and Alternative EF, the longest, is 19.5 km (12.1 miles) long. Alternatives D and
EF both have cloverleaf interchanges at Route 36 and diamond interchanges at Route HH.

The environmental impacts of the alternatives vary mainly according to their topographic
locations. Alternative CW, which is located more in the stream valleys, primarily impacts
features associated with stream valleys such as wetlands and floodplains. Alternative F; which
is located primarily on the ridge lines, has greater impacts on features associated with the
ridge tops, such as prime farmland The impacts of Alternatives D and EF are similar to each
other and generally range between those of Alternative CW and Alternative F.

Alternative CW, with wetlands impacts of approximately 6.6 hectares (16.5 acres), impacts 11
times the wetland area of Alternative F. Alternative D impacts about three times as much
wetland area as Alternative F, and Alternative EF impacts 67 percent more wetland area than
Alternative F.

Alternative CW, with 8 crossings of Waters of the U.S,, has twice as many crossings of
Waters of the U.S. as Alternatives D and F. Alternative EF has the fewest, at three crossings.

Alternative CW has the least impact on prime farmland, at 91 hectares (226 acres). Compared
to Alternative CW, Alternatives D, EF, and F impact one percent more, 76 percent more, and
110 percent more, respectively.






Alternative F impacts the least amount of wooded area, at 12 hectares (29) acres. Compared
to Altemative F, Altenatives D, EF and CW impact 50, 75, and 208 percent more,
respectively. Some of the wooded areas may provide seasonal habitat for the endangered
Indiana bat.

Alternative F requires two residential relocations. Alternative CW and EF each require four,
and Alternative D requires 16 residential relocations. None of the alternatives require
relocations of businesses.

Alternative F was selected because it meets the project objectives better than any other
alternative evaluated. It is, overall, the least environmentally impacting alternative. 1t is also
the lowest cost alternative.

C. Section 4(f).

The selected alternative has no Section 4(f) involvement.
D. Measures to Minimize Harm.

All practicable measures to minimize harm have been incorporated into the decision for the
selected alternative.

The acquistion and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

Erosion control measures will be required by job construction specifications to prevent
sedimentation. Measures also will be used to prevent pollution caused by construction
activities through MHTD’s Sediment and Erosion Control Program approved by the Missouri
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). :

Farmland impacts have been addressed by locating corridors near property lines as much as
feasible, to reduce farm severance. Livestock underpasses will be constructed where feasible.

Wetlands have been avoided to the extent possible. The position of the selected alternative
has been chosen to minimize impacts to wetlands. Final mitigation measures, if required, will
be decided in coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with the assistance of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Missouri
Department of Conservation.

Floodplain impacts have been reduced by holding right of way requirements to a minimum,
and by perpendicular crossings of floodplains. Channel relocations will be minimized, as will
road embankments for bridges. Velocity increases of streams at stream crossings will be
avoided where feasible.






Trees that are potentially suitable for seasonal Indiana bat habitat will be harvested only during
the period from October 1 to April 1.

Any wells found during construction will be sealed to prevent ground water pollution from
construction and from future road maintenance.

E. Monitoring Program.

The proposed project will be subject to further review by Federal and State agencies and local
units of government. Some permits will need to be obtained, This review and permit process
will ensure that the included mitigation measures are implemented.

F. Comments on the Final EIS.

The U.S. Department of Interior reviewed the Final EIS and provided comments on July 10,
1996. They stated that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) had not concurred that
the preferred alternative would not adversely affect the federally-listed endangered Indiana bat
and recommended that informal consultation be continued or formal consultation be requested
with the Service’s Columbia Field Office. In a request to continue informal consultation, data
supplemental to the Final EIS was provided to the Columbia Field Office and a meeting was
held with Service staff to discuss the information. Informal Section 7 consultation on this
proposed action was concluded on July 23, 1996, with the Service’s concurrence that the
improvement projects are not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat.

The coordination letters are attached to this ROD (MHTD letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildllife
Service, dated July 22, 1996; and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter to MHTD dated July
23, 1996).

No other comments on the Final EIS were received.

G, Summary.

The selected alternative is the lowest cost and least environmentally damaging of the build
alternatives evaluated for the proposed action. Written responses to the Final EIS are
attached. A summary table of impacts is attached.
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MISSOURI HIGHWAY AND
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

Capltol Ave. at Jaffermon St, P.0. Box 270, Jeflerson Clty, MO 85102 Telaphone (573) 751-2554 Fax (57T3) 7518556

July 22, 1996

Mr. Gary Frazer, Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Columbia Field Office

608 East Cherry, Room 207 -
Columbia, MO 65201

Attention:  Mr. Mike LeValley

Dear Mr. Frazer:

Subject: Preliminary Studies, Route 61, Marion Co., Route 61 to S/O Route 36
gHanm'bal elocation), Job No. J3P0426 and Route 61, Ralls County,
/O Route 36 (Hannibal Relocation) to §/O Route M, Job No. J3P0427,
Final Environmental Impact Statement, Threatened and Endangered Species
Coordination

This responds to the U.S, Department of the Interior's (USDI) comments on the Final
Environmental Imﬁact Statement (SFEIS for the subject project. In these comments, the
USDI stated that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) did not concur that the
Ereferred alternative would not adversely affect the federally-listed endangered Indiana

at. The USDI recommended that informal consultation be continued or formal
consultation be requested with your office.

On the behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Missouri Highway and
Transportation Department (MI%I‘I'D;’ has developed supplemental data (below) which we
believe support a finding that construction of the preferred alternative (Alternative F) will
not adversely affect summering Indiana bats in the ro{ect area. These data were derived
from the field data presented in Ap?endix B of the FEIS and were discussed with Mr. Mike
LeValley and Dr. Paul McKenzie of your staff on July 19, 1996. These supplemental data,
and our impact assessment methodofogy, incorporate the results of recent studies of
Indiana bat summer habitat requirements and use which are soon to be included in the
Revised Draft Recovery Plan for the Indiana Bat (RDRPIB).

1. Of the build alternatives evaluated in detail, Alternative F will result in the least impact
to wetlands (1.5 ac), floodplains (1,200 ft. length), and forested lands (29 ac); all provide
potential summer maternity habitat for the Indiana bat.

2. The RDRPIB indicates that the mean nightly foraging area for lactating adult female
Indiana bats is considered to be an 850 ac circular area. Given this basis, a series of eight
850 ac circular Elots (F-1 through F-8) were centered on the entire alignment length o
Alternative F (Exhibit B-22. Of the seven plots ranked as suitable foraging habitat (Table
B4-1), a total of 783 ac of forested lands are available to the Indiana bat as habitat.
However, only 29 ac of these forested lands will be impacted by Alternative F, representing
a negligible loss of foraging habitat. As for potential secondary impacts due to the future
presence of the highway, several radio-tracking studies of the ?(,)raging ranges of Indiana

*Our mission is to provide a quality iransporialion system that responds 1o Missourians’ demands end enhances the slata's growth and prosperity.”






Mr. Gary Frazer
July 22, 1996
Page 2

bats bave indicated that the presence of even interstate highways in highly urbanized areas
(i.e., I-465 and the Indianapolis International Air?ort, Indianapolis, Indiana) do not
constitute barriers to the nightly foraging bouts of Indiana bats.

3. The FEIS (Table B4-2) provides data on the density of potential roost trees (PRTs;
defined as live or dead trees containing >25% exfoliating bark which are >9 in diameter-
at-breast-height) within four of the 850 ac circular plots (F-2, F-4, F-5, and F-8) defined
above; plots %—1, F-3, F-6 and F-7 did not contain suitable PRTs. The total number of
PRTs available within the four circular plots identified above was calculated by multiplying
the density of PRTs/ac by the amount of forested lands within that plot. Therefore,
approximately 5,200 PR’lxs are present within the 512 ac of forested lands within the four
plots. Given a mean density of S PRTs/ac for these glots, there would be approximately
145 PRTs within the 29 ac of forested lands impacted by Alternative F.

4. Data in the RDRPIB indicate that in northern Missouri a single colony of Indiana bats
(from 50 - 100 females) may use 17 different PRTs within their colonies' range. Therefore,
within each of the four 850 ac circular plots which contain approximately 5,200 PRTs, an
average of 1264 PRTs would still be available to any single colony following the removal of
145 PRT:s for Alternative F.

5. As a measure to avoid take of summering Indiana bats, every effort will be made to
avoid removing PRTs during the range-wide maternity period of April 1 thl‘OL:Fh
September 30, However, if it becomes absolutely necessary to remove PRTs during the
maternity period, an inspection of each individual PRT to be removed would be made by
MHTD to determine if they are occupied by Indiana bats. No PRT which is found to be
occupied by Indiana bats would be removed until after the bats have vacated the roost. In
either case, the FWS would be notified immediately if occupied roosts are encountered.

6. In the context of PRT availability on a much broader landscape approach, Marion and
Ralls Counties contain 50,000 ac and 61,000 ac of forested lands respectively (Timber
Resources of Missouri's Prairie, 1989, USDA, Resource Bulletin NC-117). According to
the forest inventory and analysis statistics, almost half of the species of trees which
comprise the forests in these counties are the species of trees used most frequently by
Indiana bats as maternity roosts. Statistics for the predicted annual mortality rates of these
sgecies (26% for red oaks, 9% for hickories, 12% for elm and 21% for cottonwoods) ensure
that an ample SUBE{ of PRTs will be available in this area in the future. Given an equal
distribution of 5 %‘s/ac, there could be approximately 555,000 PRTs available in the
forested lands in Marion and Ralls Counties alone, or enough roosts for 32,600 maternity
colonies of Indiana bats (based on the use of 17 PRTs/colony reported in the RDRPIBS).
This would be enough PRTs to support 1.6 million summering Indiana bats (based on 50
females/colony). According to the most recent population estimates from major
hibernacula, there are approximately 333,000 Indiana bats known to exist within the entire
range of the species. ' :
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Mr, Gary Frazer
July 22, 1996
Page 3

Based on these supplemental data, we ask for your concurrence that the proposed action is
not likely to adversely affect summering Indiana bats. The FHWA will address the results
of our informal Section 7 consultation in the ROD.

Thank you for your assistance related to this matter and your expeditious processing of this
request to meet our timetable.

Sincerely,

Jine £

Gene Gardner
Biological Sciences/Endangered Species Specialist

gg/sw

Copies: Mr. Bob Sfreddo-de
Mr. Dick Jones-3
Mr. Gerald Reihsen-FHWA
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Fish and Wildlife Enhancemncnt
Columbia Field Office
608 East Cherey Sucet
Columbia, Missouri 65201

WY /AR 3~ CTO

- Ak 23 1998

Mr. Gene Gardner

Biological Sciehces/Endangered Species Specialist
Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
Capitel Avenue at Jeffarson Street

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Gardner: -7

This responds to your July 22, 1996, letter which provided additional data in
suppert of a finding that the Route 61 improvement Project in Marion and Ralls
Counties, Missouri was not likely to adversely affect the federally-listed
endangered Indiana bat. Theae data were discussed with Mike LeValley and Dr.
Paul McKenzie of my staff on July 1%, 1596.

The U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service concurs with your finding based on the
iadditional data and information that you provided. Although up to 29 acres of
forested habitat and 145 potential maternity roost trees may be impacted by
the project, your analysis shows that an excess of suitable roost trees and
foraging babitat currently exists in the project aresa. Coupled with your
original commitment to avoid direct take of batas by prohibiting ¢learing of
occupled roost trees (as discussed in Ttem 5 of your letter}), our concerns are
satistfied.

This concludes Section 7 consultation on the proposed actien. B8hould preject
plans change, or new information become available that would change your
conclusion, gonsultation should be reinitiated with this office.

We appreciate your interest in protection of threatened and endangared
species, Please contact Mr. Mike Levalley at {573) 876-1911 ir you have any
questions or we can provide further assistance.

Sincerely, .

A @’5«

Field Supervisor
beect Figg, MDC

MJIL:ml;\1541\US61 Marion and Ralls Counties

U






From: Kenneth Bechfel

To: PCasay

Date: 7/1/96 2:30pm

Subject: Draft ROD — Rt. 61, Marion and Ralls Counties
Pegay,

As we discussed, the draft ROD looks good. After the review period is over (July 15), feel free to submit the Final
ROD for approval. We can both use this note to document the project files (in lieu of a memo. back fo you).

Thanks,

Ken B.
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The improvement on Route 61 is part of the overall effort to improve the "Avenue of the
Saints Route." The Avenue of the Saints Route is a Congressionally designated high priority
route on the National Highway System (NHS) between St. Paul, Minnesota and St. Louis,
Missouri.

I-72 from Tllinois will terminate at U.S. Route 61 near Hannibal in the future. It may be
north of this project area, but it could have an impact on future traffic.

$.3 ALTERNATIVES
The proposed action to construct a new highway is one of several courses of action that were
evaluated for satisfying the existing and future transportation demands of the study area.

S.3.1 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated

S3.1.1 Mass Transit Alternative

Based on the study area’s future population and land use projections, use of mass transit
substantial enough to affect vehicle use in the Route 61 corridor is unlikely. Furthermore,
aside from a Trailways bus route and depot in Hannibal; there is no mass transit system
currently in place anywhere in the area. Therefore, the mass transit alternative would not
significantly reduce transportation demands on the congested route. As a result, mass transit
is not considered a viable alternative.

§.3.1.2  Improvement of Existing Highway Alternative

The improvement of existing highway alternative would involve reconstructing existing Route
61 from a non-limited access roadway to a fully limited access freeway. The Missouri
Highway and Transportation Commission has designated that Route 61 will be designed as
freeway from north of Hannibal south to Interstate 70 near St. Louis. The alternative of
improving the existing route by reconstructing it as a limited-access highway would result
in a large amount of disruption and impacts on adjacent properties, particularly through the
commercial and industrial areas and adjacent to the schools. The improvement of the
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ex1stmg highway alternative was rejected primarily because of the great disruption to and
“impact on the developed area adjacent to the existing route.

~ A non-limited-access highway would havé similar but lesser impacts. However, non-limited-
___'::_'_éiccess highways have higher accident rates, increased vehicle operating costs, and increased
- travel times. All these factors translate into much higher road user costs for non-limited-
access highways. |

©. §313  Alternatives on New Locations

Based on a literature search and preliminary field reconnaissance, a constraints map was
ﬁ.;-j'c'.levelol:i'ed for the study area. Using this map, 17 preliminary build alteriatives were

_identified. The preliminary alternatives were evaluated and all but four (plus two links) were
eliminated based on comparisons of probable impacts and/or costs. The preliminary
evaluation of alternatives is discussed in detail in Section 2.2.

S.3.2 Alternatives for Detailed Study

The four build alternatives and two links selected for detailed study are shown in
Ex]i_ibit S-3. The No-Action Alternative was also studied in detail.

S.3.2.1 No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative assumes that the relocated Route 61 would not be constructed nor
would the existing Route 61 be improved beyond what is currently scheduled.

Evaluations conducted by the Missouri Highway and Transportation Department project that
the existing Route 61 through Hannibal will be inadequate to accommodate anticipated traffic
volumes for the 2020 design year. Because Route 61 will be four-lane from Minneapolis to
St. Louis, heavy truck traffic will be increased through Hannibal. If the relocated Route 61
is not constructed, regional transportation goals for an efficient, safe, easily accessible
transportation system cannot be attained because of increased traffic congestion. Increased
congestion would increase travel times, vehicle operating costs, and accident rates. Failure
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to attain regional transportation goals would also inhibit the attainment of economic goals
related to industrial and commercial growth. The No-Action Alternative would reduce the
design year Level of Service at five of the six major intersections along the existing route

to an unacceptable Level F.

The No-Action Alternative would avoid the negative impacts associated with construction of
a new highway such as loss of farmland and displacements. However, the No-Action
Alternative would not provide a complete, safe, fast, and efficient regional and local
transportation system.

S.3.2.2 Build Alternatives

-

As shown in Exhibit S-3, Alternative CW has different termini than the other three
alternatives. Alternative CW begins about 1.8 km (1.1 miles) east of the existing Route
61/24 interchange and terminates about 2.7 km (1.7 miles) north of the existing Route 61/M
intersection. Alternatives D, EF, and F all begin at the existing Route 61/24 interchange and
terminate just south of the existing Route 61/M intersection. All the alternatives are in areas
~ that are primarily agricultural, with little other development. The alternatives, from east to
west (CW to F), move in general from valley to ridge locations. A large portion of
Alternative CW is close to Bear Creek, and crosses both Little Bear Creek and Crooked
Creek close to their confluences with Bear Creek. Alternative F, on the other hand, is
located primarily on drainage divides. Alternative D would result in the shortest overall
travel distance for through traffic on Route 61 and Altemative EF would result in the longest
overall travel distance.

Relocation of Route 36 at Interchanges

Alternatives CW, D and F each involve the relocation of a section of U.S. Route 36 at the
interchange with Route 36. The interchange locations for each of these alternatives were
shifted north of the existing Route 36 location to reduce impacts. Relocating Route 36 at
Alternative CW avoids the removal of a neighborhood of nine residences and the relocation
of Route MM at that neighborhood. Relocating the Alternative D/Route 36 interchange
avoids seven residential relocations, potential impacts on wetlands and waters of U.S. due
to the necessity to fill a stream channel, and extensive cut and fill due to the unfavorable
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Jocation of the interchange at existing Route 36. Relocating the Alternative F/Route 36
interchange avoids three residential relocations and the taking of a truck stop.

Access Control Options

The Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission has designated Route 61 to be
upgfaded to freeway standards from north of Hannibal south to Interstate 70, and to be
considered for upgrade to freeway standards from the Iowa border to north of Hannibal.
This project is part of the route that has been programmed for upgrade to freeway.

S.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed project was developed in response to the need to accommodate existing and
projected traffic volumes for the study area. Consequently, the two major beneficial impacts
of the action would be: (1) to relieve traffic congestion on the existing Route 61 and (2) to
promote fast, safe, and efficient travel within and through the study area.

In addition, because of improved accessibility, the completion of the proposed highway and
subsequent change in traffic patterns may encourage economic growth and development in
the area. This is an area that has experienced negative growth in the recent past, and is

currently growing at a very modest rate.

The impacts of the alternatives vary mainly according to their topographic locations.
Alternative CW, which is located more in the stream valleys, primarily impacts features
associated with stream valleys such as wetlands and floodplains. Alternative F, which is
located primarily on the flat ridge tops of the drainage divides, has greater impact on features
associated with the ridge tops, such as prime farmland. For issues related to the natural
environment, the impacts of Alternatives D and EF are similar to each other and generally
range between those of Alternative CW and Alternative F.

A summary of impacts and estimated costs for each alternative is presented in Table S-1.

The build alternatives selected for detailed study and relevant environmental features are
shown in Exhibit S-4.
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S.4.1 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

The hectares (acres) of wetland impacts shown in Table S-1 are based on field delineations
of the route corridors using the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual.
These data replace the preliminary estimates contained in the Draft EIS, which were based
on the worst-case scenario that all National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands, including
all farm ponds, are jurisdictional.

S.4.2 Length of Floodplain Crossings

Dimensions are based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), which show the 100-year floodplain. Floodplain development
permits will be required from both Marion and Ralls Counties.

S.4.3 Prime Farmland

Prime farmland is defined by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (formerly Soil
Conservation Service). '

S.4.4 Wooded Areas

Most of the wooded areas in the project area are considered to be at least marginally suitable
as potential summer habitat for the federaily endangered Indiana bat. Mitigation consists of
harvesting trees that are potentially suitable for seasonal habitat only during the period from
October 1 through April 1.

S.4.5 Relocations

The relocations shown are all residential. Because of the rural setting and low population
density, social impacts are small for all alternatives.

S-11



S.4.6 Other Impacts

Both short-term and long-term water quality impacts resulting from the proposed action are
expected to be minimal. Possible construction impacts include increases in sedimentation
and turbidity levels of surface water resources. These impacts will be minimized through
erosion control measures. MHTD’s erosion control program, which has been approved by
the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, will be implemented. Long-term impacts
from highway construction and maintenance activities include alteration of aquatic habitat and
runoff of pollutants. However, based on projected traffic counts and percentages of paved
area, impacts from runoff of pollutants are expected to be negligible. Because of its
proximity to streams and number of stream crossings, Alternative CW is expected to have
the greatest impact on water quality, and Alternative F, the least impact.

Two archaeological sites recorded by the Archaeological Survey of Missouri would be
impacted by two of the alternatives: one by Alternative CW, and one by Altermative D. No
known archaeological resources will be affected by the preferred alternative. A Phase I
archaeological survey has been conducted on the preferred aiternative. Two light density
prehistoric lithic scatters and one mixed component (prehistoric debitage-historic debris) site
were discovered. All three sites have been adversely impacted by agricultural terrace
construction and/or prior road construction. The principal investigator has determined the
potential for undisturbed buried cultural remains is minimal at the three sites and
recommends that project activities be permitted to commence. The Missouri Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) has issued a notice of concurrence that none of the three sites
are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The MDNR
letter of concurrence is included in Appendix E. The Phase I Report is located in
Appendix C,

Eleven structures within the alternative alignments have been evaluated for potential historic
significance. The consultant has recommended the eleven structures not be considered
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. MDNR has reviewed the
submitted Architectural/Historic Inventory Survey forms and has issued a Cultural Resources
Assessment, with the determination that none of the structures are eligible for inclusion in
the NRHP. The determination is included in Appendix E.
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No known Section 4(f) property will be taken or substantially impacted and no Section 6(f)
property will be affected. No structures or other sites on or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places will be impacted.

Coordination efforts were conducted with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to
identify and classify stream crossings that may require a Section 404 permit. Maps of the
study area were provided to the COE and a field survey of potential Section 404 stream
crossings was conducted.

Copies of any Nationwide Permit Predischarge Notifications submitted to the Corps, if
necessary, will also be sent to the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, requesting
water quality certification in compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water” Act. Also,
water quality certification in compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act may be
required at some or all of the nationwide permit crossings.

S.5 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Missouri Highway and Transportation Department has identified Alternative F as the
preferred alternative. Of the build alternatives evalvated in detail, Alternative F is the
environmentally preferred alternative and the lowest in cost.

The preferred alternative satisfies the project purpose and need as well as any other
alternative evaluated. It will relieve traffic congestion on the existing Route 61, and promote
fast, safe, and efficient travel within and through the study area.

Of the alternatives evaluated in detail, Alternative F has the least impact on wetlands,
floodplains, and wooded land that may provide seasonal habitat for the endangered Indiana
bat. It results in the fewest residential relocations and the fewest number of severed farms.
Alternative F results in the largest loss of prime farmiand of the alternatives evaluated.

It will result in the loss of approximately 0.6 hectare (1.5 acres) of wetlands, 191 hectares
(473 acres) of prime farmland, and 12 wooded hectares (29 acres). There will be four
crossings of waters of the U.S., with a length of floodplain crossing of approximately 366
meters (1,200 feet); 2 residential relocations, and 11 severed farms.
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The preferred alternative is lowest in cost of the build alterative evaluated in detail. In
addition, Alternative F saves the cost of a $3.5 million interchange at Routes 36 and 24,
planned as part of the upgrade of Route 36 in the project area. Alternative F eliminates the
need for the interchange by incorporating Route 24 into the Route 36/61 interchange.
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1.0
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1  PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is the relocation of U.S. Route 61 west of the City of Hannibal,
Missouri. The relocation will extend from the vicinity of the existing Routes 61/24

interchange in Marion County north of Hanmbal continuing in a southeasterly direction to

the vicinity of the existing Routes 61/M intersection in Ralls County, south of Hannibal.
The proposed action involves construction of a new, four- -lane, fully limited access, divided
highway. The study area for the project is shown in Exhibit 1-1. U.S. Route 61 is a high
priority National Highway System route.

The improvement on Route 61 is part of the overall effort to improve the "Avenue of the
Saints Route." The Avenue of the Saints Route is a Congressionally designated high priority
route on the National Highway System (NHS) between St. Paul, Minnesota and St. Louis,

Missouri.

I-72 from Illinois will terminate at U.S. Route 61 near Hannibal in the future. It may be
north of this project area, but it could have an impact on future traffic.

1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND PROJECTED TRAFFIC
1.2.1 Existing Geometrics

Except for the section through the City of Hannibal between Route N on the north and Route
MM on the south, existing Route 61 through the study area is a four lane, median divided
highway with 3.6 meter (12 foot) through lanes, a 3-meter (10-foot) outside shoulder and 2.4
meter (8 foot) inside shoulder. The 9 to 18 meter (30 to 60 foot) median is broken at major
driveways and at intersections of county and state roadways to allow cross street traffic
access to the highway. Some of the more significant median breaks have left turn lanes
and/or right turn lanes on Route 61 to remove the turning traffic from the through traffic
lanes. Within the study area, all but one of these median breaks is yield controlled for
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turning movements and stop sign controlled for the side street movements. The intersection
of Paris Gravel Road (Business 61) and Route 61 is currently controlled by a fully actuated
eight-phase traffic signal.

As Route 61 approaches the comnmercial area from the north, the roadway turns into a five-
lane roadway. The existing median ends at a secondary access drive into the Huck Finn
Shopping Center complex and a two-way left turn lane begins. This lane continues
southward through the major intersections of Route 61 with Stardust, Brookside, the U.S.
36 interchange, and Pleasant/Ely, The dual use left turn lane becomes a dedicated left turn
lane at the signalized intersections. Within the U.S. 36 interchange area, the eastbound and
westbound ramps are only separated by about 90 meters (300 feet). Due to this very short
distance, the northbound and southbound left turning vehicles must both utilize the same lane
for turns onto U.S. 36. South of Pleasant/Ely, the roadway narrows to a four-lane pavement
with no median due to a large bluff on the westside of Route 61 and creck on the east side.
Route 61 widens again to a five-lane section at the intersection of Route 61 with Missouri
Route MM to accommodate northbound and southbound left turn lanes. This five lane
section continues south of Route MM for about 150 meters (500 feet) until it ends and the
median section of the roadway again begins, Exhibit 1-2 details the existing lane
arrangements at the major intersections along Route 61 between Stardust and Paris Gravel
Road/Business 61.

Much of the roadway section within the commercial area is curb and guttered on the outside
and lanes are 3.6 meters (12 feet) wide. The portion of the roadway that has only four lane
cross-section has a 3-meter (10-foot) outside shoulders on each side. Guard rail is in place
~ through this area on the east side for protection from the steep grade downward into the
creek area. The large rock bluff on the west side begins vertically upward about 3 to 5
meters (10 to 15 feet) west of the outside shoulder and is not protected by any guard rail.

1.2.2 Existing Traffic Volumes

Traffic counté, including turning movements, were obtained at the major intersections along
Route 61. The intersections in consideration were Paris Gravel Road (Bus. 61), Highway
MM (Bus. 36), Pleasant/Ely, Eastbound U.S. 36 Ramps, Westbound U.S. 36 Ramps,

Brookside, Stardust, Mo. Routes N/W, and Mo. Route 168. From the turning movement
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counts taken, morning and evening peak hour traffic volumes were determined. Exhibit 1-3
shows the A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic at each of the signalized intersections along
Route 61, As shown on this figure, the P.M. peak hour traffic volumes are significantly
greater than those recorded in the A.M. peak period. Based on this information, it was
determined that the P.M. peak hour volumes would be used in the analyses as the controlling
condition. The existing traffic counts revealed that currently truck traffic is approximately
7 percent of the P.M. peak hour total traffic volume along Route 61. Average Daily Traffic
volumes (ADT) for existing conditions along Route 61 are shown on Exhibit 1-4.

1.2.3 Projected Traffic Volumes

Future traffic volumes were determined based on two different design scenarfos, Scenario
One being the no-build alternative. The second scenario evaluates effects on traffic volumes
with the construction of a relocation west of Hannibal.

Projected P.M. peak hour traffic volumes for future traffic (year 2020) with the no-build
alternative were determined based on a 3.5 percent growth factor over the design period for
the through movements only on Route 61, and a 2.5 percent growth factor for all remaining
movements. Growth factors were determined based on historical information on the growth
of traffic on Route 61 and on expected growth of traffic on the proposed relocation supplied
by MHTD. Future P.M. peak hour turning movement volumes at signalized intersections
on Route 61 and anticipated ADT’s for this no-build option can be seen on Exhibits 1-5 and
1-6, respectively. It should be noted that the future traffic volumes developed for the no-
build alternative were also analyzed to determine the effects of the potential Traffic Systems
Management (TSM) alternatives, such as added lanes or modified traffic controls.

For Scenario Two, it was anticipated that a large portion of the expected Route 61 traffic
through Hannibal would be re-routed along the relocation and that the traffic volumes on
existing Route 61 would be reduced. The projected P.M. peak hour traffic volumes for
existing Route 61 and the relocation were obtained by determining the amount of traffic that
will be expected to utilize the relocation and reducing the through traffic on Route 61 by this
amount. MHTD provided projected ADT information for the proposed relocation. These
projections stated that the peak hour traffic volume is 10 percent of the ADT and that this
volume is split directional 55 percent and 45 percent. Based on this information, the future
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traffic volumes on existing Route 61 were calculated. Projected P.M. peak hour traffic
volumes and ADTs for the relocation option are shown on Exhibits 1-7 through 1-9. The
information supplied by MHTD also states that it is expected that truck traffic along Route
61 will be 19 percent of the total average daily traffic volume by the year 2020.

1.3 RELATION TO CURRENT DESIGN STANDARDS

Based on current MHTD design standards, the segment of Route 61 between Routes N/W
and Paris Gravel Road/Business 61 should presently include a median that is at least 7.5 to
9 meters (25 to 30 feet) wide, or which provides a raised barrier with a minimum width of
4.2 meters (14 feet). Presently, such a median only exists south of the Route MM

-

intersection where the median is about 18 meters (60 feet) in width.

The intersection of Route 61 with Routes N/W currently does not provide separate left tum
lanes. During the A.M. and P.M. peaks, about 100 to 130 vehicles tum left from the
southbound through traffic lanes of Route 61 to Route N. With this magnitude of turning
vehicles, separate turn lanes should be provided for the turning vehicles to use for slowing
and storage to avoid violating driver expectancy for the through traffic on U.S. 61.

1.4 FACILITY OPERATIONS

Existing Route 61 through the commercial area currently operates with traffic signal control
at a total of five intersections. As noted above, a sixth signal located at the intersection of
U.S. 61 with Paris Gravel Road/Business 61, south of the commercial area, also is
controlled by a traffic signal. This signal is located about 2.9 km (1.8 miles) south of the
signal at Highway MM and has minimal impact on the traffic flow conditions through the
commercial area. The signals at Highway MM, Pleasant/Ely, Bastbound U.S. 36 Ramps, and
Westbound U.S. 36 Ramps are operating as actuated, pre-timed signals with lead/lag left-turn
phasing. These signals are currently time base coordinated with a 70 second cycle length
from 7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. The intersection of Stardust with Route 61 is controlled by
a five-phase, actuated traffic signal operating with protected/permissive left-turn phasing for
Route 61 traffic. Like Paris Gravel Road, this signal is not part of the coordinated network.
The quality of traffic flow, or Level of Service (LOS), is rated from Level A to Level F,
based on average vehicle delays. Level A (i.e., delay <5 seconds/vehicle) represents the
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best condition, when little or no vehicle delay occurs. Level F (ie., delay >60
seconds/vehicle) represents the worst conditions when traffic demands exceed capacity and
resulting vehicle queuing interferes with the operation of other traffic movements at or
adjacent to the intersection. Acceptable design Levels of Service are generally either Level
C (e.g., with maximum average delays of 25 seconds/vehicle) or Level D (e.g., with
maximum average delays of 40 seconds/vehicle).

Intersection capacity analyses were performed at each of the signalized intersections along
Route 61 under existing conditions. Analysis indicates that each of the intersections
presently operate adequately at an acceptable overall Level-of Service C, or better, with
minimal delay. Travel-time and delay studies completed as part of the field investigation of
this corridor indicated no areas of major delay or congestion, with the excéption of the
interchange intersections of Route 61 with U.S. Highway 36, and at the intersection of Route
61 with Pleasant/Ely. These intersections operate very well throughout most of the day with
significant delay and congestion only occurring during the peak P.M. period, This
congestion is not primarily caused by the traffic volumes or type of traffic signal control, but
by the limited separation of these three major intersections. The intersection of Pleasant/Ely
is located only about 130 meters (430 feet) south of the Eastbound U.S. 36 Ramp
intersection. Similarly, the two ramp intersections are only separated by about 90 meters
(300 feet). Northbound and southbound left turning vehicles conflict for use of the single
- lane available for their use and at times must stop in the through traffic lanes to turn, With
this geometric configuration, there is very little room for left turning vehicle storage and at
times the areas between these intersections become congested, causing delays.

Intersection capacity analyses were then completed at the signalized intersections with
projected future traffic volumes under the no-build alternative with existing geometrics and
traffic control. Analysis of the expected traffic flow conditions under this design option
indicate that major intersections along the corridor would operate inadequately, with
unacceptable Levels of Service F, and significant delays.

Analyses of the relocation option allowed much of the Route 61 traffic to be re-routed and
an overall decrease in projected traffic volumes through the commercial district on Route 61.
Intersection capacity analysis for this option was also completed. Again, the existing
geometrics and traffic signal controls were maintained as they currently exist. Under this
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design scenario, each of the signalized intersection would be expected to operate at an
acceptable overall Level of Service D or better with minimal delay.

A final design scenario was then reviewed. This scenario involved possible Traffic Systems
Management (TSM) improvements. TSM improvements include traffic signal control
modifications, signal timing modifications, addition of traffic lanes where possible and other
geometric or traffic control improvements that could be made along the existing corridor
where practical and possible. The projected traffic volumes for the no-build option (i.e. and
the TSM alternative) show that there will be a need for geometric improvements, Current
through lanes on the northbound and southbound approaches at the signalized intersections
between Highway MM and Route 168 will not provide necessary capacity for the increased
traffic volumes. To increase the capacity of these through traffic lanes, an additional through
lane on both northbound and southbound approaches was added. Each signalized intersection
was reviewed to determine if other, additional geometric improvements would also be
required.  Additional modifications required to provide necessary capacity include the
addition of an eastbound right-turn lane at Stardust, eastbound and westbound left-turn lanes
on Pleasant/Ely, and the addition of a westbound through lane and eastbound right-turn lane
at Highway MM. A schematic diagram showing existing lane configurations and suggested
lane configurations for traffic system management can be seen on Exhibit 1-10.

Along with geometric improvements along Route 61, traffic control modifications must be
made to allow adequate operation of the corridor. For traffic system management purposes,
it is suggested that a new signal be placed at the intersection of Route 61 with Highway N/W
due to the existing high number of accidents and projected high traffic volumes. To
eliminate further delay and left-turn accidents throughout the corridor, it is suggested that
all permissive left-turn phasing be eliminated and replaced with fully-actuated eight phase
with protected only left-turn phasing. TSM analyses indicated a need for signal coordination
from the existing signal at Highway MM to the suggested signal at Highway N/W.
Currently, the signals from Highway MM to the signal at the Westbound Ramp are
coordinated with a 70 second cycle length. For projected P.M. peak hour traffic
volumes,and suggested geometric changes, signal coordination software TRANSYT-7F
results indicate that a cycle length of 150 seconds be applied. An overall cycle length of this
length will require very long left turn storage lengths at many of the signalized intersection.
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L

Intersection capacity analyses indicate that with these suggested geometric changes and traffic
control modification, the corridor would operate at improved Levels of Service (LOS) when
compared to the no-build option. However, most movements at the Pleasant/Ely
intersection, and many critical movements at other intersections would be expected to operate
at 2 LOS E or F even with the most optimistic TSM improvements under projected traffic
volume demands. The feasibility of many of these geometric improvements is questionable.
For example, natural obstructions on either side of Route 61 between Highway MM and
Pleasant/Ely would make widening through this area very difficult and very expensive. In
addition, the lack of distance between the signalized intersections at Pleasant/Ely, Bastbound
U.S. 36 Ramps, and Westbound U.S. 36 Ramps would still provide inadequate northbound
and southbound left-turn bay storage lengths. Finally, the land uses and interchange
configuration at U.S, 36 would make TSM improvement expensive. )

A comparison of the overall Levels of Service at each of the signalized intersections for each
of the design options is shown on Table 1-7. Results of the intersection capacity analyses
for each signalized intersection are detailed-on Tables 1-1 through 1-6. As can be seen on
Table 1-7, under the no-build option with projected future traffic volumes, the signatized
intersections in the commercial area will all operated very poorly. The TSM alternative
would result in improved traffic flow conditions for the projected future traffic volumes on
Route 61, but the feasibility of constructing many of the required geometric improvements
for this option is questionable. Construction of the proposed relocation will result in the best
future traffic flow conditions within the commercial area of Route 61.

1.5 SAFETY

Due to the large amount of traffic, both existing and projected, safety for traffic and
pedestrians along the corridor becomes a major concern. Accident data along Route 61 was
obtained and reviewed to determine accident rates and high accident locations. Results
indicate that for the existing facility, there were 671 accidents along a 21.3 km (13.3 mile)
stretch of roadway on Route 61 from Missouri Highway H to U.S. 24 between the years
1989 and 1993, This corresponds to an accident rate of 209.4 accidents per hundred million
(10% vehicle-miles. State of Missouri accident rates of Missouri Highways are 289.30
accidents/10® vehicle-miles and accident rates on U.S. Highways are 197.56 accidents/10°
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vehicle-miles. Compared to statewide rates, existing accident rates along Route 61 are

similar.

However, there does appear to be some areas on Route 61 through the commercial district
where the safety issue is a concern. A schematic representation of accident data on Route 61
can be seen on Exhibit 1-11, The intersection of Route 61 with Highway MM is the highest
intersection accident location on this corridor. A total of 99 accidents (73 property damage
only, 25 injurious, and 1 fatality) were associated with this intersection between the years
1989 to 1993, High entering traffic speeds and the lack of protected left-turn signal phasing
for east and west bound traffic may contribute to this high number of accidents. Similarly,
the intersection of Pleasant/Ely with Route 61 has a high number of intersection accidents,
58 in the four year review period. These accidents can most likely be attributéd to the lack
of east/west left turn lanes and phasing, and the limited separation of this intersection from
the U.S. 36 and Route 61 interchange. Another location with a large number of accidents
is the intersection at Highway N/W and Route 61. The accidents at this unsignalized
location can be attributed to a high number of left-turns being made from both the mainline
through traffic lanes and minor streets without the presence of an exclusive left-turn lane.

The Hannibal High and Middle Schools are located on the cast side of Route 61 between
Stardust and Brookside Streets. The Hannibal School District enforces a “closed-campus”
policy throughout the day to minimize student street crossing of Route 61 due to the large
traffic volumes and speeds. One of the primary parking areas for students and faculty is
accessed directly from Route 61 at the intersection of Brookside. Twenty eight accidents
occurred at this intersection in the four year review period. If projected volumes along
Route 61 increase to the levels expected for the no-build option, safety related issues in this
area will need to be addressed.

1.6 FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES

To determine estimates of fuel consumption, TRANSYT-7F was utilized to model existing
and projected conditions. A traffic network was constructed modeling the existing traffic
controls, lane arrangements, and P.M. peak hour traffic volumes. This model was calibrated
to reflect the travel times field measured between the signalized intersections along Route
61 through the commercial area. The segments of Route 61 north of the intersections of
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Route 168 and south of Route MM were modeled to allow through traffic to flow at the
posted speed limits. From this existing P.M. peak hour model, the fuel consmnption
estimates for this period were determined. TRANSYT was then used to generate predicted
fuel consumption for other relative traffic volume levels. These fuel consumption values
were then used, through a regression analyses, to develop an equation that would predict the
daily fuel consumption. This process indicated that the P.M. peak hour generates about 9.46
percent of the daily fuel consumption along Route 61 through the study area.

To determine the fuel consumption for the no-build, the TSM, and the relocation options,
the representative predicted traffic volumes, accompanying lane arrangements, and traffic
control modifications as previously described were also modeled in TRANSYT. Table 1-8
details the fuel consumption estimates for each of the design scenario. It should be noted
that while TRANSYT may or may not predict the absolute amounts of fuel that will be
consumed during a specific period, the comparison between various scenarios to determine
fuel usage increases or reductions has been shown to be accurate. As can be seen on
Table 1-8, the estimates of fuel consumption for the future condition with the relocation has
the best fuel usage numbers of any of the future traffic flow conditions.

1.7 SYSTEM LINKAGE

Currently, U.S. Route 61 is free-flowing, with no stop signs or stop signals through Missouri
from the Iowa border to I-70 near 4St. Louis, except for the six signalized intersections at
Hannibal. In addition, the Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission has designated
that Route 61 will be upgraded to freeway from north of Hannibal to I-70 near St. Louis,
and that it should be evaluated for upgrade to freeway from the Iowa border to north of
Hannibal.

1.8 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This analysis indicates that under the no-build alternative, future levels of service along
Route 61 through Hannibal will be unacceptable, accident rates are likely to be higher than
average, and system linkage will not be provided along Route 61.

Three of the six signalized intersections along Route 61 in the City of Hannibal operate at

HAMCH\S3C8I72\EIS\SEC. 1 1-27 April 17, 1996



(og6°LT)
STT'6S
(06T 6)
£0T'se
(ov9‘8)
TOLTE

(060°69)
905197

(0s1°8Z1)
80°S8P

(0z1'®)
PELOE

(d=q/ TeD)

£srayr]
uondumsuoy

eng

(So0)
110

9z 0)
79°0

(6¥"0)
SI'Y

ChiY;
AN

EH/MI-go A
rod worren)
Ty A 3ad yeyry

o8y nondwmsuo))

8¢T1

(Lzrec)
£08°LS
(598°cD
vRE‘TY
(Z9z'om)
61191

(6L6'VD)
996 6¢

(6L6YD)
996°6E

(009°Z1)
091°0T

TCH A
TH/UD-[RA
.m.OHO __.r.m.h_H.
SSMIN-2[oTeA

saey AreQ/esd IW'd
uondwmsuo’) Eng

8-1 A1dvV.L

(969°T)
619
6Ly
LIEE
ALY,
T60'E

(9£5°0)
6EL YT

(ezr°zn
088°sh

(89L)
LO6'T

(*H/Te0)

TH/Ir T
wondmmsuo)

Tong

19 ooy

UOT)8a0] FUTIETXO J¥ UOTIBO0[oY
UonEoo[ey /4 SImn]
NSL /# 23myng

PIIng oN - eImyng

Supstxg

TonIpue)



a peak hour Level of Service C, and three operate at a peak hour Level of Service B.
Delays range from 9 to 18 seconds. The projected future levels of service under the no-build
option for five of the six intersections is unacceptable Level F, with delays ranging from 202
to 602 seconds.

Accident rates are currently close to the statewide average for similar roadways, and will
probably increase with increased traffic, under the no-build option.

The section of Route 61 through Hannibal is currently the only portion of the route along
the 261 km (163-mile) section from the Iowa border south to St. Louis that is not free-
flowing. '

-
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2.0
ALTERNATIVES

This chapter discusses the reasonable alternatives under consideration for the proposed
project as well as other alternatives which were considered initially but have been eliminated
from detailed study. The reasonable alternatives identified in this chapter are the alternatives
for which environmental consequences are evaluated in Section 4.0.

Four highway construction alternatives have been selected for detailed study. All of the
build alternatives are four-lane divided highways with fully-limited access. In addition, two
links have been identified to allow for combinations of alternatives. Also, in accordance
with the requirements of the National Environmental Poliéy Act (NEPA), the No-Action
Alternative is evaluated. The No-Action Alternative assumes that no new route will be
constructed, and that existing facilities will not be improved beyond what is currently
scheduled. Other alternatives were considered but not studied in detail. The discussion of
alternatives is as follows:

. Section 2.1: Alternatives (other than construction on new locations)
eliminated from detailed study

. Section 2.2: Construction on new locations: Phase I Alternatives Analysis
. Section 2.3: Alternatives for detailed study.

2.1 ALTERNATIVES (OTHER THAN CONSTRUCTION ON NEW LOCATIONS)
ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

2.1.1 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alfernatives
TSM alternatives include changes to maximize the efficiency of the current transportation
system, for example, intersection improvements, signal timing, and access control. TSM

alternatives are generally not effective (do not meet the project’s needs) except in larger
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urban areas. TSM alternatives were evaluated for this project and are discussed in detail in
Section 1.4. This evaluation indicates that TSM alternatives could result in improved levels
of service compared with the no-build alternative alone. With the TSM alternatives, and the
no-build option, future levels of service at the six signalized intersections would range from
Level C to Level F, compared with existing Levels B and C. (See Section 1.4 for a
definition of Level of Service). Because of geometric constraints, the feasibility of the TSM
options is questionable.

2.1.2 Mass Transit Alternatives

Like TSM alternatives, transit options, such as bus and rail systems, are usually effective as
altematives to highway projects only in larger, heavily populated urban areas. Mass transit
was not considered to be a reasonable alternative for this project for the following reasons.
Mass transit would not satisfy the need to eliminate congestion along the existing route, A
significant portion of the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is through traffic and therefore would
not be reduced by a mass transit alternative. Mass transit would also not provide the system
linkage needed along Route 61. There is no mass transit system to tie in to at either project
termini or anywhere in the area. Typically, only urban areas with large central business
districts, where the cost of downtown parking is high, and is inconvenient, can create a
demand for mass transit.

2.1.3 Improvements to Existing Highway

The existing Route 61 passes through the City of Hannibal and is constrained by
development. The route had previously been widened to four lanes. Portions of the
roadway are divided except for an approximately 2.7 km (1.7 mile) section which remains
undivided primarily because of development close to the highway. This 2.7 km (1.7 miles)
bottleneck is the greatest impediment to improving the existing highway. Along this section,
there are residential developments and approximately 54 businesses including two shopping
centers. The Hannibal public school complex, including the middle school, the high school,
the instructional center and the vocational technical center is immediately adjacent to the
highway, along about 900 meters (3,000 feet) of the undivided section of the route. There
is a city fire department facility along the same section of the route. Immediately north of
the undivided section of existing Route 61, the Hannibal-LaGrange College borders the
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highway for 300 meters (1 000 feet) on the east, and there isa shoppmg center on the west SRR
Just south of the und1v1ded sectlon Huckleberry Park borders the hlghway for about I: 100 S
meters (3,700 feet) on the east, and there is a sheltered workshop and med1cal chmc on the.
“west. At the south end of Hamubal Westside Industrial Park i is adJacent to the hrghway on
_ both s1des Because of these constramts this optlon was ehrmnated from detalled study

- 2_.'2'{"_-_ CONSTRUCTION ON NEW LOCATIONS - PHASE I ALTERNATIVES.-;;_'_ . =

S 221 o ;oﬁervigsaaa Summary

i : Th1s sectron presents the results of the Phase I Alternanves Analys1s for the relocatron of-:::" s
- U.S. Route 61 around the City. of Hanmbal Missouri. The purpose of the analysm wasto _
- develop a reasonable number of altematrves for detailed study, that satlsfy the pr01ect' S
e :purpose and need A report cons1st1ng of the same information presented in this sectlon the'_ L R :
AR Phase I Altemauves Analyszs Report was made available for pubhc rev1ew in September B
F oL = - .

i 'I'he ﬁrst step m the process of alternattves selection was to 1dent1fy the: study area, shown-ﬁ o
_ -"'shaded in Exh1b1t 2 1 'I'he study area was large enough to prov1de con51derat10n of a
S reasonable number of relocatton alternatives for Route 61 around Hanmbal and includes
- 'loglcal north and south termnn for the project. These termuu are at the _]llllCthll of Route
g " 24 at the north and near Route M at the south. This study area was presented in the letter
of invitation to the agency scoping meeting as well as at the scopmg meetmg held in May
- 1994 and at the pubhc information and group meetlngs held m June 1994.

- A hterature search was conducted to identify kuown constrmnts to and potent1a1 impacts on

* alternative alignments within the study area. The fo]lowmg types of information were
obtained and presented on aerial photographs at the pubhc information and group meetings
held in June 1994: :

. Cemeteries
. Churches, schools, hosprtals
. Caves -
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o Public parks and other public land

o Known archeological sites
. National Historic Sites
. Wetlands

. Potential endangered species habitat
. Heavily developed areas

o Pipelines
° Areas designated as prime farmland
. Quarries

The public was invited to provide additional information not shown on the maps.
Information obtained from the public was verified and added to the aerial photographs. This
additional information included the locations of two group houses for the handicapped, a
cave, several springs used for water supply, cemeteries, and several sites of potential historic
significance. This information is shown in Exhibit S-4 (Summary section).

Using the aerial photographs with the above information plotted, the design team developed
a total of 17 alternative alignments through the study area. The objective was to obtain full
coverage of the area. The alignments were developed using design principles for freeways
that Timit Suc':h”thjngs a.s'sﬁarpﬁ'ess of curves and steepness of grades. These preliminary
alternative routes are shown in Exhibit 2-2 (Sheets a through i). These exhibits are located
following their descriptions in Section 2.2.2.1 through 2.2.2.17.

Each alternative was described and evaluated based on available information. Table 2-1
summarizes impacts and other data for each alternative. Preceding the table is a sheet of
explanatory notes for the issues summarized. Note that quantities shown in the table are not
identical to those shown in later analysis; quantities shown in Table 2-1 are preliminary and
based on estimated data.

The design team used a comparative analysis to reduce alternatives down to a reasonable

number for detailed study. The four build altematives (plus two "links" to provide more
options) selected for detailed study are discussed in Section 2.3.
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Explanatory Notes for Issues Listed in Table 2-1

Congestion Relief/Safety
In general, the closer the relocated route is to existing Route 61, the greater will be the relief of congestion and

consequent improvement in safety on existing Route 61. While through traffic will take the relocated route,
some of the traffic that has a local origin or destination may select the relocated route rather than existing Route
61, if the relocated route is close to the city. This benefit may be offset somewhat by through traffic getting
off for services on existing Route 61 if the relocated route is close to the city.

Length
The length shown in the table is the length of the alternative as shown in Figure 1, that is, the distance from
that alternative’s Route 61 north node to its Route 61 south node. For example, for Alternative A the length

is the distance from N-1 to §-2, along Alternative A.

Total Travel

Total travel is measured from a point on Route 61 north to a point on Route 61 south that is common to all the
alternatives. Since all the alternatives must pass through N-4 and S-1, the total travel for each alternative is the
distance from N-4 to S-1, along that alternative. For example, for Alternative A, the total travel is the length
of Alternative A plus the distance from N-4 to N-1 plus the distance from 5-2 to S-1.

Number of Structures
This is the number of bridges required, including those for stream crossings and those for crossing other routes.

Prime Farmland

Certain soils are designated as "prime farmland" by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. Prime farmland soils
designation is only relevant if the current land use is agricultural or undeveloped. Developed areas or areas
zoned for development are not included.

Stream Crossings
Stream crossings are environmentally important for at least three reasons. First, wetlands in the area are

mainly at stream crossings. Therefore, the number and size of stream crossings are relative indicators of
wetlands impacts. Secondly, wooded stream corridors provide summer habitat for the endangered Indiana bat.
Third, floodplain impacts cccur at stream crossings.

Water Quali

Some springs in the area are used for residential and livestock water supplies. Water quality of springs along
the route could potentially be affected by construction of the route. Sinkholes may be connected to water supply
springs,

Pipeline Crossings

There are several oil pipelines in this area. Because of the expense and potential hazards associated with
pipeline crossings, they are avoided where possible. Where they can’t be avoided, it is best to cross them at
right angles to minimize impact. Cut areas (removal of soil to lower the grade elevations) at pipeline crossings
are also avoided because of the necessity of moving the pipeline.

Buildings
These are estimated numbers of buildings that must be removed or relocated. The numbers shown were based
on approximate route locations and aerial photos and are not an exact count. They are meant for comparative

purposes only.
Wooded Areas

Wooded areas may provide summer habitat for the endangered Indiana bat, as well as habitat for other floral
and faunal species.
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TABLE 2-1
Summary of Estimated Impacls - Preliminary Alternatives

Alternative A Al A2 B C C West C1 c2 D D1 E E1 E2 East £2 West F E-F G
Issle ;
. . Most positive Less positive Less positive o o . - I Less positive Less positive l.ess positive Less positive Less positive Less pasitive Less positive Less positive N
S Similart .
Congestion RefieffSafetyl 0t same as A than A than A Simifar to 8 imitar to B imilarto B} SimilartoB ;- yanac than A-C than A-C than A-C than A-C than A-C than A-E than AE | Leastpositve
otentiai railroad ! potential railroad| atential railroad otential raliroad
Cuftural Resources none xnown none known nohe known none known none known none known P bridges - none known ! P bridges ncne known none known none known none known P bridgr:;ma none known P bridges none known
- — —_
b . l _
C,:IOSES: to CIW tlgasthifa’g\;e Similar to A but Reiatively More negative-- | More negative-- | More negative— | More negative— | More negative-- | More negative | Mors negative-- { More negative--
Economy--Hannibal b impac . OS :XIS ng eace in | less positive close/no barriers|  Similar to B Similar to B Simitar to B Similarto B | fartherout and | farther outand | farther outand | fartheroutand | farther outand | farnheroutand | farther out and { fartheroutand | Most negative
usiness; bu o.ccu pies sp sP to development farther south farther south farther south farther south farther south farthar south farther south farther south
area of potential development
Good for access to hospital, new - . . . . . ’ ) .
o ) . . Sirmilat to A but farther from new industrial park and| Fair access to hospital; relatively [ More negative More negative L .. . . Least postive--
Economy — Generai and existing ;nc':iusl;traai parks, and same as A similas to A similar to A airport far from other developed areas than D than D Similarto D Simifar to D Similar to D Similar to G farthest out
airpol
fficient for cl leat Na No No Improved No Improved Mo No No | ved No No Improved No
Ins.u icient space for cloveriaa improvements in| improvements in| improvements in| . P improvements in| . P improvements in| improvements inj improvements in| . mprove improvements in| improvements in{ . mpe improvements in
Geometrics interchange between two Same as A X . . interchange at | . interchange at | . . . interchange at | . A interchange at | .
36 interch intecchange at { interchange at | interchange at Route 24 interchange at Route 24 interchange at | interchange at ; interchange at Route 24 intsrchange at | interchange at Route 24 interchange at
approved Route 36 Interchanges Route 24 Route 24 Route 24 Route 24 Route 24 Route 24 Route 24 oute Route 24 Route 24 oute € Route 24
Length: meters 10,366 10,366 11,738 11,585 10,976 11,280 11,890 10,976 13,720 12,652 14,329 14,268 14,360 13,323 12,1985 15,305 12,683
{feet) (34,000) {34,000} {38,500 (38,000) {36,000) (37,000) {39,000) {36,000) (45,000} {41,500) (47,000) (46,800} (47,100) (43,700) {40,000) (50,200) {41,600)
Total Travel. meters 17,988 17,988 17,378 16,616 16,463 15,549 14,634 14,726 14,329 14,238 14,639 16,402 14,970 14,909 15,793 15,915 16,280
{feet) (59,000} (59,000 (57,000) {54 500) {54 000) (51,C00) {45,000 (48,300} {47 000) (45,700} (49,000} (53,800) (49,100) {48,900) {51,600} (52,200) (53,400)
8 8 g 8 g
9 8 11 8 9 10-11 10-11 10-11 9 8
0 . . . . . .
Number of Structures (one 900 meters, {one SC0 meters| (one 900 meters | (one 300 meters Bto9 89 Bio 9 {no major Bear | {no major Beat | {no major Bear | (nc major Bear {no major Beat | {no major Bear | {nc major Bear | (nc major Bear | (no major Bear | {no major Bear
[3,000 feet] [3,000 feet] [3,000 feet] [3,000 feet] . . . . . . . ) A A
Creek crossing) | Creek crossing) | Creek crossing} | Creek crossing} | Creek crossing) | Creek crossing) | Creek crossing) | Creek crossing) | Creek crossing) Creek crossing)
long) leng) tong) long)
Prime Farmiand: hectare 64 58 49 70 67 69 125 110 102 95 146 103 137 133 186 165 186
{acres} (159} {146) {122} {176) (188) (171) (311} {275) (254) (237) (363) {257) {342) (330) 484} (411) {464)
Numge( Of_ Stream 1 large, 1 small| 1 large, 1 small 1 large 1 large, 2 smali{ 1large, 2small [ 1large, 3smalll 11arge, 3 smal} 2 small 2 small 2 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 smali 1 small 1 small 1 smail
rossings - i _ _
Water Quality ssir?lzrglse's s?:::glse's ssi::rr:glst;_‘s S?::S;zs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs few springs
Pipetfine Crossings 2 2 6 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Buildings 11 10 17 14 5 7 10 5 7 7 4 6§ 8 <] 4 6 3
Wooded Area; hectate 32 28 39 19 25 24 33 23 41 35 16 23 23 22 14 25 20
(acres) (80) [t} (98) {47) (63) (60) {81) {57} (102) (87) 41) (57) (59} (56) (35) (62) (513
Better Route 51 Better Route 61| Better Route 61 | Better Route 61 § Betier Route 61| Better Route 61 | Belter Route 61 Better Route 61 | Betier Route 61| Belter Route 61
th south Large cut at Latge cut at Large cut at Large cut at Large cut at south’ south south south south south south south south
Other Large CL.‘t at Route 61 sou interchange Route 64 south | Route 61 south | Route 61 south | Route 61 south | Route 61 south interchange interchange . interchange interchange interchange interchange interchange interchange interchange
interchange location for interchange interchange interchange interchange interchange location for location for location for jocation for location for lacation for location for focation for location for
cutill cutfill cytffilt cutfi gyl cutfill cut/fill cutill SutAil cutffill

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATEI

IMPACTS PRELIMINARY
ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 2-1






This report describes all the preliminary build alternatives evaluated and the criteria used to
select the alternatives for further detailed study. The evaluation takes into consideration the
previously approved Route 36 study with interchanges near Head Lane, Airport Road, and
Route 24. As required by NEPA, the no-build alternative is also studied in detail.

2.2.2 Description of Alternatives

Each alternative is labeled in Exhibit 2-2 (sheets a through i, beginning on page 2-10) which
also shows points of intersection (called "nodes") with Route 61 north, Route 61 south, and
Route 36. As shown in the figure, nodes at Route 61 north are labeled N-1 through N-4.
Node N-1 is about 4 km (2.5 miles) west of the Hannibal city limits. Node N-4 is at the
existing Route 61 and 24 interchange. The distance from N-1 to N-4 is about 5.3 km (3.3
miles). The two nodes on 61 south are labeled S-1 and S-2. Node S-2 is about 1.6 km (one
mile) south of the Hannibal city limits, and S-1 is about 2.7 km (1.7 miles) south of S-2.
The nodes at Route 36 are labeled 36-1 through 36-5. Node 36-1 is about 1.5 km (a little
less than a mile) east of the Hannibal Regional Hospital, and Node 36-2 is about 1.6 km (one
mile) west of the hospital. Nodes 36-3, 36-4, and 36-5 are about 1.1 km (0.7 mile), 2.7 km
(1.7 miles), and 3.9 km (2.4 miles) west of 36-2, respectively.

Because both Routes 36 and 61 will be freeways within the study area, they will be
connected with a fully controlled interchange, such as a cloverleaf.

Because of the potential for greater impact, some parts of the study area were intentionally
avoided when selecting the preliminary alternatives. Routes further east than Alternative A
would have resulted in relatively large numbers of relocated residences. Existing and
potential industrial development would be affected if the alignment was further east of the
detention area dam. In addition, there are many churches, cemeteries and parks in the area
east of Alternative A. There is also an area north of Route 36 and west of the airport that
was avoided because of geologic features resulting in there being a large number of sinkholes
present. In addition, the hospital area, the airport, and the already approved interchanges
on Route 36 were avoided. With the potential for development (in accordance with Marion
County’s land use plan) at the hospital and the airport, taking land for a highway through
these areas would be detrimental to orderly development. Also, the approved interchanges
at Airport Road and Head Lane are necessary to provide full access to these areas. Again,
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the needed cloverleaf type interchange for Routes 36 and 61 will not provide immediate
access to these areas.

The alternatives are described below, in a north to south direction. Please refer back to
Table 2-1 for comparison of these alternatives.

2.2.21 Alternative A

Alternative A, shown in Exhibit 2-2a, is the easternmost route, and contains nodes N-1, 36-
1, and S-2. Through an area presently zoned residential, the route passes east of the airport
and the new industrial park located north of the airport. At Route 36, the route passes
between the approved interchange near the hospital and the approved interchange at Head
Lane. The route then crosses Bear Creek at the dam of the detention area, and rejoins Route
61 at Node S-2.

2.2.2.2 Alternative Al

Alternative Al, shown in Exhibit 2-2a, coincides with Alternative A from Node N-1 to Node
36-1. It then continues due south (along the Alternative A2 alignment) to a point just north
of the detention area. The route then goes southeast across the detention area, and rejoins
Alternate A south of the detention area. It then coincides with Alternate A from that point
south to the end at Node S-2.

2,2.2.3 Alternative A2

Aitemative A2, shown in Exhibit 2-2a, coincides with Alternative A from Node N-1 to Node
36-1. South of Node 36-1, it coincides with Alternative Al to a point just north of the
detention area. Then the route continues due south, crossing the detention area, and ending
at Node S-1,

2.2.24 Alternative B

Alternative B, shown in Exhibit 2-2b, begins at Node N-2, then proceeds south, to a point
just northeast of Withers Mill. Then it continues in a southeasterly direction, crossing Route

HAMCH\OC38172\EIS-FINL\SEC.2 2-9 February 15, 1996
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36 about 1.6 km (one mile) west of the hospital, at Node 36-2. The alignment then travels
along the north side of Bear Creek, crosses the detention area just west of Alternative A, and
ends at Node S-2.

2.2.2.5 Alternative C

Alternative C, shown in Exhibit 2-2¢, coincides with Alternative B from Node N-2 to Node
36-2. It then travels along the south edge of the detention area, ending at Node S-2. The
only difference between Alternatives B and C is that Alternative C avoids the detention area

by passing to the south.

2.2.2.6 Alternative CW

Alternative CW, shown in Exhibit 2-2c, coincides with Alternative C except for the
northernmost extension. It begins at Node N-3 and joins Alternative C just northeast of
Withers Mill and comcides with Alternative C from that point to Node S-2.

2.2.2.7 Alternative C1

Alternative C1, shown in Exhibit 2-2¢, begins at Node N-4, then travels parallel to and east
of an abandoned railroad right-of-way to a point just northeast of Withers Mill by way of
Link 1. The alignment then coincides with Alternative C from that point to Node S-2.
2.2.2.8 Alternative C2

Alternative C2, shown in Exhibit 2-2d, begins at Node N-4, then follows Route 24 south for
about 1.6 km (one mile). It then travels southeast to a point just northwest of Node 36-3.
Then, crossing Route 36 just north of Node 36-3, it travels southeast to a point where it
rejoins Alternative C. From this point on it coincides with Alternative C which ends at
Node S-2.

2.2.2.9 Alternative D

Alternative D, shown in Exhibit 2-2e, begins at Node N-4, then travels parallel to and east
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2-13

0Z—2 MAIyx3 | z
SIAILYNYILTY | e
AYYNINITIN S0 —————

rrriace gy

~
vI¥V AQNLS

Lo




PC—C 1aiyxd . _ _

YALINOTIA
l

SAAILVNHAL IV

AMVNINT TN | | T

*]

st mare gy
[l
.

- ~
vV AANLS

v U




T oz-¢ NAIUX3
SIALLYNYILTY
LY NINI T3 I

— 9

YALINOTIA —r
b

V34V AQNLS

Al

&
u
LSS

EaTas
TS

O

+




of the abandoned railroad right-of-way, the same as Alternative C1. The alignment then
splits off from C1 and passes to the west of Withers Mill. Then, in a southeasterly
direction, the alignment continues straight, crossing Route 36 at Node 36-3, and ending at
Node S-1.

2.2.2.10 Alternative D1

Alternative D1, shown in Exhibit 2-2¢, coincides with Alternative C2 from Node N-4 to a
point just northwest of Node 36-3. From this point it coincides with Alternative D which
ends at Node S-1.

2.2.2.11 Alternative E

Alternative E, shown in Exhibit 2-2f, begins at Node N-4, then follows Route 24 south for
a little more than 3.2 km (2 miles). It then travels southeasterly, crossing Route 36 at Node
36-4, and continues straight to Node S-1.

2.2.2.12 Alternative E1

Alternative El, shown in Exhibit 2-2f, begins at Node N-3, then heads due south, passing
west of Withers Mill, and following a north-south transmission line, on the east side of the
transmission line right-of-way. It joins Alternative E where it crosses Route 36 at Node 36-4,

ending at Node S-1.

2.2.2.13 Alternative 2 East

Alternative E2 East, shown in Exhibit 2-2g, coincides with Alternative D from Node N-4
to Node 36-3. At a point near Route MM it travels due south and then joins Alternative E
just south of the Norfolk and Western rail line. The alignment then coincides with
Alternative E to Node S-1.

2.2.2.14 Alternative E2 West

Alternative E2 West, shown in Exhibit 2-2g, coincides with Alternative D1 from Node N-4
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to Node 36-3, after which it coincides with Alternative E2 East to Node S-1.

2.2.2.15 Alternative F

Alternative F, shown in Exhibit 2-2h, begins at Node N-4 and follows Route 24 south to a
point about 0.8 km (0.5 mile) north of Route 36. Then the alignment travels southeasterly,

passing through Node 36-5, crossing Route HH, and continuing to Node S-1.

2.2.2.16 Alternative EF

Alternative EF, shown in Exhibit 2-2h, begins at Node N-4 then follows the abandoned
railroad right-of-way to a point about 0.8 km (0.5 mile) west of Withers Mill. The
alignment then travels due south, to the east side of a north-south transmission line right-of-
way, crossing Route 36 near Node 36-4. Then, continuing south, the alignment joins with
Alternative F. It then coincides with Alternative F to Node S-1.

22,217 Alternative G

Alternative G, shown in Exhibit 2-4i, is the westernmost alternative. Approximately 4 km
(2.5 miles) south of Node N-4 this alignment travels slightly to the east, and then due south
crossing Route 36 at Node 36-5. From that point south it travels slightly to the west and
south of Alternative F, ending at Node S-1.

2.2.3 Selection of Alternatives for Detailed Study

The selection of alternatives for detailed study was done by a process of elimination.
Alternatives were compared, and less favorable ones eliminated until a reasonable number

was left for detailed study.

2.2.3.1 Evaluation of Alternatives A, Al, and A2

Alternatives A, and Al, and to a lesser extent A2 have the advantage of proximity to
Hannibal, but these alternatives have few other attractions. Because of limited access, the
highway will provide little opportunity for commercial development. For example, the
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FILE: J3P0426 & J3P0427
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Preliminary Studies

Route 61, Marion and Ralls Counties
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FHWA-MO-EIS-95-04-F

Record of Decision

Mr. Joseph A. Mickes, P.E., Chief Engineer
Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
Jefferson City, Missouri '

Dear Mr. Mickes:
Enclosed is a Record of Decision (ROD) for the subject project. The ROD was signed by
Mr. Kenneth Bechtel of our Region Office on July 30, 1996. You may advance the project as
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A.  Decision

The Proposed Action is the relocation of U.S. Route 61, consisting of the construction of a
four-lane, fully-access-limited, divided highway in Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri, which
will be approximately 16.0 km (9.9 miles) in length. The project will begin at the existing
Routes 61/24 interchange north of Hannibal, continue southeasterly, and end in the vicinity of
the existing Route 61/M intersection south of Hannibal.

For the proposed action the selected alternative is Alternative F described in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Beginning at the north end of the project,
Alternative F follows the alignment of existing U.S. Route 24 for approximately 4.8 km (3.0
miles). For about 3.6 km (2.3 miles) of this distance, it uses the existing Route 24 right-of-
way for the northbound lanes. About 3.3 km (2.1 miles) south of the Route 61/24
interchange, a diamond interchange will be built between two existing county roads which
currently intersect Route 24, These county roads will be closed at the new route, and will be
serviced by the new interchange. At about 5.8 km (3.6 miles) south of the existing Route
61/24 interchange will be a cloverleaf interchange with U.S. Route 36. In the vicinity of the
interchange, U.S. Route 36 will be relocated about 500 meters (1700 feet) north of its present
location. This local relocation of Route 36 is being coordinated with other proposed Route
36 improvements. The existing U.S. Routes 24 and 36 in the vicinity of the interchange will
remain as service roads. Between the Route 36 interchange and the southern terminus of the
project, there will be diamond interchanges at State Routes HH and M. The southern
terminus is located approximately 600 meters (2,000 feet) south of the existing Routes 61/M
intersection.

This improvement on Route 61 is part of the overall effort to improve the “Avenue of the
Saints Route.” The Avenue of the Saints is a Congressionally designated high priority route
on the National Highway System between St. Paul, Minnesota and St. Louis, Missouri. With
the exception of the six signalized intersections through Hannibal (which will be avoided by
this relocation), Route 61 is currently free-flowing, with no stop signs or stop signals from
near the Iowa border to I-70 west of St. Louis [a distance of about 210 km (130 miles)]. The
Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission has designated that Route 61 will be
upgraded to freeway from north of Hannibal to I-70 near St. Louis, and that it should be
evaluated for upgrade to freeway from the Iowa border to north of Hannibal. This study is
based on an average right of way width of 90 meters (300 feet) with a median width of 15
meters (48 feet) from inside shoulder to inside shoulder. Right of way widths will vary
depending on depth of cut or fill. Right of way will be acquired as necessary for construction.
The typical section includes 3-meter (10-foot) outside shoulders, 1.8-meter (6-foot) inside
shoulders, and a travelway width of 7.2 meters (24 feet).






B. Alternatives Considered.

The no-action alternative, mass transit alternative, and improvement of existing highway
alternative were studied and rejected because they would not satisfy the primary objectives of
the project. None of these alternatives would provide the safety, level of service, and system
continuity intended by the project.

A total of 17 variations of build alternatives on new locations were developed and studied as a
Phase I alternative analysis. Based on the Phase I study, these alternatives were narrowed
down to four for detailed study. In addition, two connecting links which allow different
combinations of segments of the alternatives were evaluated. The alternative evaluated in
detail are, from east to west, Alternatives CW, D, EF, and F,

Alternative CW, the easternmost alternative, is the shortest in terms of new construction, at
15.5 km (9.6 miles). The other three alternatives have common north and south termini; both
the north and south termini for Alternative CW are different from the others. The northern
terminus is about 1,800 meters (6,000 feet) east of the existing Routes 61/24 interchange.
The southern terminus is at Trabue Lane, about 2,700 meters (9,000 feet) north of the
southern terminus for the other build alternatives evaluated in detail. The only interchange on
Alternative CW is a cloverleaf at U.S. Route 36.

Alternatives D and EF have the same termini as Alternative F. They also have in common
with each other and with Alternative F, the diamond interchange at Route M, located about
1,200 meters (4,000 feet) from the southern project terminus. Alternative D is 18.1 km (11.3
miles) long, and Alternative EF, the longest, is 19.5 km (12.1 miles) long. Alternatives D and
EF both have cloverleaf interchanges at Route 36 and diamond interchanges at Route HH.

The environmental impacts of the alternatives vary mainly according to their topographic
locations. Alternative CW, which is located more in the stream valleys, primarily impacts
features associated with stream valleys such as wetlands and floodplains. Alternative F; which
is located primarily on the ridge lines, has greater impacts on features associated with the
ridge tops, such as prime farmland The impacts of Alternatives D and EF are similar to each
other and generally range between those of Alternative CW and Alternative F.

Alternative CW, with wetlands impacts of approximately 6.6 hectares (16.5 acres), impacts 11
times the wetland area of Alternative F. Alternative D impacts about three times as much
wetland area as Alternative F, and Alternative EF impacts 67 percent more wetland area than
Alternative F.

Alternative CW, with 8 crossings of Waters of the U.S,, has twice as many crossings of
Waters of the U.S. as Alternatives D and F. Alternative EF has the fewest, at three crossings.

Alternative CW has the least impact on prime farmland, at 91 hectares (226 acres). Compared
to Alternative CW, Alternatives D, EF, and F impact one percent more, 76 percent more, and
110 percent more, respectively.






Alternative F impacts the least amount of wooded area, at 12 hectares (29) acres. Compared
to Alternative F, Alternatives D, EF and CW impact 50, 75, and 208 percent more,
respectively. Some of the wooded areas may provide seasonal habitat for the endangered
Indiana bat.

Alternative F requires two residential relocations. Alternative CW and EF each require four,
and Alternative D requires 16 residential relocations. None of the alternatives require
relocations of businesses.

Alternative F was selected because it meets the project objectives better than any other
alternative evaluated. It is, overall, the least environmentally impacting alternative. It is also
the lowest cost alternative. -

C. Section 4(f).

The selected alternative has no Section 4(f) involvement.
D. Measures to Minimize Harm.

All practicable measures to minimize harm have been incorporated into the decision for the
selected alternative.

The acquistion and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

Erosion control measures will be required by job construction specifications to prevent
sedimentation. Measures also will be used to prevent pollution caused by construction
activities through MHTD’s Sediment and Erosion Contro} Program approved by the Missoun
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR).

Farmland impacts have been addressed by locating corridors near property lines as much as
feasible, to reduce farm severance. Livestock underpasses will be constructed where feasible.

Wetlands have been avoided to the extent possible. The position of the selected alternative
has been chosen to minimize impacts to wetlands, Final mitigation measures, if required, will
be decided in coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with the assistance of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Missouri
Department of Conservation.

Floodplain impacts have been reduced by holding right of way requirements to a minimum,
and by perpendicular crossings of floodpiains. Channel relocations will be minimized, as will
road embankments for bridges. Velocity increases of streams at stream crossings will be
avoided where feasible.






Trees that are potentially suitable for seasonal Indiana bat habitat will be harvested only during
the period from October 1 to April 1.

Any wells found during construction will be sealed to prevent ground water pollution from
construction and from future road maintenance.

E. Monitoring Program.

The proposed project will be subject to further review by Federal and State agencies and local
units of government. Some permits will need to be obtained. This review and permit process
will ensure that the included mitigation measures are implemented.

F. Comments on the Final EIS.

The U.S. Department of Interior reviewed the Final EIS and provided comments on July 10,
1996. They stated that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)} had not concurred that
the preferred alternative would not adversely affect the federally-listed endangered Indiana bat
and recommended that informal consultation be continued or formal consultation be requested
with the Service’s Columbia Field Office. In a request to continue informal consultation, data
supplemental to the Final EIS was provided to the Columbia Field Office and a meeting was
held with Service staff to discuss the information. Informal Section 7 consultation on this
proposed action was concluded on July 23, 1996, with the Service’s concurrence that the
improvement projects are not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat.

The coordination letters are attached to this ROD (MHTD letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildllife
Service, dated July 22, 1996; and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter to MHTD dated July
23, 1996).

No other comments on the Final EIS were received.

G. Summary.

The selected alternative is the lowest cost and least environmentally damaging of the build
alternatives evaluated for the proposed action. Written responses to the Final EIS are
attached. A summary table of impacts is attached.
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MISSOURI HIGHWAY AND
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

Capliol Ave. at Jeflerson St., P.0. Box 270, Jeflarson Clly, MO 85102 Yelaphone (573) 751-2551 Fax (573) 7518355

July 22, 1996

Mr. Gary Frazer, Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Columbia Field Office

608 East Cherry, Room 207 -
Columbia, MO 65201

Attention: Mr, Mike LeValley

Dear Mr. Frazer:

Subject: Prelimina.r{zStudies, Route 61, Marion Co., Route 61 to S/O Route 36
Hannibal Relocation), Job No. J3P0426 and Route 61, Ralls County,
/O Route 36 (Hannibal Relocation) to S/O Route M, Job No. J3P0427,
Final Environmental Impact Statement, Threatened and Endangered Species

Coordination

This responds to the U.S. Department of the Interior's (USDI) comments on the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the subject project. In these comments, the
USDI stated that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) did not concur that the
greferred alternative would not adversely affect the federally-listed endangered Indiana

at. The USDI recommended that informal consultation be continued or formal
consultation be requested with your office.

On the behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Missouri Highway and
Transportation Department (Mlgl I D{ has developed supplemental data (below) which we
believe support a finding that construction of the preferred alternative (Alternative F) will
not adverse F affect summering Indiana bats in the project area. These data were derived
from the field data presented in Appendix B of the FEIS and were discussed with Mr. Mike
LeValley and Dr. Paul McKenzie 0 (our staff on July 19, 1996. These supplemental data,
and our impact assessment methodofogy, incorporate the results of recent studies of
Indiana bat summer habitat requirements and use which are soon to be included in the
Revised Draft Recovery Plan for the Indiana Bat (RDRPIB).

1. Of the build alternatives evaluated in detail, Alternative F will result in the least impact
to wetlands (1.5 ac), floodplains (1,200 ft. length), and forested lands (29 ac); all provide
potential summer maternity habitat for the Indiana bat.

2. The RDRPIB indicates that the mean nig};llf foraging area for lactating adult female
Indiana bats is considered to be an 850 ac circular area. Given this basis, a series of eight
850 ac circular plots (F-1 through F-8) were centered on the entire alignment length o
Alternative F (Exhibit B-2). Of the seven plots ranked as suitable foraging habitat (Table
B4-1), a total of 783 ac of forested lands are available to the Indiana bat as habitat.
However, only 29 ac of these forested lands will be impacted by Alternative F, representing
a negligible loss of foraging habitat. As for potential secondary impacts due to the future
presence of the highway, several radio-tracking studies of the foraging ranges of Indiana

*Our mission Is 1o provide » quality transportation aystem that reaponds to Missourians' damands snd enhances the state’s growth and prosperity.”






Mr. Gary Frazer
July 22, 1996
Page 2

bats have indicated that the presence of even interstate highways in highly urbanized areas
(i.e., I-465 and the Indianapolis International Airport, Indfanapolis, Indiana) do not
constitute barriers to the nightly foraging bouts of Indiana bats.

3. The FEIS (Table B4-2) provides data on the density of potential roost trees (PRTs;
defined as live or dead trees containing >25% exfoliating bark which are >9 in diameter-
at-breast-height) within four of the 850 ac circular plots (F-2, F-4, F-5, and F-8) defined
above; plots %‘-1, F-3, F-6 and F-7 did not contain suitable PRTs. The total number of
PRTs available within the four circular plots identified above was calculated by multiplying
the density of PRTs/ac by the amount of forested lands within that plot. Therefore,
anroxirnatcly 5,200 PRTSs are present within the 512 ac of forested lands within the four
plots. Given a mean density of S PRTs/ac for these glots, there would be approximately
145 PRTs within the 29 ac of forested lands impacted by Alternative F.

4. Data in the RDRPIB indicate that in northern Missouri a single colony of Indiana bats
(from 50 - 100 females) may use 17 different PRTs within their colonies’ range. Therefore,
within each of the four 850 ac circular plots which contain approximately 5,200 PRTs, an
average of 1264 PRTs would still be available to any single colony following the removal of
145 PRTs for Alternative F.

5. As a measure to avoid take of summering Indiana bats, every effort will be made to
avoid removing PRTs during the range-wide maternity period of April 1 throragh
September 30. However, if it becomes absolutely necessary to remove PRTs during the
maternity period, an inspection of each individual PRT to be removed would be made by
MHTD to determine if they are occupied by Indiana bats. No PRT which is found to be
occupied by Indiana bats would be removed until after the bats have vacated the roost. In
either case, the FWS would be notified immediately if occupied roosts are encountered.

6. In the context of PRT availability on a much broader landscape approach, Marion and
Ralls Counties contain 50,000 ac and 61,000 ac of forested lands respectively (Timber
Resources of Missouri's Prairie, 1989, USDA, Resource Bulletin NC-117). According to
the forest inventory and analysis statistics, almost half of the species of trees which
comprise the forests in these counties are the species of trees used most frequently by
Indiana bats as maternity roosts. Statistics for the predicted annual mortality rates of these
sgecies (26% for red oaks, 9% for hickories, 12% for elm and 21% for cottonwoods) ensure
that an ample sug%l of PRTs will be available in this area in the future. Given an equal
distribution of 5 )i“s/ac, there could be approximately 555,000 PRTs available in the
forested lands in Marion and Ralls Counties alone, or enough roosts for 32,600 maternity
colonies of Indiana bats (based on the use of 17 PRTs/colony reported in the RDRP[E_’:))
This would be enough PRTs to support 1.6 million summering Indiana bats (based on 50
females/colony). According to the most recent population estimates from major
hibernacula, there are approximately 333,000 Indiana bats known to exist within the entire
range of the species. - :






Mr. Gary Frazer
July 22, 1996
Page 3

Based on these supplemental data, we ask for your concurrence that the proposed action is
not likely to adversely affect summering Indiana bats. The FHWA will address the results
of our informal Section 7 consultation in the ROD.

Thank you for your assistance related to this matter and your expeditious processing of this
request to meet our timetable.

Sincerely,

dne £

Gene Gardner
Biological Sciences/Endangered Species Specialist

2g/sw

Copies: Mr. Bob Sfreddo-de
Mr, Dick Jones-3
Mr. Gerald Reihsen-FHWA
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Fish and Wildlife Enbancement
Colurnbia Field Office
608 East Cherey Street
Columbia, Mistouri 65201

FWS/ARS~Qdro AL 22;!115

v

MrL. Gene Gardner

Biological Sciences/Endangered Species Specialist
Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
Capitel Avenue at Jefferson Street

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Gardner:

Thig responds to your July 22, 1996, letter which provided additional cdata in

Ul

support of a finding that the Route 61 improvement project in Marion and Ralls

Counties, Missouri was not likely to adversely affect the federally~listed
endangered Indiana bat. These data were discussed with Mike Levalley and Dr.
Paul McKenzie of my staff on July 19, 1396.

:
; The U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service concurs with your finding based on the

ddditional data and information that you provided. Rlthough up to 29 acres of

\

| forested habitat and 145 potential maternlty roost trees may be impacted by
| the project, your analysis shows that an excess of suitable roost treee and
| foraging habitat currently exists in the pProject area. cCoupled with your

| original commitment to avoid direct take of bata by prohikiting c¢learing of

ocoupiad roost trees (as discussed in Ttem 5 of your letter), our concernz are

satisfied.

This concludes Section 7 consultation opn ths proposed action. Bhould project
plans change, or new information become available that would change your
conclusion, consultatien should be reinitiated with thia office.

We appreciate your interest in protection of threatened and endangezad
species. Please contact Mr. Mike LeValley at (573) 876-1911 Lf you have any
questions or we can provide further assistance.

Sincgerely, -

ATD %«

Field Supervisor
bee: Figg, MDC
MIL:ml:\1541\US61 Marion and Ralls Counties
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interchange at Routes 36 and 61 will be a no-local-access cloverleaf type. These alternatives
have relatively higher numbers of existing buildings and higher potential for wetlands
impacts. They have the longest total travel distance and they have the expense of crossing
the detention area. They would require approximately 900 meter (3,000 feet) long structures
or a large amount of fill and redesign, and acquisition of additional detention area land to
compensate for crossing the detention area. Alternative A is shown as being on the dam of
the detention area. This would require a large amount of fill, redesign and modification of
existing structures, as well as additional wetlands impacts. The primary problem associated
with these alternatives is the insufficient room for an interchange between the two approved
interchanges on Route 36. The distance between the two approved interchanges on Route
36 at Airport Road and Head Lane is about 2.9 km (1.8 miles). The minimum requirement
for spacing of interchanges is 3.2 km (2 miles) in a non-urban area and 1.6 km (1 mile)
apart in an urban area. If a third interchange were introduced between these, the spacing
would be considerably less than one mile. Altemnatives A, Al, and A2 were eliminated.

2.2.3.2 Evaluation of Alternative B

Alternative B is very similar to Alternative C, except that it travels north of, and then
through the detention area, whereas Alternative C avoids the detention area by passing south
of it. Crossing the detention area represents a large expense and the potential for significant
impact because of the very long structure that would be required. Alternative B also has 14
estimated buildings compared to six along Alternative C. Because they are similar, but
Alternative C has the above advantages, Alternative B was eliminated.

2.2.33 Evaluation of Alternatives C, C1, C2, and CW

Alternatives C, C1 and CW are identical south of the point where they join near Withers
Mill. Alternative C begins at Node N-2, CW begins at Node N-3, and C1 begins at Node
N-4. The use of Node N-2 requires a larger curve, and has no other apparent advantage
over C1 or CW. Alternative C1 has an estimated ten potential relocations, compared to six
for Alternative C and seven for Alternative CW. Alternative C1 has no apparent advantages
over Alternative CW. Therefore, by comparison with Altemative CW, Alternatives C and
C1 were eliminated.

H:AMCH\SC38172\EIS-FINL\SEC.2 2-22 February 15, 1996



Alternative C2 was compared with Alternative CW. The southern half of both alternatives
is similar, but the northern half of Altemative C2 lies west of Alternative CW, and the
interchange with Route 36 is also farther west. Since Alternative CW had the advantage of
being farther east and closer to the hospital, and in other respects the alternatives were very
similar, Alternative C2 was eliminated in favor of Alternative CW.

2234 Evaluation of Alternatives D and D1

The D Alternatives are attractive for further study for several reasons. They are the shortest
and most direct routes. Like the far western alternatives they have no major stream
crossings. However, they also have much less impact on prime farmland than the far
western routes, There is negligible difference between Alternatives D and D1 and they are
in close proximity to one another. In a comparison of the two, Alternative D1 was
eliminated because it is slightly longer and has no apparent advantage.

2.2.3.5 Evaluation of Alternatives E, E1, E2 East and E2 West

Alternatives E and El are very similar to D, but less direct and farther away from the
hospital. In a comparison with Alternative D they had no apparent advantage and were
eliminated.

Alternatives E2 East and E2 West are even more similar to D, using the same node on Route
36. They are also less direct, and in a comparison with Alternative D they had no apparent

advantage and were eliminated.

2.2.3.6 Evaluation of Alternatives G and F

Alternative G is similar to F, but farther west. In the southern portion of the study area,
Alternative G crosses some large reservoirs, which F does not. In a comparison with
Alternative F, Alternative G had the disadvantage of the reservoir crossings and no apparent
advantages. Alternative G was therefore eliminated.,
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2.2.3.7 Evaluation of Alternative EF

Alternative EF was selected as a means of providing a link between the F and D alternatives,
and of providing more coverage of the study area. It is also the only alternative which has
the most problem-free node on Route 36, Node 36-4. (Nodes 36-2 and 36-3 are both very
close to Route MM, and to the developed areas on Route MM. Node 36-5 will require the
elimination of a planned approved interchange on Route 36 at Route 24.)

2.2.3.8 Links 1 and 2

Links 1 and 2, which are segments of eliminated routes, were added to provide more
options. Use of the links will allow combinations of the different alternatives.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES FOR DETAILED STUDY

Alternatives CW, D, EF, and F; as well as Links 1 and 2 were selected for detailed study.
These alternatives are shown in Exhibit 2-3.

2.3.1 Alternative CW

Alternative CW is the easternmost alternative. The other three alternatives have common
north and south termini; both the north and south termini for Alternative CW are different
from the others. The northern terminus is about 1,800 meters (6,000 feet) east of the
existing Routes 61/24 interchange. The alignment runs due south for about 2,100 meters
(7,000 feet). Then, just north of the old railroad grade and about 1,050 meters (3,500 feet)
northwest of Withers Mill, it turns toward the southeast, bypassing Withers Mill to the
northeast. The alignment is within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the intersection of Withers
Mills Road and West Ely Road at Withers Mill. There will be grade separated crossings at
both Withers Mill Road and West Ely Road with both Withers Mill Road and West Ely Road
passing over Alternative CW. The only interchange on Alternative CW is with Route 36.
As shown in Exhibit 2-3, the interchange is northwest of existing Route 36. North of the
Route 36 interchange, Alternative CW lies north and east of Bear Creek. At Route 36, the
western portion of the interchange is within the floodplain of Bear Creek. Siting an
intersection on Alternative CW with Route 36 was difficult, primarily because Route 36,
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Route MM, and Bear Creek all converge at this location, and there is development along
both Route 36 and Route MM. There is a grade separated crossing at Route MM just south
of Route 36. South of the Route 36 interchange Alternative CW is within the floodplain of
Bear Creek for about 2,100 meters (7,000 feet). It runs along the northeast side of the creek
for about 1,200 meters (4,000 feet), then crosses the creek very close to its confluence with
Little Bear Creek. Alternative CW then continues southeasterly on the south side of Bear
Creek. There is a grade separated crossing at the Norfolk and Western Railroad (300 meters
[1,000 feet] south of the Bear Creek crossing), and another grade separated crossing at Paris
Road (900 meters [3,000 feet] south of the railroad). About 450 meters (1,500 feet) south
of Paris Road Alternative CW crosses Crooked Creek, at a point about 600 meters (2,000
feet) upstream from its confluence with Bear Creek. Alternative CW then continues
southeasterly, with a grade separated crossing at Route HH and a southern terminus on Route
61 at Ralls County Road 62.

2.3.2 Alternative D

Alternative D begins at the existing Routes 61/24 interchange and continues in a
southeasterly direction parallel and east of the old railroad grade for about 2,700 meters
(9,000 feet). The alignment then travels due south for about 1,500 meters (5,000 feet).
Within this segment it crosses Bear Creek and passes west of Withers Mill, about 900 meters
(3,000 feet) west of the intersection of Withers Mill Road and West Ely Road, with a grade
separated crossing at West Ely Road. After crossing Bear Creek, the alignment follows the
ridge on the southwest side of Bear Creek. Along this ridge it continues in a southeasterly
direction, with a grade separated crossing at Withers Mill Road and a cloverleaf interchange
with existing Route 36. The alignment then continues in a southeasterly direction, going
down into the valley of Little Bear Creek, with a grade separated crossing at Route MM and
a combined crossing of the Norfolk and Western Railroad and Little Bear Creek, about 1,050
meters (3,500 feet) southeast of Route 36. The alignment continues in a southeasterly
direction, coming up out of the valley, with a grade separated crossing at the top of the ridge
at Paris Road, about 900 meters (3,000 feet) southeast of the railroad crossing. The
alignment follows the ridge for about 600 meters (2,000 feet), then goes into the valley of
Crooked Creek, first crossing an intermittent tributary of Crooked Creek, then Route HH,
then Crooked Creek which is also only an intermittent stream at the point of crossing. There
is a diamond interchange with Route HH. The alignment then continues in a southeasterly
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direction, coming up out of the valley, with a grade separated crossing at Ralls County Road
62 at the top of the ridge. Continuing in a southeasterly direction, the alignment follows the
ridgetop for about 3,300 meters (11,000 feet), with a grade separated crossing at Route M,
to an interchange at existing Route 61 about 3,000 feet south of Route M.

2.3.3 Alternative EF

Alternative EF coincides with Alternative D for approximately 4,500 meters (15,000 feet),
from the interchange at Routes 61/24 to a point about 300 meters (1,000 feet) south of the
West Ely Road crossing. The alignment then continues due south, following close to the top
of the ridge, to the cloverleaf interchange with relocated Route 36, north of the existing
Route 36. Just north of the interchange there is a grade separated crossings of Marion
County Road 426 over or under existing Route 36. Existing Route 36 will become a service
road. The alignment continues in a southeasterly direction into the drainage of Little Bear
Creek, with four crossings of intermittent tributaries of Little Bear Creek. Within this
drainage area, near the Marion/Ralls County line and about 900 meters (3,000 feet) south
of existing Route 36, Alternative EF crosses the Norfolk and Western Railroad. The
alignment then travels up out of the valley, with a grade separated crossing of Paris Road
near the top of the ridge. For most of the remaining 7,200 meters (24,000 feet) of the route,
the alignment travels close to the top of the ridge that forms the drainage divide between
Bear Creek and the Salt River. There is one crossing of a small intermittent tributary of
Crooked Creek. About 1,200 meters (4,000 feet) southeast of Paris Road there is a diamond
interchange at Route HH. The last 2,700 meters (9,000 feet) of Alternative EF coincides
with Alternative D.

2.34 Alternative F

Alternative F generally stays atop the ridges that form the drainage divide, except where it
crosses Bear Creek, two intermittent tributaries of Little Bear Creek, and one intermittent
tributary of Crooked Creek. This alignment uses the right-of-way of existing Route 24 for
the northbound lanes from the existing Routes 61/24 interchange to a point approximately
750 meters (2,500 feet) north of the existing Routes 36/24 interchange. A new lane will be
constructed to the west of existing Route 24 for this portion of Alternative F, The alignment
crosses Bear Creek about 2,100 meters (7,000 feet) south of the existing Route 61/24
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interchange. A diamond interchange will be constructed between Marion County Road 424
and Marion County Road 426, as shown in Exhibit 2-3. Marion County Roads 424 and 426
will both dead end at Altemmative F on the east side. A new east-west roadway will be
constructed between the county roads, from the proposed new interchange east for about 460
meters (1,500 feet), to connect with Marion County Road 424. A west outer road will be
constructed from the Routes 61/24 interchange to Marion County Road 426, also allowing
access to the new interchange between the county roads. The outer road and other changes
discussed above are shown in Exhibit 2-3. Approximately 750 meters (2,500 feet) north of
the existing Routes 24/36 interchange, Alternative F turns toward the southeast and away
from the existing Route 24 alignment. The route continues south to a cloverleaf interchange
with Route 36 just northeast of the existing Routes 24/36 intersection. At the south end of
the proposed Routes 61/36 interchange, Altemative F crosses existing Route 36, which will
be a service road. The alignment then continues in a southeasterly direction, going down
into the upper drainageway of Little Bear Creek, and crosses the Norfolk and Western
Railroad near the Marion/Ralls County line, about 900 meters (3,000 feet) south of existing
Route 36. The alignment then continues in a southeasterly direction, along the upper part
of the Little Bear Creek drainage, then travels up out of the valley and crosses Paris Road
near the top of the ridge. From this point to the southern terminus, a distance of about
7,200 meters (24,000 feet), Alternative F coincides with Alternative EF.

Alternative F has been identified by MHTD as the preferred alternative based on an
assessment of the social, economic, engineering and environmental consequences of the
alternative, in combination with public involvement.

2.3.5 Link 1
Link 1 is an approximately 800 meters (2,640 feet) long segment near the northern portion
of the project area. This link allows for a combination of Alternative D or EF with

Alternative CW. It essentially allows the use of Alternative CW with the northern terminus
at the existing Routes 61/24 interchange instead of a terminus to the east.

H:AMCH\SC38172\EIS-FINL\SEC.2 2-28 Pebruary 16, 1996



2.3.6 Link 2

Link 2 is an approximately 2,300 meters (8,000 feet) long segment near the southern portion
of the project areas. This link also allows for a combination of Alternative D or EF with
Alternative CW. It essentially allows for the use of most of Alternative CW, but with the
southern terminus south of Route M rather than at Ralls County Road 62, which is
approximately 2.4 km (1.5 miles) to the north.

2.3.7 Changes in Route 36 Alignment

As shown in Exhibit 2-3, all of the altemnatives, except Alternative D, require a relocation
of Route 36 in the vicinity of the Routes 61/36 interchange. This relocation is proposed
primarily to reduce the impacts from the interchange on residences and businesses along
existing Route 36. The specific issues related to the relocated section of Route 36 for each
alternative are discussed below. Route 36 within the project areas is scheduled to be
improved from two lanes to a four-lane, fully-limited-access highway. These improvements
were evaluated in an Environmental Assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) for that project which was issued by the Federal Highway Administration in
November 1993. The design for the relocated section of Route 36 within the project area
will begin when the Record of Decision for the present project is issued. Impacts resulting
from the relocation of Route 36 (other than previously approved relocation) are addressed
in this document. Relocated sections of Route 36 are designated according to the
corresponding altermative: 36-CW, 36-EF, and 36-F.

2.3.71 Alternative CW/36 Interchange {(36-CW)

Alternative CW involves relocating about 2.4 km (1.5 miles) of Route 36 from its original
approved location. The proposed relocation moves the Alternative CW/Route 36 interchange
entirely to the north of existing Route 36. If the interchange had been placed at the
approved/existing Route 36 location, it would have obliterated a small neighborhood of about
nine houses that is located between Route 36 and Route MM. At the original location, Route
36 and Route MM are only about 120 meters (300 feet) apart along a length of about 540
meters (1,800 feet). The interchange at the approved Route 36 location caused about 720
meters (2,400 feet) of existing Route MM to be within the footprint of the interchange, and
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would therefore have required the relocation of Route MM.

2.3.7.2 Alternative EF/36 Interchange (36-EF)

Alternative EF involves the relocation of about 2.4 km (1.5 miles) of Route 36 from its
approved location, which is adjacent to its existing location. The Alternative EF/Route 36
interchange is directly north of existing Route 36. There were two major reasons for placing
the interchange to the north:

. More favorable topography
. Fewer relocations

First, the topography. The headwaters of a southeast-flowing intermittent tributary to Little
Bear Creek lie about 360 meters (1,200 feet) northwest of existing Route 36 at the location
of the Alternative EF crossing. Just to the north of Route 36 at this location is a broad,
gently sloping hillside. To the south of Route 36 is the valley of the intermittent stream and
another stream which it joins. At the proposed Alternative EF/36 interchange location, most
of the interchange is on the broad, gentle slope. If the interchange were located at the
approved Route 36 location, much of it would be in the stream valley, requiring greater
grade changes, and fill in the stream valley with potentially adverse wetland and stream
quality impacts.

Secondly, locating the Alternative EF/36 interchange at the approved location would require
the relocation of about seven additional residences, several of which are farms with
associated structures.

23.7.3 Alternative F/36 Interchange (36-F)

The approved improvements on Route 36 include a diamond interchange at Route 24, north
of the existing Routes 36/24 intersection. With Alternative F, this interchange would be
eliminated and replaced by a cloverleaf interchange to the northeast. This new interchange
location also requires relocating the approved Route 36 alignment for about 2.4 km (1.5
miles). Locating the interchange at the approved Route 36 location would have required the
relocation of three additional residences (including two farmsteads), and would have
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displaced some of the businesses at the existing Route 36, including the truck stop. Because
of the nature of this particular business, its relocation could pose some environmental
liabilities.

2.4 COST COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Since all alternatives have some alignment segments that are the same, we divided the
alternatives into segments for ease of comparison purposes. Segment designations are shown
in Exhibit 2-4. The following Tables 2-2 through 2-8 show the information on each segment
used to develop comparison factors and estimated construction cost for the alternatives.
Table 2-3 shows which segments are included for each alternative. Table 2-4 provides
information on each segment and some factors have been applied to develop construction cost
for each segment. These comparison factors include:

Travel Length - total travel length of each segment from the Route 61/24 interchange
to the Route M/61 intersection.

. Construction Length - total length of new construction of a two lane pavement section
for each segment.

. Existing Pavement - total length of existing pavement used in the total travel length
of each segment.

. Stream Bridges - the number of bridges estimated for stream crossings for each
segment.

. Floodplain Crossings - total length of proposed roadway constructed in floodplains
for each segment.

. Interchanges - total number and type of proposed interchanges necessary for each
segment.

. Structures - total number of structures that are in the proposed 90 m (300 feet) right-
of-way for each segment.
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Legend
E Alternative F (preferred alternative)

= Alternate corridors which were studied

0 Location of previously approved interchange Route 36

Alternative Segments
2-32 Exhibit 2-4
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Table 2-2

SUMMARY TABLE
ALTERNATE ESTIMATED COST
 CwW $ 65,778,221.11
D $ 69,386,503.00
EF $ 75,897,881.30
F $ 65,354,665.95
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Table 2-5

ALTERNATE 'CW'
HWY.
SECTION CW1* cwa* CW3*** TOTAL
TRAVEL LENGTH (1)
kilometers 6.74 5.15 4.56 16.44
miles 4.20 3.21 2.84 10.25
CONSTRUCTION LENGTH (2)
kilometers 8.66 12.79 9.43 30.88
miles 5.40 7.97 5.88 19.25
EXISTING PAVEMENT (2)
kilometers 5.09 0.00 3.21 8.29
miles 317 0.00 2.00 517
STREAM BRIDGES
each | 6 4 2 12
FLOOD PLAIN X-iINGS
kilometers 0.08 2.50 0] 2.58
miles 0.05 1.56 0 1.61
INTERCHANGES
clover 0 1 0 1
diamond 0 0 0 0]
trumpet 0 0 1 1
other 1 0 1 2
STRUCTURES
houses 2 1 0] 3
sheds/bams 2 1 0 3
PRIME FARMLAND
hectares 11 23 41 74
acres 26 56 102 184
LAND (OTHER USE)
hectares 30 81 10 121
acres 75 200 25 300
BRIDGES ‘
railroad 0 2 0 2
highway 3 7 2 12
OUTER ROADS
kilometers 528 7.54 3.69 16.51
miles 3.29 4.70 2.30 10.29
PONDS
hectares 04 0.8 0.4 1.6
acres 1.0 2.0 1.0 40
UTILITY CROSSINGS
each | 3 0 1 4
CULTURAL RESQURCES
each | 0 0 0 0
POT. HAZ. WASTE
each | 0 0 0 0
WATER QUALITY IMP.
each 0 0 0 0
WETLANDS
hectares Y 6.6 0.6 7.2
acres c 16.5 1.6 18.1
EST. COST $18,419,700.86 | $28,185,718.25 | $19,172,802.00 | $65,778,221.11

(1) Actual Distance Traveled
{2) Miteage Per 2 - Lanes

*Inciudes Two Major Utility Rejocations
*“*Includes extra Lane on 36

**[ncludes Interchange "F" & 24
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Table 2-6

ALTERNATE 'D'
{w/Nc.1 Interchange @ Rte. "F" & No. 3 Interchange @ Rte. "M")
HWY.
SECTION D1* D2 D3 D4** TOTAL
TRAVEL LENGTH (1)
kilometers 2.58 8.28 1.91 2.34 15.11
miles 1.61 5.16 1.19 1.46 9.42
CONSTRUCTION LENGTH {2)
kilometers 7.15 16.56 3.82 8.73 36.26
miles 4.46 10.32 2.38 5.44 2260
EXISTING PAVEMENT (2)
kilometers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
miles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
STREAM BRIDGES
gach | 0 ] 2 2 i 0 i 4
FLOOD PLAIN X-INGS
kilometers 0.00 0.16 0.66 0.00 0.82
miles 0 0.10 0.41 0.00 0.51
INTERCHANGES ’
clover 0 1 0 0 1
diamond 1 1 0 0 2
trumpet 0 0 0 1 1
other 0 0 0 0 0
STRUCTURES
houses 1 3 0 1 5
sheds/bamns 4 16 ' 0 7 27
PRIME FARMLAND
hectares 10 16 21 34 97
acres 25 40 52 85 202
LAND (OTHER USE)
hectares 34 108 17 0 160
acres 84 268 43 0 385
BRIDGES
railroad 0 2 0 0 2
highway 2 7 2 2 13
OUTER ROADS/CROSS ROADS
kilometers 0.80 2.41 0.64 0.96 4.81
miles 0.50 1.50 0.40 0.60 3.00
PONDS
hectares 0 2.6 0 0 2.6
acres 0 ' 6.5 0 4 6.5
UTILITY CROSSINGS
each | 2 | 3 0 ! 0 | 5
CULTURAL RESOURCES
each | 1 | 0 0 | 0 i 1
POT. HAZ. WASTE
each | 0 | 0 0 | 0 | 0
WATER QUALITY IMP.
each | 0 | 0 0 | 0 | 0
WETLANDS :
hectares 0 0 2.5 0 2.5
acres 0 0 6.3 0 6.3
EST. COST $12,664154.10 1 $32,408,664.20 | §7,247,289.90 | $16,976,394.80 | $69,386,503.00

(1) Actual Distance Traveied

(2) Mileage Per 2 - Lanes

*Includes Relocated "M" & Relocated 61 S.B. Lanes

**Includes Relocated "F", Relocated 61,& Relocated Conn. "F" to 24
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Table 2-7

ALTERNATE 'EF'

{w/No.1 interchange @ Rte. "F" & No. 3 Interchange @ Rte. "M")

HWY.
SECTION D1* D3 D4 F1** EF1** TOTAL
TRAVEL LENGTH (1)
kilometers 2.58 1.91 2.34 5.25 4.40 16.48
miles 1.61 1.19 1.46 3.27 2.74 10.27
CONSTRUCTION LENGTH (2)
Kilometers 7.15 3.82 873 10.49 8.79 38.08
miles 4.46 2.38 544 6.54 5.48 24.30
EXISTING PAVEMENT {2)
kilometers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
miies 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
STREAM BRIDGES
each | 0 2 0 0 2 i 4
FLOOD PLAIN X-INGS
kilometerst - 0 (.66 0] 0 0 0.66
miles 0 0.41 0 0 0 0.41
INTERCHANGES
clover Q 0 0 0 1 1
diamond 1 0 0 1 1 3
trumpet 0 0 1 0 0 1
other 0 0 0 0 0 0
STRUCTURES
houses 1 0 1 0 0 2
sheds/barns 4 0 7 2 6 19
PRIME FARMLAND
hectares 10 21 34 63 4 132
acres 25 52 85 155 10 327
LAND {OTHER USE)
hectares 34 17 0 7 79 138
acres 84 43 0 18 196 341
BRIDGES
railroad 0 4] 0 0] 2 2
highway 2 2 2 3 7 16
QUTER ROADS/CROSS ROADS
kilometers 0.80 0.64 0.96 2.57 (.96 5.94
miles 0.50 0.40 0.60 1.60 0.60 3.70
PONDS
hectares 0 0 0 1.2 1.2 2.4
acres 0 0 0 3.0 3.0 6.0
UTILITY CROSSINGS
each | 2 0 0 2 1 | 5
CULTURAL RESOURCES
each | 1 0 0 0 0 | 1
POT. HAZ. WASTE
each | 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
WATER QUALITY IMP.
each | 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
WETLANDS
hectares 0 2.5 0 0 0.4 2.9
acres 0 6.3 0 0 1.0 7.3
EST. COST $12,664,154.10 § $7,247,289.90 | $16,976,304.80 | $17,006,052.30 $21,913,990.20 | $75,857,881.30

{1) Actual Distance Traveled
{2) Mileage Per 2 - Lanes

*Includes Relocated "M" & Relocated 61 5.B. Lanes
**ncludes Relocated "F", Relocated 61, & Relocated Conn. "F" to 24
**ncludes Interchange @ 24 & 36
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Table 2-8

ALTERNATE 'F
{w/No. 1 Aiternate @ 24 & 61)
HWY.
SECTION D1* FAi* F2r** TOTAL
TRAVEL LENGTH (1)
kilometers 2.58 5.25 8.50 16.33
miles 1.61 3.27 5.30 10.18
CONSTRUCTION LENGTH (2)
kilometers 7.15 10.49 14.29 31.94
miles 4.46 6.54 8.91 19.91
EXISTING PAVEMENT (2)
Kilometers 0.00 0.00 3.53 3.53
miles 0.00 0.00 2.20 2.20
STREAM BRIDGES
each | 0 0 2 { 2
FLOOD PLAIN X-INGS
kilometers 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.37
miles 0 Y] 0.23 .0.23
INTERCHANGES
clover 0 0 1 1
diamond 1 1 1 3
frumpet 0 0 0 0
other 0 0 1 1
STRUCTURES
houses 1 0 1 2
sheds/barns 4 2 14 20
PRIME FARMLAND
hectares 10 63 153 226
acres 25 155 378 558
LAND (OTHER USE)
hectares 34 7 15 57
acres 384 18 38 140
BRIDGES.
railroad 0 0 2 2
highway 2 3 7 12
OUTER ROADS/CROSS ROADS
kilometers 0.80 2.57 6.10 9.46
miles 0.50 1.60 3.80 5.90
|PONDS
hectares ] 1.2 0.9 2.10
acres 1] 3.0 2.1 510
UTILITY CROSSINGS
each | 2 2 1 | 5
CULTURAL RESOURCES
each | 1 0 0 i 1
POT. HAZ. WASTE
each | 0 0 0 | 0
WATER QUALITY IMP.
each | 0 0 0 | 0
" |WETLANDS
hectares 0 0 0.4 0.4
acres 0 0 1.0 1.0
EST. COST $12,664,154.10 | $17,096,052.30 | $ 35,594 459.55 | $65,354,665.95

{1) Actual Distance Traveled -
(2) Mileage Per 2 - Lanes

*Includes Relocated "M" & Relocated 61 S.B. Lanes
**Includes Relocated "F" & Relocated 61
*** Includes 7" Overlay of N.B. Lanes of Existing Hwy. 24 to be used as N.B. Rte. 61
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Bridges - total number of bridges crossing existing roads and railroads for each

segment.

Quter Roads/Cross Roads - total length of outer roads and cross roads that are
proposed for each segment.

Ponds - total number of ponds that are in the 90 m (300 feet) right-of-way for each
segment.

Utility Crossings - total number of major utilities that each segment will be crossing.

Cultural Resources - total number of known cultural resource conflicts with the
proposed 90 m (300 feet) right-of-way for each segment.

Potential Hazardous Waste - total number of known hazardous waste sites in conflict
with the proposed 90 m (300 feet) right-of-way for cach segment.

Potential Bat Habitat - total number of potential area habitat for the Indiana Bat for
each segment.

Water Quality - total number of potential water quality problems to be encountered
by construction within the 90 m (300 feet) right-of-way for each segment.

Prime Farmland - total number of acres of prime farmland taken by construction
within the 90 m (300 feet) right-of-way for each segment.

Wetlands - total number of potential wetlands impacts by construction within the
90 m (300 feet) right-of-way for each segment.

Estimated Cost - total estimated cost allocated for each segment based on road
construction, interchanges, bridges, R/W acquisition and utility adjustments.

Tables 2-5, 2-6, 2-7 and 2-8 combine the line segments for the total comparison factors for
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each alternative. Table 2-2 is a summary table for the estimated cost of each alternative.
2.5 RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIREMENTS

Route 61 has been designated as a freeway by the Missouri Highway and Transportation
Commission from Hannibal to Interstate 70. This study is based on an average right-of-way
width of 90 m (300 feet) with a median width of 15 meters (48 fect) from inside shoulder
to inside shoulder and will be a full-access-controlled, four-lane, divided highway.

Typical sections are shown in Exhibit 2-5. A preliminary strip map for Alternative F is
presented in Exhibit 2-6 (Plates, I, II and III).
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ROUTE 01

Typical Section

91.4m (300") R/W (Fully Limited Access)”

2.4m(8") 7.0m{24") 2.4m(B") B8.4m{28") 2.4m{287) < 8.4m({28) 8.4m{28") 2.4m(8)
3.0m{10") SHLDR 1 7.2m(24") TRAVELWAY 1.8m(6')SHLDR 1.6m{6") SHLOR 7.2m{24°) TRAVELWAY _I_ 3.0m{10") SHLOR
| [s2moe) | 4om0e) 1 2m(4) ramey| | |42m0€) | 42m(a)
1.2m{4") 1.2m(4')
mwin_ﬂ’fmﬁ_, 1-2m(4) —2.0% | 2.0%— .24 ~-2.0% | 2.0%—~
******* T~ e pa i i Iy
suoPE _:1°
*THE OFFSET FROM TOE OF FILL TO THE SHOULDER **Mor o less R/W may be required to satisfy the
POINT SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 7-2m (24 FEET). requirements ot the design fegtures of thls projsct
THE SLOPE WILL VARY TO MEET THIS REQUIREMENT.
Typical Section w/ Outer Rd.
91.4m (300") R/W (Fully Limited Access)”
OUTER RD.
30m(107)  42m(14) & 42m(14) £9m{187)  24m(8") 7.2m{24% 2.4m{8") 8.4m(28") 8.4m(28" T 8.4m({28') B.4m(28") 2.4m{8") -
6 om(20) LRAVELMY 3.0m(107) SHLOR | 7.2m(247) TRAVELWAY 1.Bem(6")SHLDR 1.Bm(6') SHIDR 7.2m(24')_TRAVELWAY 3.0m{10') SHLDR
1 2m(4) 3.0m(10) [ 3.0m(10) 1. 2m{4) SHLDR l 4.2m{147)  4.2m(14) 1.2m{4) 1.2m{4) 4.2m(147) 4.2m{14)
1.2m{4") 1.2m(4)
A 312X 312X 1.211\(4') —20% | 2.0%— 1.3“(4') —20% | 2.0%— HEIGHT OF FILL
GROUND LINE 5 3 —j/ﬁ,l—//' \'ﬁ\ ,/EL’/

* THE OFFSET FROM TOE OF FILL TO THE SHOULDER

POINT SHALL BE A WINIMUM OF 7.2m (24 FEET)

THE SLOPE WILL VARY TO MEET THIS REQJIRBJE_:NT.

More or tass R/W may be required to satiafy the
requirements ot the design features of this project

Typical Section
Exhibit  2-5

-4






JENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

MARION AND RALLS COUNTIES
MISSOURI
ROUTE 61

BN RECOMMENDED LOCATION
BN EXISTING STATE ROUTES

€. > | ~oBSONST ADT
[ ] - DESIGN A.D.T.
SCALE: 1" = 304.8m (1000')

. EXHIBIT 2-6
JOB NO'S. J3P0426 (MARION
& J3P0427 (RALLS) : ) PLATE I 2-43







FLOWN: MARCH 1995

" | ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

MARION AND RALLS COUNTIES
MISSOURI
ROUTE 61

B RECOMMENDED LOCATION
1 EXISTING STATE ROUTES

€~ > -~ CONST. ALT
. 1 -~ DESIBN ADT
SCALE: 1" = 304.8m (1000°)

, EXHIBIT 2-8
JOB NO'S. J3P0426 (MARION
& J3P0427 (RALLS) (, ) PLATE Il /s




FLOWN MARCH 1 995

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

MARION AND RALLS COUNTIES
MISSOURI
ROUTE 61

SR RECOMMENDED LOCATION
B CEXISTING STATE ROUTES

> — CONST. AD.T.
[ ] - DESIGN AD.T.
SCALE: 1" = 304.8m (10007

EXHIBIT 2-6
JOB NO'S. J3P0426 (MARION -
& J3P0427 (RALLS) ( : PLATE III 2w




This section provides a description of the social, economic, natural and built environments
for the area affected by the alternatives evaluated. The regional project setting is shown in
Exhibit 3-1. As shown in the exhibit, the project area covers parts of Marion and Ralls
Counties. The study area is shown in more detail in Exhibit 3-2.

3.1 LAND USE
3.1.1 Existing Land Use ®

Existing land use in the study area is primarily agricultural. Most of the area is either
cropland or else former cropland which is fallow. Wooded areas are confined to narrow
strips along stream channels and isolated patches of a few tens of hectares (acres) or less.
Other major uses, as shown in Exhibit 3-3, include the following:

. The J. Thad Ray Wildlife Area at the northeast edge of the study area,

. The Hannibal Municipal Airport, north of Route 36,

. The Hannibal Regional Hospital, south of Route 36,

o The residential and commercial incorporated area of the City of Hannibal,
o The industrial park at the south end of Hannibal,

. The detention basin on Bear Creek just upstream of the industrial park, and,
. Scattered residential areas along roadways throughout the study area.

3.1.2 Land Use Planning
The primary planning authorities in the area are the Counties of Marion and Ralls and the

City of Hannibal. They have all been contacted regarding their land use plans relative to the
project.
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The City of Hannibal has recently annexed a small amount of land to the west of the city,
primarily along Route 36. The city has no formal, written land use plans that affect the
study area.

Marion County has zoned some parts of the study area either residential or commercial, as
shown in Exhibits 3-3. These are generally areas where residential and commercial
development is occurring. For instance, the area adjacent to the western city limit Hannibal
is zoned residential, consistent with the on-going development there; the area around the
hospital is zoned commercial; as is the area at the intersection of Routes 24 and 36, where
there is a restaurant and service station. Based on information supplied by the MHTD
District 3 office, some major private development is being planned in the study area, such
as a proposed industrial park north of the airport and the golf course on Routé 36.

Marion County is planning a new north-south arterial roadway west of Head Lane that will
have an diamond interchange with Route 36.

Ralls County has no plans within the study area.
3.2 AGRICULTURAL LANDS

Prime farmland soils, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, are soils that are
best suited to producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. Such soils have
properties that are favorable for the economic production of sustained high yields of crops.
The soils need only to be treated and managed using acceptable farming methods. The
moisture supply, of course, must be adequate, and the growing season has to be sufficiently
long. Prime farmland soils produce the highest yields with minimal inputs of energy and
economic resources, and farming these soils results in the least damage to the environment.

Prime farmland soils may presently be in use as cropland, pasture, or woodland, or they may
be in other uses. They either are used for producing food or fiber or are available for these
uses. Urban or built-up land and water areas cannot be considered prime farmland. Urban
or built-up land is defined as any contiguous unit of land 4 hectares (10 acres) or more in
size that is used for nonfarm uses including housing, industrial, and commercial sites, sites
for institutions or public buildings, small parks, golf courses, cemeteries, railroad yards,

H:AMCH\93C8172\EIS-FINLASEC.3 3-5 February 15, 1996



airports, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment plants, and water control structures. Prime
farmland soils usually get an adequate and dependable supply of moisture from precipitation
or irrigation. The temperature and growing season are favorable. The acidity or alkalinity
level of the soils is acceptable. The soils have few or no rocks and are permeable to water
and air. They are not excessively erodible or saturated with water for long periods and are
not subject to frequent flooding during the growing season. The slope ranges mainly from
0 to 5 percent.

Soils that have a high water table or are subject to flooding may qualify as prime farmland
soils if the limitations are overcome by drainage or flood control. In this investigation, it is
conservatively assumed that effective flood control is in place for all prime farmland soils
with high water tables. v

Approximately 48 percent of the land in Marion and Ralls Counties is classified as prime
farmland by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, formerly Soil Conservation
Service). A large portion of the study area is in prime farmland, as shown in Exhibit 3-4.
Farmland soils of statewide importance are soils in addition to prime farmlands in Missouri
that are of statewide importance for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed
crops. Most of these soils occur on slopes steeper than 5 percent or are frequently flooded.
They mostly include soils in Capability Classes II, III, and IV that do not qualify for prime
farmland. Capability classes are designated by Roman numerals I through VIII. The
numerals indicate progressively greater limitations and narrower choices for practical use.
The classes are defined as follows:

. Class 1 soils have few limitations that restrict their use.

. Class II soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that
require moderate conservation practices.

o Class III soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or the

require special conservation practices, or both.
. Class IV soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or
that require very careful management, or both.
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. Class V soils are not likely to erode but have other limitations, impractical to
remove, that limit their use.
. Class VI soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuitable for

cultivation.

. Class VII soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuitable for
cultivation.

. Class VIII soils and miscellaneous areas have limitations that nearly preclude

their use for commercial crop production.
3.2.1 Soils

In Marion and Ralls Counties, the soils formed in four principal kinds of parent material,
alone or in combinations. These four kinds are material that weathered from bedrock,
material deposited by glacial ice, material deposited by wind (loess), and material deposited
by water (alluvium). Of less importance is colluvium, which was transported short distances
downslope by the action of water and gravity. The residual material is mainly from
limestone and shale. Glacial material, which was deposited by ice, consists mainly of clay,
silt, sand, gravel, stones, and a few boulders. Much of the glacial till was moved long
distances, but some of it is of local origin. Loess is the most extensive parent material in
Marion and Ralls Counties. The principal source of the loess was the flood plain of the
Mississippi River following the retreat of the last glacier. The parent material of the soils
on flood plains is alluvium. Reflecting the diverse origins and the varying speeds of flowing
Water, this material has a great range in texture and in chemical and mineralogical

composition.

Following is a list of the various types of surface soils that have been mapped in the project
area and a description of each:

Armstrong loam (Statewide Important). The Armstrong series consists of deep, moderately

well drained, slowly permeable soils on uplands. Armstrong soils were derived from
paleosols that formed in glacial till. The slopes range from 5 to 14 percent.
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Belknap silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Belknap series consists of deep, somewhat poorly
drained, moderately slowly permeable soils on bottom lands. Belknap soils formed in silty
alluvium. The slopes range from O to 2 percent.

Blase silty clay (Prime Farmland). The Blase series consists of deep, somewhat poorly
drained soils on terraces. Blase soils are slowly permeable in the upper part and moderately
permeable in the lower part. They formed in clayey alluvium over loamy and silty alluvium.
The slopes range from O to 2 percent.

Cedargap silt loam (Statewide Important). The Cedargap series consists of deep, well
drained, moderately rapidly permeable soils on bottom lands. Cedargap soils formed in silty
alluvium that had a high content of chert fragments. The slopes range from 0o 2 percent.

Edina silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Edina series consists of deep, poorly drained, very
slowly permeable soils on uplands. Edina soils formed in thick loess. The slopes range
from O to 2 percent.

Fatima silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Fatima series consists of deep, moderately well
drained, moderately permeable soils on bottom lands. Fatima soils formed in silty alluvium.
The slopes rimgc from O to 2 percent.

Gdsport_ silty clay loam (No particular importance). The Gosport series consists of
moderately decp, moderately well drained, very slowly permeable soils on uplands. Gosport
soils formed in residuum of acid shale. The slopes range from 9 to 20 percent.

Goss cherty silt loam (No particular importance). The Goss series consists of deep, well
drained, moderately permeable, cherty soils on uplands. Goss soils formed in residuum of
cherty limestone. The slopes range from 15 to 30 percent.

Leonard silt loam (Statewide Importance). The Leonard series consists of deep, poorly

drained, slowly permeable soils on uplands. Leonard soils formed in thin loess and
pedisediment. The slopes range from 5 to 9 percent.
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Marion silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Marion series consists of deep, somewhat poorly
drained, very slowly permeable soils on terraces. Marion soils formed in loess. The slopes
range from 2 to 5 percent.

Menfro silt loam (Prime Farmland, 2 to 5 percent slopes; Statewide Importance, 9 to 14
percent slopes). The Menfro series consists of deep, well drained, moderately permeable
soils on uplands. Menfro soils formed in thick loess. The slopes range from 2 to 35

percent.

Mexico silty clay loam (Prime Farmland). The Mexico series consists of deep, somewhat
poorly drained, very slowly permeable soils on uplands. Mexico soils formed in loess or
in silty material that was less than 10 percent sand. The slopes range from 2'to 5 percent.

Moniteau silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Moniteau series consists of deep, poorly drained,
slowly permeable soils on bottom lands. Moniteau soils formed in silty alluvium. The
slopes range from O to 2 percent.

Putnam silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Putnam series consists of deep, poorly drained,
very slowly permeable soils on uplands. Putnam soils formed in deep loess. The slopes

range from O to 2 percent.

Smileyville silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Smileyville series consists of deep, poorly
drained, slowly permeable soils on uplands. Smileyville soils formed in loess. The slopes
range from 2 to 7 percent.

Weller silt loam (Prime Farmland). The Weller series consists of deep, moderately well
drained, slowly permeable soils on uplands. Weller soils formed in loess. The slopes range
from 2 to 5 percent.

Winfield silt loam (Statewide Importance). The Winfield series consists of deep, moderately
well drained, moderately permeable soils on uplands. Winfield soils formed in thick loess.
The slopes range from 5 to 14 percent.

There is no farmland in Missouri classified as unique.
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3.3 SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

3.3.1 C(ities, Towns and Communities

As shown in Exhibit 3-1, and summarized below, there are four incorporated communities
in the general vicinity of the project area. Rennselaer was not included as an incorporated
area in the 1990 census, and the population shown is from the Ralls County Highway Map.

1990 Census .
Incorporated Area Population Nearest Distance to Study Area
Hannibal 18,004 Partially within study area
Palmyra 3,371 3.7 km (2.3 mi) north
Rensselaer 58 2.4 km (1.5 mi) west
New London 088 4.8 km (3 mi) south
Source: County Road Maps - Marion and Ralls Counties, MHTD

Withers Mill is a very small unincorporated community consisting of several homes and is
located entirely within the study area. It is shown in Exhibit 3-1, and is located at the
intersection of two county roads, north of Route 36 and east of Route 24. There are also
small communities consisting of several houses each located along state and county roads
throughout the study area.

3.3.2 Transportation System
33.2.1 Highways

There are three U.S. highways within the study area: Routes 61, 36, and 24. Route 61 is
a four-lane divided highway through the study arca except for a 2.7 km (1.7 mile) section
within the Hannibal city limits. This is a four-lane undivided segment, as shown in Exhibit
3-1. Route 61 extends from the northwest comer of the study area to the southeast corner,
as shown in Exhibit 3-2.
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Route 36 extends east-west across the study area, and is currently a two-lane roadway.
There are plans for widening Route 36 to a four-lane divided roadway with freeway
standards. The location study for the portion of Route 36 within the study area for this
project is complete and preliminary plans have been developed. These plans include two
interchanges to be located between the Regional Hospital and the Hannibal city limits (see
Exhibit 3-2). One of the interchanges is immediately east of the hospital to service the
hospital and the Hannibal airport. The second planned interchange is less than 3.2km (2
miles) east, near Head Lane. The exact location has not been established and is contingent
upon Marion County plans for north/south arterial roadway located west of Head Lane. If
the arterial roadway is constructed, the interchange will be at the arterial roadway rather than
at Head Lane.

At the northwest corer of the study area Route 24 and Route 61 are coincident. Route 61
then continues due east and Route 24 heads south.

As shown in Exhibit 3-2, there are several state routes within the study area. From north
to south they are:

. Route W, which enters the City of Hannibal near the northeast portion of the
study area.

. Route MM, which begins at Highway 36 near the middle of the study area
and continues east into the City of Hannibal.

. Route HH, an east-west route which ends at Highway 61.

. Route M, an east-west route which also ends at Highway 61, near the
southeast corner of the study area.

As shown in Exhibit 3-1, Highway 61 is the only north-south thoroughfare through the
Hannibal area; the other routes are primarily east-west, except for the north-south portion-
of Route 24 at the west side of the study area.

There are many county roads within the study area which are primarily gravel.
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3.3.2.2 Railways

There is an active Norfolk & Western rail line that runs east-west across the study area,
south of Highway 36 and north of Route HH, as shown in Exhibit 3-2. It enters the city
limits of Hannibal at the industrial park located at the south end of town. There are no other
railways in the study area.

3.3.23 Airports

The Hannibal Municipal Airport is the only public airport in the study area and is located
in the north central part of the study area, about 0.8 km (0.5 miles) north of Highway 36
(Exhibit 3-2). The airport has chartered air service but no scheduled commercial airline
flights. According to the booklet, "Hannibal, America’s Hometown," published by the
Hannibal Chamber of Commerce, the airport plans to expand its runway to 1,600 meters
(5,500 feet) to serve larger aircraft.

3324 Waterways

The Mississippi River, a major route for barge traffic, borders Hannibal on the east. There

are no other navigable waterways in the vicinity.
3.3.2.5 Bus Service

Bus service is available to Hannibal. There is a Trailways depot on Business Route 61,
about 2 km (1.2 miles) east of the intersection of existing Route 61 and Business Route 61.

3.3.3 Demographics

3.3.3.1 Population

Historic population data for Marion and Ralls County are summarized in Table 3-1. As
shown in the table, both counties experienced small population declines between 1980 and
1990, while the state experienced a small increase. There have been dramatic differences

in population trends for the area compared to the state since 1900. While the population of
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the state increased by about 65 percent between 1900 and 1990, the population of the
Northeast Region declined by about 39 percent, and Ralls County by about 31 percent.
Marion County experienced a small increase. According to the University of Missouri’s
Social and Economic Profile for the Northeast Region (1992), a major contributor to the
population decline in the region "was the severe economic conditions affecting agriculture
and rural communities. "

The population of Marion County, which has the relatively large town of Hannibal, has not
declined as much as Ralls County, which is primarily rural. About 77 percent of the
population of Marion County in 1990 was located in either Hannibal (65 percent) or Palmyra
(12 percent). Only twelve percent of the 1990 population of Ralls County was located in
New London, which is the largest incorporated area in that county. '

Both counties experienced a net outward migration between 1980 and 1990, as did the state
of Missouri as a whole. Interestingly, the net migration from the state, taken as a percent
of total population, was greater than for either county, even though both Marion and Ralls
County lost population and the state gained population. However, the death rate, as a
percent of population was greater for both counties than for the state as a whole.

3.33.2 Age Distribution

Percent population by age groups in summarized in Table 3-2. Both counties have a higher
percent of population under age 18, as well as, over age 63, than does the state as a whole.
The percent age 18 to 64 is considerably smaller for both counties and for the Northeast
Region. This is largely due to the out-migration of young adults. According to the Social
and Economic Profile, "the region has traditionally been an agricultural region with few
employment opportunities for younger people.”
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Table 3-2

Age Distribution’

Percent Under Percent Age 18-64 Percent Age 65 and
Age 18 over
Marion Co. 27.2 54.8 17.9
Ralls Co. 26.5 56.8 16.7
Northeast 24.9 56.5 18.6
Region®
Missouri 25.7 60.3 14.0

' Source: USDC, Bureau of Census

2 The Missouri State Census Data Center includes the following 16 counties as the
Northeast Missouri Region: Putnam, Sullivan, Linn, Scuyler, Adair, Macon,
Randolph, Scotland, Knox, Shelby, Monroe, Clark, Lewis, Marion, Ralls, and Pike.
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3.3.3.3 Minority Populations

Missouri minority populations tend to be concentrated in metropolitan areas. As shown in
Table 3-3, the percent minority population for all categories of minorities for both Marion
and Ralls county and the Northeast Region is much smaller than the percent for the state as
a whole. The only minority population that comprises more than one percent of the total
population is African Americans, with 4.5 percent for Marion County and 1.9 percent for
Ralls County. These are well below the overall statewide percentage of 10.7.

3.3.34 Ethnic Origin

As shown in Table 3-4, the majority of the population of both Marion and Ralls Counties
are of western Buropean origin. Of those who reported an ancestry other than American,
the only origin which exceeded 10 percent in Marion County was German, at 35 percent of
the population. In Ralls County, German ancestry was also the highest reported, at 28
. percent, followed by Irish at 13 percent and English at 11 percent.

3.3.3.5 Religion
Although no specific data were available, it appears that, based on race, national origin, and

the types of religious structures in the area, the predominant religions are various Christian
denominations. All the churches in the study area represent Christian faiths.

3.3.3.6 Handicapped Population

There are two group homes located with the study area for the mentally and/or physically
handicapped. One home is near the Hydesburg Church on Paris Road, and the other home
is at the eastern boundary of the study area, on Skyview Estates, just inside the Hannibal city
limits. Locations of both group homes are shown in Exhibit 3-5.

3.3.4 Housing Characteristics

As shown in Table 3-5, the percent of owner occupied housing units in Ralls County is
considerably above the state average, and in Marion County it is slightly above the state
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Table 3-3

Minority Population, 1990'

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Minorities

White  African Native Asian Other as a
America American 7 Percent of
n - Tetal
Population
Marion Co. 947 4.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 53
Ralls Co. 08.1 1.6 0.2 0.07 0.02 1.9
Northeast 96.4 2.9 0.2 0.2 0.1 3.6
Region?
Missouri 87.7 10.7 0.4 0.8 0.4 12.3

1 Source: USDC Bureau of Census.

2 The Missouri State Census Data Center includes the following 16 counties as
the Northeast Missouri Region: Putnam, Sullivan, Linn, Scuyler, Adair,
Macon, Randolph, Scotland, Knox, Shelby, Monroe, Clark, Lewis, Marion,
Ralls, and Pike.
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Table 3-4

National Origin, 1990 -~ First Ancestry Reported"

Percent of Total Population
First Ancestry Reported
Marion County Ralls County

Dutch 2.0 1.8
English 8.8 11.0
French (except Basque) 2.0 - 2.5
German 35.0 . _ 28.1
Irish 9.6 12.5
Italian 1.0
Scotch Irish 2.2 2.6
Scottish 1.0
Swedish | 1.2
U.S. or American 12.0 14.1
Race/Hispanic Orig. Grp. 7.7 3.9
Other 5.0 2.8
Unclassified; not reported 14.6 18.5

Source: USDC Bureau of Census.
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Housing Units, 1990 -- Occupied, Rented, and Vacant'

Table 3-5

Total Percent Percent Percent Percent' :
Housing Owner Renter Vacant Seasonal_"
Units® Occupied Occupied IR
Marion Co. | 12,026 6.7 | 275 101 | 07
Ralls Co. 3,766 68.8 16.9 123 | ozo |
Northeast | 83,927 63.3 238 | 1o |20 |
Region® o | DEETR |
Missouri | 2,199,129 61.3 279 | 83 |25

Pike.

1 Source: USDC Bureau of Census.

?  Estimated housing units, 1995: Marion County, 12, 199 ‘Ralls County, 3, 988.
Source: Claritas Corporation through UM-OSEDA.

3 The Missouri State Census Data Center includes the following 16 counties as the
Northeast Missouri Region: Putnam, Sullivan, Linn, Scuyler, Adair, Macon,
Randolph, Scotland, Knox, Shelby, Monroe, Clark, Lewis, Marion, Ralls, and
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average. Conversely, the percent of renter occupied housing is well below the state average
in Ralls County and slightly below in Marion County. The differences between the counties
are probably due to a higher prominence of rental housing in the City of Hannibal than in
the rural areas, since, according to the Social and Economic Profile, rental housing is more
prominent in counties with large towns.

Table 3-5 also shows the percent of vacant and seasonal housing. Predictably, both Marion
and Ralls County, which lost population during the 1980s, have a higher percent of vacant
housing than does the state as a whole, which experienced a small population gain.

3.3.5 Neighborhoods

Neighborhoods have built up adjacent to the Hannibal city limits at the west side of town
along most of the public roadways that enter the town. These are essentially a part of the.
community of Hannibal.

Withers Mill is a separate community at the crossroads of West Ely and Withers Mill Roads,

along Bear Creek, and had at one time been a railroad depot. The railroad was removed in
the 1950s. The community consists of several homes clustered near the crossroads.

Other neighborhoods in the study area consist of groups of several homes closely lining a
roadway. These areas of residential development are shown in Exhibit 3-6.

Based on visual observation, all the neighborhoods described appear to be middle to lower
middle income. No minority neighborhoods were observed.

3.3.6 Public Facilities and Services

3.3.6.1 Schools and School Districts

As shown in Exhibit 3-4, there are portions of three school districts in the study area:
Hannibal M-60, Palmyra R-1, and Ralls County R-2. Most of the study area is in the

Hannibal M-60 School District, with the northwest portion in the Palmyra R-1 District, and
only a small area in the south section in the Ralls County R-2 District. There is only one
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school within the study area boundaries, Douglas Community Center Head Start, located on
West Ely Road near the east edge of the study area. The Hannibal M-60 School District has
only one high school and one middle school. These are both located on existing Route 61
in Hannibal, just north of Route 36, as shown in Exhibit 3-2. The Hannibal Vocational
Technical School and the Instructional Center are also located near the high school. There
are also six elementary schools in the Hannibal M-60 District. These are all located within
the city limits of Hannibal.

All schools in the Palmyra R-1 School District are located in the town of Palmyra. The
Ralls County R-2 School District has an elementary school in New London and one in
Center. The Junior and Semior High Schools are located on Route 19, south of the study
area. .

Mississippi Valley State School for the severely handicapped is located just outside the study
area, north of Route 36 and west of Route 61. It is one of 32 such schools in the state and
has a student population of 38.

 Hannibal-LaGrange College, a private college, is located on Route 61 just south of Route
168, as shown on Exhibit 3-2. x :

There are several other smaller private schools in the vicinity, all located within the Hannibal
city limits,

3.3.6.2 Hospitals and Nursing Homes

The Hannibal Regional Hospital is the only hospital in the study area. This hospital services
a six-county area in Missouri and Illinois, consisting of Marion, Ralls, Monroe, Shelby,
Lewis, and Pike Counties in Missouri; and Pike County in Illinois. The 105-bed general
hospital was opened in March 1993 and replaced the regional hospital in the City of
Hannibal. The only expansion currently planned by the hospital is an addition for medical
office space to the north, between the existing hospital building and Route 36.

The hospital does not have its own ambulance service, and is served by Marion County
Ambulance Service, located on Route 61 just north of the Route 168 junction, in the City
of Hannibal (Exhibit 3-2). The closest similar hospital facility is in Quincy, Ilinois, about
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40 km (25 miles) north. There are a number of nursing homes in the general vicinity, but
none are located within the study area.

3.3.6.3 Fire and Police Service

The Hannibal Municipal Fire Department serves only the City of Hannibal, a small portion
of which is included in the study area. The area west of the city limits has a rural fire
department that consists of volunteers from the city fire department, the only difference
being that they do not drive city trucks. When a fire occurs outside the city limits, the
firefighters drive to the rural firehouse on Centerville Road about 300 meters (1,000 feet)
north of Route MM, near the east edge of the study area, as shown on Exhibit 3-5. Here
they pick up trucks housed at the fire house. The only purpose of the rural fire house is to
house these trucks. The cities of Palmyra, New London, and Monroe City have the same
arrangements, but their rural fire houses are all located within their city limits. People living
outside the city limits have a choice about which fire department they want to use. They
register with the fire house of their choice and pay an annual fee for service.

The Hannibal Municipal Police Department also serves only the City of Hannibal. The
county sheriff departments service the area outside the city limits. The Marion County
Sheriff’s offices are located in Hannibal and Palmyra, and the Ralls County Sheriff’s office
is in New London.

3364 Churches and Cemeteries

The following churches are located within the study area and are shown in Exhibit 3-4:

®  Providence Baptist Church

. Tabernacle of Praise Assembly of God Church
. Cavalry Baptist Church

o Cornerstone Baptist Church

. Hydesburg Methodist Church

. Free Will Baptist Church

. Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints

There are also approximately 19 cemeteries, mostly small, located within the study area.
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There is one large cemetery, Grand View Burial Park, located just outside the study area on
Route 61 near Route HH (Exhibit 3-5).

3.3.6.5 Parks, Recreational Areas and Other Public Lands

There is one neighborhood park within the Hannibal city limits located in the study area.
The Bear Creek baseball field is located on Paris Road at Bear Creck. The J. Thad Ray
Memorial Wildlife Area, about 50 hectares (120 acres) owned by the Missouri Department
of Conservation, is along both sides of Route 61 north of Route W in the northeast corner
of the study area.

A listing of the parks in the study area receiving funding under Section 6(f) of the Land and
Water Conservation Act Fund was provided by MHTD. There are six Section 6(f) parks in
Marion County, all of which are located in either the cities of Hannibal or Palmyra. Only
one of the City of Hannibal’s neighborhood parks, West Ely Park, shown on Exhibit 3-5,
is located within the study area. Contacts at the City of Hannibal were uncertain as to
whether West Ely Park has ever received 6(f) funding. There are two parks in Ralls County
receiving 6(f) funding, both are outside the study area. One is in the City of Perry, and one
in the City of New London.

3.3.6.6 Utilities

The entire study area is serviced by the Ralls County Water District, except for the area
north of Route 61 and east of the Routes 61/24 interchange. This area is serviced by the
Marion County Water District. The Ralls County Water District purchases all of its water
from the City of Hannibal, which uses the Mississippi River as a source. The Marion
County Water District purchases its water from Clarence Cannon, which uses the Clarence
Cannon reservoir as a source, and from the City of Palmyra, which gets its water from wells
in the Mississippi River floodplain.

Water usage by housing units for Marion and Ralls Counties is summarized in Table 3-6.

As shown in the table, 89 percent of housing units in Marion County get water from a public
or private utility company, compared to 63 percent for Ralls County. The lower number for
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Table 3-6

Source of Water by Housing Unit, 1990"

Public System or Individual Individual Dug Other

Private Company Drilled Well Well Source
Marion Co. 89% 7% 1% 3%
Ralls Co. 63 % 21% 6% ' 10%

1 Source: USDC Bureau of Census.
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Ralls County is probably a reflection of the more rural nature of Ralls County. Rural
households are more likely to have individual water supplies. Since the study area is
primarily rural, it may more closely resemble the distribution for Ralls County. "Other
sources"” (shown on Table 3-6) would include cisterns and springs. Springs are discussed
in Section 3.7.2.

The City of Hannibal has a municipal waste water treatment plant which services the city and
some outlying areas west of the city, extending as far west as the hospital on Route 36.
Apparently the majority of the residents and businesses in the study area have private waste
disposal systems such as septic tanks.

There are three major underground pipelines in the study area: two owned hy Panhandle
Eastern and one gasoline/diesel pipeline owned by Williams Brothers (Exhibit 3-5).

3.3.7 Mines and Quarries

There is one abandoned room-and-pillar limestone quarry located along Bear Creek near the
center of the study area (Exhibit 3-5). There are several other operating and abandoned
limestone quarries in the vicinity, but outside the study area.

34 ECONOMY
3.4.1 Income

Income data is summarized in Tables 3-7 and 3-8. As shown in Table 3-7, more than half
of all households in the Northeast Region had income of less than $20,000 (compared to 34
percent nationally); and only 9 percent had incomes of $50,000 or more (compared to 30
percent nationally). Median household income for both Marion and Ralls County, shown
in Table 3-8, is higher than for the Northeast Region as a whole, but well below the state
median. As shown in the table, both counties experienced significant declines in median
household income from 1979 to 1989, compared with a small increase for the state. Ralls
County has a smaller percentage of the population below the poverty level than does the
state, whereas the northeast region and Marion County have higher percentages of population
below the poverty level than the state as a whole.
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Table 3-7

Percent of Households in Each Income Category, 1989'

Less than $10,000 to $20,000 to $50,000 or more
$10,000 $19,999 49,999
Marion Co. 22.1 24.5 43.7 9.7
Ralls Co. 19.4 24.4 45.1 11.0
Northeast 25.5 25.5 39.9 . 9.1
Region?

Missouri 17.7 20.2 43.1 19.0
United States 16 18 37 30

! Source: USDC Bureau of Census.

? The Missouri State Census Data Center includes the following 16 counties as the
Northeast Missouri Region: Putnam, Sullivan, Linn, Scuyler, Adair, Macon, Randolph,
Scotland, Knox, Shelby, Monroe, Clark, Lewis, Marion, Ralls, and Pike.
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Table 3-8

Median Household Income and Percent of Population Below Poverty Level, 1989"

Percent Change in Percent of
- Median Household Population Below
Median Household Income, 1979-1989 Poverty Level, 1989

Income, 1989> '(iliﬂation adjusted)

Marion Co. © sam420 8.2 | 163
Ralls Co. $22,070 -14.0 TR
Northeast $18,795 6.6 17.6
Region® '

Missouri $26,362 1.0 13.0

! Source: USDC Bureau of Census.

? Estimated average household income for 1995: Marion County, $35,955; Ralls
County, $38,755. Source: Claritas Corporation through UM-OSEDA.

> The Missouri State Census Data Center includes the following 16 counties as the
Northeast Missouri Region: Putnam, Sullivan, Linn, Scuyler, Adair, Macon,
Randolph, Scotland, Knox, Shelby, Monroe, Clark, Lewis, Marion, Ralls, and
Pike.
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3.4.2 Labor Force and Employment

The unemployment rate in 1991 was 6.3 percent in Marion County, 7.4 percent in Ralls
County, and 6.6 percent for the State of Missouri as a whole.

Although land in the project area is primarily agricultural, farm workers make up only 5
percent of the total employment in Marion County (864 of 16,382 workers). In Ralls
County, farm workers make up 22 percent of the total employment (734 of 3,520 workers).
Total emiployment is much greater in Marion County than Ralls County because of
employment opportunities in the City of Hannibal. The most important industries, in terms
of employmént, in Marion County in 1990 were services (24 percent of non-farm
employment), manufacturing (24 percent), government (13 percent), transpprtation and
public utilities (11 percent), and retail trade (11 percent). In Ralls County, where farming
is more prevalent, manufacturing accounted for 25 percent of nonfarm employment, followed
by services (21 percent), government (18 percent), and transportation and public utilities (13
percent).

In Marion County, employment in manufacturing expanded from 16 percent of the work
force to 24 percent between 1980 and 1990. In Ralls County, employment in manufacturing
declined from 65 percent of the work force to 25 percent in the same decade.

3.4.3 Major Industries and Employers
The major employers in the area, with most recent employment data are:

*  American Cyanamid (manufacturing), 580 employees
¢  Hannibal Regional Hospital, 550 employees

¢ Dura Automotive (manufacturing), 505 employees

¢  Hannibal Public Schools, 485 employees

¢  Pet, Inc. (manufacturing), 480 employces

American Cyanamid is located on Route 168 north of Hannibal. Dura Automotive and Pet,
Inc. are both located along existing Route 61 at the south end of Hannibal.

Tourism accounted for 1,125 jobs in Marion County in 1991 and 768 jobs in Ralls County,
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according to the Missouri Division of Tourism. The major tourist attractions in Marion
County are associated with the Mark Twain boyhood home in downtown Hannibal. The
major tourist attraction in Ralls County is Mark Twain Lake, a portion of which is in the far
western area of the County.

3.5 AIR QUALITY

The Clean Air Act of 1970 required the adoption of National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). In response to the Act, the Environmental Protection Agency has promulgated
NAAQS for sulfur oxides, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter 10 microns or less in size
(PM,,), carbon monoxide, lead, and ozone. The NAAQS are health-based standards for
maximum acceptable concentrations of these pollutants in the air, States are, divided into.
geographic regions called Air Quality Control Regions (ACQRs), and each region is assessed
for compliance with the standards. The vehicle for implementation of the standards is the
State Implementation Plan (SIP), which defines the actions the state will take to attain and
maintain compliance for those NAAQS. Under the Clean Air Act and subsequent
amendments,' each state’s transportation plans are specifically required to comply with the
SIP. '

The study area is in the Northern Missouri Intrastate ACQR, and does not exceed any
NAAQS. There are no transportation control measures that apply to this region, and
therefore no actions are required for conformity with the SIP.

3.6 NOISE
Most of the study area is a relatively quiet rural area. The major source of noise within the
study area is from motor vehicles operating on the existing roadways. Noise levels are

generally greater on the U.S. routes because of higher traffic volumes, greater operating
speeds and larger numbers of trucks.
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3.7 WATER RESOURCES AND GEOLOGIC SETTING
3.7.1 Surface Water

Most of the study area lies in the Bear Creek watershed; Bear Creck flows northwest to
southeast across the study area and empties into the Mississippi River in the south part of
the City of Hannibal, about 5.6 km (3.5 miles) east of the study area.

According to records from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), since 1939 the average
stream flow for Bear Creek at Hannibal is 0.1 cubic meters per second (m?®/s) (3.4 cubic feet
per second [cfs]), with a maximum recorded flow of about 180 m?/s (6,500 cfs), and a
minimum of no flow. .

There is a detention dam on Bear Creek just outside the city limits of Hannibal, about 1,100
meters (3,500 feet) upstream from the Bear Creek crossing on Route 61. There is no
reservoir under normal conditions; the purpose of the dam is for temporary detention of
flood waters. The detention storage area covers approximately 180 hectares (440 acres).
There are two USGS gaging stations on Bear Creek; one immediately upstream of the
detention dam and one about 1,100 meters (3,700 feet) downstream of the dam.

The City of Hannibal waste water treatment plant formerly discharged to Bear Creek
downstream from the study area; it now discharges directly to the Mississippi River. No
water treatment intakes along Bear Creek have been identified. The only water quality data
available from the Missouri Department of Natural Resources files is from downstream and
immediately upstream of the former City of Hannibal waste water treatment plant discharge.

The Missouri Department of Conservation surveyed the aquatic resources of Bear Creek and
Little Bear Creek in 1990. Little Bear Creek also lies within the study area. Eighteen
species of fish were collected. Substrate type at all four sampling locations was primarily
gravel, with some sand. This level of species diversity and substrate type indicate these are
high quality streams.

In the north-central part of the study area is a karst area, meaning that there is no
appreciable surface runoff away from it, and that the runoff enters sinkholes which drain to
the subsurface. There are more sinkholes in the area adjacent to and outside the karst area,
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but they are contained within the watersheds of the streams. Some of the sinkholes in this
area have ponds, the largest of which is O’Conner Pond, which covers about 5 hectares (13
acres) (Exhibit 3-7). It is impossible to determine underground drainage patterns from
topography, they do not necessarily follow surface drainages. Underground water may
discharge as springs or into streams in the area.

There are numerous reservoirs in the study area, primarily farm ponds of a few hectares
(acres) or less in size. In the southern part of the study area, within the Salt River
watershed, are four larger reservoirs ranging from about 4 to 8 hectares (10 to 20 acres).
The largest is Crystal Blue Lake, as shown in Exhibit 3-7.

3.7.2 Ground Water

Ground water in the study area is not used as a public water supply source; however wells
are used to supply some individual households and farms. There are a number of springs
in the area, some of which are used for water supply. Locations of springs that have been
identified are shown in Exhibit 3-7. All springs shown were identified through contact with
local residents. There may be other springs in the study area that have not been identified.

3.7.3 Geologic Setting

The study area is in a region of gently rolling hills that had been covered by glaciers tens
of thousands of years ago. The soil cover is developed on the clay, silt, sand and gravel
left by the glaciers. There are few rock exposures in the study areca. Probably the most
notable rock exposure in the vicinity is the limestone bluff on the west side of existing Route
61 north of Route MM in Hannibal.

The bedrock in the area consists primarily of limestone. There are a number of caves in the
vicinity, but only one, White Bear Cave, has been identified in the study area. What is
locally referred to as "White Bear Cave" is actually a limestone quarry, but the quarry
apparently intersected a natural cave. Information on caves in the area was obtained from
the Missouri Speleological Survey (MSS). At the request of the MSS, no cave locations are
shown on the maps.
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Surface bedrock along all the proposed routes is composed of the Devonian age Callaway,
Grassy Creek and Saverton Formations and the Mississippian age Louisiana, Hannibal and
Burlington Formation. The Callaway is a lithographic to fine grained limestone with some
sandstone, siltstone and shale. It can vary greatly in thickness but has a maximum thickness
of nearly 70 feet. The Grassy Creek and Saverton are dark gray to light gray, fissile, silty
shales with a combined thickness ranging from 10 to 75 feet. The Louisiana is a gray,
lithographic limestone to yellowish-brown dolomite. Thickness ranges from 15 to 50 feet.
The Hannibal is a bluish-gray to yellowish-brown claystone to siltstone. Thickness often
approaches 100 feet. The Burlington is a fossiliferous, light-gray to white, medium to
coarsely crystalline limestone with considerable chert. Maximum thickness is approximately
- 200 feet. Some preglacial valleys filled with drift may be encountered.

~ Surficial materials along the proposed routes included alluvium, loess, till, residuum, terrace
material, and often bedrock. ‘Alluvium forming the valley floors along Little Creek and Bear
Creek consists of clayey, sandy silt with some sand and gravel. Loess forms a veneer along
the ridge tops and the upper part of the valley slopes. Thickness varies but may approach
several feet in upland areas and thins rapidly downslope. Glacial till thickness is highly
variable but thicknesses greater than 20 to 30 feet are rare. The till is composed of sand,
clay and silt with minor amounts of igneous, metamorphic and sedimentary pebbles and
cobbles with few boulders. Residuum, in minor amounts, is found in a few localities
principally near areas of thin till and Mississippian bedrock. A terrace is present along Bear
Creek near Withers Mill and bedrock exposures will be encountered along Crooked Creek,
Little Creek, and Bear Creek.

Geologic hazards along the proposed routes are related to properties of the bedrock and
surficial materials. Deep cuts in the loess and glacial till may be prone to sliding and
slumping. The same condition may exist if there are deep cuts in the Grassy Creek,
Saverton, and Hannibal Formations. In addition these same units may create problems with
road stability. Road construction in areas underlain by the Burlington Limestone will, almost
. certainly, encounter karst features. These features may include sinkholes {especially near
the northern terminus), an irregular bedrock surface, solution enlarged joints, and caves.
All wells acquired during property acquisition or encountered during construction will need
to be plugged in accordance with requirements of the Missouri Water Well Drillers Law.

Mineral resources impacted by the proposed construction include limestone and shale.
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Limestones in the Callaway and Burlington Formations have potential for use as high
specification aggregate, agricultural limestone and also cement and lime manufacture. Shales
in the Grassy Creek and Saverton Formations and often in the Hannibal Formation have been
found suitable for the manufacture of structural clay products and lightweight aggregate in
laboratory tests.

3.8 WETLANDS AND VEGETATION
3.8.1 Wetlands

Waters of the U.S. are wetlands, streams, lakes, and similar areas as they apply to the
jurisdictional limits of the authority of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) under the
Clean Water Act. The definition of Waters of the U.S. is provided in Title 33, Part 328.3
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). For the purpose of this Report, the term
wetlands refers to those wetlands which meet the regulatory definition at 33 CFR 328.3, and
the term waters of the U.S. means all areas which meet the definition, including
jurisdictional wetlands.

Preliminary wetland identification methods follow the guidelines presented in the COE 1987
Wetland Delineation Manual. The preliminary wetland identification consisted of a review
of existing wetland information; consultation with the COE; and an on-site wetland
identification during September, 1994. Preliminary wetland information was obtained from
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS); U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Maps; U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps; and
official Marion and Ralls county highway maps. Natural Resource Conservation Service
county soil surveys, county hydric soils lists, and Food Security Act farmed wetlands
information were gathered and compared with USFWS NWI maps to identify areas of
potential jurisdictional wetlands. A wetland identification was performed on-site by Carol
Kuhn of George Butler Associates, Inc. in September, 1994. The results of the on-site
wetland identification were combined with the existing NRCS, USFWS, and COE
information to further define potential jurisdictional wetlands. The results of the off-site
delineation and preliminary on-site wetland identification were combined to obtain a
preliminary estimate of the jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the
proposed alternative corridor segments. A conservative approach was taken during this
preliminary assessment. Nearly all areas identified on NWI maps as wetlands and all areas
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mapped by NRCS as hydric soils or as wetlands are included as potential jurisdictional
waters of the U.S.

The project study area consists of gently to moderately undulating uplands and narrow,
shallow, eroded stream channels. The majority of the land is agricultural, with some
shrubby or wooded areas. Bear Creek, Little Bear Creck, and Crooked Creek are the only
named waterways in the alternative corridors. These waterways and their unnamed
tributaries are part of the Bear Creek watershed, which eventually drains into the Mississippi
at Hannibal. The following subsections summarize existing general information regarding
soils, hydrology, and vegetation within the project study area.

3811  Soils .

For the purpose of this EIS, the terms soil, soil map unit, and soil series are used in the
same manner as in USDA Soil Conservation Service Agricultural Handbook No. 436, Soil
Taxonomy, A Basic System of Soil Classification for Making and Interpreting Soil Surveys,
1975.

Soil is used as a general term which refers to the collection of natural bodies on the earth’s
surface, containing living matter and supporting or capable of supporting plants. This report
uses the term soil in reference to hydric soils, which are those soils that, in an undrained
condition, are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during a growing season to develop
an anaerobic condition that supports the growth and regeneration of hydrophytic vegetation
(7 CFR 527.5, Part 12 Final Rule, Conservation Provisions of the Food Security Act of

1985).

A soil series consists of soils which have profiles that are nearly alike. All soils of a series
have horizons which have similar compositions, thicknesses, and arrangements. A soil map
unit as depicted on a soil map represents an area on the landscape in which a specific soil
series or group of series is dominant, although inclusions of other soil series may occur
within that map unit. The map unit is identified and named according to the classification
of the dominant soil and soils. For example, Marion silty loam is a soil series in Marion
and Ralls Counties, and the Marion silty loam map unit is used to depict on the soil survey
map those areas which contain the Marion silty loam series as a dominant series.
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Table 3-9 identifies hydric soils mapped in the proposed corridors, as identified by the
NRCS in the Hydric Soils List of Marion County, Missouri (NRCS, 1990a) and the Hydric
Soils List of Ralls County, Missouri (1990b) (see Appendix D for locations of corridor
segments). A hydric soil is a soil that is saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during
the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions that favor the growth and regeneration
of hydrophytic vegetation. Both county lists reflect local soil conditions, and have eliminated
several soils which are listed on the state and national hydric soil lists because they do not
meet the hydric soil criteria in these counties. Hydric soils within the project corridors are
limited to scattered small areas of Marion and Moniteau silty loams. Marion silty loam is
identified as hydric due to inclusions of Chariton silty loam, which is frequently saturated.
Chariton inclusions comprise approximately 10% of the Marion silty loam map unit.
Therefore, wetland delineations will have to be performed at Marion silty loam locations to
determine if hydric soil conditions are present. For the purpose of this wetlands analysis of
alternative corridors, the assumption was made that areas mapped as Marion silty loam are
hydric, although it is likely that only a small percentage is hydric. Moniteau silty loams
are frequently saturated and therefore are classified as hydric soils. Moniteau soils have few
inclusions; most areas mapped as Moniteau probably consist of this hydric soil.

3.8.1.2 Hydrology

Topographic maps and soil surveys indicate that the rivers and streams in the project area
are located in narrow valleys or are deep channels cut into upland soils. Narrow flood plains
are associated with these waterways. With the potential exception of areas mapped as
Marion silty loam or Moniteau silty loam, no soils in the project corridors possess indicators
of wetland hydrology [somewhat poorly drained with a water table equal to 0.0 meter (0.0
foot) from the surface during the growing season; or poorly drained or very poorly drained
and having either a water table equal to 0.0 meter (0.0 foot) during the growing season if
textures are coarse sand, sand, or fine sand in all layers within 7.8 ¢cm (20 inches); or at less
than or equal to 15 ¢m (0.5 foot) from the surface during the growing season if permeability
is equal to or greater than 15 cm (6.0 inches)/hour in all layers within 51 cm (20 inches);
or a water table at less than or equal to 0.30 meter (1.0 foot) from the surface during the
growing season, if permeability is less than 15 cm (6.0 inches)/hour in any layer within 20
inches] (Federal Register Vol. 60, No. 37, February 24, 1995, P. 10349).
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Table 3-9
Hydric Soils
County Alternative Map Unit Hydric Hydric
Corridor Symbol Map Unit Name Hydric Composition Criterion
Segment Portion
Marion D3 22B Marion silty loam Chariton 10%: 2B2
silty
loam,
inclusions
Marion CW3, Link 1 25 Moniteau silty Moniteau 920% 2B2
loam
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3.8.2 Vegetation

The study area is located in the Eastern Section of the Glaciated Plains Natural Division of
Missouri (Nelson, 1987). Forests in this Division are eastern deciduous woodlands
dominated by oak and hickory. Potential natural vegetation of the project study areas and
adjacent land is prairie/forest mosaic (Nelson, 1987). Schroeder (1982) identifies
presettlement prairies within the project study area in uplands between Rensselaer and South
River. Land use trends have eliminated most of the presettlement vegetation from the project
study area. Current dominant vegetation in non-agricultural areas consists of typical
disturbance tolerant upland woody species such as honey locust (Gleditsia triacanthos),
juniper (Juniperus virginiana), white oak (Quercus alba), and Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila).
Wooded drainages such as South River contain slippery elm (Ulmus rubrd), green ash
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica), shingle oak (Quercus imbricaria), box elder (Acer negundo), and
rycamore (Platanus occidentalis).

Table 3-10 lists vascular plants identified during the preliminary wetland identification.

3.9 WILDLIFE

Marion and Ralls Counties are in a geographic region that is a transition zone between the
prairie and the Ozark Border. This region is characterized by a variety of vegetative types
and soils which provide a profusion of edge growth that is excellent cover for wildlife.
Originally, the area was a mixture of woodland and prairie. Today about half the land area
is classified as land suitable for cultivated crops and the rest is grassland or woodland or is
in other uses. There are large populations of deer, raccoon, muskrat, opossum, coyote,
beaver, striped skunk, gray fox, mink, and squirrels. There are small populations of
woodcocks, quails, pheasants, and bobcats. There is a good population of songbirds.
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Table 3-10 Vascular Plants Identified During September, 1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification

Scientific Name' Common Name? NLPSOW* Indicator Status
TREES
Acer negundo L. box elder FACW-
Celtis accidentalis L. hackberry FAC-
Fraxdnus pennsylvanica green ash FACW
Gleditsia triacanthos L. honey locust FAC
Juglans nigra L. black walnut FACU
Juniperus virginizna L. red cedar FACU
Maclura pomifera Osage omnge FACU
(Raf.) Schneid.
Platanus occidentalis L. American sycemore FACW
Duercus alba L. white oak FACU
Quercus imbricaria Michx., shingle cak FaC-
Quercus rubra L. northern red oak PACU
Ulrtsues rubra L. slippery elm, red elm PAC
SHRUBS
Rhus glabra 1. smooth sumac N/L
Rosa multifiora Thunh. multiflora rose FACU
Symphoricarpos erbiculatus coml berry FACU
Moench. (buckbrush)
HERBACEOUS PLANTS & WOODY
VINES
Ambrosia artemisiifolia L. common rmgweed FACU
Ambrosia rifida L. giant mgwvecd FAC+
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Table 3-10 Vascular Plants Identified During September, 1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification
Scientific Name' Common Name* NLPSOW? Indicator Status
Andropagon virginicus T broomssdge FAC-
Apocynum cannabinum L. dogbane FAC
Campsis radicans (L.)Seem trumpet vine FAC
Carduwr nutans musk thistle N/L
Cirsium vuigare thistle FACU-
Convolvulus sepium T hedge bindweed FAC
(Calystegia sepium (L.YR.Br)
.
Daucus carota Quech Anne'’s lace N/L
Ebnnus virginicus L. Virginia wild rye FACW-
.F:mwa arundinacea Schreb. tall fescue FACU+
Festuca elatior L. meadow feacue N/L
Fa annua L. annual emnpweed FAC
Ludwigia palusiris (L.)EL. water purslane OBL
Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia creeper FAC-
(L.) Planch,
Phleum pratense timadhy FACU
Physalis longfolia Nutt. ground cherry NL
Polygonum hydropiperoides swatp smartweed OBL
Polygonum virginianum Virginia knotweed FAC
Sambuacus canadensis L. American elderberry FACW-
Smiilax tamnoides L. var, hispida Muhl, ex Torr. bristly greenbrier FAC
Solanum carolinense L horse nettle FACU-
Spartina pectinara Link prairic conlgrass FACW+
Taxicodendron radicans (L.) Kuatze poison vy FAC+
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Table 3-10 Vascular Plants Identified During September, 1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification

Scientific Name' Common Name? NLPSOW? Indicator Status
Tridens flvus (L.)Hitche. tall redtop N/L

Trifolium repens L. white clover FACU+

Vids cinerea Engelm. grayback grape FACW-

Vitis riparia Michx. riverbank grape FACW-

IScientific nomes from Sieyomark, J. Flors of Mixsourl, 1963,

*Watond indicator datus taces from Notioaal Lisf of Plasts that Oceur im Wetlmids, Novth Central (Rsgiow 3).

OBL = obligate wetland specics
FACW = faculiative wetland species
FAC = faculiative species

FACU = facultative upland species
UFL == upload species

NL = nof listed

NI = po indicator staivis yel asvigned

+ and - = & the higher ead (+) or the kwer ead ) of the parvicelar catcgory.
(For exampls, PACW+ = pepding toward OBL
FACU- = tending foward FAC.)

*Common mames from Flora of Missourl If mowe provided by the Flora, thes Natinal List of Flantt thar Ocer in Wetlmds, North Control (Region. 3) (Reed, 19%3) meed
-
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3.10 FLOODPLAINS

Floodplains are a valuable resource of the study area. These areas perform many of the
same functions as wetlands including flood desynchronization, wildlife habitat, food chain
support, nutrient retention and removal, and erosion control (sediment trapping and bank
stabilization). Flood desynchronization and erosion control are closely related functions that
are important during storm events. The dissipation of storm water over the floodplains
reduces flow velocity and results in the retention of water-carried silt and the
desynchronization of storm water.

Flood boundaries shown for Marion County are based on the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), which show the 100-year
floodplain. FIRM maps were not available for Ralls County, but Flood Hazard Boundary
Maps (FHBM) are available. The main stream in this region of the routes is Bear Creek
with its 100-year flood boundary generally about 460 m (1,500 ft) wide. There are local
variations of Bear Creek width of about a 100 meters (about 300 feet), and a detention basin
on this stream built by the COE just upstream of U.S. Highway 61 and south of Hannibal.

Other than the Bear Creek flood boundary, the only other flood boundaries mapped by
FEMA are narrow segments less than about 150 meters (500 feet) wide along Crooked Creek
and two intermittent streams just south and east of the detention basin. These areas are also
shown in Exhibit 3-7.

3.11 THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND RARE SPECIES

Correspondence with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Missouri Department of
Conservation disclosed no known federally-listed or proposed threatened or endangered
species, or designated or proposed critical habitat, within the project area of influence.
3.11.1 Definitions

3.11.1.1 Federal Status

The federal status is derived from the provisions of the federal Endangered Species Act,
which is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Endangered Species Act
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provides federal protection for plants and animals listed as Endangered or Threatened. A
"federally-listed" endangered species is considered to be in danger of extinction throughout
its range, and a federally-listed threatened species is considered threatened throughout its

range.

3.11.1.2 Missouri Status

The state status is determined by the Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) under
Constitutional authority., Rule 3CSR10-4.111 of the Wildiife Code of Missouri and certain
state statutes apply to state listed species. The "state-listing" of endangered indicates survival
in Missouri is in immediate jeopardy. The status of rare listing indicates present in small
numbers. If environment worsens, rare status in Missouri could deteriorate to endangered.

3.11.2 Prairie Dandelion

The MDC reported one known occurrence of the state-listed rare Microseris cuspidata
(prairie dandelion), from 1984, near the southwest edge of the study area. This occurrence
of the prairie dandelion was also noted in the MDC East-Central Natural Features Inventory
dated 1986, which included Ralls County. (The inventory lists the species as Agoseris
cuspidata; the scientific name was changed to microseris cuspidata since the inventory was
published).

3.11.3 Indiana Bat

3.11.3.1 Previous Sitings in Marion County

The MDC indicated that the wooded areas near water sources in the project area may
provide summer habitat for the federally-listed endangered Myotis sodalis (Indiana bat), The
MDC indicated that there was only one location in Marion or Ralls counties where an
Indiana bat had been identified in 1978. This siting was at a location in western Marion
County, about 27 km (17 miles) west of the project site.
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3.11.3.2 Sitings Within Study Area

During the field survey to evaluate potential summer habitat for the Indiana bat, sitings of
Indiana bats were made in a quarry within the project area. The quarry is located on the
east side of Bear Creek, between Route MM and Centerville Road, and is shown in the
middle of Exhibit 3-5.

The quarry was visited on August 2, 1994 by Dr. Michael Harvey and Woodward-Clyde
personnel. A cluster of bats was located in a natural dome ceiling approximately 60 m (200
feet) inside the mine. The cluster size was estimated at 1.5 m x 1.5 m, or about 400 bats.
Identification of the bats was not possible at this time due to inaccessibility. Other bats
noted in the mine during this visit were eight Pipestrelles (Pipestrellus subﬂavzw) and three
Big Brown bats (Epfisicus fuscus).

The investigators returned to the mine on August 4, 1994 with James Gardner of the
Missouri Highway and Transportation Department. Mr. Gardner concurred with the
previous estimate of 400 bats in the cluster. Nine of these bats were plucked from the
cluster; seven were identified as Little Brown bats (Myotis lucificus) and two were identified
as Indiana bats. This ratio would yield an estimate of approximately 90 Indiana bats for the
cluster. All nine of the identified bats were males, thus indicating a bachelor colony.

The owner of the mine stated that a cluster of bats was commonly present during the winter
months. On December 28, 1994, James Gardner and Rick Clawson visited the mine and
counted 22 Indiana bats. Additionally they noted 300 - 400 Little Brown bats and 46
Pipestrelles. They also noted past (historical) use by Gray bats although none were noted
during any of the visits to the mine.

3.11.3.3 Potential Habitat

This section summarizes the affected environment with respect to the federally-listed
endangered Indiana bat. The environment is discussed in detail in Appendix B. Wooded
areas with access to a water supply in this area are considered to be potential summer habitat
for the endangered Indiana bat, as discussed above. The current population of Indiana bat
is estimated at less than 400,000 individuals. Although the Indiana bat is considered a cave-
dwelling species, most caves are unsuitable for Indiana bat habitation, During the winter,
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85 percent of the known population of Indiana bat hibernates in only seven caves or mines
in Missouri, Indiana and Kentucky. In mid- to late spring, the female Indiana bat leaves the
hibernation cave/mine and goes to their summer maternity roost. Several summer roosting
sites have been discovered in Indiana, Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri, Ohio, and Michigan.
The "typical” Indiana bat summer habitat is wooded floodplains or uplands in proximity to
perennial streams. Within these areas, optimal roosts are found beneath the exfoliating bark
of dead trees, beneath naturally exfoliating bark of living trees, e.g. shagbark hickory, or
in cavities of dead trees. Most of the study area is cleared for agriculture or development.
However, throughout the study area there are wooded areas associated with stream corridors
and steep slopes that are apparently unsuitable for crop farming. Water is also readily
available due to the presence of Bear Creek and numerous farm ponds. Much of the wooded
area is suitable as both foraging and roosting habitat for the Indiana bat. Habitat suitability

is discussed in detail in Appendix B.
3.114 Other Features

A review of MDC Natural Features Inventories for the area did not indicate any natural
features within the study area considered "significant” by the MDC, other than the one
. occurrence of the prairie dandelion, discussed above. The inventories reviewed were the
! S - . Addition to the Eight-County Natural Features Inventory dated 1983, which included Marion
i ' County; and the East-Central Natural Features Inventory dated 1986, which included Ralls
- County. The following categories of matural features were evaluated: natural areas,
o endangered species habitat, relict species habitat, geologic areas, natiral study areas, unique

- feature areas, and aquatic areas.

Because a project can sometimes influence features outside the immediate geographical area,
- =i natural features identified in the inventories for the surrounding area were reviewed. Almost
- all the features considered significant by MDC are associated with either the Salt River or
fiue - the Mississippi River; none will be impacted by this project.

: 3 12 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES
pp.'end:ix C contains a discussion of the prehistoric and historic background of the study area

Ved from an intensive and thorough review of available records and literature. The
ords' review included an examination of the resources at the Archaeological Survey of
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Missouri (ASM) and the Missouri Department of Natural Resources Historic Preservation
Program (MDNR-HPP) Library. In addition, historic and archival records on file at various
state, county, and city libraries and offices were examined, including government land office
records, plat books, county atlases, photographs, aerial photographs, USGS topographic
maps, and land ownership maps. The records review identified multiple archeological sites,
historic structures, and historic bridges recorded within, adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the
proposed preferred and alternative project alignments. In addition, potentially significant
historical sites were identified.

3.12.1 Archeological Resources

A description of the generally accepted cultural sequence relative to northeastern Missouri
and the resultant nature of archeological remains in the project vicinity, derived from the
extant literature, is provided in Appendix C. Based on a review of ASM site forms and
extant archeological report information pertaining to the area being investigated, it is
apparent that the discovery of prehistoric sites will be most likely in those areas of uplands
or ridgetops overlooking perennial sources of water. Thus, it appears that slope and lowland
or floodplain settings in the project area will have the least probability of site discovery. All
of the ASM site forms referred to for archeology sites located within the project area indicate
cultural affiliation as urkmown prehistoric, except for those sites that included a historic
component.

Only two recorded archeology sites are located within or adjacent to the proposed alternative
alignments. Site 23MA164, recorded December 4, 1990, is a low density scatter of chert
debitage and core fragments located in Section 28, T57N, RSW. Site size is recorded as 100
meters x 20 meters. The site was not assessed according to National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) eligibility criteria at the time of recording. The site is located in the vicinity
of the interchange of Highway 36 and alternative alignment CW. Based on a limited surface
examination by the cultural resource investigator, the site does not appear to meet criteria
for NRHP listing.

Site 23RA128, is recorded as an “Archaic site - Hannibal Complex type site.” The location
is reported as Section 4, T56N, RSW. Scant information was provided in the site file and
the site was not assessed according to NRHP eligibility criteria at the time of recording.
This site is located within proposed alternative alignment D and, based on a limited surface
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examination by the cultural resource investigator, warrants further investigation relative to
NRHP eligibility.

3.12.2 Architectural Resources
Appendix C discusses the historic background of the project area. The architectural

investigations included a review of county assessor files, site visits, and interviews with
owners, when possible. There is only one structure within the study area that is listed in the

NRHP, The Landis House, which is located 760 meters (2500 feet) southeast of the Highway -

61/24 interchange, as shown in Exhibit 3-5. In addition, eleven structures which appear to
be 50 or more years old have been identified within the proposed alternative project
alignments. Following is a brief description of each, including their relationship to a
particular alignment. .

. RR3 Box 193, New London, 63459. T56N, RSW, Section 23. Mid-
1920s salt box residence. Poor condition interior and exterior.
Alternative alignment F-EF-D.

. T56N, R5W, Section 14. Rural location. 1940s pumphouse. Poor
condition. Alternative alignment F-EF-D.

. RR3 Box 131, New London, 63459. T56N, RSW, Section 9. 1930s
farm residence and outbuildings. Good condition. Alternative
alignment F-EF.

. RR1 Box 205, Hannibal, 63401. TS6N, R5W, Section 8. 1940s-
1950s barn. Good condition. Alternative alignment E-EF,

e  RR2 US36, Palmyra. T57N, RSW, Section 1. Bam, date not
recorded. Good condition. Alternative alignment F.

. RR1 Hwy 61, Palmyra. T57N, R6W, Section 12. 1880s house, 2
outbuildings. Good condition. Alternative alignment F-EF
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. RR3 Box 165, Hannibal. T56N, RSW, Section 4. 1920s farm house.
Good condition. Alternative alignment D.

. RR2 Box 222, Hannibal. T57N, R5W, Section 32. 1940s residence,
now used for storage. Alternative alignment D (US36 interchange).

. RR1 Hannibal. TS6N, RW5, Section 11. 1940s residence. Good
condition. Alternative alignment CW.

. T56N, R5W, Section 10. Rural location. 1940s residence. Good
condition. Alternative alignment CW.

. RR 1 Box 282A, Hannibal. T56N, R5W, Section 10. 1940s
residence. Good condition. Link connecting alternative alignment
CW and alternative alignment D.

3.12.3 Historical Bridges

MHTD has completed a Service Ratings for Bridges for both Ralls and Marion Counties.
The survey lists the bridges by name and includes information pertaining to type, span, age,
stream crossing, and construction firm. There are no recorded bridges within or adjacent
to the proposed alternative project alignments.

3.124 . Historical Resources

The intent of the historical investigation is to identify sites that would not typically be
included in archeological or architectural surveys. Such sites may include historical trails,
roads, residences, or cemeteries. One site in the project area is the roadbed of the defunct
Hannibal and St. Joseph Railroad, chartered in 1847 to traverse Missouri and completed
February 13, 1859. The existence of the railroad is significant for the part it played in the
development of the western frontier, including transportation, marketing, trade, and travel.
The railroad was also significant relative to the movement of troops during the Civil War.
This particular railroad roadbed is further significant as the first mail allegedly carried by
the Pony Express traveled from Palmyra to St. Joseph over its tracks. The roadbed will be
impacted by the proposed project alignments. Other potentially significant sites in the
project area include abandoned cemeteries and grave plots. There are no readily identifiable
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cemeteries or grave plots within or adjacent to the proposed alternative project alignments.

3.13 POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

A search was conducted to identify both regulated and unregulated hazardous waste sites
within the study area that could impact selection of alternatives. Hazardous waste as used
in this context is hazardous waste as defined under the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). It cannot be disposed of as nonhazardous solid waste, and there are also
special rules regarding its storage, transportation, and treatment.

The first step in the process was to review databases that contain information about records
of both the U.S. Bnvironmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the MlSSOllIl Department
of Natural Resources (MDNR).

The Federal databases reviewed include:

° National Priority List (NPL) - Uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous
waste sites identified for priority remedial actions under the Superfund

program.

. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act List (CERCLA) - Sites which have been investigated or are
currently being investigated for the release or threatened release of
hazardous substances.

. Facility Index System (FINDS) - Sites which EPA has investigated,
reviewed or been made aware of in connection with various federal

regulatory programs.
. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act List (RCRA) - Sites which

report generation, storage, transportation, treatment or disposal of
hazardous waste.

o Emergency Response Notification System List (ERNS) - Sites of
reported releases of oil and hazardous substances. The database
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contains information from spill reports made to federal authoritics
including the EPA, the US Coast Guard, the National Response Center
and the Department of Transportation.

. Open Dump List - Sites that do not comply with the EPA Criteria for
Classification of Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and Practices.

* Dockets List - A compilation of civil judicial enforcement actions filed
by the Department of Justice on behalf of the EPA against violators of
federal environmental statutes.

. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Administrative }Tracking
System List (RAATS) -Sites which tracks and records RCRA Section
3008 Compliance Orders and Orders on Consent for the BPA Office
of Waste Programs Enforcement.

The state databases reviewed include;

o State Priority List (SPL) - A list of the Federal Superfund NPL sites
in Missouri. This list includes an inventory of facilities subject to
investigations concerning likely or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from those facilities.

. Leaking Underground Storage Tank List (LUST) - An inventory of
leaking underground storage tanks.

. Underground Storage Tank List (UST) - An inventory of registered
underground storage tanks (aboveground tanks are reported when
included on this list).

. Solid Waste List - A database of the solid waste facilities within the
state. This database also includes recycling facilities and solid waste

processing facilities.

Only three sites contained in the databases were in the study area. One of these is the MFA
facility on Route 24 between Routes 61 and 36. These three sites were all existing
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businesses, and will be avoided by the route alternatives even if there was no concern about

potential hazardous waste issues.

In addition, a few more sites of concern were identified in the study area, based on initial
reconnaissance work and information from the public. These are as follows:

. A large junkyard at the abandoned quarry at Bear Creek
. A small junkyard at the northwest corner of Route 61 and Ralls
County Road 62. A truck stop at the intersection of Routes 24 and 36

This information was used in constraints mapping, for preliminary selection of alternative
routes. When alternatives were selected for detailed study, they were first evaluated as 300-
meter (1,000 foot) wide corridors; actual routes were developed within those corridors.
Preliminary surveys of the corridors were conducted, by making observations from all public
roadways with the corridors. Based on this information alternative alignments were adjusted
to avoid these sites. No additional sites of concern were identified.

3.14 VISUAL ENVIRONMENT
Most of the study area consists of agricultural crop land, with narrow wooded corridors

along stream channels. Relief is generally moderate, with rolling hills. The scenery is
typical of much of the agricultural midwest.
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4.0
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 LAND USE IMPACTS
4.1.1 Right-of-Way Required by Land Use Category

Table 4-1 indicates the lengths of each alternative and the right-of-way requirements by each
land use category. The information shown assumes a uniform 90-meter (300-foot) right-of-
way, with additional right-of-way requirements at interchanges. The actual right-of-way
requirements will vary, depending on grade changes and outer road requirements. In areas
where outer roads are not required and the roadway grade is close to existing grade, right-of-
way requirements may be less than 90 meters (300 feet). In areas where there are large cuts
or fills and/or outer roads required, right-of-ways requirements may be greater than 90
meters (300 feet).

As shown in Table 4-1, Alternative EF has the largest total right-of-way requirements at
approximately 285 hectares (705 acres), and Alternative CW has the least right-of-way
requirement at approximately 227 hectares (563 acres). Total farmland requirements ranged
from a high of approximately 258 hectares (636 acres) for Alternative EF, to a low of 182
hectares (452 acres) for Alternative CW. The largest loss of prime farmland results from
Alternative F (191 hectares [473 acres]), and the least from Alternative CW (91 hectares
[226 acres]). More details of farmland requirements are included in Section 4.2.1.
Residential land taken is greatest for Alternative D, at approximately 16 hectares (40 acres).
All other alternatives are similar, and range from 4 to 5 hectares (9 to 12 acres). The larger
requirement for Alternative D is due primarily to the residential land at the Routes 61/36
interchange. The area of existing roadways and existing roadway right-of-way located within
the area required for the Route 61 right-of-way ranges from a high of 16 hectares (39 acres)
for Alternative F to a low of 4 hectares (10 acres) for Alternative CW. The higher value
for Alternative F is due to the usage of the existing Route 24 right-of-way. In most cases,
the roadways will not be taken, but will be used as outer roads or will remain in place at
grade separated crossings. Wooded land impacted ranges from a high of 37 hectares (92
acres) for Alternative CW to a low of 12 hectares (29 acres) for Alternative F.
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Exhibit 4-1 shows the alternatives with respect to Marion County zoning and proposed
developments in the area. As shown, the alternatives have little impact on planned land use.
Alternative CW bisects an area zoned residential, and Alternative F displaces some
commercial zoned property at the Route 36 interchange.

The no build alternative does not require additional land.
4.1.2 Land Use Changes as a Result of the Project

It is impossible to accurately predict future development as a result of a highway project.
The project area is currently in a state of economic and population contraction. If this trend
continues, any new development associated with the relocated Route 61 that does occur will
probably be in one of the following categories: |

e Development that occurs at the expense of existing development, for example, a new
service station that takes much of the business of a service station on existing Route
61.

s Development that occurs as a result of the projected increased traffic on Route 61.

* Development from a source currently outside the study area, attracted by, among
other things, improved accessibility.

Any of the build alternatives are likely to result in new commercial development outside the
existing incorporated areas. Since the route is proposed as a freeway with limited access,
new development is most likely to occur at interchanges, except that the Routes 61/36 will
not encourage development because it will be a fully-controlled, cloverleaf type, freeway-to-
freeway interchange. Any of the build alternatives may encourage new industrial providing
improved access to sites currently served only by local roads, and by providing development
in the area by improved access to the rest of the region. The improved access may enhance
the industrial importance of the area and make the area more desirable for warehousing and
distributional development.
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Alternative CW offers the least encouragement to new development, because no new
accessible interchanges are proposed. If Alternative CW is selected, the most likely
locations for development encouraged by the new route construction are along existing Route
61, on the Hannibal sides of the Alternative CW proposed junctions with existing Route 61
(on the south side of the northern junction, and on the north side of the southern junction).
There is already considerable mixed residential/commercial development at the southern
terminus of Alternative CW, but the area of the northern terminus is undeveloped, and is
primarily prime farmland.

Alternatives D and EF are similar in their encouragement of new development. Both have
the same northern terminus, the same southern terminus, and the same proposed interchange
at Route HH. The Route HH interchange may be an attractive location for new commercial
or industrial development. As with Alternative CW, the northern and southern interchanges
would not be directly accessible, and new development that may occur in the area would be
limited to existing Route 61 on the Hannibal sides of the interchanges. Similarly to
Alternative CW, there is already considerable mixed commercial and residential development
at the southern terminus, and the northern terminus is primarily in undeveloped prime
farmland. For both alternatives the interchange at HH is in a rural farm area with scattered
residences along Route HH. The HH interchange location for Alternative EF is in prime
farmland; for Alternative D it is in farmland that is not prime.

Alternative F has an additional proposed interchange for Marion Routes 424 and 426. The
proposed interchange location is currently rural and located in prime farmland. Routes 424
and 426 are minor arteries with light traffic; however, development may be encouraged at
this interchange because it is only about 1.6 km (1 mile) from the proposed Routes 61/36
interchange.

Adverse impacts due to development would be limited because the route would be designed
as a fully limited access freeway. Development would mainly occur at accessible

interchanges.

The no build alternative is not expected to result in land use changes.
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4.1.3 Consistency of the Alternatives with Local and Regional Comprehensive Land
Use Plans

None of the build alternatives conflict with Marion County zoning, which is the only formal
land use plan in the project area. The no build alternative does not conflict with land use

plans.
4.1.4 Local Government Policies Relative to Growth

Marion and Ralls County officials, as well as the local congressional representative, have
expressed support for the project. Hannibal City officials have been contacted, but have not
made official comment.

4.2 AGRICULTURAL IMPACTS
4.2.1 Agricultural Acres Required

The farmland conversion impact rating forms SCS-CPA-106 were submitted to NRCS, and
the returned copies are in Appendix H. The rating was done using a conservative right-of-
way width of 120 meters (400 feet). The overall ratings are highest for Alternate F, less
high for Alternate EF, and less high yet for Alternate D, as would be expected. The overall
rating for Alternate CW is surprisingly high, considering the relatively low amount of Prime
Farmland and Statewide Important soils affected.

4.2.1.1 Alternative CW

The build alternatives are shown in Exhibit 4-2 with respect to prime farmland. In
Alternative CW, cropland or pasture occupies approximately 53 percent of the approximately
199 hectare (492 acre) study area. Not all of this cropland or pasture is underlain by prime
farmland soils. Approximately 46 percent of the study area is underlain by soils of statewide
importance. Approximately 28 percent of the study area is occupied by prime farmland
soils. Approximately 28 percent of the study area occupied by prime farmland soils is
currently used for producing crops or pasture. This land would be taken out of production
with the construction of the new highway along this corridor. '
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Following is a summary of the prime farmland soils found in the study area:

¢ Belknap silt loam

e Chariton silt loam

¢ Fatima silt loam

¢ Menfro silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

* Moniteau silt loam

e Smileyville silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes.

Following is a summary of statewide important soils in the study area:

Menfro silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
Menfro silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes
Winfield silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
Winfield silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes.

4.2.1.2 Alternative D

In Alternative D, cropland or pasture occupies approximately 41 percent of the
approximately 241 hectare (596 acre) study area. Not all of this cropland or pasture is
occupied by prime farmland soils. Approximately 38 percent of the study area is occupied
by prime farmland soils. Approximately 51 percent of the study area is occupied by
statewide important soils. Approximately 18 percent of the study area occupied by prime
farmland soils is currently used for producing crops or pasture. This land would be taken
out of production with the construction of the new highway along this corridor.

Following is a summary of the prime farmland soils found in the study area:

e Belknap silt loam

¢ Cedargap silt loam

¢ Marion silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes
Putnam silt loam

Smileyville silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes.
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Following is a summary of statewide important soils in the study area:

® Menfro silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
Menfro silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes
Winfield silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
Winfield silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes.

4.2.1.3 Alternative EF

In Alternative EF, cropland or pasture occupies approximately 51 percent of the
approximately 270 hectare (668 acre) study area. Not all of this cropland or pasture is
occupied by prime farmland soils. Approximately 59 percent of the study area is occupied
by prime farmland soils. Approximately 36 percent of the study area is occupied by
statewide important soils. Approximately 31 percent of the study area occupied by prime
farmiand soils is currently used for producing crops or pasture. This land would be taken
out of production with the construction of the new highway along this corridor.

Following is a summary of the prime farmland soils found in the study area:

- @ Belknap silt loam
¢ Cedargap silt loam
* Marion silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes
¢ Mexico silty clay loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded
¢ Putnam silt loam
* Smileyville silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes
® Weller silt 1oam, 2 to 5 percent slopes.

Following is a summary of statewide important soils in the study area:

* Armmstrong loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes

¢ Menfro silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes

* Menfro silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes
Winfield silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
Winfield silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes.
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4.2.1.4 Alternative F

In Alternative F, cropland or pasture occupies approximately 75 percent of the approximately
257 hectare (635 acre) study area. Not all of this cropland or pasture is occupied by prime
farmland soils. Approximately 75 percent of study area is occupied by prime farmland soils.
Approximately 21 percent of the study area is occupied by statewide important soils.
Approximately 66 percent of the study area occupied by prime farmland soils is currently
used for producing crops or pasture. This land would be taken out of production with the
construction of the new highway along this corridor.

Following is a summary of the prime farmland soils found in the study area:

¢ Belknap silt loam

¢ Cedargap silt loam

¢ Edina sift loam

¢ Menfro silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

» Mexico silty clay loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded
¢ Putnam silt loam

o Smileyville silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes

e Weller silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes.

Following is a summary of statewide important soils in the study area:

e Armstrong loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes

® ILeonard silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes

e Menfro silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes

¢ Menfro silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes
+ Winfield silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
¢ Winfield silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes.

42.1.5 Link1

In Link 1, cropland or pasture occupies approximately 83 percent of the approximately 7.5
hectare (18 acre) study area. Approximately 100 percent of the study area is occupied by
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prime farmland soils. Approximately 83 percent of the study area occupied by prime
farmland soils is currently used for producing crops or pasture. This land would be taken
out of production with the construction of the new highway along this corridor.

Following is a summary of the prime farmland soils found in the study area:

® Moniteau silt loam.
¢ Smileyville silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes.

4.2.1.6 Link2

In Link 2, cropland or pasture occupies approximately 15 percent of the approximately 30
hectare (69 acre) study area. Not all of this cropland or pasture is occupied by prime
farmland soils. Approximately 10 percent of the study area is occupied by prime farmland
soils. Approximately 46 percent of the study area is occupied by statewide important soils.
Approximately four percent of the study area occupied by prime farmland soils is currently
used for producing crops or pasture. This land would be taken out of production with the
construction of the new highway along this corridor.

Following is a summary of the prime farmland soils found in the study area:
¢ Belknap silt loam.
Following is a summary of the statewide important soils in the study area:

* Winfield silt loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes
* Winfield silt loam, 9 to 14 percent slopes.

Approximate farmland requirements for each alternative are summarized in Table 4-1. Some
secondary loss of prime and statewide important farmland will occur for all the alternatives
if development occurs at interchanges. The northern terminus of all alternatives are located
in areas of prime and statewide important farmland. Development at the proposed Route HH
interchange for Alternatives EF and F, and at the proposed interchange at Marion Route
424/426 on Alternative F would also result in additional losses of prifne and statewide
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important farmland.
The no build alternative would not affect farmland.
4.2,2 Severed and Otherwise Affected Farm Operations

For the purposes of this study, a farm operation is defined as one or more parcels of land,
not necessarily contiguous, that are farmed as a single operation. A severed farm operation
is one that will be bisected by right-of-way requirements. An otherwise affected farm
operation is defined as a farm from which right-of-way is taken although the farm operation
is not bisected.

Severing and otherwise affecting farm operations was avoided as much as practical by such
techniques as locating routes adjacent to existing routes, as with Alternative F along Route
24; and by locating routes adjacent to linear features that form property boundaries such as
the railroad right-of-way and section lines.

As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative CW will create the largest number of severed farms, 15,
compared to Alternatives EF and F which will create the least number, 11 farms each.

4.2.2.1 Severance Management Zones

Severance management zones are those areas of the farm remaining after being diagonally
affected by the proposed right-of-way. These zones represent problem areas for the farmer.
Skewed rows are created which make equipment use and turning difficult. The problem is
more serious with sharper skews and is particularly pronounced in areas of fairly level
farmland where crops are normally tilled in rectangular fields with no landscape obstructions
such as woods or creeks.

As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative EF will create the greatest severance management area,

800 hectares (1,977 acres). Alternative D will create the least severance management area,
644 hectares (1,592 acres).
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4.2.2.2 Farm Displacements

Farm displacements occur when the proposed right-of-way causes the demolition or removal
of farm buildings due to highway construction. Displacements were divided into two
categories: farm residences and other buildings. Other farm buildings include barns, silos,
sheds, or other structures associated with farm operations. -

As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative D displaces the most farm residences, 5. Twenty-seven
farm buildings will be displaced by Alternative D, which displaces the most, and three farm
buildings will be displaced by Alternative CW, which displaces the least number.

4.2.2.3 Summary of Farm Impacts

Alternative F has the largest impact on prime farmland, and Alternative CW, the least. The
alternatives are similar to one another in their impact on farm operations.

4.2.2.4 Mitigative Measures

The Missouri Highway and Transportation Department (MHTD) has various methods at its
disposal to mitigate the negative impacts of highway construction for local farmers. MHTD
may purchase small parcels of land remaining after being severed by highway construction
to reduce the total number of severed farms. This method is particularly applicable when
the severed parcels are landlocked. These parcels may be purchased by MHTD for borrow
or other uses. In other cases, current landowners of severed parcels may sell the parcels to
adjacent landowners, further reducing the number of severed parcels.

To reduce the number of adverse travel miles generated by highway construction and to
provide access to large landlocked parcels, farm underpasses will be constructed at locations
where feasible. This is particularly true when large severed parcels remain on both sides of
the highway. At some locations, special access roads may be provided to reach landlocked
parcels.

In some locations it may be feasible to move farmhouses and other farm buildings from the
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affected portion of the farm to another part of the farm not affected by highway construction.
MHTD would assist with these relocations.

4.3 SOCIAL IMPACTS

4.3.1 Neighborhoods and Community Cohesion

4.3.1.1 Segmenting Neighborhoods

None of the build alternatives would result in the segmentation of neighborhoods. The area
of the alternatives is rural and neighborhbods consist of several houses close together along
a single public roadway. For Alternatives CW, D, and EF, all public roadways along the
alternatives will have either grade separated crossings or interchanges, so none of these
neighborhoods will be split. For Alternative F, there will be changes in the existing
roadways north of the existing Routes 36/24 intersection, but there are no neighborhoods in
that area.

Because there will not be changes in the existing public roadways for Alternatives CW, D
~ and EF, residents will also not be separated from community facilities. The changes in
Marion Routes 424 and 426 may result in some slight increases in driving times for a few
residents.

For .th.e same reasons, any effects on pedestrian and bicycle use will be minimal.

The no build alternative will not result in the segmentation of any neighborhoods, separation
of residents from community facilities, nor effects on pedestrian and bicycle use.

4.3.1.2 Low Income, Minority and Other Special Groups

Executive Order 12898 (February 11, 1994) entitled "Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," requires each
Federal agency to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of its
actions in low income and minority populations.
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Based on visual observation, there are no low income or minority neighborhoods in the study

area.
The no build alternative will not affect low income or minority neighborhoods.

There are no concentrations of elderly or handicapped persons within the right of way of any
of the build altemnatives. There are also no concentrations of racial or ethnic groups.

4,3.1.3 Changes in Property Values

It can be expected that property values will increase for areas adjacent to Route 61
interchanges, except for the interchange at Route 36, which will not have access. These
areas are candidates for commercial and industrial development.

The value of residential property lying directly adjacent to the highway may be lowered due
to increased noise levels and visual intrusion. Because of their proximity to areas of
residential development, Alternatives CW and D would have the largest impact on residential
properties, with Alternative EF having less effect and Alternative F negligible effect.

With the no build alternative, property values may be adversely affected due to increasing
noise from increasing truck traffic.

4.3.1.4 Proximity Effects on Residential Areas

Some residential areas will experience visual intrusion and increased noise levels with some
of the build alternatives. With Alternative CW, residential areas at Withers Mill and along
Route MM will be affected. Alternative D will affect residential areas along Route MM.
Alternative EF will affect residential areas along Marion Route 426. Alternative F will have
negligible effect. Exhibit 4-3 shows the alternatives with respect to current residential
development.

With the no build alternative, noise levels along the existing route will increase with
increasing traffic, particularly truck traffic.
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4.3.2  Displacements and Relocations

4.3.2.1 Number of Households Displaced

Because of the rural nature of the area, the number of residential displacements is small for
any of the build alternatives. The build alternative requiring the most residential
displacements is Alternative D with 16. Most of these occur at the interchange with Route
36 and the southern interchange with existing Route 61. Alternatives CW and EF would
each result in four residential displacements, and Alternative F in two.

The great majority of the residential displacements are of white, middle income households.

The no build alternative would not require any residential displacements.

4.3.2.2 Available Housing

Since the area had been contracting in terms of population, there was predictably a housing
surplus at the time of the 1990 census. While population trends have probably not changed
appreciably, other factors have contributed to a current housing shortage in the Hannibal
arca. Based on conversations with real estate professionals, it appears that the main causes
of the current shortage are relocations due to the 1993 flood on the Mississippi River, the
current relocation of residences for the Route 36 project, and the low interest rates of the
past few years. According to the City of Hannibal, about 78 residences have been bought
out by the federal government due to the 1993 flood, with a total of about 100 scheduled for
buyout. The Environmental Assessment prepared for the Route 36 project between the Route
24 junction and the river (1993) indicated that there would be approximately 50 residential
relocations, mainly in the Harrison Hill area of Hannibal. These buyouts are currently
underway. Based on conversations with real estate professionals, there is currently a
shortage both of rental housing and of homes for sale, up to the $90,000 range. Even
though housing may be short, average home prices are well below the national average.
Reportedly, the average home price in Hannibal is currently around $45,000.

There are currently some apartment rental units and single family residences under
construction in the Hannibal area. It is impossible to determine what the housing situation
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will be in a few years when the relocations for the Route 61 project will occur. However,
it is reasonable to expect that the current needs due to the 1993 flood and the Route 36
relocations will be met. It is not unlikely that conditions will be more similar to what they
were in 1990, since the current temporary shortage will be over.

In 1990, there was surplus housing available in the area. (Twelve percent vacancy for Ralls
County and ten percent vacancy for Marion County.) Information on vacant housing units
is summarized in Table 4-3. From the data it appears that most vacant housing units
available were single-family homes that were available either for rent or for sale. In Ralls
County, over 30 percent of the vacant housing was less than 10 years old. Most available
units had two or more bedrooms.

4.3.2.3 Businesses Affected by Proximity

There are few businesses in the areas of the build alternatives, and no business displacements
will occur.

For Alternative F, some businesses will be affected due to the access changes on existing
Route 24 from the Route 61 junction to the Route 36 junction. With Alternative F, Route
24 and 61 will be coincident at this location, and since Route 61 will be built to freeway
standards, these businesses will no longer have direct access to the highway. An outer road
will be constructed, and these businesses will have access to Routes 24/61 at the
reconstructed West Ely Road interchange, which will be about 2.3 km (1.4 miles) south,
A west outer road will be constructed, from the north Routes 61/24 interchange at the
northern terminus of Alternative F to the new interchange for Marion Routes 424 and 426.
This outer road will provide access for the livestock market and veterinarian clinic on the
west side of Route 24 about 1,000 meters (3,000 feet) south of the existing Routes 24/61
junction. The impact on those businesses will be negligible in terms of increased travel
distance: instead of accessing Route 24 directly, the businesses will use the parallel outer
road and can travel either north or south to interchanges which will provide access.

There is an MFA supply facility on the east side of existing Route 24, about 600 meters
(2,000 feet) south of the livestock market. Access for the MFA facility will be affected.

No outer road is proposed; instead access will be provided to Marion Route, about 400
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Table 4-3

Vacant Housing Units for Marion and Ralls Counties, 1990

Vacant Percent of Vacant Housing Units
Housing
Units Marion County Ralls County
With complete plumbing facilities 93.6 - 81.7
Without complete plumbing facilities 6.4 18.3
Condominiums: for rent 33.3 59
for sale only 66.7 35.3
for seasonal, recreational, 0 7.4

or occasional use

all other vacants 0 515

Units other than condominiums: 26.4 15.3
for rent

for sale only 10.0 8.9

for seasonal, 8.0 12.3

recreational, or
occasional use

all other vacants 55.6 63.6
T"Source: USDC, Bureau of Census.
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meters (1,300 feet) east of the facility. From there, traffic from the facility will travel about
1,500 meters (5,000 feet) due north to existing Route 61, east of the Alternative F
interchange. Travel distance for traffic from the facility that is north or east bound (or
traffic to the facility coming from the north or east) will increase by only about 400 meters
(1,300 feet) , but about 1,500 meters (5,000 feet) of the travel will be over secondary county
roadways. Traffic that is southbound from the facility (or northbound to the facility) will
have an additional 4.6 km (2.7 miles) of travel. Access to the truck stop and recreational
vehicle sale and service facility at the existing Route 24/36 interchange will be either from
the Route 61/24 interchange between Routes 424 and 426, or from Route 24/36 west of the
existing intersection. Route 24/36 west of the intersection is planned to be upgraded to four
lanes. When that construction is complete the nearest exit on Route 24/36 west that can be
used to reach the truck stop area will be at Route H, almost 1 mile west of the existing
Route 24/36 intersection.

No businesses will be displaced by the no build alternative. However, over time increased
traffic congestion may negatively impact the accessibility of businesses along the existing
roadway.

The acquisition and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and
relocation resources are available to all residential relocated without discrimination,

The MHTD offers a Relocation Assistance Program to any person, family, business owner,
farm operator, and nonprofit organization displaced by a state highway project. The
relocation program provides advisory services and payments to help offset expenses incurred
by those who are displaced. A relocation agent would contact all affected parties to explain
the relocation program services, and help with any questions or problems. There are two
types of relocation payments available:

* Replacement housing payments, and
* Moving expense payments.

Replacement housing payments would be made to qualified homeowners and are designed
to cover the costs of purchasing an equivalent replacement home. The replacement payment
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would be determined through a study of demographics and housing needs. Relocation
services would be provided until all persons are satisfactorily relocated. Moving expense

payments typically cover the costs associated with relocation of household goods. A copy
of the MHTD relocation assistance program brochure, which outlines all qualifications and
procedures, is available at the MHTD Right-of-Way Division Office in Jefferson City, or the
MHTD District 3 Right-of-Way Office in Hannibal.

4.3.3 Community Facilities and Services

4.3.3.1 Schools

As shown in Exhibit 4-4 all of the alternatives cross portions of the Hannibal M-60 and the
Palmyra R-1 School Districts, and Alternative EF and F also cross a very small portion of
the Ralls County R-2 School District. There are no schools, private or public, located
anywhere near any of the alternatives. The only build alternative that would have any
impact on schools is Alternative F, which would result in minimal changes in the bus routes
for the Palmyra R-1 School District. These changes would result from the changes in
roadway location and usage for Route 24 between the 61 junction and the 36 junction, and
changes in Marion Routes 424 and 426 in the vicinity of the relocated Route 61. The bus
service for the Palmyra R-1 District indicated that the changes would have negligible impact.
School busing for the Mississippi Valley State School for the severely handicapped is limited
to U.S. highways and state routes near Hannibal; the build alternatives will have no impact.

For the no build alternative, as traffic increases, noise levels will increase at the Hannibal
School complex and the Hannibal-LaGrange College on the existing Route 61.

4.3.3.2 Churches

Exhibit 4-4 shows the relationship of the alternatives to churches.

One of the ramps on the Route 61/36 interchange of Alternative D will pass within about 90
meters (300 feet) of the Cornerstone Baptist Church on Route MM, which will result in
visual intrusion, noise impacts, and some loss of church property. No other church buildings

or church property will be directly impacted by any of the build alternatives.
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4.3.3.3 Parks and Recreation Areas

No parks or recreation areas will be affected by any of the build alternatives, or by the no
build alternative.

4.3.3.4 Fire and Police Protection

With Alternatives CW, D and EF, there will be no change in access and travel patterns for
emergency fire and police vehicles, except that the relocated Route 61 will provide an
alternative route and improved access in some instances. For Alternative F, the changes in
Route 24 between the 61 and 36 junction and the minor changes in Marion Routes 424 and
426 will result in some changes in travel patterns and slightly increased response time to
residences and businesses located on the existing Route 24 between the 61 and 36 junctions,
since they will have access from outer roads rather than directly from the highway.

The no build alternative will ultimately result in an increased response time for emergencies
responded to by the Hannibal Municipal Police and Fire Departments because of increased
congestion on existing Route 61.

4.3.3.5 Hospitals

The only impacts of the build alternatives on the one hospital in the area, the Hannibal
Regional Hospital, will be improved access. North-south access will be improved for all the
build alternatives, with the improvement being the greatest for Alternative CW and the least
for Alternative F. All build alternatives will result in improved emergency vehicle access.
Emergency vehicle service is provided by Marion County Ambulance, located on existing
Route 61 near the north side of the City of Hannibal. Decreased congestion on the existing
Route 61 in Hannibal will result in shorter response time for the emergency vehicles.

The no build alternative will have the effect of increasing response time for emergency

vehicles, due to increased congestion on Route 61 and the lack of improved access to the
hospital.
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4.4 ECONOMIC IMPACT

4.4.1 Regional and Local Economy

The project is most likely to have an overall positive effect on the regional and local
economy, due to improved access to the area and increased traffic passing through.
Development due to the highway will likely increase tax revenues for both Marion and Ralls
Counties, since some of the proposed interchanges are in Marion County and some are in
Ralls County. The southern terminus for all build alternatives is in Ralls County, as is the
Route HH interchanged proposed for Alternatives D, EF, and F. The northern terminus
for all alternatives is in Marion County, as is the proposed interchange on Alternative F for
Marion Routes 424 and 426. Coincidentally, the proposed interchanges located in Ralls
County are all also in the Hannibal M-60 School District, and the proposed interchanges
located in Marion County are all in the Palmyra R-1 School District. If development occurs
at the interchanges located in Marion County at the expense of existing businesses on Route
61, the Palmyra School District will benefit and the Hannibal M-60 School District will lose

Tevenue.,
4.4.2 Impacts on Existing Route 61 Businesses

For all the build alternatives, the most important negative impact is likely to be on existing
highway-related businesses on that portion of Route 61 that will be bypassed by the relocated
route. If development along the new route occurs at the expense of these existing
businesses, it will also result in lost revenue for the City of Hannibal, since none of the
proposed interchanges are in the City of Hannibal. Hannibal has a sales tax of 6.725
percent, and a 3 percent hotel tax.

There are approximately 116 businesses along the section of Route 61 which will be
bypassed by the relocated route. These are listed in Table 4-4 according to name, type, and
approximate size. Locations are shown in Bxhibit 4-5. Previous studies have found that
motels, service stations, and some restaurants are usually adversely impacted by highway
relocations, but that other businesses have experienced increases in sales due to greater
accessibility.
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Of the businesses listed in Table 4-4, five are motels, seven are service stations, and 23 are
restaurants. These business employ an estimated 350 to 400 people. A survey of owners
or managers of these businesses was conducted in person and by telephone, to help evaluate
the expected impact of the Route 61 relocation. All the motels and service stations and all
but three of the restaurants were surveyed. Information on length of time in business and
gross revenues and/or size of business was requested. Each person was asked to estimate
the percent of business that comes from through highway traffic that would not otherwise be
stopping. The results are summarized by category to protect privacy.

The motels have been in business from 8 to 46 years. One motel, the Holiday Inn is
relatively large (283 rooms) and the other four range in size from about 50 to 65 rooms.
Estimates of dependency on through traffic ranged from a high of 95 percent to a low of 30
percent.

The seven service stations have been in business from 11 to over 40 years. Most of them
estimated that about 50 percent of their business is from through traffic. (One estimated 25
percent and one estimated 60 percent). Their sizes were similar except that one was
somewhat larger than the others in terms of revenue.

There were wide ranges in lengths of time the restaurants have been in business, from 3
weeks to 40 years. There were also wide ranges in estimated percentages of business
derived from through traffic, from five percent to 95 percent.

Based on the information gathered, a worst-case estimate of impact on tax revenue for the
City of Hannibal was made. This worst-case estimate was based on the following

assumptions:

¢ The existing businesses will eventually lose all their through traffic business to new
businesses that will be established along the relocated route. Estimates of dependency
on through traffic provided by the businesses were used.

o All of the new businesses that will be established along the relocated Route 61 will be
outside the city limits of Hannibal.
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¢ Rough estimates of revenue were made when this information was not provided. The
estimates were based on number of rooms, room rates, and occupancy rates for motels;
size of service stations; and for restaurants, type and seating capacity.

The above worst-case analysis results in an estimated amount revenue loss of $200,000 for
the City of Hannibal. This is about 7 percent of the City’s total overall tax revenue.
Because business owners did not indicate that the particular altemative selected would make
a difference in the impact on their business, no adjustments were made for the different
alternatives. Employment is likely to increase somewhat; while jobs may be lost as existing
businesses, new and similar employment would be available with businesses along the
relocated route.

4.5 ATR QUALITY IMPACTS
4.5.1 Mesoscale Concerns

This project is in an area where the State Implementation Plan (SIP) does not contain any
transportation control measures. Therefore, the conformity procedures of 23 CFR Part 770,
40 CFR Part 51 (subpart T), and 40 CFR Part 93 (subpart A) do not apply.

4.5.2 Microscale Concerns

In cases where projected traffic counts are high, a microscale analysis for carbon monoxide
is conducted to determine whether the 1-hour or 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide will be exceeded. When carbon monoxide impacts
can be judged to be well below the NAAQS, a microscale analysis is not necessary.
Guidance provided in the FWHA Federal Aid Urban Program Manual, which is incorporated
as part of MHTD’s design documents (1989) indicates that a microscale air quality analysis
should be conducted when present or predicted average daily traffic volume on the project
exceeds 54,000 vehicles in the year of project construction or 72,700 vehicles in the 20th
year following project construction. Projected counts for this project are 9,300 in the year
of construction, and 18,550 in the 20th year following construction. Therefore, a microscale
air quality analysis is not necessary, because carbon monoxide levels can be assumed to be
well below the NAAQS. -
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4.6 NOISE IMPACTS

4.6.1 Noise Analysis

Potential traffic generated highway noise impacts were identified for the four build
alternatives. Primary factors in this determination were the location of sensitive receptors
in relation to the build alternatives and the prediction of existing and future traffic noise
levels at these receptors. The analysis was conducted in accordance with the FHWA
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model. This section summarizes the results of the
analysis.

4.6.2 Noise Sensitive Areas

A number of receptors were identified for which noise levels could conceivably exceed the
FHWA standards. No lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary importance
were identified along any of the alternative routes. A number of receptors, primarily
residences, were identified for which the noise abatement criteria is 65 decibels (ABA) for
the total hourly equivalent sound level (L.,). All potential receptors within 229 meters (750
feet) of the centerline of each altemative were identified for further analysis. All of the
receptors have been classified as "soft sites” and 65 dBA is reached at a distance of about
107 meters (350 feet).

Criteria established by MHTD (Design Manual revision date September 27, 1994) and
approved by FHWA for noise walls were used in evaluating these receptors. These criteria
are as follows:

* A noise wall must provide attenuation for more than one receptor.

* A noise wall must provide a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA for all primary receptors.
¢ Noise wall must be 5.5m (18) or less in height above normal grade.

* Noise wall must not interfere with normal access to property.

* Noise wall must not pose a traffic safety hazard.

¢ Noise wall must not exceed the cost of $30,000 per benefited receptor.

* Majority of the affected residents must concur that a noise wall is desired.
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Single noise receptors were omitted from evaluation based on the first of these criteria.
Receptors which would require the noise wall to cross a roadway were also not evaluated
because these noise walls would be cost prohibitive.

Within 229 meters of the highway centerline there are a total of 149 potential receptors.
These are listed in Table 4-5. Locations on Exhibit 4-6 are shown by the property number
on Table 4-5. There are 134 residences - 21 of which can potentially be removed, 3 of
which are businesses and residences combined, and one of which is abandoned. There are
also 11 businesses, one church, one trailer park to the east of existing Highway 61, and one
street of residences also to the east of existing Highway 61. :

The total number of receptors identified by Altemative is as follows:

¢ Alternative CW - 71
¢ Alternative D - 80
¢ Alternative EF - 58
* Alternative F - 54.

While a number of the receptors exceeded the NAC established by the MHTD, only a few
of these may require abatement. Explanations for elimination from consideration for
abatement are shown in Table 4-5. Those which may require abatement are summarized by
Alternative, below.

e Alternative CW: 2 residences (Receptors #69 & 70)

¢ Alternative D: 5 residences, one church, one business (Receptors #2, 3, 85, 86, 87, 88,
90, 91, 92, 93, & 94)

* Alternative EF: 2 residences (Receptors #2 & 3)

* Alternative F; 2 residences (Receptors #2 & 3)

Along Alternatives D, EF, and F, just south of the interchange with Highway M, abatement
may be required for two of the residences. For Altemative D one noise wall may be
necessary for the remaining seven residences, one church and one business (Puppy Parlor).
These receptors are located just to the southwest of the interchange with Highway 36.
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Table 4-5
Noise Sensitive Receptors Within 229 Meters (750 Feet) of Centerline

| Property  Eliminated from Leq (dBA)
Nupnber Further Study Reason for Elimination Estimated NAC
I 1 X <65 dBA 64
—— - m—

4 X <65 dBA
5 X =65 dBA
6 X <65 dBA
7 X Res. appears to be abandoned - remove >71 G5
8 X Res. to be removed >71 65
9 X <65 dBA 62 65
10 X =65 dBA 65 65
11 X Gun Club <72 dBA 67 72
12 X Single >71 65
13 X Commercial property <72 dBA 60 72
14 X Commercial property <72 dBA 60 72
15 X Commercial property <72 dBA 60 72
16 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic > 65
17 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic >71 65
18 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 71 65
19 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic >71 65
20 X To the east of existing 61 - closed for business (meat processing) >71 72
21 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic >71 65
22 X Trailer below grade of hwy. to the east of existing 61 <65 65
23 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic a9 65
24 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 65
25 X Commercial - To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 71 72
26 X Tothe east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 65
27 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of teaffic 7t 65
28 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 65
29 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 65 65
30 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 67 65
31 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 66 65
32 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 64 65
33 X Piping Co. to the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 66 72
34 X Abandoned res. to be removed >75 65
a5 X Commercial property <72 dBA 66 72
36 X <65 dBA 63 65
37 X Commercial/Residence - =65 dBA 65 65
38 X Commercial/Residence - Single 66 65
39 X <65 dBA 64 65
40 X <65 dBA 61 65
41 X May be removed for Alt. D, & EF >71 65
42 X Single 69 65
43 X Commercial property <72 dBA 64 72
44 X Commercial property <72 dBA 63 72
45 X =65 dBA 65 65
46 X <65 dBA 60 65
47 X <65 dBA 60 65
48 X <65 dBA 64 65
49 X Remove 71 65
50 X Remove 66 65
5t X <65 dBA 62 65
52 X <65 dBA 63 65
53 X <65 dBA 63 65
54 X <65 dBA 63 65
55 X Commercial property <72 dBA 63 72
56 X Commercial property <72 dBA 70 72
57 X <65 dBA 62 65
58 X <65 dBA 62 65
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Noise Sensitive Receptors Within 229 Meters (750 Feet) of Centerline

Table 4-5

Property  Efiminated from Leq {dBA)

Number Further Study Reason for Elimination Estimated NAC
59 X <65 dBA 64 65
60 X <65 dBA 64 65
61 X <65 dBA <13 65
62 X <65 dBA 62 65
63 X Abandoned Res. =65 dBA 65 65
64 X <65 dBA 61 65
65 X =65 dBA 65 65
66 X <65 dBA 63 65
67 X =65 dBA 65 65
68 Could use with 69 & 70 only would have to ¢ross Rte MM 69 63

i
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
§4

§ I VIRV VIV VIRV V!

<65 dBA
<65 dBA
=65 dBA
<65 dBA
Single
Commercial/Residence =65 dBA
<65 dBA
<65 dBA
<65 dBA
=65 dBA
=65 dBA
Single
Single

<65 dBA.

>l

65

65

X Remove >T71

X Remove >71 65

X Remove also as a part of the triangle bet. MM and Centerville Rd. - Single 69 a5

X Remove >71 a5

X Remove >71 65

X Res. remove - dist = 45m from Alt EF T 65
101 X =05 dBA ' 65 65
102 X Could use with 103 only Paris Rd. would have to be crossed 68 65
103 X Could use with 102 only Paris Rd. would have to be crossed 69 65
104 X =65 dBA 65 65
105 X <65 dBA 60 65
106 X <65 dBA 61 65
107 X <65 dBA 60 65
108 X Single 69 65
109 X <65 dBA 62 65
110 X <65 dBA 60 65
111 X =65 dBA 65 65
112 X <65 dBA 60 65
113 X <65 dBA 61 65
114 X Single 66 65
115 X Res to remove (<30m) >T71 65
116 X Res. abandoned - to be removed >T1 65

TABL4-5.XLS 8/22/95
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Noise Sensitive Receptors Within 229 Meters (750 Feet) of Centerline

Table 4-5

Property  Eliminated from Leq (dBA)

Number Further Study  Reascon for Elimination Estimmated NAC
117 X Res to be removed w/ both Alt D, & Alt EF interchanges >T71 65
118 X Single residence to remove >71 65
119 X <65 dBA 60 65
120 X =65 dBA 65 65
121 X Remove >71 65
122 X Remove >71 65
123 X <65 dBA 64 65
124 X <65 dBA 63 65
125 X <65 dBA 63 65
126 X <65 dBA 60 65
127 X <65 dBA 60 65
128 X Single >71 65
129 X Single >71 65
130 X Single - Commercial >T1 72
131 X Single 67 65
132 X Single 67 65
133 X Single 67 65
134 X <65 dBA 62 65
135 X =65 dBA 65 65
136 X <65 dBA 61 635
137 X <65 dBA 63 65
138 X <65 dBA 61 65
139 X <65 dBA 60 65
140 X <65 dBA 61 65
141 X <65 dBA 60 65
142 X Remove >71 65
143 X Trailer park to the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt, of traffic 70 65
144 X Commercial to the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 72
145 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 65
146 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 65
147 X To the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 69 65
148 X Many residences to the east of existing 61 - same or reduced amt. of traffic 70 65
149 X Single 9 65

TABL4-3.XLS 8/22/95
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4.6.3 Traffic-Generated Noise Impacts

Future design-hour traffic noise levels were predicted for the receptors using the FHWA
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model. Factors that influence the predicted noise levels
include design-hour traffic volumes, average traffic speeds, traffic composition, terrain, and
the location of the receptor relative to existing highways and the Highway 61 build
alternatives.

All future design hour traffic noise levels were calculated in terms of L,;. L., is a descriptor
of the noise level defined as the total hourly equivalent sound level.

Design-year (2020) traffic volumes were used in predicting the Year 2020 traffic generated
noise levels for the receptors.  Year 2020 noise levels were predicted for the four build
alternatives and the calculated noise levels are summarized in Table 4-5.

4.6.4 Noise Abatement Considerations

Noise barriers, either earthen berms, walls, or a combination wall/berm, are generally the
most efficient method of providing noise abatement. The use of vegetation screens is
relatively ineffective in reducing noise. Earthen berms are usually more efficient in
providing abatement than walls of equal height, and are generally more aesthetically
pleasing. However, berms usually require more right-of-way and more maintenance than
do walls. Noise walls can be constructed of various materials including wood, brick,
concrete, and steel. The visual intrusion of noise walls can be minimized by landscaping.
For any noise barrier to be effective, it must be continuous. Any gaps or openings in a
barrier severely decrease its effectiveness.

4.6.5 Potential Noise Abatement Measures

Noise abatement measures were evaluated for each of the sites adversely affected by traffic
noise. Factors considered in the evaluation included the level of noise reduction provided,
the number of structures affected, and the cost effectiveness of providing noise abatement.
For the three locations which were to be further investigated (those receptors shaded in Table
4-5), feasible locations for noise walls were determined based on site conditions. After the
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locations of the potential noise abatement walls were established, a cost estimate was made
for each. The results are following.

For the potential location along Alternatives D, EF, and F (Receptors 2 & 3), the maximum
length for the wall would be 152 meters (500 feet), located along the interchange in between
the driveway for Receptor 2 and the county road immediately east of Receptor 3. This
location for the wall was selected since the wall cannot block access to any properties nor
can it cross any existing roads due to prohibitive costs. The wall would cost approximately
$125,000 or $62,500 per residence. Since this is above the $30,000 cost per benefited
receptor criteria set by the MHTD, it is believed that a noise wall at this location is not
economically feasible.

For the potential location along Alternative CW (Receptors 69 & 70), a wall was located
approximately 60 meters (197 feet) from the centerline of the highway. The wall was
estimated to be 100 meters (328 feet) long by 4 meters (13 feet) high, so that the cost per
receptor would be under $30,000 per receptor or $60,000 total. This wall was determined
to be ineffective (i.e., it did not provide a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA). In order to
get more noise reduction, a longer or higher wall would have to be constructed and this is
not economically feasible.

For the potential location along Alternative D (Receptors 85, 86, 87, 88, 90, 91, 92, 93, &
94), a wall was located right along the interchange with Highway 36. The length of this
wall to be located between existing Highway 36 and Route MM, is 488 meters (1600 feet).
The total cost for the wall would be approximately $400,000 or $44,450 per benefitted
receptor. Since this is above the $30,000 cost per benefitted receptor criteria set by the
MHTD, it is believed that a noise wall at this location is not economically feasible.

It is important to note that these costs are only estimates and that grade information was not
available at the time of the estimation. Therefore these costs are subject to change.
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4.7 WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

4.7.1 Surface Water Impacts

The following FHWA guidance documents were used in evaluating impacts of the build
alternatives on receiving waters:

* Management Practices for Mitigation of Highway Stormwater Runoff Pollution (4
volumes, September 1985)

e Effects of Highway Runoff on Receiving Waters (5 volumes, June 1985).

Highway runoff may contain solids, heavy metals, nutrients, oil and grease, bacteria,
pesticides, herbicides, and other pollutants. The source of the pollutants is both from
highway operation and maintenance.

The FHWA guidance documents recommend a screening procedure to eliminate from
detailed investigation highway runoff situations that are not likely to have adverse impacts
on receiving waters. According to the guidelines, which are based on extensive field data,
when public water supplies are not involved, (and they are not in this case) highway runoff
is not likely to have adverse effects on receiving waters when:

1. The highway has less than 30,000 ADT, or

2. Highway runoff is conveyed by overland flow or grassed channels an average distance
of 60 meters (200 feet) prior to discharge to receiving waters, or

3. The ratio of the cumulative impervious roadway surface/total watershed area is less than
0.01. This assumes that the dilution ratio is approximately equal to the area ratio and
that a dilution of 100:1 is sufficient to protect aquatic life.

For all alternatives, all of the above criteria are met (even though only one is necessary).
The design year ADT is 18,550 for the relocated Route 61. Roadside ditches will be

grassed. The overall ratio of paved area to total watershed area is less than 0.01.
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Based on the screening criteria, then, it can be concluded that the effects of highway runoff

on receiving waters are negligible for all alternatives.
4.7.2 Ground Water Impacts

There are a few private residential wells, but all public water supplies in the area are from
reservoirs, or directly from the Mississippi River, or indirectly from the river through wells
in the Mississippi River floodplain. There are a number of springs in the area, most of
which are very small, less than a few gallons per minute when observed during field visits.
There are a few springs in the area which are used for residential water supply. None of
these are in the vicinity of any of the routes. There is one fairly large spring very close to
the Routes 36/61 interchange of Alternative CW, as shown in Exhibit 4-5. This spring,
which is used for water supply to livestock, is higher in elevation than most of the
interchange, and is recharged from an even higher elevation, possibly the karst area to the
northeast of the spring. It is unlikely that construction or usage of Alternative CW would
impact this spring.

All the build alternatives zivoid the karst portions of the study area. Therefore, ground water
contamination via sinkholes is not expected to occur. There are two sinkholes southwest of
the existing Routes 61/24 interchange which currently receive some runoff from the
interchange and will continue to do so under all alternatives.

Impacts to ground water resources during construction and operation are expected to be
minimal. Mitigation measures during construction will include the sealing of wells found
during road construction to prevent ground water pollution from construction and from future
road maintenance.

4.7.2.1 Principal or Sole Source Aquifer

Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act requires that proposed actions which may
affect designated "principal or sole-source aquifers” be coordinated with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. There are no designated principal or sole-source aquifers
within or near the study area. Therefore these requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act
do not apply to this project.
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4.7.2.2 Special or Sensitive Areas

The State of Missouri has designated certain areas of the state as special or sensitive areas,
where the ground water is especially sensitive to impacts or is of unusually high quality (10
CSR 23-3.100). None of the alternatives are in or near a special or sensitive area.

4.8 WETLAND IMPACTS
4.8.1 Areas of Impact

George Butler Associates, Inc., prepared a wetlands report entitled “Comparative Assessment
of Potential Wetland Impacts for Alternative Highway Corridors” (Appendix A of the Draft
EIS, dated August 23, 1995) in which 300 meter (1,000 ft) wide alternative corridors were
compared for potential impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. A
conservative approach was taken for the assessment, in that all U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands; Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) hydric soils and wetlands; and drainages included on official county highway
maps were combined in an assessment of maximum potential impacts to potential COE
jurisdictional wetlands per proposed alternative corridor. The comparative assessment report
concluded that Alternative F, the westernmost 300 meter (1,000 ft) wide alternative corridor,
had the least amount of potential impacts to both jurisdictional wetlands and to other waters
of the U.S. (such as streams, rivers, tributaries, and impoundments).

The proposed alternative corridors were then refined to 90 meter (300 ft) corridors with
interchanges. Potential waters of the U.S. were assessed to determine an estimate of the
type, number, and area of potential wetlands and the linear distance or area of other waters
of the U.S. within each corridor segment. Table 4-6 of this Submittal summarizes estimated
potential impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. in each of 20
corridor segments and interchanges based on preliminary information. Potential relocations
of the previously approved U.S. Highway 36 were also assessed. Methods for this
assessment are described in Appendix A.

In addition to those methods, farm ponds have been included as potentially jurisdictional
waters of the U.S. in this 90 meter (300 ft) corridor assessment, and drainageways with

h:\ms\bap\93C8] 72\ EIS\SEC.4 4-45 February 16, 1996



9661 ‘91 ArEnrqag

9%+ 3 OHS\STE\CLTBOE6\ TV I
(o8 ¢°0) puod
.n.L N.O - - - - - - Bﬂ ABIXD K.Umhw& AOMﬂ.wﬂ—UuD.EH
9g) 74
- (CLEVN AL ) - - - - - spuod uney 7 qodgnd
W 006} _ _ Axengin
W 06 ! peuleuun
(¥ 00t} _ Aemngm
w ozt ! pewwTun
& 008} : B . Joarn N
wzel 1weg I a5t
W 000 _ (ropmao)) 74
w06 ! - - Foer) Jeeg panTd
- R 90} U EQ - - - - - spuod wie 7 qodnd
e g puUBRam
¥4 Z0 [enusod VINEd
- (or 50 - - - puod uuey UIWAd
ey zo
(v 5'p) pUBTIaM (a8uwysIagoy
70 pomueiod DI qoN) 74
'S'01 9 JO SINEM QO spuog uLreyq Lt LY e fume) JGwr gy o gg w.nauwﬂm_u@cﬁ P L uondLssq Juonvudsaq LOPLLIO])
FERLO w < seaxy edemmi] - | PUBPOM upig Puepas aAneLIATY
[TIONAPSENL HOD EHUNOL *S11 30 JNBM "$°N 30 SRIBA SOUN SOEN IMN
#r'S’1 Y JO SIANBA JIPO PUB SPURPAAL JO UONEIYNUSP] Areurunpag
9% AqeL .




9661 ‘9T Arenugeg L¥¥ ¥ DHS\STH\Z LTS £6\TU TSI
- (v 02) ™ 50 - - - - rpucd wieyg g Yypdand ?9.:.216 143
W ose)
u ¢y - - T - - - Arenqu) poceatny -
U oot) o 00d) (opwion) 149
w g8 - w gs 1 1 - - X0y Jeof] AT ol
- [CA VR e ©e 01} o b - - - - puod T 90and
- Cron e - - - - - spuod uumy 7, qodnd
- eI zo - - - - - pood T wA8nd mog) 14
W 000'2)
o p - - T - - - Aremqun pacrerEn -
Ee o)
o o - - - - - - paod poyearoxa *0ANd
(Fopriog) 14
- o W D - - - - - spood wrey 7 T0Und
- fesm o - - - - puod wrey Qgnd
- - Crp T - - Poepons Jadsama - paod IWEd
|
- - - - - - - - - d-9¢ paisoojey
S°[1 3 JO SINBM PO Spuo uLreq SPUBTRM AeW Snmo) JGTT ST} U B¢ flinie i | FLLEY wondirsaq Jueneudsaq HOPLLIG)
BRI e < sBaIy adenrerq] PUERRAM JuIpiH puepga;A JANBLINY
| JPUORRIPSLIMS HOD FruRied '§°11 30 PIEM "§°11 30 SIRIEM SOUN SOUN IMN
zr' S’ 9} JO SINEAL PYI( PUB SPUB[IA JO UONBIYHUIP] ATeuruialy
9 SlqeL




9661 ‘9T Avimagag ¥ ¥ OES\STHATLTBOE6\UF\SER
¥ 00v'D)
= oeL - - - - - - I e fa: (eka |
e o e
- - ©= g9} - - o 7°T) Tio8 oppAy o g Pras. Teasiod - .
5T w emaved jam o8 oupi
W 009)
gl - - 1 - - - Asemapn pormeam viodd
- Er o ™TT - - - - - epacd ey 9 90ENd
(Ememesomy) 7
(e g'0) W T'0 - - - - - - e JEna
v 059) W 002 - - 1 T - - AR PAOND oHsvE
(¥ 006) @ 06 - - 1 T - - A T8I U] DENTH
GopsuoD) Id
- e o) oy 7' - - - - - pood wgy RN
- ey e Ty - - - - - vpuod Ty ¢ qoand
- - - 1 - - - - - I
*S°[1 91 JO SINBAL 1P spuOg MLE Y SPUETAM Jep] £yumo)) AT 1) o 8 S0P {08 uwonduxag | uoneudseq SJOpLLIO)
Y30 o < sEaIy adunrei(] PUERaAL JUpiH PUERRAA FAQELIY
JeUenIIpsLIf FO) [BHU304 *S°(] JO XA *S'[) JO SIPBAL SOUN SN AN
zr'S'(1 91 JO SIIEM J() PUE SPUEPIA JO UONEIYNUIP] ATeUIUNRA]
9 9jqEL




9661 ‘07 4remugaq

ovF ¥ OHS\STVZLTEOEE\ IS S Y
W 00s'n
w ggs - - - 1 - - Raa1) Feg DENZA
[(i§4]
- o g'p - - - - - spued wre g qodand (opLIog) TMD
W 00
w g - - 1 - - - Ayenquly paraEm Yi0dd
[CLEwY] Xo0s suaq °
- - w T - - - - pEjs Teod V10dd
Geg7) Yoy Fuoq 18
- - a g - - B - P, pepranod viodd GOPISD) TAD
Aumaqm
¥ 00s) - (e} 1 1 puBio papoos Tiow oRpdY PN 18 uV10dd
bl ) 9T o Tetrnod
Aremaqn
- - eron - - PG popoom 109 oupdy peTTEIIn T8 «V104d
w 90 povgen ferEnod (arempaayay YoN
(o)) EAAD
- Geo) A v'o - - - - prod oy w0and
ooy
o 21 . - 1 - - - AvemqLr) permamm -
(¥ 008}
w g - - 4 - - - Aremgtyy pecremmn - a
W 00$)
w g1 - - - - - - Aremquy poanan Vi0dd
*S°N) o) Jo s19jEp JOTRO SPUOJ TLIB,] SPUEDa M ey Zuno)) JGTE §°T) O B Juogeudsaq S8 wopdurag | wonzuSsag OPLLIO])
BP0 U0 < svary Jdeurei(] PUERAM upig PUERAM sapemLIay
JeuonapsLnf ) EHwIod 'S0 30 WM '§TM1J0 JgEy SOHUN SOEN IMN

#r'S'7] 9Y) JO SI3JEA IO PUB SPUEFAM JO UOHEIGLUSP] AIBunmiRlg

9 9L




9661 ‘9T Liwnugag

0S¢+ ¥ OES\STZLISOE6\TT ST g
U 006)
w ez - - i - - - Aneinquy pounamn fal: N0 4 M9E permojoy
W 0012)
o gre ~ - 1 - - - Aremqp peaeaun -
(¥ 00b"C} W p00°T - - - 1 - - Faany yeog DaNTA
(o ¢'Q) (c2ueatanyy
LR - - - - - - pad odnd 95 AMH) ZMD
JoaI)
- - (oe ¢'p) — - - - TeeA] ¥E SpOEiaa viodd
= 8T Tepmened 7
W 00c)
u g - - I - - - Amnquy poemecn -
U 000'1)
— - - - H - - Aremquy pecen odsyy
o0
W sz} - - - z - - g HUFT T oEnTy [13,m00]
W 05T Tmg ‘eoumpD) {OpII00) ZMD
"$°01 9N JO SIAJEM T spuog wue g SPUETRM MO Huno) Jlify e I JmonEuSsa( ;08 mndiossq | monensisaq OPHI0])
[ERYI() "o < Seary o3eumea(] PSR AL apiyg PUERAAL JANERINY
JEUODIPSLNS H() RO *S'N) JO IAJBAL ‘ST () JO SIBBA4 SOUN SJUN IMN

S 9 JO SRIBA JOYIQ PUE SPUB[A JO UONEINUSP] Alsusumpag

9-b 3qEL




9661 ‘91 Aieruqag IS+ " OES\STH\ZLIBIEE\TTSTY

Aremqin
- - baow ~ - Puviv popoass o8 oppdy pormm. 38 viosd
o'l PaEleA Tenmod
(13D 11
Ayeman
¥ 00e) - Ceon I _ - - PRI 38 ——
o 0§ L g spoae Teraed
[1,800)
(¥ 006) - - " - - - frepau pocsemn ogsva (o]
w g Bmpnjer)) TAD
(¥ 00}
@ 05 - - 1 - - - Aremquy powreRIn foli o o
(¥ oot)
o 05 - - 1 1 - - ¥R PIOSI) DENTE (eFwepsony
FmpntD TMOD
(T 5 W 70 - - - - - - pood dand
- e 0'T) = 'O - - - - - spaod vy ¢ 90d0d
*§°[1 910 JO SIRIEM QIO Spuod uLreq SPUeTI M e Huno) Jl'ma g7y oy g SJIOnBRBIS JI05 wondiosg JUONEUBISA(] SAOPLIOD
PRI ue < sway afuurer(] PUETRM SupiH PURDOM FATEWIIY
JeuonpsLmf HO) FhmIng "§ULJ0 Ije M *§°[130 SI9TBM SN S§JUN MN
'S 9Y) JO SIJBAL Y PUE SPUBPIAL JO UOHEIYIRP] Arewiunpag
9 IqEL




9661 ‘91 Krenigag 5

"JOPHIOD €MD Weonlpe ur vonzod [rews sepnyauy AvENqIY,
*§0JBLLI1ES JOPILIOD T (] edelpe UY pepnjour L1eInquy paieloossy
FUC UGAN posr( 5376WTISS pUEaM JUaul a8 JOPLIoT (100 (0

TRl (g 10§ V Xipuaddy 01 I9J9y papuncl usdq 9AkY sJaquink] ~('08 $°Q) 'BY ZT'() €8 UMOYE [[@ 318 IS{[wwls pus (‘28 ¢'() "By
T'0 939 Yorgm swy Csdew §HGMY/TMN WOl ssjengs pasersuuuld 61v 9weIs puITap [vuonarpspnf ede ‘epuod uumy v Suipnjous ‘spuspam [N 1{¥ 151 OUBUSE-2582-18T0M Uodn poseq sojewneg
“89UN0Y) SjEyY pub UOLIE}Y Joy adepy Lwmydry [eisuen (LLHN UC SIOPLIGS ( (D) W (g JO uohwoo] 10j | eandlg ‘v xipusddy eag s

penusly udisa (LLHW 1od sv |

*sefoyus Tenuelod aav spusfiam Jagem-uado pue spurjam juafiewmyg

MO SHoY pup uoURY fo Lsamg nog SOUN woy uexe sydeiSojoyd [emen uo susdes eanvurmle JOpLIOs (I GO I

06 pesodoad yo vonsoo] 10§ T Wewiyosny ‘v Xipueddy oog ‘dwunon sjvy fo 15T spog UKL pue Kunosy WOLERY (5 1577 51105 dUPAE §,301AT0E UOHIEATISUOD) QINOTY JeJmen] Woly S[los SLUpAH
"fiuawgas Joplres (Y OE) W HEOOE 2AnEwE pasodord Joy sdepy Liojueau] puspey [euonBN ‘¢ e yceny ‘v xipueddy eag

13
L
"8IOPHI00 (Y OOE) I (g aansulaye pesodord Jo uoleso] Jof 9-7 NQINE eog
"SULIS} AJOJUAAU] PUBRO M, [suonsl Jo uoneleidiaul pus uoneuydxe J0f ¥ Xipusddy Jo ¢ 9JqEL, 03 Iy T
‘sdepy AemyBiy Hunop s|jey pue uoLB Jusurieds(] uonspodsueLy, pus Lvmydiq

Lnossiy pue ‘sdew puspem weaSord wIEy §OSY/SORN T9HUN0D S[[IY PUB UOLER JO LSAING [I0§ S0IAISE UOHEATIELOY S0Inossy [eimgep ‘sdejy Alojuaau] PUETIOM, [FUONEN SMISI] (99%IN0E

¥ OESA\STENCL TR D6\ TV SR g

W 006'T) ™ poE - - 1 T - - FAoaxy payoarsy Jdsry
W o6 = g1z - - 1 1 - - TG pIY001) oanTE @ 3D 1
- e D= g0 - - - - - spood e g oand
'S"0) A JO SINBAL JIPO Spuoq uLeg Spuepasm JEW Humoy Jmm gy myy g ¢ Juonsniisa(q Jog mogdirdsaq yroneudsag JOPLLIO)
EPYQ uo < $BAIY adEureL(] PURDAA wupiH puepag ANBWIANTY
JENoRIpsunl JO) [enuwnog 'S JC JABAL *S°1 )0 I SOUN SN IMN

9 9lqeL

z1'S1 3P JO SIWIBM ) PuB SPUB[IOA JO UONEIYNUIP] AreUrI[aly




drainage areas = 3.8 square kilometer (= 1.5 square niiles)" have been identified. Farm
ponds might be considered as jurisdictional waters of the U S , depending upon their current
use, location, and the presence or absence of assocmted ‘wetlands. A comparison of
estimated impacts among four 90 meter (300 ft) alternative corridors is provided in Table
4-7 of this Submittal (Corridors F, EF, D, and CW). Additional corridors may be assessed
for wetland impacts by summing the wetlands impacts for each segment of the corridor.

Appendix A of this Final EIS provides information based 'ﬂpdn the onsite Jurisdictional
Wetland Delineation of alternative 90 meter (300 foot) corridors by George Butler Associates
during July and September, 1995. This more detaﬂed report replaces- the preliminary
Comparative Assessment report submitted in the Draft EIS. Information in the Jurisdictional
Wetland Delineation report regarding the types and amounts of wetlands within alternative
corridors supersedes the preliminary information provided in this subsection.

This table presents the preliminary estimated total number and area of potentially
jurisdictional wetlands; total number of crossings of waters of the U.S. (such as rivers,
streams, and intermittent drainages, and impoundments); and total number and area of
potentially jurisdictional farm ponds per 90 meter (300 ft) corridor for each of four proposed
alternative corridors. These preliminary calculations represent the worst-case assumption
that all waters of the U.S. within the 90 meter (300 ft) corridor will be impacted by the

- proposed project. Other waters of the U.S. are tallied as number of crossings, to reflect the
manner in which regulated impacts are evaluated for Section 404 permitting. . This
comparison of alternative narrow corridors concurs with the 300 meter (1,000 ft) wide
corridors analysis. Alternative F (the westernmost narrow corridor) will potentially impact
the smallest area of waters of the U.S., and will require the least number of crossings of
waters of the U.S. (1 crossing). The type of permit available for this project will partially
determine the method of mitigation appropriate for impacts to wetlands. More detailed
information based upon the Onsite Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation is provided in
Appendix A of this Final EIS. |
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Table 4-7
Summary of Preliminary Wetlands and Waters of the U.S."

Alternative Alternative Corridor Potential Farm Potential Wetlands Potential Other
Corridor Segments Ponds® Waters of the U.8.? Total
Area/Crossings
number area number area number area or
length
F F2 North 11 2.0ha 2 0.4 ha 3 ponds 0.8 ha 3.2ha
Interchange/F2 (5.0 ac) (1.0 ac) 2.0 ac) (8.0 ac)
Corridor /F2 HWY 36 and
Interchange/Relocated 1 90 m 1 crossing
36-F/F1 Corridor/F1 drainage 300 f)
South Interchange
EF F2 North 10 2.4ha 2 2.7ha 2 ponds 0.6 ha 5.7 ha
Interchange/D4/D3/EF1 (6.0 ac) (6.8 ac) (1.5 ac) (14.0 ac)
Corridor/EF1 HWY 36 and
Interchange/F1 8 2,065 m 8 crossings
Corridor /F1 South deninages | (6,850 ff)
Interchange
D F2 North 17 3.2 ha 2 2.7 ha 2 ponds 0.2ha 6.1 ha
Interchange/D4/D3/D2 (8.0 ac) (6.8 ac) (0.5 ac) (15.3 ac)
Corridor/D2 HWY 36 and
Interchange/D1/F1 7 1,560 m 7 crossings
South Interchange drainages | (5,150 ft)
cwW CW3/CwW2 6 1.6 ha 6 7.2ha 2 ponds 0.4 ha 9.2ha
Corridot/CW2 HWY (4.0 ac) (18.0 ac) (1.0 ac) @3 ag)
36 and
' Interchange/Relocated 13 4,990 m 13 crossings
36-CW/CW1 drainages (12,125
ft)
L1 - —_ - 2 2.0ha - - 2.0ha
(5.0 ac) (5.0 ac)
90 m and
1 @00 f) 1 crossing
drainage
L2 - 2 0.6 ha - - 0.6 ha
(1.5 ac) (1.5 ac)
2 510 m and
drainages {1700 f) 2 crossings

! This tally of ares and crossinga represents preliminary estimates based upon information, and is presented as a "worst-case” estimate.
Refer to Appendix A for 90 meter (300 foot) corridor segment wetland estimates based upon Onsite Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation.

The July 1995 onsite wetland delineation may determine that some of many of these areas are not Crops jurisdictional waters of the U.S,
Actual right-of-way location may avoid some wetlands within the chosen corridor.
* Farm ponds might be jurisdictional waters, depending upon current use and COE interpretation.

? Potential waters of the U.S. includes all dreinages and impoundments (excluding farm ponds) listed in Table 4-8.
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4.8.2 Impacts on Wetlands Values

During the July, 1995 on-site jurisdictional wetland delineation of the proposed 90 meter
(300 ft) alternative corridors, wetland functions will be quantified using best professional
judgment of the wetlands specialist. Results will be documented and included in the final
wetland delineation report (Appendix A of this Final EIS).

4.8.3 Potential Secondary Impacts

Secondary wetland impacts include construction related temporary impacts, and long-term
secondary impacts which may continue for the life of the project. The primary temporary
secondary wetland impact consists of a potential temporary increase in water turbidity
downstream of project construction due to runoff. Turbidity will be minimized through use
of runoff controls such as strategic placement of silt fences or weed-free hay bales; best
management practices for spill control from construction equipment; and maintenance of
buffer areas where possible. Long term secondary impacts to wetlands include runoff from
highway surfaces. Runoff may potentially carry petroleum residues, salt, and other materials
into adjacent waters throughout the life of the project.

4.8.4 Mitigative Measures and Monitoring Plan

The mitigation policy set forth in Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands” provides
a sequence of mitigation options which must begin with the avoidance of adverse impacts to
wetlands, followed by minimization of unavoidable impacts. Only after these two options
have been fully implemented may creation/enhancement/restoration be used as the final
method by which a project may mitigate the loss of wetlands.

This ongoing process is currently being implemented with the assessment of alternative 90
meter (300 ft) wide corridors, to determine which of these alternatives will cause the least
amount of impacts to wetlands functions and values (Section 4.8.1 of this Submittal).
Depending upon the amount of unavoidable wetlands impacts and the type of permit required
by the COE for dredge and fill activities in waters of the U.S., additional mitigation may not
be required. If additional mitigation is necessary in the form of creation/enhancement/

restoration, a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be prepared as part of the Section 404
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permit application.

Executive Order 11990 requires federal agencies to "avoid adverse impacts associated with
the destruction or modification of wetlands.. wherever there is a practicable alternative."”
Based upon both the preliminary comparative wetland assessment and the final jurisdictional
wetland delineation of proposed alternative corridors, Alternative F contains the least amount
of wetlands and the fewest number of crossings of water of the U.S. Therefore, Alternative
F is the most practicable alternative with the least possible adverse impacts associated with
the destruction or modifications of wetlands.

4.9 WATER BODY MODIFICATION AND WILDLIFE IMPACTS

There will be minimal modifications to stream channels and none to other water bodies.
Modifications will be done only as required for crossings. No relocations, impoundments,
or channe] deepening is anticipated. None of the streams impacted by the alternatives are
used for recreation or water supply. Impacts to fish and aquatic wildlife are judged to be
negligible based on FHWA criteria (see Section 4.7.1.).

Wildlife often travels along wooded stream channels, hence highway impacts to wildlife often
occur at or near stream crossings that interrupt normal travel patterns. Bridge crossings that
allow for free travel represent less impact than structures that do not allow for travel.
Alternative F will have the least impacts on wildlife travel patterns because it lies almost
entirely along the tops of ridges and has only one stream crossing (a bridge). Alternative
CW will have the largest impact on streams.

4.10 FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS

4,10.1 Regulations

In 1968, the U.S. Congress passed the National Flood Insurance Act, which created the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The NFIP was designed to reduce future flood

losses through local floodplain management and to provide protection for property owners
against potential losses through flood insurance.
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As part of the agreement for making flood insurance available in a community, the NFIP
requires the participating community to adopt floodplain management ordinances containing
certain minimum requirements intended to reduce future flood losses. The community is also
responsible for submitting data to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
reflecting revised flood hazard information so that NFIP maps can be revised as appropriate.
This will allow risk premium rates and floodplain management requirements to be based on
current data.

Marion and Ralls Counties both participate in the NFIP and have a Floodplain Ordinance in
effect. Development or expansion in the floodplain needs to comply with their respective
ordinances. Under the ordinance, the County Engineer is the enforcement/management
officer for the floodplain in Marion County, while the County Superintendent is the
authorized official in Ralls County. Both Counties have a Floodplain Development Permit
application, which must also be completed. This project is compatible with floodplain
management in these counties.

Floodplains are those with a designated 100-year floodplain that are mapped on National
Flood Insurance Rate Maps or Flood Hazard Boundary Maps by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). No regulatory floodways have been designated on the
FHBM. The floodway is the channel of a stream plus any adjacent floodplain areas that
must be kept free of encroachment so that the 100-year flood can be carried without
increases in the flood heights of more than one foot. Encroachment shall mean an action
' within the Timits of the base floodplain. The base floodplain is the area subject to flooding
by the base flood, which is a flood having a 1-percent chance of being exceeded in any given
year. Encroachment of the alignment on these designated floodplains requires a formal
response under Executive Order 11988: Flood Plain Management. This Executive Order
11988 regarding floodplain management requires that federal agencies evaluate any agency
activities on proposed floodplains. The agency should provide leadership in reducing the risk
of flood loss; minimizing impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and
restoring and preserving the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. The agency is
required to (1) evaluate potential impacts of the proposed action on floodplains, (2) consider
flood hazards and floodplain management in design, (3) modify designs to the extent
practicable to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain, and (4) prepare and
circulate a notice containing an explanation of why the proposed action is to be located in
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a floodplain.

The Highway 61 route alternatives shall also follow the requirements for Location and
Hydraulic Design of Encroachment on Floodplains as described in 23 CFR 650, Subpart A.

4.10.2 Location and Areas Impacted

The Highway 61 route altermatives include a total of twelve possible floodplain
encroachments. These involve encroachments on floodplains of Bear Creek, Little Bear
Creek, and Crooked Creek and are illustrated in Exhibit 4-7. Flood Hazard Boundary Maps
(FHBM) published by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for the
Federal Insurance Administration in 1977 & 1980 for Marion and Ralls counties were used
to determine the floodplain areas along the alternative routes. There are three potential
floodplains that the alternatives for Highway 61 span that are identified as Zone A Flood
Hazard Areas on the FHBM. The zone designation used by the Flood Insurance
Administration explains that a Zone A is an area of 100-year flood, where base flood
elevations and flood hazard factors are not determined.

. The Zone A streams and tributaries along the routes include the Bear Creck, Little Bear
~ Creck, and Crooked Creek. An earthfill dam (Bear Creek Reservoir) with gated outlets is
situated on Bear Creek just outside the southwest corporate limits of Hannibal, Missouri to
the north of Route HH. This was completed in 1961 by the COE for the purpose of
retaining the 100-year flood along Bear Creek. Bear Creek and its tributaries are the
principal sources of flooding within this area, which is caused chiefly by short, intense
thunderstorms producing heavy runoff. Flooding along these streams is aggravated by the
presence of numerous highway and railroad bridges, which create a potential for debris
blockage and floodwater backup. |

4.10.3 Impacts on Floodplains

The placement of the relocated Highway 61 within floodplains is unavoidable. The Bear
Creek floodplain extends far to the west outside the study area; going around it would not
be practical. The least impacting location possible within the study area is the Alternative F

alignment, which follows the ridge tops and crosses Bear Creek at nearly a right angle, in
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Table 4-8
Floodplain Crossings
Location of
Crossing Length of
Section/Township/ Floodplain
Route ID# Stream Name Range Crossing
F F-1 Bear Creck S$19&24/TSTN/R6W 366 m
Marion Co. (1,200 ft.)
Link Link Crooked Creek S10/TS6N/RSW 152 m (500 ft.)
#2 #2-1 Ralls Co. (SW On Ramp)
Link Link Crooked Creek S3/TS6N/RSW 122 m (400 ft.)
#2 #2-2 Ralls Co. (NW Off Ramp)
Link Link Crooked Creek S3/TS6N/RSW 366 m (1,200 ft.)
#2 #2-3 Ralls Co.
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disturbed while constructing embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No significant
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway encroachments
or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one foot.

- Stream Crossing CW-4 crosses the Bear Creek Zone A floodplain along the proposed
route, from approximately 610 m (2,000 feet) northwest of Highway 36 to the
Centerville Road, the route runs longitudinal to and transverses approximately 1829
m (6,000 feet) of the floodplain. (Sect. 28 & 33, TS7N, R5W)-Marion County.
There will be fill added to the floodplain for road embankments. Preliminary wetland
identification indicates a small amount of potentially jurisdictional shrubbery and
herbaceous wetlands within or adjacent to this area. There will be grading and
regrading within the floodplain during compaction of highway road surface. The
drainageway will be disturbed while constructing embankment and/or bridge in the
floodplain. There will be a longitudinal encroachment of floodplain where the
highway runs parallel to the floodplains opposed to transversing. No significant
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one
foot.

- There will also be a stream crossing on the portion of Highway 36 that would be
relocated for Alternative CW (referred to as "relocated 36-CW).  Stream
Crossingrelocated 36-CW crosses the Bear Creck Zone A  floodplain from
approximately 366 m (1,200 feet) northwest of existing Highway 36, the route
traverses approximately 518 m (1,700 feet) of the floodplain. (Sect. 28 & 29, T57N,
R5W)-Marion County.

There appears to be some influence on the Bear Creek, Little Bear Creek, and Crooked
Creek Zone A floodplains from the Bear Creek reservoir to the north of Route HH near
Paris Road.

*  Alternative D

- Stream Crossing D-1 transverses 24 m (80 feet) of Crooked Creek Zone A floodplain,
south of Route HH (proposed southeast ramp to Route HH intersection). (Sect. 10,
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T56N, R5W)-Ralls County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road
embankments. Preliminary wetland identification indicates several isolated wetlands,
including potentially jurisdictional farm ponds, in this area. There will be grading
and regrading within the floodplain during compaction of highway road surface. The
drainageway will be disturbed while constructing embankment and/or bridge in the
floodplain. No significant encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed
without floodway encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with

surcharges less than one foot.

Stream Crossing D-2 transverses approximately 46 m (150 feet) and 91 m (300 feet)
of Crooked Creek Zone A floodplain, north of Route HH (proposed northeast ramp
to Route HH intersection). (Sect. 3, T56N, RSW)-Ralls County. There will be fill
added to the floodplain for road embankments. Preliminary wetland identification
indicates several isolated wetlands, including potentially jurisdictional farm ponds, in
this area. There will be grading and regrading within the floodplain during
compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while
constructing embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No significant
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one
foot.

Stream Crossing D-3 transverses approximately 701 m (2,300 feet) of Bear Creek
Zone A floodplain north of West Ely Road. (Sect. 19 & 20, T57N, R5W)-Marion
County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road embankments,
Preliminary wetland identification indicates that no jurisdictional wetlands are likely
to occur at this site. There will be grading and regrading within the floodplain during
compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one
foot.

Alternative EF

- Stream Crossing EE-1 transverses approximately 701 m (2,300 féet) of Bear Creek
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Zone A floodplain north of West Ely Road. (Sect. 19 & 20, TS7N, R5W)-Marion
County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road embankments,
Preliminary wetland identification indicates that no jurisdictional wetlands are likely
to occur at this site. There will be grading and regarding within the floodplain during
compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while
constructing embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No significant
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one
foot.

e Alternative F

- Stream Crossing F-1 transverses approximately 366 m (1,200 feet) of the Bear Creck
Zone A floodplain approximately 2 km (1 1/4 miles) south of the existing U.S.
Highway 61 and Route F intersection. (Sect. 19 & 24, T57N, R6W)-Marion County.

_ ‘There will be fill added to the floodplain for road embankments. Preliminary wetland
identification indicates several isolated wetlands, including potentially jurisdictional
farm ponds, in this area. There will be grading and regrading within the floodplain
d;jring compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while
constrhcting embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No significant
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one
foot.

. I.ink_#l transverses no Zone A floodplains.
R b

- Stream Crossing Link #2-1 transverses approximately 152 m (500 feet) of Crooked
Creek Zone A floodplain, south of Route HH (proposed southwest ramp to Route HH
intersection). (Sect. 10, T56N, R5W)-Ralls County. There will be fill added to the
floodplain for road embankments. There will be grading and regarding within the
floodplain during compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be
disturbed while constructing embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No
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significant encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway

encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one

foot.

Stream Crossing Link #2-2 transverses approximately 122 m (400 feet) of Crooked
Creek Zone A floodplain, north of Route HH (proposed northwest ramp to Route
HH intersection). (Sect. 3, T5S6N, R5W)-Ralls County. There will be fill added to
the floodplain for road embankments. Preliminary wetland identification indicates
several isolated wetlands, including potentially jurisdictional farm ponds, in this area.
There will be grading and regrading within the floodplain during compaction of
highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while constructing
embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain, No significant encroachment since the
creek crossings shall be designed without floodway encroachments or with offsetting
hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one foot.

Stream Crossing Link #2-3 transverses approximately 366 m (1,200 feet) of the
Crooked Creek Zone A floodplain, 366 m (1,200 feet) north of Route HH. (Sect. 3,
T56N, RSW)-Ralls County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road
embankments. Preliminary wetland identification indicates several isolated wetlands,
including potentially jurisdictional farm ponds, in this area. There will be grading
and regrading within the floodplain during compaction of highway road surface. The
drainageway will be disturbed while constructing embankment and/or bridge in the
floodplain. No significant encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed
without floodway encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with
surcharges less than one foot.

¢ Relocated U.S. Highway 36-CW.

Stream Crossing relocated 36-CW transverses the Bear Creek Zone A floodplain from
approximately 366 m (1,200 feet) northwest of the existing U.S. Highway 36, the
route transverses approximately 518 m (1,700 feet) of the floodplain. (Sect. 28 & 29,
T57N, R5W)-Marion County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road
embankments. Several potentially jurisdictional farm ponds are located in this area.
There will be grading and regrading within the floodplain during compaction of
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highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while constructing
embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No significant encroachment since the
creek crossings shall be designed without floodway encroachments or with offsetting

hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one foot.

* Relocated U.S. Highway 36-F transverses no Zone A floodplains.

4.10.4 Measures to Minimize Impacts

The level of risk or environmental impact, for the alternate routes which encroach on base
floodplains or would support base floodplain development is as follows:

a. The flooding risks - There shall be no additional backwater (surcharge) on any

insurable structures.

b. The impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values - There shall be minimal
impacts and only at crossing. (No paving of channel should be needed and a scour
analysis should be performed). The minimal impacts upon natural and beneficial

floodplain values would be as follows:
Impact

* Floodplain filling

¢  Wetland disturbance

* Grading

Measure to Minimize Impact

* Reduce filling in floodplain by
minimizing road embankments for
bridge.

* Minimize wetland impacts by reducing
construction disturbances as much as
practicable

* Minimize grading and regrading to
minimize soil compaction
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* Drainageway e Where possible, preserve the natural
drainage when constructing bridges in
the floodplain. Otherwise, minimize
channel relocations, restrict high
velocity flows, and practice good
erosion control measures

* Longitudinal encroachments * Try to transverse floodplain at 90
degree angle when possible

c. The support of probable incompatible floodplain development (i.e., any development
that is not consistent with a community’s floodplain development plan)- All floodplain
development work shall comply with Federal, State, and local governmental
regulations. The project could encourage incompatible floodplain development as a
secondary impact, but only within NFIP criteria would this development occur and
typically only at intersections such as those found in stream crossings CW-4, D-1, D-
2, Link #2-1, and Link #2-2. These intersections may encourage homes and
businesses to be located near the floodplain.

d. The encroachments shall be done in accordance to NFIP regulations and 44 CFR
Chapter 1, Parts 60, 65, and 72. In addition, a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR)
shall be obtained from FEMA for any changes to their mapping including new roads,
new hydrologic/hydraulic calculations, or changes to the floodplain/floodway limits
and elevations.

e. The measures to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial floodplain values -The
crossings shall minimize encroachments and stabilize scour potential at piers and
abutments, while avoiding increases in velocity were possible.

Since there is no detailed study in a Zone A with the existing/effective hydraulic conditions,
this analysis must be prepared in order to compare with the proposed conditions with the new
alignment. Submissions to FEMA for revisions to effective Flood Insurance Studies (FISs)
by individual and community requestors will require performance of hydrologic/hydraulic
studies and the signing of application/certification forms. The request will be prepared by
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the Missouri Highway and Transportation Department (MHTD) and then submitted to FEMA
by the community. These forms will provide FEMA with assurance that all pertinent data
relating to the revision is included in the submittal. They will also assure that: (a) the data
and methodology are based on current conditions; (b) qualified professionals have assembled
data and performed all necessary computations; and (c) all individuals and organizations
impacted by proposed changes are aware of the changes and will have an opportunity to
comment on them. Request must be submitted to FEMA by the community in accordance
with the NFIP regulations published under Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
Chapter 1, Part 65.

Temporary obstructions of floodplains will be minimized by specifying the construction
sequence in order to minimize the time, length, and height of obstructions within the
floodplain.

4.11 THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The Indiana bat habitat survey conducted for this project is described in detail in Appendix
B, and summarized in this section. The habitat survey methodology was developed and
modified in cooperation with the volunteer, interagency, multidisciplinary, Indiana bat
recovery team, :

The wooded areas adjacent to perennial streams in the project area provide generally better
roosting habitat than wooded areas away from streams because of the greater availability of
water and the higher density of potential roost trees. The most suitable areas occur along
Alternative CW, associated with Bear Creek. Areas of Alternative D associated with Bear
Creek and Crooked Creek probably provide qualitatively the next best habitat area.
Compared to Alternatives CW and D, Alternative EF has little wooded area associated with
streams; and Alternative F, which is primarily on the ridge tops, has even less. Alternative
F, then, would have the least impact on the better quality potential habitat areas.

Nearly all the wooded areas in the corridor were judged to be suitable or marginally suitable
as summer roosting and foraging habitat for the Indiana bat. Considered this way,
Alternative CW would have the greatest 'negative impact with 33 wooded hectares (82 acres)
required, followed by Alterative D (21 wooded hectares [53 acres]), then Alternative EF
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with 18 wooded hectares (45 acres). Alternative F would have the least impact, with only
12 hectares (29 acres) of wooded land required. USFWS approved restrictions on tree
clearing will be used to ensure no jeopardy to potential populations.

During the habitat survey, a bachelor (only males) colony of approximately 90 Indiana bats
and 300 Little Brown bats (Myofis lucifugus), a non-endangered species, was found in an
abandoned room-and-pillar known locally as "Bear Cave." No females were observed in the
quarry. None of the build alternatives would impact this quarry.

4.12 HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION
4.12.1 Archeological Resources

There are two Archaeological Survey of Missouri (ASM) recorded archeology sites located
within alternative alignments proposed for this project. Site 23MA164 is a small, low
density lithic scatter located in Section 28, T57N, R5W. This site is located within the
proposed interchange of US 36 and alternative CW. Should this route be chosen, the site
would be impacted. However, based on a limited site visit by the cultural resource
investigator, the site does not appear to be potentially significant. Site 23MA164 was
reportedly Phase II tested by MHTD for the U.S. Route 36 project. According to MHTD,
the results suggest the site is not eligible to the National Register of Historical Places
(NRHP). The report for this work is still being written, but reportedly MHTD’s
recommendation to MDNR will be: No further work is needed; site is not NRHP-cligible.

Site 23RA128 is recorded as an “Archaic site - Hannibal Complex type site.” This site is
located in Section 4, T56N, RSW and lies within the proposed alternative alignment D.
Should this alignment be chosen, the site would be impacted. Based on a limited site visit
by the cultural resource investigator, the site appears to be potentially significant and
warrants further investigation. It is presumed MDNR-HPP would require a Phase II
investigation to determine significance relative to NRHP eligibility prior to issuance of the
final EIS if Alternative D is selected. A Phase I archaeological survey has been conducted
on the preferred alternative. Two light density prehistoric lithic scatters and one mixed
component (prehistoric debitage-historic debris) site were discovered. All three sites have
been adversely impacted by agricultural terrace construction and/or prior road construction.
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The principal investigator has determined the potential for undisturbed buried cultural
remains is minimal at the three sites and recommends that project activities be permitted to
commence. The Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has issued a notice
of concurrence that none of the three sites are eligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). The MDNR letter of concurrence is included in Appendix E.
The Phase I Report is located in Appendix C.

4.12.2  Architectural Resources

A total of eleven primary structures have been identified within the alteriative alignments
proposed for this project, which appear to be 50 or more years old. There is only one
structure within the study area that is listed in the NRHP. The Landis House is located 760
meters (2,500 feet) southeast of the Highway 61/24 interchange, as shown in Exhibit 4-4.
In addition, eleven structures which appear to be 50 or more years old have been identified
within the proposed alternative project alignments. It is the recommendation of the cultural
resource investigator that all of the identified structures lack significance and do not warrant
NRHP listing. MDNR has reviewed the submitted Architectural/Historic Inventory Survey
forms and has issued a Cultural Resources Assessment, with the determination that none of
the structures are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The determination is included in
Appendix E. Certain primary structure listed below and/or associated outbuildings would
be impacted by construction activities associated with the different alternatives as noted.
Locations of these structures are shown in Exhibit 4-8.

* RR3 Box 193, New London, 63459. T56N, R5W, Section 23. Mid-1920s salt box
house and associated outbuildings. Located within alternative alignment F-EF-D.

¢ T56N, R5W, Section 14. New London rural location. 1940s pumphouse and
associated outbuildings. Located within alternative alignment F-EF-D,

* RR3 Box 131, New London, 63459. T56N, R5W, Section 9. 1930s farm residence
and associated outbuildings. Located within alternative alignment F-EF.

* RRI Box 205, Hannibal, 63401. T56N, R5W, Section 8. 1940s-1950s barn.
Located within alternative alignment F-EF.
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the upper portion of the drainage. Lengths of floodplain crossings by each of the build
alternatives is summarized in Table 4-8. Location of NFIP stream crossings for each

alternative are as described below:

s  Alternative CW

- Stream Crossing CW-1 crosses approximately 24 m (80 feet) of the Bear Creek Zone
A floodplain 610 m (2,000 feet) south of Route HH. (Sect. 11, T56N, R5W)-Ralls
County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road embankments.
Preliminary wetland identification indicates that no jurisdictional wetlands are likely
to occur at this site. There will be grading and regrading within the floodplain during
compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be disturbed while
constructing embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain.  No significant
encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one

foot.

_  Stream Crossing CW-2 transverses approximately 61 m (200 feet) of the Crooked
Creek Zone A floodplain, approximately 488 m (1,600 feet) southeast of Paris Road.
(Sect. 11, T56N, R5W)-Ralls County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for
road embankments. Preliminary wetland identification indicates that no jurisdictional
wetlands are likely occur at this site. There will be grading and regrading within the
floodplain during compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be
disturbed while constructing embankment and/or bridge in the floodplain. No
significant encroachment since the creek crossings shall be designed without floodway
encroachments or with offsetting hydraulic improvement with surcharges less than one

foot.

- Stream Crossing CW-3 The Little Bear Creek floodplain is traversed by
approximately 152 m (500 feet) of the route, south of the Centerville Road. (Sect.
33, TS7N, RSW)-Marion County. There will be fill added to the floodplain for road
embankments. Preliminary wetland identification indicates that no jurisdictional
wetlands are likely occur at this site. There will be grading and regrading within the
floodplain during compaction of highway road surface. The drainageway will be
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Table 4-8
Floodplain Crossings
Location of
‘Crossing Length of
Section/Township/ Floodplain
Route ID# Stream Name Range Crossing
Ccw CW-1 | Trib. to Bear Creek S11/T56N/RSW 24 m
Ralls Co. (80 ft.)
Cw CW-2 Crooked Creek S3/T56N/RSW 61 m
Ralls Co. (200 ft.)
Cw CwW-3 Little Bear Creek S33/TSTN/RSW 152 m
Marion Co. (500 ft.)
cw Cw-4 Bear Creek S28&33/TSTN/RSW 1,829 m
Marion Co. (6,000 ft.)
Reloc. 36- Bear Creek S28&29/TSTN/RSW 518 m
36- Cw Marion Co. (1,700 ft.)
Cw
D D-1 Crooked Creek S10/T56N/RSW 24 m (80 ft.)
Ralls Co. (SE Off Ramp)
D D-2 Crooked Creek S3/T56N/RSW 91 m (300 ft.)
Ralls Co. (NE On Ramp)
D& D-3 Bear Creek S19&20/T5TN/RSW 701 m
EF & Marion Co. (2,300 ft.)
EF-1
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* RR2 US 36, Palmyra. T57N, R5W, Section 31. Barn, date not recorded. Located
within alternative alignment F.

* RRI Hwy 61, Palmyra. T57N, R6W, Scction 12. 1880s house with outbuildings.
Located within alternative alignment F-EF-D.

e RR3 Box 165, Hannibal. T56N, R5W, Section 4. 1920s farmhouse with
outbuildings. Located within alternative alignment D.

e RR1 Box 222, Hamnibal. T57N, RS5W, Section 32. 1940s residence with
outbuildings. Located within alternative alignment D (Highway 36 interchange).

e RRI1 Hannibal. TS6N, R5W, Section 11. 1940s residence. Located within
alternative alignment CW.

e TS56N, RSW, Section 10. Hannibal rural location. 1940s house with outbuilding.
Located within alternative alignment CW.

¢ RR1 Box 282A, Hannibal. T56N, RSW, Section 10. House, date not recorded.
Located within the proposed Link 2 connecting alternative alignments CW and D.

In addition to the above structures, the Landis House, an NRHP structure, is located in
between Alternatives D/EF and CW (T57N, R5W, Section 18). The construction activities
associated with alternative alignment D and EF would impact the current driveway entrance
to the historic structure, situated approximately 460 meters (1,500 feet) east of the driveway
entrance. Construction activities are not expected to impact the integrity of the historic
structure or aesthetically harm the property. Since only the house and three acres
surrounding the house are on the NRHP, construction would not impact the site, and would
not constitute a 4(f) impact.

4.12.3 Historical Bridges

MHTD has completed a Service Rating for Bridges for both Ralls and Marion Counties.
The survey lists the bridges by name and includes information pertaining to type, span, age,
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stream crossing, and construction firm. There are no recorded bridges within or adjacent
to the proposed preferred or alternative project alignments.

4.12.4 Historical Resources

Based on the assumption that the defunct Hannibal and St. Joseph Railroad alignment
warrants recordation as a significant linear resource, it would be impacted primarily by
proposed project alternative alignment CW and its interchange with US 36, In addition,
project construction associated with alternative alignment F would also impact the railroad
alignment. o

Other sites that may warrant recordation as historical sites include numerous cemeteries in
the project area, although it does not appear that any readily identifiable cemeteries or grave
plots are located within or adjacent to any of the proposed project alignments. Should any
burials be encountered by project activities, the cultural resource investigator will coordinate
with MDNR-HPP as to how to proceed. Such cemeteries may be potentially significant
relative to NRHP eligibility criteria.

4.13 HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

All sites of concern for potential hazardous waste were identified in preliminary
investigations and were avoided by the build alternatives. All alternative locations were
evaluated as much as possible by access from public roadways. Observations were made of
some residences and farms within the alternative alignments. In several cases, solid wastes
such as construction debris, used tires and old equipment - probably from farm-related
activities, and residential waste such as appliances were observed on some properties. In
general, the wastes observed appeared to have originated from the property owner. Missouri
law does not forbid a property owner to dispose of his own waste on his own property,
unless it represents a public nuisance or health hazard. There were also some small above-
ground fuel storage tanks'observed, which are very common on farms.

No potential hazardous waste sites were observed within the limits of the new right-of-way
identified. Detailed investigations of private properties were not done. If any solid wastes

or unexpected hazardous wastes are generated during construction, they will be handled in
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accordance with applicable state and federal laws and regulations.

4.14 VISUAL IMPACTS

Views from all alternatives will primarily be of farmland, with gently rolling hills. Some
relatively isolated and rural areas will be visually impacted by all the alternatives.
Alternatives D/EF will be visible from the Landis House, which is on the National Register
of Historic Places. The Landis House sites on top of a gentle rise, about 300 meters (1,000
feet) to the northeast of Alternatives D/EF.

The rural community of Withers Mill, now served by two light-duty county roads, will be
visually impacted by Altemative CW, which would pass just to the northeast of the
community. The residential area along Marion Route 426 will be visually impacted by
Alternative D/EF (Exhibit 4-3). Alternative F will have the least visual impact on the rural

residents of the area.
4.15 MATERIALS AND ENERGY REQUIREMENTS

Construction of any of the build alternatives would require the use of a large amount of
construction material and petroleum products. Some of the construction materials, such as
earthen fill, are theoretically recoverable; however, from a standpoint of economic
practicality, all construction materials and petroleum products used during this construction
represent an expended resource. Fortunately, construction materials are not considered
scarce or depletable resources either at the local or national level. Petroleum products, on
the other hand, are a depletable and nonrenewable resource for which there is a national
concern. The construction of the proposed highway would represent long-term utilization
of petroleum resources in the form of gasoline and diesel fuel. However, high-speed,
uninterrupted, vehicular traffic as provided for by the proposed highway would readily
reduce low speed, stop-and-go travel on the existing Route 61 through Hannibal. In
addition, the proposed highway responds to an identified need for regional transportation
service through the corridor and, when compared to an equivalent amount of travel on the
existing route, the proposed route would provide a savings in fuel consumption.

Section 1.6 summarizes the analysis that was performed to compare design year fuel
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consumption for the build alternative with the no-build alternative. The resulting estimates
for daily fuel consumption are as follows:

* Existing conditions: 30,700 liters/day (8,120 gallons/day)
* Design year, no-build alternative: 485,000 liters/day (128,150 gallons/day)
* Design year, with relocation: 67,900 liters/day (17,930 gallons/day).

The breakdown for the design year with relocation is as follows: 32,700 liters/day (8,640
gallons/day) for the relocated route, and 35,000 liters/day (9,290 gallons/day) for the
existing Route 61. Fuel consumption for all build alternatives would be similar. The
analysis shows that, given the MHTD traffic projections, design year fuel consumption for
the no-build alternative is about seven times that of any of the build alternatives.

4.16 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

4.16.1 Noise

Construction will generate some noise impacts, primarily to those receptors identified in
Exhibit . The area most affected would probably be the residential area and church south
of the Alternatives D/Route 36 interchange. Because of the low density of noise-sensitive

receptors, construction noise impacts would be least on Alternative F.

Impacts will be reduced because construction activities are planned only for normal weekday
work hours.

4.16.2 Air
Construction can create nuisance dust in residential areas and other areas where people

gather, such as the Comerstone Baptist Church. Mitigation consists of implementing
standard dust control measures such as spraying water,
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4.16.3 Water

Potential construction impacts on surface water resources are increased sedimentation and
turbidity, and pollutants such as oil and grease. All contractors will be required to follow
the provisions of MHTD’s general stormwater permit.

4.16.4 Traffic Congestion and Detours

Since all the alternatives are new construction, interference with traffic will occur only at the
north and south termini and at the Route 36 interchange. Detours will niot be necessary,
except for temporary lane relocations during construction of these interchanges.

4.17 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN’S
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The short-term uses of the environment would generally be those associated with construction
of the highway. Consequently, short term environmental impacts would include air pollution
resulting from emissions and dust from construction equipment and smoke from the open
burning of debris. Construction equipment would also temporarily increase noise levels in
the area. The removal of ground cover during construction activities would increase erosion,
but it will be minimized by implementing erosion control techniques.

The most evident long-term benefit of the construction of the relocated Route 61 would be
~ improved local and regional accessibility and reduced traffic congestion on existing area
roads. Increased travel speed will save motorists time and lower vehicle operating costs.
In addition, reduced traffic congestion and the removal of a large amount of traffic from
non-limited access roadways will reduce the potential for accidents.

Long-term economic benefits resulting from the construction of the relocated Route 61 would
include increased tax revenues and employment. The gradual loss of tax revenue to the City
of Hannibal from through traffic being routed outside of town will probably be offset overall
by increased tax revenues from new or relocated businesses on the relocated route. The
improved access resulting from the construction of the relocated Route 61 is expected to
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stimulate economic growth by expanding market areas and making the area more attractive
to new development. New and expanded businesses will create new employment
opportunities.

4.183 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources are impacts resulting from
construction of the relocated Route 61 which can neither be mitigated or replaced in the
future. Impacts of this nature include the following:

* The commitment of land to the right-of-way ranging from approximately 196 to 282
hectares (484 to 698 acres). Although the land required for the construction of the
project could be converted to another use in the future if it is determined that the road
is no longer needed, there is presently no reason to believe that any conversion would
be desirable or necessary.

* The removal of agricultural land from production or from potential future production.
The amount of farmland that will be taken ranges from about 151 to 249 hectares
(373 to 618 acres). Prime farmland requirements range from about 74 to 226
hectares (184 to 558 acres).

* Large amounts of natural resources such as fossil fuels, aggregate cement, asphalt,
sand, and steel will be required for construction of the highway. These materials are
generally not retrievable. However, these materials are not in short supply and their
use in this project will not adversely impact their future availability.

* State and federal funds and labor used to build the relocated Route 61 represent an
irretrievable monetary commitment. However, the long-term economic and traffic
benefits expected to result from the project will outweigh this initial investment.

4.19 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

It will be possible to reduce or prevent some adverse impacts associated with the construction
of the relocated Route 61. However, there are certain impacts which cannot be avoided.
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Unavoidable adverse impacts resulting from the project include:

Increased noise levels for some receptors.
¢ Some visual impacts that will be considered adverse by some residents.
¢ Loss of agricultural land and disruption to farms.

¢ Alteration of various wildlife habitats. The highway will also present a barrier to
wildlife movement and will probably result in increased road kills. -

4.20 SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
4.20.1 Definitions

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA define
cumulative impacts and direct and indirect effects, and require consideration of all of them
(40 CFR 1502.16, 1508.7, and 1508.8). Direct effects are defined as those "which are
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place” and indirect effects are those
"which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are
still reasonably foreseeable" (40 CFR 1508.8). Indirect effects are also referred to as
secondary effects.

A “cumulative impact” is defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such action” (40 CFR 1508.7).

4.20.2 Secondary or Indirect Impacts
The EIS does include consideration of secondary or indirect impacts, although they are not

specifically identified as such. The following summarizes the discussion of indirect effects
in the EIS.
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Section 4.1.2 Land Use Changes as a Result of the Project. This section points out the
current trend of economic and population contraction in the project area. (Population
projections by the University of Missouri Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis show
a steady population decline for the Marion/Ralls County area through 2020). Section 4.1.2
discusses the limited potential for new development (the major source of indirect impacts for
this highway project), and the most likely areas for it to occur. Because the project is
planned as a freeway with no outer roads, any new resulting development is likely to occur
at interchanges. Reasonably foresceable development would probably include service
stations, restaurants, and possibly motels, resulting in the loss of several more hectares
(acres) of prime farmland. This development is also dependent on other infrastructure being
available. There are no floodplains, wetlands, or other identified sensitive areas in the
immediate vicinity of the accessible interchanges.

Section 4.4.1 Regional and Local Economy. This section discusses the potential indirect
effects of the project on the regional and local economy.

Section 4.4.2 Impacts on Existing Route 61 Businesses. This section discusses the impacts

on local service stations, restaurants, and motels on existing Route 61, based on the worst- -
case scenario of these establishments eventually losing all their business from through traffic

to new businesses that would become established on the relocated route, or to other

businesses on Route 61 elsewhere. The impact on tax revenue for the City of Hannibal for

this worst-case scenario is also discussed.

Section 4.5.2 Microscale Concerns. This section discusses carbon monoxide (air quality)
impacts not only for year-of-construction traffic, but also for traffic in the 20th year

following construction.

Section 4.7.1 Surface Water Impacts. This section discusses surface water impacts for year-
of-construction traffic and for traffic in the 20th year following construction (design year).

Section 4.8.3 Potential Secondary Impacts. This section discusses potential secondary
impacts on wetlands.
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4.20.3 Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative impact on prime farmland results from the project and past, present and
planned development in the area, especially along Route 36. In addition, MHTD is planning
improvements on Route 36 within the study area and to the west of the study area.
Improvements proposed on the 14.9 km (9.3 mile) section of Route 36 east of Route 24 will
require 46 hectares (115 acres) of prime farmland. (The Finding of No Significant Impact
for that project was signed on November 24, 1993). About 10 km (6 miles) of these
improvements are within the study area for the Route 61 project. Farmland requirements
for the proposed Route 61/36 interchange, as well as the associated route changes on Route
36, were taken into account in the evaluation for the current project. Improvements
proposed on the 18.5 km (11.5 mile) section of Route 36 west of Route 24 will require
approximately 144 hectares (353 acres).

The proposed improvements on Route 36 within the project area may result in some
additional impact on water quality due to runoff from increased traffic. Traffic will be
highest at the Route 61/36 interchange, with design year average daily traffic (ADT)
projections for Route 61 of 18,550 vehicles per day and 5,200 vehicles per day for Route
36. The combined projected traffic for both routes of 23,750 vehicles per day is still well
below the FHWA guidance threshold for evaluation of adverse impacts (30,000 ADT). For
all alternatives, this interchange is in the Bear Creek drainage, as will be most of the
relocated Route 61; Route 36 in the project area is also in the Bear Creek drainage.

The improvements on Route 36 within the study area have no wetland impacts, and therefore
do not contribute to cumulative wetland loss. Other development in the area may impact
wetlands.

Cumulative impacts can result from increased traffic within the project area due to
improvements on the route outside the project area. Upgrading Route 61 from north of
Hannibal south to I-70 near St. Louis will likely result in an increase in traffic beyond that
which would result solely from improvements in the project area only. Traffic projections
for the project account for this incremental increase without specifically identifying it. (The
overall improvements are just ome factor taken imto account in making the traffic
projections.) Since the evaluation of environmental impacts is based on these traffic
projections, it implicitly includes the cumulative impact caused by the incremental increase
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in traffic due to improvements outside the project area.

There can be cumulative impacts on housing availability when two or more events that result
in relocation occur during the same time period, such as a major flood and a new highway.
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The Honorable Christopher S. Bond
United States Senate

293 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
202/224-3121

The Honorable Harold Volkmer
U.S. Representative

317 Lafayette Street
Washington, Missouri 63090
573/239-4001

State

Mr. Dan Dickneite

Planning Division Chief

Missouri Department of Conservation
P.O. Box 180

2901 W. Truman Blvd. 65109
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
573/751-4115

Mr. Jerry J. Presley, Director
Missouri Department of Conservation
P.O. Box 180

2910 West Truman Blvd. 65109
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
573/751-4115
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Ms. LuElla Parks

Archaeological Survey of Missouri
101-B Museum Support Center
Rock Quarry Road at Hinkson Creek
Columbia, Missouri 65211
573/882-3544

Ms. Lois Pohl, Coordinator

Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse
Office of Administration

Room 760, Truman Building

P.O. Box 809

301 W. High St. 65101

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
573/751-4162

Mr. David Shorr

Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources
Attn: Thomas Lange

205 Jefferson Street, 10th Floor 65101

P.O. Box 176

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

573/751-1010

(5 copies)

Mr. Bob Sfreddo

Division Bngineer, Design

Missouri Highway & Transportation Dept.
Highway & Transportation Building

P.O. Box 270

Corner of Jefferson & Capitol 65101
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
573/751-2551

Mr. Richard Jones

District Engineer, District 3

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
P.O. Box 1067

Highway 61 South

Hannibal, Missouri 63401

573/248-2490
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Representative Robert Clayton
905 Cardiff Drive

Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/221-9227

Representative Sam Leake

Room 4058 State Capitol Building
Comner of Jefferson & Capitol 65101
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101
573/751-3659

The Honorable Joe Maxwell
State Senator :

State Capitol Building, Room 329
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101
573/751-4200

Local

Mr. Lyndon Bode
Presiding Commissioner
Marion County Courthouse
Palmyra, Missouri 63461
573/769-2549

Lewis Palmer

Ralls County Commissioner
P.O. Box 400

311 South Main

New London, Missouri 63459
573/985-7111

Hannibal Public School

W, Scott Taveau, Superintendent
4650 McMasters Avenue
Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/221-1258

Hannibal Regional Hospital
John Grossmeier

P.O. Box 551

Highway 36 West
Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/248-1300
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Richard Schwartz, Mayor
City Hall

320 Broadway

Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/221-0111

Public Library
200 South 5th
Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/221-0222

Hannibal City Hall

Linda Hedges

320 Broadway

Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/221-0111

Monroe City Public Library
Carroll Hood

220 North Main

Monroe City, Missouri 63456
573/735-2665

Monroe City Hall

Chris Buckman

300 North Main

Monroe City, Missouri 63456
573/735-4585

Palmyra Bicentennial Public Library
212 South Main

Palmyra, Missouri 63461
573/769-2830

Palmyra City Hall
Rhonda Dodd

301 South Main

Palmyra, Missouri 63461
573/769-2223
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Ralls County Courthouse
Gaylord Winders

P.O, Box 400

311 South Main

New London, Missouri 63459
573/985-7111

New London City Hall

Judy Stroud

P.O. Box 425

419 South Main

New London, Missouri 63459
573/985-4041

Ms. Faye Bleigh

Hannibal Visitors and Convention Bureau
PO Box 624

320 Broadway

Hannibal, Missouri 63401

573/221-2477

Mr. Terry L. Conn, Chairman
Transportation Committee
Hannibal Chamber of Commerce
PO Box 230

623 Broadway

Hannibal, Missouri 63401
573/221-1101

Mr. David G. Boone

Chief Executive Officer

Northeast Missouri Development Authority
625A Broadway

Hannibal, Missouri 63401

573/221-1033

Mr. Donald D. Patrick

Bowling Green NECAC

16 North Court

Bowling Green, Missouri 63334
573/324-2207
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Ms, Shirley Bomar

Executive Director

Housing Authority of the City of Hannibal
306 Munger Lane

Hannibal, Missouri 63401

573/221-7575

Private Citizens and Organizations

Rande A. McAllister

Attorney at Law

300 South Jefferson

PO Drawer 618

Mt. Pleasant, JTowa 52641

319/385-9524 -

Ken Thompson, President
Missouri Speleological Survey
908 East Bdgewood
Springfield, Missouri 65807
No Phone
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7.0
COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

The Missouri Highway and Transportation Department (MHTD) provided numerous specific and

ongoing opportunities during the preparation of the EIS for interested agencies, local units of

government, and the general public to provide comments and input into the development and

evaluation of Route 61 relocation alternatives. Specifically, the public involvement program was

implemented to accomplish the following objectives:

Define the scope of the environmental investigations, issues to be addressed, and

focus of the technical studies, as they relate to public interests or concerns.

Inform the public about the proposed project, its objectives, purposes, alternatives,

activities, and importance to the community.

Involve residents, interest groups, state and local government, and relevant public

agencies in the planning process.

Monitor and address the respective viewpoints of residents, interest groups, and

public bodies.

Educate interested community members regarding the Environmental Impact

Statement process.

Create a visual and written record of the project from study phases to completion.

This section provides a summary of the public involvement and agency coordination that occurred

during the preparation of the EIS.

The public involvement process was initiated early in the project through agency meetings, a

telephone survey and small group meetings which were held within the first 6 to 8 weeks of the
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project kick-off. Additionally, a special media briefing was held early in the process. To gather
input and provide project information, an "open house" style public meeting was held on June 22,
1994. Newsletters, news releases, and newspaper articles also provided ongoing information to the
public as well as solicited comments, concerns, and issues. By establishing a toll-free telephone
line, the public had a continuous opportunity to ask questions of and provide input to project team
members during the development of the EIS. Comments written on comment sheets were received
throughout the process. As such, all of these proactive means were implemented to foster effective

two-way communication with interested members of the public.

The following is a chronological listing of the initial public involvement activities:
. Telephone survey: April 22 through May 13, 1994,
o Interagency scoping meeting: May 26, 1994,

. Media briefing: May 26, 1994,

. Group meeting with Ralls County Commissioners and the Mayor of New London:
June 6, 1994,
. Group meeting with Hannibal Chamber of Commerce: June 6, 1994,

. Group meeting with Hannibal Regional Hospital Board: June 7, 1994,

. Group meeting with Hannibal City Council; June 7, 1994.

. Group meeting with Monroe City Council, Monroe City Chamber of Commerce,
Monroe County Commissioners: June 8, 1994,

. Group meeting with Palmyra City Council and Marion County Commissioners:
June 8, 1994,
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. "Open House" public information meeting: June 22, 1994,
7.1 AGENCY MEETINGS

The Notice of Intent to prepare a EIS for the proposed project was published in the Federal
Register on May 5, 1994, An interagency scoping meeting was held on May 26, 1994. Those
agencies which were invited to participate included: the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Soil Conservation
Service, the Missouri Department of Conservation, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources,
and others. Representatives from MHTD and the Federal Highway Administration attended.
Concerns which were identified at the scoping meeting included: impacts on floodplains, wetlands,
farmlands and cultural resources. '

Agencies have been updated through contacts regarding specific issues, thorough project
newsletters, and through review of documents prepared as part of the project.

7.2  TELEPHONE SURVEY

As the initial step in the public involvement process, a telephone survey was conducted to identify
major issues and concemns and potential impacts. Over 45 key community leaders and
representatives of a wide range of community organizations were contacted. The identified issues
of concern are summarized below and detailed in a separate report, Telephone Survey Results,

which is available upon request.

. Safety was a primary concern, with at least 19 people referencing safety as a major issue.
Many people expressed concemn about unsafe traffic conditions along Route 61,
particularly in the McMasters Avenue/Hannibal Senior High School area.

. Location and economics were major concerns also. While many people believed that

relocating Route 61 may provide opportunities for economic development, the issue of

"how far west" was the most controversial issue identified in the survey.
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. Access to the airport, business park and hospital was important to several people

contacted.

. Because of numerous transportation projects underway in the area, several people had
questions about how the Route 61 relocation project fits into the developing regional
transportation system. Other issues such as how traffic will be handled during construction

were also raised,

In addition to identifying issues of concern, respondents also identified potential impacts associated
with relocating Route 61. Those impacts were much more focused on human issues than
environmental issues. Economic impacts and impacts to farmland and homes wege mentioned
more frequently than other impacts. Most people stated that they believed the environmental
impacts of the project could be minimized or avoided; accessibility to the City of Hannibal was
identified as having the largest potential impact on the area.

7.3 SMALL GROUP MEETINGS

From the period of June 6 through June 8, 1994, six meetings were held with key community
groups. These groups included: Ralls County Commissioners and the Mayor of New London; the
Hannibal Chamber of Commerce; the Hannibal Regional Hospital Board; the Hannibal City
Council; and the Palmyra City Council and Marion County Commissioners. The sixth meeting was
held with the Monroe City Council, Monroe City Chamber of Commerce, and the Monroe County
Commissioners, While the sixth meeting focused on improvements to Route 36, information
relative to the relocation of Route 61 was also provided. The number of attendees who sighed the

registration sheet was 80.

Information was presented to the groups in a consistent format, with MHTD formally introducing
the project and team members to all the groups. Following MHTD, the consultant team provided
an overview of the project, outlined public involvement activities, and reviewed the EIS/EA

process. Presentation materials included display boards, aerial photos, and fact sheets.

Overall, the groups seemed positive about the project. And while many people believe that
relocating Route 61 may provide opportunities for economic development, the issue of "how far
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west" was once again the most controversial issue identified in the group meetings. Generally, it
seemed that the Hannibal Chamber of Commerce preferred that Route 61 be located in the vicinity
of the hospital. Monroe City preferred that Route 61 be co-located with Route 24 with the
hospital preferring it to be located near the hospital. The City Council of Hannibal had no
comments nor questions; they planned to take the information provided under consideration and
contact MHTD at a later time.

Closely related to the issues of economics and location, access was of particular importance to the
hospital board. For example, the hospital board stated that a 900 percent increase in patients from
Lewis county has occurred, partly because the north/south transport was easier last year due to the
fiood. However, the hospital board expects patient loads to continue to increase fro_n_l neighboring
counties. The Hannibal Chamber of Commerce also highlighted the issues most important to their
organization: access to the airport, business park, and hospital.

A general issue labeled "transportation planning" was the subject of many comments and questions.
Though many of the comments were not directly related to the Route 61 relocation, the comments
demonstrated the interrelationship between MHTD highways and those roadways which are the
responsibility of community and counties. For example, many people asked whether MHTD

intends to maintain the existing Route 61.

Issues and concerns identified through the group meeting process were once again much more
focused on human issues than environmental issues. One question raised repeatedly was the
relationship between environmental factors and cost. It was explained that cost is one of the
factors considered when evaluating the alternatives. It was pointed out that the Federal Highway
Administration will make the final decision.

Several questions about environmental issues were raised, including "What is potential bat habitat?"
and "What constitutes a wetland?". Although a few geologic features were identified and
someone stated that a chemical/fertilizer storage area may exist on Route M, the groups asked
more questions and provided more opinions about where the new route should be located than

they identified environmental concerns.

Results of the group meetings are contained in a separate report, which is available upon request.
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7.4  PUBLIC MEETING

An "open house" style public meeting provided an informal forum for the public to learn about the
Route 61 relocation project and offer comments. The meeting was held from 4:00 pm until 7:00
pm at the Hannibal Holiday Inn on June 22, 1994. The meeting was publicized through paid
advertisements in five local papers, news articles, television coverage and fiyers placed at local
businesses. Details are contained in the report, Open Houses Public Meeting Results, which is

available upon request.

Exhibits on display at the meetings included informational boards and aerial photos of the study
area. Informational boards summarized topics such as the EIS Process and the Importance of
public input. Each attendee was greeted at the front door and asked to register his or her name and
address. An informational packet containing the following items was given to every attendee:

. Two fact sheets
] A newsletter
. A comment form

. Maps of the study areas
. Copies of the informational boards on display

People were then encouraged to read the display boards, look at the aerial photo displays, and ask
questions and discuss the projects with MHTD and the consultant team representatives. Personal
attention to the public was important to the success of the meetings; therefore, both MHTD and

the consultant team each provided at least four representatives.

Comments from the public were continuously solicited; and comment forms, maps of the study
areas, pens, and comment boxes were widely available, These items were located at the four large
study area map stations and in the center of the room. A court reporter was also available for
taking oral comments.

With over 130 people registered, the public meeting was well attended, particularly in light of the
heavy rain which occurred during a portion of the meeting. Based on addresses listed and

discussions with attendees, it appears that most were interested citizens from unincorporated areas
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of Marion and Ralls counties who were not affiliated with any particular interest group or local
government body. This attendance is in contrast to the meetings previously held with groups such

as local governments, the hospital board and Chambers of Commerce.

In general, the attendees seemed positive about the project. Written comments received from the
public meetings were fairly evenly split between relocating Route 61 in the hospital vicinity and
relocating it near Route 24. As was the case with the phone survey and group meetings, the issues
of location and economics were addressed most often by written comments received at the public
meetings, Once again, upgrading Route 36 was well supported in discussions and received few
comments. However, out of the 26 written comments received, 10 had a comment related to
location and economics involving Route 61. Specifically, one comment was oﬁ“ereq in support of
keeping Route 61 close to Hannibal, four comments supported relocating Route 61 to the hospital
vicinity, and five comments were in favor of piacing Route 61 at the western side of the study area.

The issue of access was an area in which comments received from the public meetings differed
from comments received from the group meetings. More rural issues such as farmers having
access to their farmland located on both sides of the roadway and farm equipment having access to
roadways were raised. Concerns regarding the general issue labeled "transportation planning"
were not expressed as often as in the group meetings and phone survey. The concerns raised in the
public meetings were primarily focused on what is perceived to be a lengthy time frame for the

project.

Potential environmental items were identified on comment forms and were investigated or
confirmed by the consultant team. These items included: cultural resources, geologic features; and
wildlife and vegetation. Other similar items reported orally to the MHTD Consultant team

representatives were also being addressed.
1.5 NEWSLETTERS

Newsletters were published at project milestones and included information such as project and
public meeting schedules, routes selected for further analysis, environmental issues investigated,
how public concerns were being addressed, and answered to frequently asked questions. The

newsletters were mailed to public officials, interested organizations, and attendees at the previously
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mentioned meetings. The project team actively sought to expand the mailing list by asking people
who called in or who were contacted during field studies if they would like to be added to the
mailing list.

7.6 INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE MEDIA

A media briefing was held on May 26, 1994. Members of the local media, including television,
radio, and newspapers attended the briefing. The purpose of the briefing was to establish lines of
communication and provide the media with information about the project. Information packets
including fact sheets, dates and locations of public meetings, photographs and contact names were
| provided. The briefing was well received by the media. Representatives of the media also attended
the public meetings. A feature article describing environmental activities, including the discovery of

the Indiana Bat, was provided to the media.
7.7 TELEPHONE INFORMATION LINE

The public and other interested parties were able to call a toll-free telephone line for direct access
to the consultant team's office for information about the project. A log of the telephone calls
received was maintained. The majority of the calls were made to express concern about individual
homes being located within the corridor altemmatives. A few calls identified environmental

constraints such as cemeteries, caves and sinkholes.
7.8 INFORMATION REPOSITORIES

Project documents and other information materials were made available for public review at the
following locations: Hannibal Public Library, Monroe City Public Library, Palmyra Bicentennial
Public Library, Hannibal City Hall, Monroe City Hall, Palmyra City Hall, and New London City
Hall.

7.9  LOCATION HEARING

A combined location hearing for the relocation of Route 61 and the upgrading of Route 36 was
held from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m., on Tuesday, September 19, 1995, at the Holiday Inn in Hannibal,
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Missouri. Approximately 300 people attended the hearing, including representatives from the City
of Hannibal, the City of Monroe City, Marion County Planning and Zoning, the Downtown
Association, the Hannibal Regional Hospital, the Missouri Department of Conservation, and

numerous local businesses and property owners.

The hearing was conducted in the open forum style. Information packets and graphic displays
were available to help explain the location alternatives, costs, and potential environmental impacts
to people. In addition, several District 3 representatives and the consultant team were available to

answer questions.

Areas for written and verbal comments were provided. One oral comment regarding the relocation

of Route 61 was received at the hearing. People were advised that comments received through

- QOctober 30, 1995 are included in the transcript for the hearing.

More than 90 comments were received in support of Alternative F, the preferred alternative. The
reasons most cited included: lowest cost alternative, fewer environmental impacts, causes less

disturbance to homes and people, and allows Hannibal to grow.

More than 110 comments, including 38 form letters, were received in favor of Alternative CW (the
alternative located nearest to Hannibal). The reasons most frequently cited included: more

positive economic impact on Hannibal, better health care access, and less impacts on farm land.

Four commenters supported Alternative D, one supported Alternative E, and four were opposed to
the project because of the disturbance of rural life. Four commenters opposed Alternative F, but

did not state a preferred alternative.

Comments received during the 45-day comment period for the Draft EIS (including those received
during the hearing) are addressed in Section 7.10.
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7.10  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
This section consists of two subsections. These include:

Subsection 7.10.1, which contains individual responses to letters from agencies, organizations
and individuals. Each letter is included and followed by a response to comments made in that
letter.

Subsection 7.10.2, which addresses categories of comments, in cases where a number of
comments were the same or very similar. These are comments which were recejved during
the 45-day comment period for the Draft EIS, and include those comments received at the
public hearing held for the Draft EIS. These individual letters and comment forms are not
included. Comments are summarized and addressed in categories. -

7.10.1 Responses to Individual Letter Comments
Individual letters are included in the order received, each followed by the response. Where

more than one issue is raised, responses are numbered, and margin notes have been added to
the letter to correspond to the numbered response.
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MARK TIAINS

4 ) .! § ok

W 7/ 7 VISITORS & CONVENTION BUREAU
Dick Jones

E; R e
9-15-95 [ﬁjéﬂsﬁﬂwlg
SEP 24
Missouri Highway & Transportation Depart.

P.0. Box 1067 I

Hannibal, MO 63401 %MHTD DIST. 3£

Dick Jones:

The Hannibal Visitors & Convention Bureau has endorsed
alternative route CW for the proposed by-pass of Highway 61.
From an economic stand point, it makes much more sense to choose
the closest alternative to Hannibal. The further away the
alternative route gets, the fewer people will turn off, the
fewer restaurants & convenience stores will be visited, the
fewer hotels nights will be rented, the fewer tourism
attractions will be visited and business drops!

We know that Hannibal will lose a certain percentage of business
with a by-pass. However, we strongly feel that we will lose
much more business the further away the by-pass is from
Hannibal. Please consider our view point.

Sincerely,

~<jjgé%§,¢ ;;gif%j;<f/

Faye Bleigh
Director &
Board Members
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Mark Twain’s Hannibal Visitors and Convention Bureau - Letter of September 15,
1995

This response addresses the following economic issues raised in the letter:

* Impacts to existing businesses on Route 61 in Hannibal that depend on through traffic
(traffic not having a destination in Hannibal), and

e Impacts on tourism.

Impacts to Existing Highway-Related Businesses

The Alternative CW interchange with Route 36 is over 6 km (4 miles) from existing Route 61
in Hannibal, where the service stations, restaurants, and motels are now located. The
Alternative F/Route 36 interchange is about 3 km (2 miles) farther west. While it is
understandable that the Visitors and Convention Bureau feels that with a closer route, more
people will choose to exit the relocated Route 61 and drive into the city, we know of no
evidence that supports this conclusion.

As discussed in the draft EIS in Section 4.4.2, Impacts on Existing Route 61 Businesses, new
traffic-dependent businesses such as service stations, restaurants and motels may become
established at accessible interchanges along the relocated route. If so, existing traffic-
dependent businesses located on Route 61 in Hannibal are likely to lose business to the new
establishments. Through traffic on the relocated Route 61 is not likely to go to Hannibal,
whether the distance is 6 or 10 km (4 or 6 miles), for services that are available along the
highway.

Impacts on Tourism

Visitors to the historic area and related tourist attractions in Hannibal who arrive from either
the north or the south currently use existing Route 61, which is congested in the Hannibal
area. All the build alternatives will result in improved access for visitors to the historic area by
relieving traflic on existing Route 61. Alternative CW may result in a slightly greater
improvement in access over Alternative F, but only for visitors arriving from the north, If
Alternative CW was selected, visitors arriving from the south on Route 61 would most likely
chose existing Route 6! over the relocated route, because the travel distance on the existing
route is 6 km (four miles) shorter. Visitors arriving from the north may chose Alternative
CW, even though it is slightly longer, to avoid a traffic signal.
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If the historic area was on the existing route, or visible from it, we would expect some visitors
to make an unplanned stop. But the historic district is three km (two miles) from existing
Route 61, and there is only a small sign which may go unnoticed by anyone just passing
through. From the Route 36 interchange, the historic district is 10 km (6 miles) east of
Alternative CW, and 13 km (8 miles) east of Alternative F. While there may be a few people
who would make an unplanned stop if the distance is 10 km (6 miles), but who would not if
the distance is 13 km (8 miles),we would expect this number to be negligible.

In summary, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it seems reasonable to conclude that
there will be little if any difference in impact on tourism among the different build options.
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625 A Broadway
Hannibal, MO 63401

Phone 314-221-1033
Fax 314-221-3389

TO: Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission
FROM: Northeast Missouri Development Authority

RE: CW Alternative for Relocation of US Route 61
DATE: September 19, 1995

The Northeast Missouri Development Authority appreciates this opportunity to
express our views to the Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission in
support of the CW route as the most preferred relocation for US Route 61
around west Hannibal. After substantial deliberation, our Board thought this
would be the route which would strike an optimum balance between economic,
safety and environmental considerations.

e The proposed location of CW is approximately 2.8 miles west of a planned
north-south connector road west of Hannibal and approximately 2.6 miles
east of US Route 24, which creates a midpoint between the connector road

and US 24. The CW route would create a corridor between these routes

@ which would form a logical transportation grid to receive future growth,

« Hannibal is now developing west with the building of the Hannibal Regional
Hospital on US 36 and the impending construction of a new diecasting plant
by Diemakers, Inc. south of US 36 on Route MM. The Hannibal Regional
Airport is pursuing plans to expand their services. Because of a scarcity of
available commercial and industrial real estate within the City limits of
Hannibal, we expect that pent up demand will eventually result in
considerable development on Hannibal's western fringe. Due to the close
proximity to these ongoing developments, the CW route is the natural path
that can best accommodate this future growth.

e The CW location is positioned in the border area between the Palmyra.and
Hannibal School Districts and would allow both school districts to share in
the expanded property tax revenue base that would result from anticipated
economic development throughout the transportation corridor.

» The CW location is situated closest to the Hannibal Regional Hospital and

@ would significantly enhance immediate access to emergency healthcare
services.
« The CW route would be nearest in proximity to the largest concentration of
@ manufacturing in northeast Missouri, which is based in the West Side
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MHTC - Page 2

Industrial Park south of Hannibal on US 61. Since virtually all of those
businesses receive materials and ship their product by way of motor freight,
the CW route would relieve traffic pressure on US 61 north through Hannibal
and improve the ease of access to the Industrial Park by being located about
one mile south

One of the most important industries in northeast Missouri is agriculture. The
CW route takes the least amount of highly productive farmiand out of
operatlon in comparison with the preferred route F. The remaining
differences between CW and F in regard to wetlands, woodlands and
relocation |mpact are mostly minor,

The one pornt that we would Ilke to leave the Commlss:on wnth is this: al_[_oi

_‘Llo_ln_Qp_tmg_fgLﬂle_CMLLou&. in lieu of the preferred route F. CW provxdes

the Commission with a solution that has an ideal balance of enhanced
economic growth and minimized environmental impact.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,

The Board of Directors
Northeast Missouri Development Authority

By

!
Davizg ig Bo@

Chief Executive Officer
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Northeast Missouri Development Authority - Letter of September 19, 1995

1. The memo suggests that Alternative CW would provide a corridor for growth and
could function as a component of the local transportation network, midway between
the planned north-south connector and Route 24. Alternative CW, however, has no
accessible interchanges and there are no outer roads planned. As explained in the draft
EIS, because both Routes 36 and the relocated Route 61 will be freeways in the study
area, access will be fully controlled through the use of an interchange such as a
cloverleaf. Fully controlled interchanges do not provide opportunity for development.
Because of these features, Alternative CW would not provide new accessible areas for
growth, and would not function as a second north-south connector. .«

2. As discussed above, Alternative CW will provide little opportunity for development.
There are no other roads planned, and there are no accessible interchanges.

On Alternative F, the Route HH interchange and about half of the Route M
interchange, which both provide opportunity for development, are in the Hannibal
school district. The other proposed locally accessible interchange on Altemative F,
between Marion County Roads 425 and 424, is in the Palmyra School District.
Alternative CW has no locally accessible interchanges.

3. All build alternatives will result in improved access to the hospital, with the
improvement being slightly greater for Altemative CW than for Altemative F.
Hospital access is important, but it is only one of the considerations in evaluating
alternative routes.

4. Any of the build alternatives would benefit industries at West Side Industrial Park by
reducing congestion on existing Route 61 and by providing an alternative freeway
route north and south. Alternative CW does provide a slightly shorter travel distance
from West Side Industrial Park to destinations north of the area on Route 61 and west
of the area on Route 36.

5. Prime farmland, an irreplaceable resource, is very important. The differences in
impacts between the alternative requiring the most prime farmland (Alternative F) and
the alternative requiring the least (Alternative CW) is about 247 acres. This amount
represents less than one-tenth of one percent of the prime farmland in Marion and
Ralls Counties, and is much less land than will support even one family. Furthermore,
much of the prime farmland in the area is not in agricultural production. When all
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environmental factors were considered, Alternative F was judged to be the least
impacting overall.

6. As pointed out in the memo, the difference in the estimated construction cost between
Alternatives CW and F is nominal. But, in addition to the project cost, new
construction can also impact the cost of other highway projects. In this case, thereis a
difference of $10.6 million between the alternative that has the greatest cost impact on
other projects (Alternative CW) and the alternative that has the least cost impact
(Alternative F). Specifically:

. The proposed relocated Route 61 will be built to freeway standards for a
greater distance for Alternatives D, EF, and F than for Alternative CW.
Alternative CW has the disadvantage of retaining an additional 2.7 km (1.7
miles) of existing Route 61 at the southern end of the project. This will
eventually need to be upgraded to freeway, at a cost of about $7.1 million,
This 2.7 km (1.7 mile) segment would be added to the cost of upgrading of the
rest of Route 61 south of Alternative F, for approximately 8 km (five miles) to
New London. All of the alternatives except CW will result in this savings of
$7.1 million.

To offset this disadvantage, it has been suggested that Alternative CW use the
same southern terminus as the other alternatives. This could be done by using
Link 2 to join the northern part of the original Alternative CW with the
southern part of Alternative D. The estimated cost of this option is $75.3
million, which is more expensive than the combined cost of Alternative CW
and the upgrading of the 2.7 km (1.7 mile) segment of existing Route 61.

. As part of another project to upgrade Route 36, a diamond interchange is
planned at Routes 36 and 24. Alternative F eliminates the need for this
interchange because the cloverleaf interchange between Routes 61 and 36 near
the same location, incorporates Route 24. If Alternative CW, D, or EF is
chosen, the diamond interchange would still have be constructed at Routes 36
and 24, at a cost of approximately $3.5 million. Although the interchange cost
doesn’t directly impact the cost of the Route 61 alternatives, this additional
$3.5 million cost savings is realized through Alternative F.

HAMCHO3C817AEIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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Hannibal Regional
Hospital

C
Op b

September 19, 1995

Mr. Dick Jones

District Engineer

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department

P.O. Box 1067 -
Hannibal, MO 63401

Dear Mr. Jones:
SUBJECT: U.S.ROUTE 61 RELOCATION

Thank you for providing Hannibal Regional Hospital with a complete copy of the “Route 61
Relocation Draft Environmental Impact Statement” (EIS) dated August 23, 1995. We also
sincerely appreciate having been provided the opportunity to meet with representatives of the
Missouri Highway and Transportation Department and Woodward - Clyde on June 7, 1994 to
share our concerns and suggestions with you.

Hannibal Regional Hospital, the only hospital located within the study area, is the primary
provider of acute care hospital services within our services area. While our main Hospital
campus is located on Highway 36 West, we also operate seven other healthcare service locations
including: -

» Hannibal Regional Office Center, Hannibal Missouri

» LaGrange Clinic, LaGrange, Missouri

-« Canton Clinic, Canton, Missouri

» Monroe City Clinic, Monroe City, Missouri

» Shelbina Clinic, Shelbina, Missouri

+ Clarence Clinic, Clarence, Missouri, and

+ Center Clinic, Center, Missouri.

We are also a principle provider of Home Health Care Services throughout the Missouri counties
of Lewis, Marion, Monroe, Pike, Ralls, and Shelby.

To improve access to healthcare services for all residents within our region, Hannibal Regional

7-18
P.O. Box 551 « Hannibal MO 63401-0551 » 314-248-1300



Mr. Dick Jones
September 19, 1995
Page 2

Hospital established the VitaLink Transportation Service in July 1993. This service was initiated
to facilitate access to the facilities and services of Hannibal Regional Hospital for older and
physically challenged individuals. During the last twelve months, this vital link between health
need and health care has provided more than 4,500 patients with more than 142,000 miles of free
medical transportation.

Having provided service to residents throughout Northeast Missouri at our hospital, in our
clinics, and in their homes on more than 100,000 occasions this year, we have a tremendous
investment and interest in highway access and safety.

SAFETY -

The draft Environmental Impact Statement reports that “If projected volumes along Route 61
increase to the levels expected . . ., safety related issues in this area will need to be addressed.”
We strongly support this assessment and agree that the development of a Route 61 relocation
corridor west of the present route is essential. Although the EIS does not report complete
accident data for the study period and reports personal injury and fatality data for only one
intersection, we are exceptionally aware of the highway accident injuries and fatalities which
occur on Highway 61 and there associated social and economic costs. The development of a
Route 61 relocation alternative is an essential component of a comprehensive public traffic safety
effort to reduce the loss of life and injuries caused by current Highway 61 traffic volume.

ACCESS

Hannibal Regional Hospital also has a substantial interest in the selection of the particular
corridor alternative and its resultant effect on healthcare service access. Access to healthcare
service is a function of a number of related components, i.e., availability, roadways and
highways, distance, travel speed, intersection locations, and others. When Hannibal Regional
Hospital made the decision to invest millions of local healthcare dollars in our current Hospital
location, an important element of our decision was improved highway access from being close to
the then proposed new Highway 61. Our location was believed to be quite close to the.eventual
Highway corridor. As we continue to serve more and more families from throughout Northeast
Missourt, access to our Hospital from Highway 61 becomes extremely important.

A recent issue of the Highway 61 Relocation Newsletter discussed the four Route 61 Corridor
alternatives and included a margin comment that “All alternatives would improve emergency
vehicle access to the Hannibal Regional Hospital.” Section 4.3.3.5 Hospitals of the draft EIS
states ‘“North-South access will be improved for all the build alternatives, with the improvement
being greatest for Alternate CW and the least for Alternate F. All build alternatives will result
equally in improved emergency vehicle access.” We sincerely question how access can be
improved equally while Alternate CW is recognized as providing the greatest improvement. It is
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Mr. Dick Jones

September 19, 1995 @@y

Page 3

important to note that emergency vehicle access is not determined by evaluating traffic patterns
between the Hospital and the emergency vehicle garage location, but by evaluating access from
the point of patient orgin to the Hospital. Hannibal Regional Hospital regularly cares for patients
transported by emergency vehicles and ambulances located in Hannibal, Philadelphia, Monroe
City, New London, Bowling Green, Canton and other communities throughout Northeast
Missouri. And we also must recognize that emergency vehicle and ambulance transport
represents but a minority of the patients transported to Hannibal Regional Hospital for healthcare
services.

Access is a function of time and distance. We believe that proposed Alternate Corridor CW has
a Hospital to Highway 61/36 interchange distance which is at least two miles shorter than
Alternate Corridor F. 'We also believe that the distances from the south Highway 61 interchange
and the north Highway 61 interchange to the new Highway 61/36 interchange to be appreciably
shorter-following Alternate Comridor CW than Alternate Corridor F, as well. There is no
question that proposed Altemate Corridor CW is the preferred corridor for both emergency and
non-emergent vehicle access to Hannibal Regional Hospital. And its cost is estimated to be
almost the same as the least costly alternative.

Hannibal Regional Hospital respectfully requests, that in the interest of public health and safety,
the Missouri Highway and Transportation Department select proposed Alternate Corridor CW
for the relocation of U.S. Route 61.

Sincerely,

John C. Grossmeier
President and
Chief Executive Officer

9544}
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Hannibal Regional Hospital (John C. Grossmeier) - Letter dated September 19, 1995

1. Section 4.3.3.5 of the document has been corrected by removing the word “equally”
from the sentence, “All build alternatives will result equally in improved emergency
vehicle access”, resulting in “All build alternatives will result in...”

2. All alternatives improve access to the hospital, with the improvement being greater for
Alternative CW than for the recommended Alternative F. Hospital access is
important, but it is only one of the considerations in evaluating route alternatives.

3. See response to letter from Northeast Missouri Development Authority dated
September 19, 1995, Item No. 6.

4, Safety is one of the considerations that both MHTD and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) consider in evaluating the need for a project. Part of
MHTD’s mission is to provide safe transportation. Safety, however, is evaluated in
terms of accident rates and potential hazards.

HAMCH\WICE172\EIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

HANNIBAL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
623 Broadway
P. O. Box 230
Hannibal, MO 63401

RE: Highway 61 Relocation September 19, 1995

The need to relocate Highway 61 around Hannibal is obvious and not to do
'so should not be considered an alternative. Congested highways and
slow-moving traffic is an all too familiar scene for motorists. Good
roads provide a safe and efficient means of transporting goods and
services while enabling local businesses the opportunity establish
economic growth and prosperity.

Upon review of the four basic Route 61 corridor alternatives, this
committee finds in favor of utilizing route “CW” as the relocation route
for highway 61. Realizing that this new roadway will have a tremendous
economic impact on the city and citizens of Hannibal, it is our concern
that this relocation would have the most positive effect possible. The
present, solid economic foundation along the existing route will
certainly be affected and efforts to minimize any negative impact on
these businesses should be considered. The following reflect some of the
more favorable elements of route “CW”:

Current development along US 36 west of Hannibal would continue in a
more timely manner.

Reasonable access to Hannibal Regional Hospital during emergency and
non-—emergency situations.

Proximity of the interchanges closer to Hannibal’s city limits would
encourage motorists to visit the community.

Both US 36 and US 61 interchanges, and resulting development, would
be within Hannibal’s School District.

©000

Respectfully,

-

Terry L. Conn, Chairman
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NEWS RELEASE
September 14, 1995
FROM: HANNIBAL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
RE: Highway 61 Relocation
CONTACT: Nancy Stuenkel, 221-1101 or Terry Conn 314-7&69-
. 2011 Ext. 2140

On Thursday the Chamber Board of Directors pdassed a
resolution in favor of the CW xroute for the US .61
relocation.

(The CW route turns south off of US 61 just east of  the
61/24 intersection south of Palmyra, moves in a southeast
direction intersecting US 36 about half way between Hannibal
Regional Hospital and the intersection of MM and US 36. It
continues southeast and intersects US 61 south of Hannibal
south of route HH.)

The resolution emphasizes the following concerns.

The relocation of US 61 will have a huge economic
impact on the city of Hannibal. We would like to see that
impact be as positive as possible. CW route is positive for
at least four reasons.

1. It has been established that development along US

36 will be enhanced by the construction of the relocation.

Development has already taken place along US 36 as far as

Hannibal Regional Hospital. If construction of the new

highway is within a mile or two .of this development, many

driving on the US 61 relocation will choose to drive into

(:) the city. If the construction and interchange for US 36 is

in an undeveloped area or what would be considered too far

from development, the Board feels this will discourage

people from turning off the road and coming into Hannibal.
Motorists will simply drive on by.

There is also a concern that development along US 36

will be stifled if the relocation is too far away Lrom
current and proposed development.

2. The Hannibal School District will benefit if CW is

chosen. The interchanges on US 36 and US 61 south, where
development will probably occur, both are within the
Hannibal School District. All other options put the

interchanges outside the Hannibal School District.
7-24



3. providing opportunities for wvisitors to be in the
nistoric area in just a few minutes is crucial to year round

travelers coming intc Hannibal to see the sites. The CW
route allows for three opportunities of less than 10 minutes
to drive to the historic area. All other options involve

greater travel time.

4, In 1993, Hannibal Regional Hospital opened in its
new location and as a result, now serves more and more
customers from the region including those counties north and
south of Eannibal. The CW rToute provides a reasonable
access to the hospital for emergency and non-emergency
reasons.

While the preferred route im terms of the envirommental
studies would be the one farthest to the west, the Board
feels those concerns ars not nearly as critical as the
economic impact issues related in the four points above.

[
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Transportation Committee, Hannibal Chamber of Commerce - Letter dated September

19, 1995, with attached news release

Note: The news release expands on the items that are bulleted in the letter, but the items in
the news release are in a different order. Both the letter and the news release are numbered in
the margins to correspond to the responses below.

1. The Alternative CW interchange with Route 36 is over 6 km (4 miles) from existing

Route 61 in Hannibal, where service stations, restaurants, and motels are now located.
The Alternative F/Route 36 interchange is about 3 km (2 miles) farther west. While it
is understandable that the Chamber feels that with a closer route, more drivers will
choose to exit the relocated Route 61 and drive into the city, we know of no evidence
that supports this conclusion. For both Alternative F and Alternative CW, the
proposed Route 36/61 interchange is in an area of undeveloped farmland, No current
development will be visible from the interchange with either alternative.

In addition, as explained in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), because
both Route 36 and the relocated Route 61 will be freeways in the study area, they will
be connected with a fully controlled interchange such as a cloverleaf. Fully controlled
interchanges do not provide opportunity for development, as can be observed at any of
the Interstate Highway to Interstate Highway interchanges in Missouri and elsewhere.

As discussed in the draft EIS in Section 4.4.2, Impacts on Fxisting Route 61
Businesses, new traffic-dependent businesses such as service stations, restaurants and
motels may become established at locally accessible interchanges along the relocated
route. If so, these traffic-dependent businesses located on existing Route 61 in
Hannibal are likely to lose business to the new establishments. Through traffic on the
relocated Route 61 (traffic not having a destination in Hannibal) is not likely to go to
Hannibal, whether the distance is 6 or 10 km (4 or 6 miles), for services that are
available along the highway. '

2. All build alternatives will result in improved access to the hospital, with the
improvement being slightly greater for Alternative CW than for Alternative F.
Hospital access is important, but it is only one consideration in evaluating route
alternatives.

3. Visitors to the historic area in Hannibal arriving from either the north or the south
currently use existing Route 61, which is congested in the Hannibal area. All the build
alternatives will result in improved access for visitors to the historic area by relieving
traffic on existing Route 61. Alternative CW may result in a slightly greater

HAMCH\W3ICE17TNEIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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improvement in access over Alternative F, but only for visitors arriving from the north.
If Alternative CW was selected, visitors arriving from the south on Route 61 would
most likely chose existing Route 61 over the relocated route, because the travel
distance on the existing route is 6 km (four miles) shorter. Visitors arriving from the
north may chose Alternative CW, even though it is slightly longer, to avoid a traffic
signal.

4. As discussed above, because both Routes 36 and the relocated Route 61 will be
freeways in the study area, they will be connected with a fully controlled interchange
such as a cloverleaf. Fully controlled interchanges do not provide opportunity for
development.

On Alternative F, the Route HH interchange and about half the Route M interchange,
which both provide opportunity for development, are in the Hannibal school district.

HAMCH\93C3172KEIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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- M. Richard U. Jones, DlStrlCl Engtneer _
_MHTD, Northeast DtStrICt ' - | L
" Highway 61 South :
N Hannibal, MO 63401

,Deaer Jones S ';.; | -- ‘ L -

&

HANNIBAL SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 60
(ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES)

4650 McMasters Ave. Telephone (314) 221-1258
HANNIBAL, MISSOURI 63401 E @ E u

S 22.-. ‘. '\L;

September 21, 1995 0( % MHTD DIST. 3___=]

P. O. Box 1067 .

Please flnd enclosed a copy of the resoltition that was unansmously passed by the o
Hannibal Board.of Education at the September 20 meeting. We would ask that the
resolution become part of the official transcript that will be sent to the Massoun Highway

and Transportation Commission as they deliberate and deterrmne the relocation of route

61. -

Thank you for yo.ur consideration, on behalf of the Hannibal Board of Education.
Very truly yours,

W Lo Toriun—

W. Scott Taveau
Superintendent

WST/smw : . ;
Enclosure
c: Tom Boland
Nancy Stuenkel
Terry Conn
Hannibal High Schoot Instructional Matorial Canter Eugene Field Elementary School Oukwood Elernentary School A D Stowell Elemeniary School
4500 McMasters Ave. 4600 McMasiors Ave. 1405 Pead 3716 Market 700 Fultoa -
314-221-_2733 314-221 - 3054 Jlﬁ-nl-IOSO 3i4-221-2747 314.221-0980
Hannibal Ares Vocational School Hannibal Middle Schoo! Muck Twain Elementary Schoo! Pettibone Elernentary School CrntnlEkm:ﬂl.ryScbool
4550 McMasters Ave. 4700 McMasters Ave. 2714 Bird 600 North 906 Cenler
314-22]- 4430 314-221-5840 314-221-0768 3l4-221-0371 314-221 - 0649
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RESOLUTION
HIGHWAY 61 RELOCATION

RESOLVED, that the Board of Education, Hannibal School District #60, agrees to the
followmg

. o To join the resolutuon passed by the Hannlbal Chamber of Comme.ﬁ
| D|rectors in support of the CW route

2. The Hannabal School Dlstnct \Mll beneflt |f route CW is chosen The intérchange
' on US 36 and US 61 south,"where development will occur, are within the Hannib
- _School District boundanes Al other options put’ mterchanges outsade‘the Hanmbal’

- School District. '-

Adopted by the Board of Education on'September 20th , 19 (95 by a vote.of z—Q .

Certified Hy: LQ
L / M\ﬂ Date: _ Septemher 20, 1995

George A. Derrieux, Secretary of Board

-

7-29



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Hannibal School District Nao. 60 - Letter dated September 21, 1995

Alternative CW may appear to be most advantageous to the Hannibal School District because
of the location of the Route 61/36 interchange. However, as discussed in the draft
Environmental Impact Statement, because both Routes 36 and the relocated Route 61 will be
freeways in the study area, they will be connected with a fully controlled interchange such as a
cloverleaf, which does not provide opportunity for development.

On Alternative F, the Route HH interchange and about half the Route M interchange, which
both provide opportunity for development, are in the Hannibal school district. Alternative
CW has no locally accessible interchanges.

HAMCH\9IC8172\EIS\SEC.7 Jannary 19, 1956
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RANDE A. McALLISTER ?%MHTD DIST 3

ATTORNEY AT LAW

" pick jdﬁes,_DistricffEngineer
‘Missouri Highway and . )

) 300 SOUTH JEFFERSON
- P.O. DRAWER G18
MT. PLEASANT, IOWA 52641
{319) 388-9524
FAX (319) 385-892§

September 22, 1995

Transportation Depatrtment L L

i P. O'Box 1067 R P ek ,)A..‘
‘Hannibal, Missouri 63401~ - TR T

Re: Relocation of Highway 61
Dear Mr. Jones:

Please be advised that I represent Virginia Murphy who is
the owner of property located in Section 23 of Township 56-North,
Ralls County, Missouri. From the meting that we attended on
September 19th, it would appear that Ms. Murphy’s property is
going to be severely impacted and probably her home, out-
buildings and all of her real estate will be taken. Therefore,
Ms. Murphy will have to relocate. Historically, Ms. Murphy’s
family’s land has been taken several times by the Missouri DOT
for Highway 61 improvements. . Her father, Homer Penington,
started out with a 400 acre farm in Sections 23 and 24 of
Township 56 North, Ralls County, Missouri. Ms. Murphy’s father
recently passed away and he lived to the age of 102. The o
emotional impact upon Ms. Murphy will be very severe as she
retired and moved from Iowa to the family farm in Ralls County.
Over the past several- years, she has made extensive improvements
to the home and the property.

I will attempt to outline for you the issues that we want to
bring before the Department of Transportation prior to a final
decision with respect to alternate F relocation on Highway 61.
These areas that DOT needs to review are as follows:

1. The real estate owned by Ms. Murphy will be bisected and
it will of course totally sever her farming operation and
displace her from her home.

2. It will severely impact the wildlife habitat that she
has developed. .

~
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Re: Relocation of Highway 61
September 22, 1995
Page 2

3. Ms. Murphy advises me that the property has a large
number of Indiana bats that make their home in various trees
located on her property. I am sure You are aware that the
Indiana bat is an endangered species under the Federal Endangered...

Species Act. The woodland area right no:thidffﬂét“Murphyfgjhﬁggig;Qf1 i

has a large concentration of these endangered species. :
4. The prairie dandelion which is also a species on the
endangered list also exists on Ms. Murphy‘s property. o
Additionally, she has some rare sassafras frees on her farm: and.
several deer living in and around the pond that exists on her:
property. : o

5. There is an existing spring on the north end of Mg,ﬁ'
Murphy’s property that would be impacted by locating the
alternate F for the Highway 61 bypass on her-prqperty,

I doubt if the Missouri Department of - Transportation _
Relocation Department could ever find a home that could replace
Ms. Murphy’s current residence with all of the habitat she has
developed for the wildlife. Additionally, when Ms. Murphy is

through with her property she intended to pass it on to her

children and grandchildren who would continue to enjoy the .old
family homestead and wildlife habitat.

On behalf of Ms. Murphy, I would certainly urge the DOT to

consider the other alternate bypass, specifically, CW and

alternate EF. Alternate CW has about the same cost for right-
of-way acquisition and construction, and I think it is certainly
preferred by the business community of Hannibal. Alternate F
extends entirely to far to the west for the City of Hannibal to
enjoy any economic benefit.

If you need any additional information concerning Ms.
Murphy ‘s property, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sipcerely,
[
(ﬁi _ / -
Rande A. McAllister

Attorney for Virginia Murphy
RAM:csf
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Rande A. McAllister, Attorney at Law - Letter dated September 22, 1995

Note: numbered response items correspond to numbered items in letter.

1.

It is true that Mrs. Murphy’s farm will be bisected, and she will need to relocate.
Unfortunately, all build alternatives require bisected farms and relocations. There are
fewer relocations for the preferred alternative than for any other alternative evaluated.
As discussed in the draft EIS in Section 4.3.2.3, MHTD offers a Relocation
Assistance Program to any person, family, business owner, farm operator, and
nonprofit organization displaced by a state highway project.

New construction in a rural area with abundant wildlife, such as the Hannibal area,
always impacts wildlife habitat. All build alternatives will impact some wildlife habitat.

Bat species are very difficult to identify without capturing and examining individuals.
It is possible that the bats have been misidentified. None were identified in this area
during our field investigation. However, if Mrs. Murphy feels she does have Indiana
bats on her property, she can contact the Missouri Department of Conservation at
(314) 751-4115.

As discussed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement, tlie prairie dandelion is not
on the federal threatened and endangered species list, and, as such, is not protected
under the Endangered Species Act. The prairie dandelion is considered a rare species
by the Missouri Department of Conservation, but there is no law that protects the
plant from removal for construction, such as for a highway project.

Springs are frequently encountered during and prior to highway construction. The
spring will be addressed during final design or construction.

HAMCH\I3C81 TAEIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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Hannibal Regional | 11 =2 WS

September 28, 1995

Hospital 5 MHTD DIST. 3

Mr. Richard Jones

District Engineer /
Missouri Highway and Transportation Department O( ,)f/{r

P.O. Box 1067 ‘2@ /
Hannibal, Missouri 63401

-~ Dear Mr .fohés‘:

As a member of the Hannibal City Council, I would like to take the Gpportunity to thank you and
Mr. Huelbert for your attendance at the Meeting of the Corhmittee of the Whole Council on Tuesday,
- September 26,1995, -7 ‘ ' R

An issue brought up after your presentation concerns the effect of “F” alternative on the ability of
the City of Hannibal to issuc future general obligation bonds. : ) T

After your departure, I had a discussion with an investment banker representing a major brokerage
house dealing in Municipal bond issues (he was later on the agenda). T

During our discussion he volunteered that the economic effect of moving a by-pass outside of the
city limits that distance would be of great concern in the bond market. If in fact, businesses were
to follow the by-pass out of Hannibal, tax receipts would no longer be available to the city. As
discussed, not only would this be a detrimental effect on new retail business in Hannibal, but also
create a need for retail establishments to follow that which they are dependent upon high volume
traffic (restaurants, convenience stores, gas stations, etc.) for sales.

Therefore, it’s not only the loss of current and future retail sales, but also the detrimental effect such

losses would have on the ability of the City to fund new infrastructure through general obligation
bonds. o

Therefdrc, once again I appeal that alternative CW be the favored alternative.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

| Dawvid B. Miller

Senior Vice President - Finance '
109595 h
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Hannibal Regional Hospital (David B. Miller) - Letter dated September 28, 1995

The letter addresses the potential negative impact on the City of Hannibal of businesses moving
from the existing Route 61 within the city limits to a relocated route outside the city limits. This
issue is discussed in detail in the draft Environmental Impact Statement, in Section 4.4.2, Impacts
on Existing Route 61 Businesses, although the specific issue of bonding is not discussed.

On a freeway without outer roads, such as is planned for the relocated Route 61, the only locations
where new highway related businesses are likely to be developed are at accessible interchanges.
Alternative CW has no accessible interchanges. If Alternative CW was constructed, businesses
considering relocation may move out of the area altogether. Alternative F, on the other hand, has
three accessible interchanges. Although none of them are currently within the Hannibal city limits,
annexation to include the Route M interchange is at least a future possibility for the city.

In our judgment, Alternative CW offers no benefits to the economy of the City of Hannibal.

Further, reduced traffic on existing Route 61 will improve accessibility of existing businesses. This
can result in improved sales at non-traffic-dependent businesses.

HAMCHGIC8 THEIS\SECT Tanuary 19, 1996
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MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CON%ERVATION

Headquurters
2901 West Truman Boulevard, P.O. Boux 180, Jefferson City, Missouti 65102.0180
Telephane: 314/751-4115 ¢ Missouri Relay Center: 1-800-735-2966 (TDD)

ERRY J. PRESLEY, Dircctor [ B BEI \\_!].;_1

ey 6 -

Mr. Dick Jones, District Engineer 97& | '. MHTD DlST 3

October 3, 1995

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
P.O. Box 1067
Hannibal, MO 63401

RAsference: U.S. Route 61, Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Jones:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the proposed Route 61, Hannibal. The document is well written gnd accurately
describes the anticipated impacts of the different routes that were considered.

Streams that would be impacted by the proposed project include Bear Creek agd Little Bear
Creek. The aquatic resources of both streams were surveyed in 1990. Eightesn species of
fish were collected. Substrate type at alil four sampling locations was primarily |gravel, with
some sand. This level of species diversity and substrate type indicates these are high quality
streams,

We theretore support the selection of Alternative F. This preferred alternative Will have the
least impact on potential wetlands and has only one stream crossing.

Further coordination on this project should be directed to Mr. Norm Stucky at the above
address.

Sincerely, ~
8 £ Dkt

DAN F. DICKNEITE
PLANNING DIVISION CHIEF

¢ Mark Kross (MHTD)

COMMISSION

ANITA B. GORMAN RANDY HERZOG JOHN MPOWELL RONALD J. STITES
Kansas City St Joseph Roila Platisbury
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Missouri Department of Conservation -- Letter dated October 3, 1995

The information in the letter regarding surveys of Bear Creek and Little Bear Creek has been added
to the document in Sections 3.7.1.

HAMCHW3IC8172EIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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Q"(N\ENT O,c:? U.5. Department of Housing and Urban Development

OG 5t Louis Area Office
” HH ‘ﬁz Third Floor 1391011]2
" *x O Robert A, Young Federal Building 2
II III" g 1222 Spruce Street 713\
‘;{U St. Louis, MO 63103-2836 %:,
0490 Ne = m m ':I\.
W DEVE RECEIVED &%
Woodward - Clyde &
October 6, 1995 St Louis, MO &
(?c:. -
Ms. Mary C. Hagerty, P.E. ‘\gp;

Senior Project Engineer
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc.
2318 Millpark Drive

Maryland Heights, Missouri 63043

Dear Ms. Hagerty:

Recently you sent a copy of the U.S. Route 61 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Marion and Ralls Counties
to Mr. Kenneth Lange of the St. Louis HUD Office. I am
responding for Mr. Lange and our office.

Although none of the proposed alternatives would necessitate
the relocation of large number of residences, we are
concerned about a lack of available replacement housing.
This draft document does acknowledge that few vacant units
are available due to the Great Flood of ’93. We were quite
involved in flood recovery in ‘93 and this lack of available
housing was quite a problem in both Marion County and the
City of Hannibal. Your draft document did not address the
condition of the few vacant units available. During a flood
recovery meeting in Hannibal, local city and housing
officials stated that vacant housing was not suitable for
rehabilitation.

The City was going to try to obtain developers to help
develop a new single-family subdivision; you may wish to
check with them concerning their success. I hope that
perhaps this has been communicated between you and the City
by now.

Our office does not have the addresses of single-family
units that may have tenants receiving rental assistance, but
we ask that you contact the following agencies concerning
this issue and whether or not there are concentrations of
minority and/or low-income residents. There may be
concentrations that a mere visual observation would not
detect. Please add the following to your list of interested
parties to whom you will send the EIS and from whom you will
request comments.

Ms. Shirley Bomar

Executive Director

Housing Authority of the
City of Hannibal
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P.0O. Box 996
Hannibal, MO €3401-0996
(314) 221-7575

<2) Mr . Donald D. Patrick

e Executive Director

Lincoln Co. PHA

P.O. Box 470

Bowling Green, MO 63334-0470
(314) 324-2231

I appreciate the opportunity to comment upon this important
document . If you have any questions concerning this letter
please feel free to call me at (314) 539-6528.

Sincerely,

Sandra J.g ﬁreeman

Environmental
Officer
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development - Letter dated October 6, 1995

1. The preferred alternative (Alternative F) will result in only two residential relocations, and
these will not occur for several years. As discussed in the draft EIS, the housing situation
is likely to be quite different then. While the approximately 100 relocations due to the
flood and the approximately 50 relocations due to Route 36 improvements had and are still
having an impact on the housing market, two relocations will not have an impact.

2. Copies of the draft EIS were distributed to Shirley Bomar of the Housing Authority of the
City of Hannibal and to Donald Patrick, Executive Director of the North East Community
Action Corporation. Their comment letters are attached. They both confirm the absence
of adverse impacts on minority and low income residents.

HAMCHW3IC8172\BIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1995
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Donald 0. Patrick

L Execxiiwe Director
- Anna Lou Ellison
AT [FTT.Y Chicy Drpury Divactor
Lt i Buputy Direclers
Lynn Mille
noan| " o Potts
f 2ﬁmf;;
a not for-profit wi. | eou -
Community Action Agency bl
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
16 NORTH CQURT STREET, P.O. BOX 470
BOWLING GREEN, (314) 324-2231
MISSOUR! 63334-0470 1DD: 1-800-735-2066
VOICE: 1-800-735-2456
October 16, 1995
Ms. Mary Hagerty, P. E.
senior Project Engineer
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc.
2318 Millpark Drive
Maryland Heights, Missouri 620413
pear Ms. Hagerty:
This letter is in response to your U.S. Route &1 Draft
gnvironmental Impact statement for Marion and Ralls Counties. We
have raviewed the documents and would concur that the residential
digsplacements would be minimal.

A lack of replacement housing
exists regardless of the plan

as a result of the
+o develop Route 61.

Flood of 1983
it would be my

opinion that the city of Haanibal and Marion and Ralls Counties

should contipue to pursue replacement housing to fil
that the lack of replacement nousing 1is

developing Route 61.

The North

adverse affects on the

potential for growth and jobs is a pos
very much endorse this prospect. As a

which administers U. S. Department

funds, we will continue to advocate in favor of

will increase the opportunities for the
and elderly. We view the deve
opportunities, increasing transportation

easier access to services and facilities

please consider these comments as Yyou
proposal. Thank you.

sincerely, L

Bgoor Ml

Lynn Miller
Deputy Director of Housing,
North East Community Action Corporation

NECAG & HOT A GOVERNMENT AGENCY
mﬁmwlwmﬁw.
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see ANY
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developments which

low income, handicapped,

increasing job
services, and providing
i.e. the hospital.

continue to examine the
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Northeast Community Action Corporation.- Letter dated Qctober 16, 1995

No response required,

HAMCHW3CB1 72\BIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1995
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EQUAL HOUSING
CPPORTUNITY

The FHousing SAuthonity Of
The City O Hannibal, Missouri

PO, BOX 996 « {314} 221-7575
HANNIBAL, MISSOURI 63401
TDD/TTY (314} 221-7575

FAX (314) 221-8408

October 12, 1995

Mary Hagerty, P.E. o, géy
Senior Project Manager T
Woodward-Clyde Consultants

2318 Millpark Drive N

Maryland Heights, MO 63043

SUBJECT: Review/Comment - Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
relocation of Route 61 near Hannibal

Dear Ms. Hagerty:

Due to the timely deadline for comment on the above subject, I have
reviewed to the best of my ability the EIS and have drawn the following
conclusions as comment. :

1) There are no concentration of minority and/or low income residents
living in the area proposed for the relocation of Route 61.

2) The majority of minority and/or low income Section 8 recipients are
located throughout the downtown areas of the city and the authority's
public housing developments which house additional minority and/or low
income residents are located at least five miles east of the proposed
Route 61 relocation.

3) The area encompassing the proposed relocation currently consists mainly
of undeveloped land, land used for farming, scattered single-family
dwellings and a few businesses.

In conclusion we feel that the proposed relocation of Route 61 near
Hannibal will have no impact or effect socially or environmentally on the
minority and/or low income residents of the Hannibal community.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

cc: file

743



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The Housing Authority of the City of Hannibal - Letter dated October 12, 1995

No response required.

HANMCH\93CB17ABIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996



RECHE ﬂ\‘!j
L0113 65 U

i

N Hannibal Regional |4
i o Hospital MHTD DIST 3

-

October 10, 1995 ©©@ _

Mr. Joe Mickes -
Chief Engineer

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department

P. 0. Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Mr. Mickes:
SUBJECT: U. 8. ROUTE 61 RELOCATION

We continue to have serious concems about thé selection of a corridor for the relocation and
construction of U. S. Route 61 to the west of Hannibal. The corridor selected will have an
immediate and permanent effect upon the health and safety of the residents of Northeast Missouri,
as well as those who travel through this region of the State.

As we have discussed in previous correspondence with Mr. Dick Jones, District Engineer (copy
enclosed), the location for the construction of Hannibal Regional Hospital was chosen, in part, to be
highly accessible to the proposed location of the U.S. Route 61 relocation corridor. This site
selection was made in consultation with the Missouri Highway and Transportation Department. We
subsequently transferred almost four acres of our property to the Department to accommodate the
future construction of an east-bound exit ramp for the proposed U.S. Route 36 / Shinn Lane
interchange. We began providing acute care and emergent health care services at this location on
March 28, 1993. The selection of Corridor F, as recommended in the “U.S. Route 6] Draft
Environmental Impact Statement”, will greatly diminish this planned improvement in access to
critical health care services.

Hannibal Regional Hospital is the primary provider of acute and emergent health care services for
Northeast Missouri, including the counties of Lewis, Pike, and Ralls. These counties, and their
residents, are located to the north and south of Marion County and their most direct access route to
Hannibal Regional Hospital is via U.S. Route 61. In the treatment of severe trauma, cardiac arrest,
respiratory insufficiency, and many other medical and surgical emergencies, time to treatment is
often the most significant predictor of outcome. We know that in cases of cardiac and respiratory
arrest, the human brain can be irreversibly damaged after being without oxygenated blood flow for
as little as four minutes, and almost always after six minutes. Brain death is certain after ten
minutes.' In cases of severe trauma, the “Golden Hour” principle becomes exceptionally
important -- the sooner a patient receives aggressive, hospital-based treatment, the more likely the

patient will survive.? > Any delays in the time to treatment can have a catastrophic effect upon an
injured patient.

7-45
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Mr. Joe Mickes
October 10, 1995
Page 2

Time to treatment for people living or working in Palmyra, New London, Frankford, Center,
Philadelphia, and many other communities within our region will be permanently altered by the
selection of the U.S. Route 61 relocation corridor.

Time to treatment is a function of both speed and distance. Recognizing and assuming that vehicle
speed from point-to-peint on a limited access expressway is essentially constant and comparable,
the distance traveled becomes the most critical element in computing trave! time.

Enclosed is a reproduction of a corridor alternative locator map obtained from the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement prepared for your Department. Utilizing mileage measurements
provided to us by the team of Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc. and George Butler Associates, we
have computed the approximate travel distances from common points at both the northern and
southern limits of the study area to the proposed U.S. Route 36 and Shinn Lane interchange for

travel on proposed Corridors F and CW. There is a significant difference in travel distances
between the two corridors.

Please refer to the enclosed corridor locator map for the location of the measurement points.

From the northem point A, located at the current junction of U.S. Routes 24 and
61, the travel distance to the proposed U.S. Route 36 / Shinn Lane interchange is:

Corridor ¥ 7.51 miles
Corridor CW 6.26 miles
Corridor CW is 1.25 miles shorter,
From the southern point D, located at the intersection of proposed Corridor F and
the existing location of U.S. Route 61, the travel distance to the proposed U.S.
Route 36 / Shinn Lane interchange is:
Corridor F 11.11 miles

Corridor CW 7.82 miles

Corridor CW is 3.29 miles shorter.
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Mr. Joe Mickes
October 10, 1995
Page 3

The emergency services of Hannibal Regional Hospital are 1.25 miles closer to residents to the
north of the study area and 3.29 miles closer to residents to the south of the study area via Corridor
CW than by Corridor F. Using 2 conservative emergency vehicle travel speed of 60 miles per hour
to permit the safe and appropriate transport of a patient, the difference in distance is equivalent to
travel time of 1 minute and 15 seconds from the north and 3 minutes and 19 seconds to the south.

These increased travel times may seem minor when considered in isolation. However, 1 minute and
15 seconds consumes 31 percent of the tirqe-available to prevent permanent brain damage and 2
percent of the “Golden Hour”. Three minutes and 19 seconds unnecessarily consumes fully 75
percent of the time available to prevent :rreversible brain damage and more that 5 percent of the

“Golden Hour”. These are very significant reductions.in possible patient survival.

Mr. Mickes, regardless of the method of measurement, whether evaluating mileage or travel time,
the effect of selecting proposed Corridor F rather than Corridor CW will be an unnecessary increase
in loss of life or permanent disability for the people of Northeast Missouri. This is a situation in
which time is life -- human life -- and the minutes and seconds do make a difference, over and over
and over again.

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Hannibal Regional Hospital, and in the interest of the health
and safety of the people of Northeast Missouri and the many who visit this area, we respectfully
recommend and support the selection of Corridor CW for the relocation of U.S. Route 61.

Sincerely,
HANNIBAL REGIONAL HOSPITAL

C. Grossmeier, CHE . W
resident and Chief Executive Officer Chairperson

enclosures

c Dick Jones, District Engineer

1. Textbook of Basic Life Support for Healthcare Providers; American Heart Association, 1994, pg 4-2.
2.

“The OR Suite as a Unique Trauma Resuscitation Bay”, AORN Journal, October 1994, Vol. 60, No. 4,
pg. 576-584. '

wl

“Emergency Department: Rapid Identification and Treatment of Patients With Acute Myocardial
{nfarction”, Annals of Emergency Medicine, February 1994, Vaol. 23, No. 2, pg. 311-329.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Hannibal Regional Hospital (John C. Grossmeier) - Letter dated October 10, 1995

As discussed in the Environmental Impact Statement and detailed in the letter, the improvement in
health care access is greater for Alternative CW than for Alternative F. While health care access is
important, many other issues are considered in the evaluation of route alternatives.

HMCH\93C817NEIS\SEC, 7 January 19, 1996
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October 12, 1995

Mr. Joe Mickes

Chief Engineer _

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Mr. Mickes:
SUBJECT: U.S.ROUTE 61 RELOCATION

[ am writing to request support of the selection of Corridor CW for the relocation and
construction of U.S. Route 61 to the west of Hannibal. This request is based upon the significant
effect Route 61's relocation will have upon Hannibal Regional Hospital’s outstanding and future
debt issuances.

Hannibal Regional Hospital has been actively involved in discussions associated with the
development of the “Route 61 Environmental Impact Statement” and has sincerely appreciated
having the opportunity to meet with representatives of the Missouri Highway and Transportation
Department as well as the study consultants on this project. As the only acute care hospital
located within the study area, we are quite concerned with the eventual highway location. In
addition to issues of access, public health, and safety, our concerns do include the relocation
effect on our Hospital’s financial strength.

Enclosed is a copy of correspondence received today from Mr. Steven C. Davis, Vice President
of A. G. Edwards & Sons, Inc. His letter explains that “the closer the bypass is to Hannibal
Regional Hospital the more likely the positive effect. The farther away the bypass runs, the more
likely a rating agency or other credit analyst (such as an institutional investor) is to discount the
value of the Hospital’s location. To what degree is difficult to determine, but it will be
discounted.”

Additionally, Mr. Davis explains that locating U.S. Route 61 further from the City of Hannibal
will have a negative effect upon the City’s credit rating. As you may know, financial rating
agencies place a special emphasis upon their assessment of the overall economic strength of a

D O. Box 55! » Hannibal MO 63401-0551 * 314-248-1300
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Mr. Joe Mickes
October 12, 1995
Page 2

community in which a hospital operates when analyzing the proposed issuance of debt to support
that hospital’s growth,

Mr. Mickes, Hannibal Regional Hospital respectfully requests and strongly supports the selection
of CORRIDOR CW for the [ocation of the U. S. Route 61 relocation. Please contact me if you

have any questions conceming this correspondence or the enclosure.

Sincerely,

C. Grossmeier
resident and
Chief Executive Officer

c: D. Jones, District Engineer
The Honorable Richard Schwartz, Mayor, City of Hannibal
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NATIONAL HEALTH CARE GROUP

I One North Jefferson
3 /4.G Ed"vardg &SO”S, InC. St Louis, Missouri 63103

INVESTMENT BANKING {314) 289-3000
Fax: (314} 289-5922

October 10, 1995

l@@ GEIVE
Mr. John Grossmeier 1SN

Chief Executive Officer 'UI_I UCT : 1995
Hannibal Regional Hospital ; ;

Highway 36 West Y =0 P31 0T
Hannibal, Missouri 63401 At i TRATION
Dear John:

You asked us whether the choice of eventual placement for the Route 61 bypass would
have any effect on the Hospital’s outstanding or future debt issuances. We believe that,
generally, the proximity of the bypass could have an effect.

When analyzing the credit strength of any hospital or other health facility, many factors
are considered. Historically, location, including proximity to major thoroughfares and
highways, has been considered an important piece of the credit puzzle. For example,
when analyzing a hospital’s credit position, it is important to understand how accessible
the facility is to targeted consumers. Anything that improves the accessibility is
considered positive and anything that reduces accessibility is at best neutral but most
often negative.

Thus, if a facility is close to important roadways, it is perceived as being better able to
attract consurmers, as providing more rapid entry for emergency vehicles (translating into
lower morbidity) and as more attractive for potential physician group practices and other
“campus partners” that must choose locations for their businesses. Ifa facility isso
positioned, it has competitive and strategic advantages that strengthen the credit and thus
reduce the cost of borrowing. ’

Clearly, the closer the bypass is to Hannibal Regional the more likely the positive effect.
The farther away the bypass runs, the more likely a rating agency or other credit analyst
(such as an institutional investor) is to discount the value of Hospital’s location. To what
degree is difficult to determine, but it will be discounted. Let me give you another
example. [f the Hospital were located at the junction of 36 and the bypass (or within a
mile), it would be reasonable to assume it possessed a prime location for emergency room
and trauma activity. If the junction is five or more miles away that assumption is harder
to make.

A rating agency will consider the potential for community and business growth at and
around the junction. [t will look at the possibility that a physician group or for-profit
emergency/trauma facility might choose to locate in that area. Given the changes going
on in the health care industry, the more distant bypass may even be seen as providing
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opportunities to such competitors. This has negative effects on the Hospital’s credit
strength.

Similarly, because there is this possibility for new growth near the junction of 36 and the
bypass, the rating agencies will consider the effects generally on Hannibal. Ifitis
determined that such growth will be at the expense of the city, for example, restaurants
and gas stations move out of town, there will be negative effects on the City’s credit due
to lost tax and business revenue. The rating agencies have stated that more than ever they
will be looking at the overall economic strength of the community in which the facility
operates when analyzing the facility itself. Thus, any negative for the City (which a
bypass farther away would seem to have) creates negative implications for the Hospital.

So, as you can see, the more distant placement of the bypass would have negative effects
on the cost of borrowing for the Hospital. I hope this information is useful. Please call

me or Kent if you have any other questions.

Sincerely,

teven C, Davis

Vice President
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Hannibal Regional Hospital (John C, Grossmeier) - Letter dated October 12, 1995, with
letter from A.G. Edwards attached

The impact of a highway project on the credit strength of a hospital or other institution might be a
consideration in a highway location study if the highway project has a negative impact on the
hospital. An example of this would be a highway project that changed access to the hospital such
that travel time for a significant number of “targeted consumers” was increased.

In this case, however, all alternatives improve access to the hospital, and therefore, negative impact
on the credit strength of the hospital does not appear to be an issue.

HAMCHW3C817TAEIS\SEC.7 January 19, 1996
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Mr. Joe Mickes

Chief Englneer

Missourl Highway and
Transportation Department

P.0. Box 170

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Mr. Donald Neumann

Programs Engineer

Federal Highway Administration
Division Office

.0, Box 1787 ' A
Jefferson City, MO 65102 .

RE: Route 61,\-Harlon and Ralls'Counties, Missourl
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Mickes and Mr. Neumann:

Staff within the Missourl Department of Katural Resources have
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)|that has
been prepared for the proposed Route §1 relocation west of
Hannibal, Missourl. This department would like to offer|the
attached comments on the DEIS that has been distributed for
public review.

The Department of Natural Resources appreclates the opportunity
to review and comment on this DEIS. If you have any gquestions

regarding any of the attached comments, please contact My. Tom

Lange of my office at 314-751-3195. Thank you.
Very truly yours,

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES

6»«.»“_6 & Relads
Yor David AY Shorr

“  Dlirector

RECEIVED

TEHEN DI

9CT 1 91995

DAS:tl

O,
ocT19 1995 c'
X mrrrznitns

Attachment O
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Missourl Department of Natural Resources
Couments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Route 61, Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri
Job No. J3IrP0426

Job. No. Jir0427

Qctober 16, 1995

Historic and Archaeological Resources

This departmont’'s Historic Preservatlion Program anticipates that
there will be no difficulty with the evaluation and mitigation of
archaeclogical sites in the project area of effect,

In correspondence dated June 5, 1995, this department’s Historic
Preservation Program requested further information on
architectural/historic properties with regard to this proposed
highway relocation project. To date the Historic Preservatlion
Program has not received any information; therefore, geview of
structures that may be eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places has not been completed. dialogue
regarding consideration of avoldance or appropriate mitigation
measures for the buildings which might be effected by ithe
proposed project also has not been initiated.

Comments of the Historic Preservation Program of June [$, 1995 in
regards to architectural/historical properties that miy be
impacted by the proposed project are as follows:

Property 3, the Terry Hubbard place - This appears to be a
small agricultural district with few alterations

Property 7. the Thomas White barn - It 1s uncleay whether
this is part of a complex or whether the residential and
other outbutldings formerly assocliated with it have been
removed.

Property 8, the Allen Foreman barn - A floor plas will need
to be provided in order teo help determine the purpose of the
barn.

Property 9, the Harold Schwartz property - This properly
appears to be a small agricunltural district with|a well
intact Itallanate farmhouse. Any alterations that occurred
appear to be historic. The topographic map indigates two
barns on the site. If they are extant, photographs of these
barn will be needed. The use of the “tall shed"|will need
to be determined. It aay have been a tankhouse.| Also, the
ownership history of the house and the place of the owners
{n local history will be required. Floor plans pf the barns
and a precise date for the Quonset hut would be helpful to
determine its significance,

Program will be able to complete the evaluation of the propertles

Upon receipt of the abave information, the Historic gEasexvation
- for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and to
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assess effect of the proposed project on significant r¢sources.

Hazardous Waste Sltes

The DEIS appears to be thorough in ldentifying environgental
concern with regard to potential hazardous waste sites The
Registry of Confirmed Abandoned or Uncontrolled Hazardqus Waste
Disposal Sites i{n Missouri does not indicate the presence of any
sites within the study area for this proposed project; however,
this should not imply that a site is without possible gnviron-
mental concern or impact. It is not indicated {n the DEIS
whether this department's Reglistry Log tracking record |was used a
source of information. The Reqistry Log lists the Knaphelide site
in Marion County as being proposed/appealed for the Reqistry,
however this site does not appear to be located in the |project
area.

Water Quality

Wetlands were once a significant component of Missouriis natural
‘heritage, accounting for almost 1l percent of its surface area.
As of 1980, B7 percent of Missouri's original 4.8 million acres
of wetlands have been eliminated by activities such as|land
clearing, draining and filling, channelization and d ng.
Missouri far exceeds the national rate of 53 percent wetland
loss.

The preferred alternative {Alternative F) appears to
alternative that would result in the least impact to water
quality and wetlands. Care should be taken to avoid w¢tland
areas as much as possible. Unavoidable impacts should)be
mitigated at a minisum I:]1 ratio with the same functiosms and
values as those impacted. All wetland mitigation should be
covered by a permanent conservation restxiction. The
conservation restriction covering these areas should reserve them
for wetland protection and wildlife purposes exclusively, and
should be filed and recorded as a deed restriction on the
propexty in perpetuity.

Best management practices should be utilized during copstruction
to minimize the amount of sedimentation into the water| bodies.
Any land disturbance activiti{es may require a water po lution
control permit. In this regard, please contact the De rtment of
Natural Resources, Northeast Regional Office at (816) 85-2129.

Geologic Setting

The description of the geologic setting of the project area
provided on page 3-34 of the DEIS is considered to be
insufficient. The following are geologlc issues that the
department believes to be of concern within this azea pf
Missouri, and it ls recommended that this be more tho ughly
addressed in the Final EIS.

Surface bedrock along all the proposed routes {s com ed of the
Devonian age Callaway, Grassy Creek and Saverton Fo tons and
the Mississippian age Loulslana, Hannibal and Burlington
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Formations. The Callaway 18 a lithographic to fine gra
limestone with some sandstcone, siltstone and shale. It
greatly in thickness but has a maximum thickness of nsa
feet. The Grassy Creek and Saverton are dark gray to 1
fissile, ailty shales with a combined thickness ranging
to 75 feet, The Louisana is a gray, lithographic limes
yellowish-brown dolomite, Thicknees ranges from 15 to
The Hannibal is a bluish~gray to yellowish-brown clayst
siltstone. Thickness often approaches 100 feet. The B
ia a fossilifercus, light-gray to white, medium to coa
crystalline }imeastone with considerable chert. Maxim
is approximately 200 feet. Some preglacial valleys fil
drift may be encountered.

ned
can vary

aed with

Surficial materials along the proposed routew include
loess, till, residuum, terrace material, and often b
Alluvium forming the valley floors along Little Creek
Creek consists of clayey, sandy silt with some sand a
Loess forms a veneer along the ridge tops and the uppe
the valley slopea. Thickness varies but may approach s
feet in upland areas and thins rapidly downslope. Glacial till
thickness is highly variable but thicknesses greater than 20 to
30 feet are rare. ‘The till is composed of sand, clay
with minor amounts of lgneous, metamorphic and sedimentary
pebbles and cobbles with few boulders. Residuum, in mi
amounts, is found in a few localities principally near
thin till and Mississippian bedrock. A terrace is pre
Bear Creek near Witherz Mill and bedrock exposures will be

encountered aleng Crooked Creek, Little Creek, and Bear| Creek.

Geologic hazards along the proposed routes are related to
properties of the bedrock and surficial materials. Deegp cuts in
the loess and glacial till may be prone to sliding and slumping.
The same condition may exist if there are deep cuts in {the Grassy
Creek, Saverton, and Hannibal Formations. 1In addition these same
units may create prcblems with road stability. Road cqastruction
in areas underlain by the Burlington Limestone will, almost
certainly, encounter karst features. These features may include
sinkholes (especially near the northern terminus}), an jrregular
bedrock surface, solution enlarged joints, and caves. Springs
are known in the area and others may well be found. A}l wells
acquired during property acgquisition or encountered during
construction will need to ba plugged in accordance wit
requirements of the Missouri Water Well Drillers Law.

Mineral resources impacted by the proposed construction include
limestone and shale., Limestones in the Callaway and Byrlington
Formations have potential for use as high specificatio
aggregate, agricultural 1imestone and also cement and limeo
manufacture. Shales in the Grassy Creek and Saverton Formatlons
and often in the Hannlbal Formation have been found sujtable for
the manufacture of structural clay producta and lightw ight
aggregate in laboratory tests,

TOTAL P.R&

TOTAL P.@7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Missouri Department of Natural Resources - Letter dated Qctober 16, 1995

1. Historic and Archaeological Resources
Additional information has been provided.

2, Hazardous Waste Sites. The information in the department’s Registry Tracking Log is
accessed through the environmental data base described.

3. Water Quality.

Wetland mitigation issues will be addressed in the wetland mitigation plan for the project,
which will be submitted with the Section 404 permit application..

4. Geologic Setting. The information provided in the comments will be added to Section
3.7.3, Geologic Setting.

HAMCHO3CB17AEIS\SEC. 7 January 19, 1995
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{May UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- ’ "q_ .mv'r‘ BEGION V]I
726 MINNESOTA AVENUE
KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 66101

October 31, 19535

Mr. Donald Neumann

Federal Highway Administration
P.O. Box 1787

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Dear Mr. Neumann:

RE: Draft EIS, Route 61, Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri

The following comments and rating are provided in| accordance
with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act
and the National Environwmental Act (NEPR) . We havel rated the
subject document LO-2. A rating of LO means that the| review has
not identified any potential envircnmental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the preferred alternative. A ating of 2
means that the Draft EIS does not contain sufficient inflormation to
fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in ordex
to fully protect the enviyonment. The following comments are

offered for your consideration and inclusion in the f£inal decument.

CUMULATIVE, INDIRECT & SECONDARY EFFECTS

NEPA clearly points out the need for inclusion of 3 discussion
of cumulative (Sectiocn 1508.7) and indirect or secondary effects
{section 1508.8) of the proposed action. Oux review didn‘t reveal
any discussion of either subject. This segment of highway 61 is a

link in t=e National Highway System route, as pointed
C:) document. Further, the document states that the Missg
and Transportation Department (MHTD) has designated Highway 61 from
nortn of Hannibal to I-70 will be upgraded to “freeway®, and that
it should be evaluated for upgrade to »freeway" continuing north to
the Iowa border. Tﬁq proposed upgrade falls well| within the
definition of cumulative impacts as a result of | incremental
increases in traffic and projects dimension.

¥ " °h
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~ _ .
WETLANDS
(:) l It would ba helpful to have a wetland inventory map that

details where the identified wetland sites are located. Likewise
(::) the study area maps in Chapter 3 (3-3 through 3-7) ahouhd show the

alternative routes. Also, North arrows on the maps|taken from
(:) aerial maps (such as exhibit 2-6. and others).

Please keep us informed of any future project'meetings ox
public involvement activities. If you have any questions regarding
this project, pleawe call Dewayne Knott at (913} 551-7R99.

Dewayne Knctt
Water Rescurce Protection Branch
Project Manager

cC: Mr. Gary Frazer, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Mr. Michael Brazier, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mr. Steve Vanderhorn, Regulatory Branch
Mr. David Shorr, MDNR
Mr. Mark Kross, Missouri Highway & Transportation pept.
Mr. Dan Dickneit, Missouri Department of Conservation

TOTARL P.@3

TOTAL P.0@4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region VII - Letter dated October 31,
1995

1. Cumulative, Indirect, and Secondary Effects. Subsection 4.20, which addresses
cumulative, indirect, and secondary effects, has been added.

2, Wetlands. A wetlands inventory map that details where the identified wetlands are
located is included in Appendix A.

3. The maps in Chapter 4, which are identical to the Chapter 3 maps except that they do
show the alternatives, may be referenced.

4.  North arrows have been included on all aerial-based exhibits.

H\MCHO3CE1 TAEIS\SEC.7 February 19, 1936
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Mr, Donald Neumann Mr. Joe Mickes "?e"\h Q@#
Programs Engineer Chief Engineer
Federal Highway Administration Missouri Highway and Transportation
P.0. Box 1787 Department
Jefferson City, Miszsouri 65102 P.0. Box 270

Jefferson City, Hissouri 65102
Dear Messrs. Neumann and Mickes:

The Defartment of the Interior has reviewed the August 1995 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed relocation of U.S. Route 61
between the existing Route 61/24 interchange north of Hannibal and the
exiating Route 61/M interchange south of Hannibal in Marion and Rallas
Countiex, Missouri. The Department offers the following comments and
recomgendations for your congideration,

GENERAL GOMMENTS

Baged on analyses reported in the Draft EIS, Alternative F has tha fewast

impacts of any of the build alternatives on important £ish and wildlife

@ habitats. It has the fewest impacts on forested wetlands, streams, woodlandsa,
and habitat for the fedexally and state-listed endangered Indiana bat (Myotis

sodaliz), which occurs in the project area. Alternative F is also the least-

cost build alternative. Accordingly, i1f a build altermative is implemented,

we recommend that this alternative he adopted.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Affected Environment, Page 3-40

Fo data are provided concerning the fishery and water quality of perennial
streams that are potentially impacted by the project. The proviszion of this
(::) information, 1f it éxists, would be hslpful. Bear Creek is classified as &
Clase C stream in the Missouri Water Quality Standards with beneficial uses
for aquatic life and livestock watering,

Micipative Measures and Mopitoripe Plan, Page 4-57

We believe that significant impacts to stresms and wetlands can be avoided
through bridge spans. Channelization of streams at bridge crossings should be
@ avoided, and sediment run-off minimized. Anticipated in-channel work, fills,
bank stabilization, and bridge construction methods and designs should be
disclosed in the Final EIS to better elucidate likely impacts at stream
crossings.

0CT 25 1995
RS

initiate consultation and develop the Blological Opinion.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

United States Department of the Interior

1.

2,

HAMCHWICSTTARIS\SEC, T

No response required.

Information on the aquatic resources of Bear Creek and Little Bear Creek has been added
to Subsection 3.7.1 Surface Water.

Subsection 4.10.4 Measures to Minimize Impacts identifies measures that wrill be
implemented in the design to minimize impacts on floodplains, wetlands, and stregmg
These include minimizing road embankments, minimizing areas of disturbance in the
vicinity of streams and wetlands, preserving natural drainage where feasible, restricting
high velocity flows, implementing MHTD’s erosion control program, crossing foodp]lajns
at 90 degrees, and sequencing construction to minimize temporary obstrutiong of
floodplains. Insufficient information is available at this stage of the project t Specify
detailed construction methods and designs.

No response required.

Since the actual roadway design has not yet been done, it is not possible to develop a
detailed plan to mitigate project-related effects to wetlands and other fish and wildlife
habitats. If additional wetland mitigation is required in the form  of
creation/enhancement/restoration, a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be prepareqd as
part of the Section 404 permit application. There are no plans for entering into forma]
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the cutting of potenia|
roost trees for Indiana bats, as long as the cutting is done in accordance with the
guidelines for Indiana bat habitat. Based on discussions with the Columbia field office of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, they will not issue a determination of adverse effect
because MHTD will be following the guidelines for Indiana bat habitat, as described in the
EIS.

April 16, 1996
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7.10.2 Responses to General Comments
7.10.2.1 Economic Impact
A number of commenters indicated a preference for Alternative CW because they believe it

would have a more positive impact on the economy of the City of Hannibal. Of the
alternatives evaluated in detail, it is closest to the city.

Others felt that Alternative CW would have the most positive impact on the local economy in
general, and the least negative impact on tourism.

Comments

Below are excerpts from these comments:
“Any option which places distance between the city and Route 61 severely
limits the economic potential. Corridor Alternative CW is the alternative

which best satisfies the economic and transportation needs and opportunities of
our community.”

«_ this route [should] be located as close to the city limits of Hannibal as
possible. ...Selection of [Alternative CW] would have the least, adverse, effect
on established businesses while accomplishing the intended goal.”

1 believe that Corridor CW will best serve the citizens of Northeast Missouri
and enhance the Hannibal economy.”

“[Alternative CW] brings business to Hannibal. A good part of the truck
traffic will go to Hannibal businesses and stores.... The route closer to Hannibal
will benefit local traffic.”

“[ Alternative CW] would be the most beneficial to the City of Hannibal and
could help offset negative effects on businesses along Highway 61.”

“This could hurt the number of people coming into Hannibal off the highway
because of the distance of the alternatives. Alternative F is farther west than
Alternative CW.”

HAMCHW3C81T2AEIS\SEC.7 April 12, 1996
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“Hannibal’s economy will be hurt if Corridor F is used because it is furthest
west of Hannibal.”

“T would like to formally recommend that the relocation of Route 61 follow
Alternative CW. This request is primarily due to the severe economic impact
any other route would present on the City of Hannibal.”

“[Alternative CW] will keep the chance of revenue within the city limits.”

“We are all aware of the fact that the farther a highway bypasses a city - that
the city suffers a lot of traffic. Tourism could suffer.”

“We are in favor of the CW location. We feel the other locations are too far
away from Hannibal and the other locations would economically hurt the local
economy....We feel the favored location of F would do economic damage to
Hannibal.”

“Route CW appears to be in the best interest of Hannibal merchants.”

“The closer you can come to Hannibal and the hospital, the better. For
travelers Hannibal will be the only good overnight stop between St. Louis and
Keokuk. From experience I know how irritating it is to turn off a major
highway to eat or stay overnight and have to drive miles out of the way to get
there.”

Response

It seems reasonable to assume that the closer the relocated route is to the City of Hannibal,
the less will be the negative impact on existing Route 61 businesses that depend on highway
traffic. This simplifying assumption was made during the preliminary evaluation of
alternatives (see Section 2.2 and Table 2-1 of the draft EIS). In the detailed analysis of
alternatives, however, it was concluded that the difference in impact between the closest
Alternative (CW) and the farthest (F) is minor, This is discussed in detail below.

Impacts to Existing Highway-Related Businesses

As discussed in Section 4.4.2, Impacts on Existing Route 61 Businesses, previous studies
have shown that motels, service stations, and some restaurants are usually adversely impacted

H\MCH\3ICR172EIS\SEC.7 Aprit 12, 1996
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by highway relocations. Other businesses have experienced increases in sales due to greater
accessibility.

On Route 61 in Hannibal, there are five motels, seven service stations, and 23 restaurants.

The following estimates of dependency on through traffic (traffic with a destination other than
Hannibal) were based on interviews with the businesses and are reported in Section 4.4.2 of
the draft EIS:

Motels: ranged from 30 to 95 percent of business
Service stations: most, about 50 percent of business
Restaurants; ranged from 5 to 95 percent of business.

All of these businesses are concentrated on a 5 km (three-mile) segment of Route 61, from
around Route W on the north to Paris Gravel Road on the south. This 5 km (three-mile) strip
is referred to as the “business area” in the discussion below. None of these businesses are
visible from any of the alternatives. Logical exit points from the relocated route to the
business area for travelers in need of food, gas, or lodging are at the north end of the
relocated route (for southbound traffic), at Route 36 (for traffic moving in either direction),
and at the south end of the relocated route (for northbound traffic). The nearest distance from
these exit points to the business area for Alternatives CW and F are summarized below.

Alternative CW Alternative F
North end of relocated route 8.8 km (5.5 miles) 10.2 km {6.4 miles)
Route 61/36 interchange 6.4 km (4 miles) 9.6 km (6 miles)
South end of relocated route 2.4 km (1.5 miles) 5.1 km (3.2 miles)

While studies have been done to assess the impact of relocated routes in general, we know of
none that evaluated impact based on distance from existing highway-related businesses. It is
probably safe to say, though, that a typical traveler is not likely to drive even 2.4 km (1.5
miles) out of the way for services that are available along the highway. Ifthe service is not
available, then the difference between driving, say 6.4 km (four miles) or 9.6 km (six miles)
probably does not make much difference either.

In summary, as discussed in the draft EIS, any of the build alternatives are likely to negatively
impact existing traffic-dependent businesses on Route 61. There does not appear to be much
difference in impact among the alternatives.

HAMCHW3ICRITNBIS\SEC.T Apni 12, 1996
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Opportunities for New Highway Related Businesses

Alternative CW has no local access interchanges, and no outer roads are planned; there are
therefore no opportunities for new development. Alternative F has three local access
interchanges: between Marion County Roads 425 and 424, at Route HH, and at Route M.
These interchanges provide new economic opportunities for the area, although some of the
opportunity may be at the expense of existing Route 61 businesses,

Impacts on Tourism

Visitors to the historic area and related tourist attractions in Hannibal who atrive from either
the north or the south currently use existing Route 61, which is congested in the Hannibal
area. All the build alternatives will result in improved access for visitors to the historic area by
relieving traffic on existing Route 61. Alternative CW may result in a slightly greater
improvement in access over Alternative F, but only for visitors arriving from the north. If
Alternative CW was selected, visitors arriving from the south on Route 61 would most likely
chose existing Route 61 over the relocated route, because the travel distance on the existing
route is 6.4 km (four miles) shorter. Visitors arriving from the north may chose Alternative
CW, even though it is slightly longer, to avoid a traffic signal.

If the historic area was on the existing route, or visible from it, we would expect some visitors
to make an unplanned stop. But the historic district is 3.2 km (two miles) from existing
Route 61, and there is only a small sign which may go unnoticed by anyone just passing
through. From the Route 36 interchange, the historic district is 9.6 km (6 miles) east of
Alternative CW, and 12.8 km (8 miles) east of Alternative F. While there may be a few
people who would make an unplanned stop if the distance is 9.6 km (6 miles), but who would
not if the distance is 12.8 km (8 miles), we would expect this number to be negligible.

In summary, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it seems reasonable to conclude that
there will be little, if any, difference in impact on tourism among the different build options.

7.10.2.2 Hospital Access

Some commenters supported Alternative CW because of better access to the Hannibal
Regional Hospital

Comments
“Alternative CW is in sightline of Hannibal Regional Hospital and Alternative F

is approximately 4 miles from the hospital. This is a small distance but in cases
of emergency, this could mean someone’s life.”

HAMCHG3ICB172\EIS\SEC.7 April 12, 1996
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“Corridor CW gives quicker access to Hannibal Regional Hospital.”

Response

Several letters addressing this issue in detail were received from Hannibal Regional Hospital.
Each of these letters is responded to individually. Please refer to Section 7.101 for these
letters and responses.

7.10.2.3 Prime Farmland

Some commenters objected to the preferred alternative because it required the largest amount
of prime farmland.

Comments

“Where is our food supply going to come from in years to come if prime
farmland is taken out of production? Alternative F has 473 acres of prime
farmland and Alternative CW has 226 acres of prime farmland.”

“Corridor F destroys 237 more acres of prime farmland. I know this seems
small now but will future generations say, why didn’t they protect our food
supply along with the Indiana bat habitat.”

Response

Prime farmland, an irreplaceable resource, is very important. The differences in impact
between the alternative requiring the most prime farmland (Alternative F) and the alternative
requiring the least (Alternative CW) about 237 acres, as noted by one commenter. This
amount represents less than one-tenth of one percent of the prime farmland in Marion and
Ralls Counties, and is much less land than will support even one family. Furthermore, much
of the prime farmland in the area is not in agricultural production, When all environmental
factors were considered, Alternative F was judged to be the least impacting.

7.10.2.4 Access
Several commenters expressed concern about access to their property and to places of

business. For example, several people were concerned about access to the MFA supply on
Route 24. Access issues will be addressed during design.

HXMCHWY3CE1TAEIS\SEC.7 April 12, 1995

7-69






8.0

INDEX
Accident Rates . . . . . . . . . i i it e e e e e e e e e 1-17
Agedistribution . . . . . ... e e e e 3-15
AEnCy MESHNES . o o v v v v v v v ettt s e e e e 7-3
Agency correspondence . . . .. ... i e e e e Appendix E
Agricultural Impacts . . . . . .. . i e e e e e e e e 4-6
Agricultural lands . . . . . . .. ... e e 3-5
Air quality impacts . . . . . .. e e e e e e e 4-34
AIr quality . ..o e e e e e e e 3-32
b 0 ) o £ 3-13
Alternative considered . . . . . .. o e e e e e e S-4, 2-1
Alternatives on new locations . . .. ... .. . ... i i e e e S-5, 2-3
Alternatives eliminated from detailed study . . . . ... ... . ..., ... .. ....... 2-1
Alternatives for detailed study . . . .. ..... ... ... ... .. ... .. S-5, 2-24
Archaeological TeSOUICES . . . . . . . v v i ittt ettt e e 3-49, 4-70
Archaeological preservation . .. . ... ... . . i e e 4-70
Architectural TESOUICES . . . . v v v vt et e e e e e e e e e et et e e aeae s 3-50, 4-71
Bridges, historic . . .. . . . . . . i i e e e e 3-51, 4-73
Build alternative . . . . .. . .. . . . e e e e e e S-7
BUS SeIVICES . . . i i e e e e e e e e e 3-13
Business impacts . . . . . . i oo i e e e e e e e e e 4-19
Business impacts, existing Highway 61 . ... ......... ... .. oo u. 4-19
Capability classes of soils . .. ... ................ e e e e 3-6
L0 . 3-34
L0155 11 1 u (- 3-25
Churches . . ... ... . i it et e e e e e e e e e 3-25
Churches, IMpacts ON . . . . . . v o it ittt ettt s et e e e et ettt eee e aan 4-22
Cities, towns and communities . . . . . . . . .. .ottt t ittt e e 3-11
COMMENES . . . ot v et e e e et e e e et e e ettt e e e 7-1
Construction ImMpacts . . . . . . v ot ittt e e e e e e e e e 4-76
Coordination . . . ... . .o it i i i e e e e e e e e 7-1

H:\MCH\S3CBI72\BIS\SEC. 8 8-1 April 19, 1996



Cost comparison of alternatives . . . . . . . . . . ot it it it e e 2-31

Cumulative Impacts . . . . . . . e it i et e e e e e e 4-7%
Design standards, Cutrent . . . . . . .. . . i e e e e 1-10
Detention dam . . . .. . . .t it e e e e e e 3-33
Distribution list . . . ... ... . . . . e e e 6-1
Economic impacts . . . . . . o v it e e e e e e e 4-25
BCONOMY . . . . ittt e e e e e e 3-28
Bmployers . . o i e e e e e e e e e e e e 3-31
Employment . ... .. .. .. .. e 3-31
Environmental impacts, summary of major . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ....... S-8
Ethnic origin . . . . .. . . .. e e e e e e e e 3-17
Farm displacements . . . . .. . ... . ittt e e 4-14
Farmland of statewide importance .............. e FUTPI 3-6, 4-6
Farmland COnVErSion . . . . . v v vttt et it e e e e e e e e 4-6
Fire protection, impacts ONl . . . . . . o ittt vt ittt e e e e 4-24
Fire SerVICe . . . . it it ittt it e it e et e e e e e e e 3-25
Floodplain CroSsings . . . . . .. ..ttt ittt it e et S-11, 4-61
Floodplain regulations . .. ... ... ... e 4-56
Floodplain Impacts . . . .. .. .o u vt vttt e 4-56, 4-58
Floodplains . . . .. oo it ittt it e e e e e e e e e 3-45
Fuel consumption . . . . ... .. . it ittt ittt e it e e e e 1-25
Geologic setting . . . . . ... . i e e e 3-34
Geometrics, existing Highway 61 . ... . ... . ... ... . .. ... .. ... ..... 1-1
Ground water impacts . . . . . . . . i e e e e 4-44
Ground Water . . . . . ... e e e e e e e 3-34
GIoUp MECtiNgS . . . . i it e i i it e e e e e e e e e e 7-4
Handicapped population . ... ... ... ... ... ittt 3-17
Hazardous Waste . . . . v v vt e r it et e e e e e e e e 3-52, 4-75
Highways . .. oot e e e e e e e e e e 3-11
Historic background . . . ... .. ... .. .. . ... .. Appendix C
HiStOTiC PIESCIVALION . . . v v v v et e v e e e e e e e e e 4-70
Historical reSOurCeS . . . . . i it it i et e e e e e 3-51, 4-74
Hospitals, iImpacts 0N . . . . . . . o v vttt et e ettt et e e e 4-24
Hospitals . . . .o it e e e e e e 3-24

HAMCH\93CS1TARIS\SEC, 8 8-2 April 19, 1996



Housing available . . . ... ... ... . .. i e e 4-18

Housing characteristics . . . . . . . . o v it i e e e 3-17
Hydric S0Ils . . o . v v i et e e 3-38
HydrologY . . . o v v vttt i e e e e 3-33, 3-39
Improvement of existing highway alternative . . . . .. ................ S-4, 2-2
170 11 L= 3-28
Indianabat . ... ... .00ttt e 3-46, Appendix B, 4-69
INAUSEEIES & v v v i e e e e e e e e e e e e 3-31
Information repositories . . . . .. . . . i i e i e e e 7-8
Intersection capacity, existing Highway 61 . .. ... ........... ... ...... 1-14
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources . ... ... ... ... ..... 4-78
Labor f0ICE o v v v e i i it e e e e e e e e 3-31
Land use, existing . . . . ... ..o e - |
Land use planning . . . . . . o o o o it i i i e e e 3-1, 4-6
Land use impacts . . . . oo v i vt vttt e it e e e 4-1
Land use ChANes . . . . v v v v v vt ittt i i e e 4-3
Level of Service . . . . . i it i e e e e e e e s 1-10
Low income populations, impacts ot . . . . v v v v vttt e e 4-15
Mass transit alternative . . . . . . . . . o i e e e e 2-2
Material and energy reqUirements . . . ... ... ..t o it 4-75
Media . . ot e e e e e e e e e 7-8
17 3-28
Minority populations . . . . . ... e e e 3-17, 4-15
Mitigative measures for relocations . ... .. .... ... . . i i 4-21
Mitigative measures for agricultural impacts . . .. .. ..... . ... ..o 4-14
Mitigative measures for potential impacts on Indiana bats . . . . ............. S-11
Mitigative measures for floodplain impacts . . .. ...... ... . . oo 4-67
Mitigative measures for wetland impacts . . .. ....... ... . .o 4-55
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) . .. ....... . ..o v .. 3-32
Neighborhoods . . . ... oo v vttt i e i e e 3-22, 4-15
L[S Z:] 1=311=) o PP 7-7
No-Action alternative . . . . . . . . i vt vttt i e e e e S-5, 2-1
NOISE IMPACES & 4 v v v vt e e it it e e e 4-35
NOISE SENSIIVE ATBAS .« v v v v v v e e e et e e e e e e e e 4-35

HAMCHW3CBITAEIS\SEC. 8 8-3 April 19, 1996



NOISE . . o o e e e e 3-32
Nursing homes . . . . . ... . i e e e e e 3-24
Operations, existing facility .. ........ ... ... 1-10
Parks and recreation areas, impacts On . ... .. ... 4-24
Patks . . e e e e e e e 3-26
Phase I Alternatives Analysis . . . ... ... ... ..., 2-3
Police protection, impacts O . . . . . . . v v ittt i e 4-24
POlICE SEIVICE . . . . ittt e e e e e e 3-25
Population . . . . .. e e e e e e 3-13
Praitie dandelion . . . . . . . ... ... L e 3-46
Prehistoric background . . .. ... ... ... e Appendix C
Preparers, list of . . . . . . . e e e 5-1
Prime farmland . .. ... ... ... . . ... . e S-11, 3-5, 4-6
Property value impacts . . . . . . . ottt e e e e e 4-16
Proposed action, description . . . . . ... ... ... .. e 1-1
Public meetings . . ... .. ... ... ... e 7-6
Public facilities and services . . . . ... ... .. . ... e e 3-22
Public lands . . . . . ... e e 3-26
Public involvement . . ... ... . . . . i e e 7-1, 7-9
Purposeand need . ... .. ... ... ... e e S-1, 1-1
QUaITIES . . . . . i e e e e e e 3-28, 3-34
Rallways . .. . i e e e e e e 3-13
RAre SPECIES . . . o i i ittt et it e e e e e e e e e 3-45
ReCreation areas . . . v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e 3-26
References . .. .. ... ... .t Appendix D
Religion . . . . . ... e e e e 3-17
Relocation of Route 36 at interchanges . . . ...................0... S-7, 2-29
Relocations . . . ... ... ..t i e S-11, 4-18
RESEIVOITS & . . o i i ittt et e e e e e e e e 3-34
Residential areas, proximity effects . ... ................ .. ... ..... 4-16
Residential relocations . . . .. .. ittt . 4-18
Right-of-way requirements . . . . .. ...... ... .. 000 rinnn.enn, 2-41, 4-1
Safety . . e 1-17

HAMCHWIC3172\EIS\SEC. 8 8-4 Aprl 19, 1996



SChool diStTICES . . . o o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 3-22

Schools, IMPacts ON . . . . . vt i i ettt e e e 4-22
SCHOOIS . . e e e e e e e e e e e e 3-22
Severance management ZOMES . . . . . v v v v v v e b n b e e e e e 4-12
Severed farm Operations . . . . . . . . .ot ittt e e e 4-12
SINKNOLES . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e 3-33
Social environment . . ... .. .. ... 3-11
Social IMPACES . . .« . . e e e e e 4-15
Soilseries . ... ... viiin e e e e e 3-38
R 3-8, 3-38, 4-6
Sole source aquifer . . . ... .. .. e e e e e 4-44
Special or sensitive ground water areas ... ... ... ... . e oo 4-45
SIS . . .. e e e e e 3-34
State Implementation Plan . . . . . . . ... . ... e e 3-32
Surface water impacts . . . . . . .. . i e e e e e 4-43
System linkage . . . ... ... .. e e e e 1-27
Telephone information line . . .. .. ...... ... . ..., 7-8
Telephone SUIVEY . . . . . . it it ittt et e e e 7-3
Threatened and endangered species . ... .. ... ... .. .. 3-45, 4-69
Traffic System Management (TSM) improvements . .................... 1-15
Traffic volume, projected . . . . . . . . .. i e e e 1-5
Traffic volume, existing Highway 61 ................... ... ... .. ... 1-3
Transportation SYStem . . . . . o v v v ittt e e e 3-11
Transportation Control Measures . . . . . .. .o v vt i ittt it nnas e e 1-32
Unavoidable adverse impacts . . . .. .. .t i i ittt i e 4-78
UtHEES . . v h et e e e e e e e e e e 3-26
Vegetation . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e 3-41
Visual impacts . . . . . . i it e e e e e e 4-75
Visual environment . . . . ... . ..ttt i e e 3-54
WaeI TESOUICES . . . . v v i v v o i e et ot e it e e st e o et e e an oo asees 3-33
Water body impacts . . . . . .. o ot e e e 4-56
Water, surface . . . . .. .. i e e e e e e 3-33
Waters of the U.S. . . . . i it it et e e e e e e e e S-11, 3-37
Watersheds . . ... ... ... e e e 3-33

H:\MCH\93C8172\EIS\SEC. § 8-5 April 19, 1996



W aleTWays . . .. . e e e e e e e 3-13

Wetland values, impacts 00 . . . . . .. i e e 4-55
Wetlands . . .. ... ... . . e e S-11, 3-37, Appendix A
Wetlands impacts . . .. .. ... ... ... 4-45, Appendix A
Wildlife . ... ... e e e 3-41
Wildlife impacts . . . . . ... e e e 4-56
Wildlife areas . . .. .. .. . e e 3-1
Wooded areas . .. .. ... e e e e e S-11

HAMCHWWICBLT2\RIS\SEC. 8 8-6 April 19, 1996



APPENDIX A

WETLANDS DELINEATION REPORT



JURISDICTIONAL WETLAND DELINEATIONS OF U.S. HIGHWAY 61
ALTERNATIVE RELOCATION CORRIDORS

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department
Proposed U.S. Highway 61 Relocation Project
Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri

Prepared by
George Butler Associates, Inc.
January, 1996




Jurisdictional Wetland Delineations
of
U.S. Highway 61 Alternative Relocation Corridors

Table of Contents

EXecUtive SUIMIMATY . . oo\ ottt et et e et e e e et ittt ES-1
1.0 Introduction . . ..ot e et e e e e e e e e 1
2.0 Project StUdy AT€a ... ...ttt 2
3.0 Existing Information . .. ......ooi et 4
4.0 On-site Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation ........ ... ... .. i, 8
5.0 Jurisdictional Wetland DelineationResults . ......... ... ... . ... . i 8
6.0 Discussion and ConcluSIOn . ... ..ttt e ettt et 10
7.0, REOIemOOS ..ottt e e e e e e 16
Tables

Table 1. Potential Combinations of Segments for Construction of Alternative Corridors .. ... 2
Table 2. Hydric Soils of the Proposed MHTD Highway 61 Corridors. .................... 5
Table 3. Vascular Plants Identified During Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation ............. 6
Table 4. USFWS NWI Classification Terminology and Interpretation .................... 9
Table 5. Preliminary ldentification of Wetlands and Other Waters of the US. ............. 11
Table 6. Summary of Preliminary Wetlands and Watersof the US. ............... ... ... 14
Table 7. Comparative Potential Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Impacts ................ 15
Figures

Figure 1. Project Location Depicting Alternative Corridors. . ........................... 3
Attachments

Attachment 1. Ground Photographs and Photographic Key Map.

Attachment 2. NRCS County Soil Survey Aerial Photographs with Proposed Alternative
Corridor Segments ,

Attachment 3. National Wetlands Inventory Topographic Maps with Proposed Alternative
Corridor Segments and Location of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters of
the U.S.

Attachment 4. Wetland Delineation Data Forms and Data Point Key Map

TOC-1




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department (MHTD) proposes to expand U.S. Highway
61 in Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri (MHTD District 3). The proposed project consists of
a relocation to be located in one of several alternative corridors west of Hannibal, Missouri.
MHTD has retained the team of George Butler Associates, Inc. (GBA) and Woodward-Clyde
Consultants (WCC) to perform environmental investigations for this project. A jurisdictional
wetland delineation using U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) guidelines was performed by
George Butler Associates, Inc. (GBA) in July, 1995. This delineation represents the culmination
of a year-long wetland identification and avoidance process which included an initial analysis of
alternative 300 meter (1,000 ft) wide corridors for the proposed road relocation and a final
delineation of four alternative 90 m (300") corridors. This report provides the results of the 1995
jurisdictional wetland delineation, and a comparison of estimated wetlands impacts among
alternative corridor segments. The alternative corridors are located in predominantly upland
agricultural areas. Results of the onsite jurisdictional wetland delineation indicate that, of the
four alternative corridors included in the Environmental Impact Statement (Alternatives F, CW,
EF, and D), Alternative F will impact the least area of jurisdictional wetlands.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Missouri Highway and Transportation Department (MHTD) proposes to expand U.S. Highway
61 in Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri (MHTD District 3). The proposed project consists of
a relocation to the west of Hannibal, Missouri. Several alternative 300 meter (1,000 ft) wide
corridors have been identified. The alternative corridors are located in uplands dominated by
agricultural activities. A more defined right-of-way will be located within the preferred corridor.
The purpose of this study is to provide the results of a jurisdictional wetland delineation to assess
comparative potential impacts to waters of the U.S., including jurisdictional wetlands, among the
alternative corridors. Waters of the U.S. consist of wetlands, streams, lakes, and similar areas as
they apply to the jurisdictional limits of the authority of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The definition of Waters of the U.S. is provided in
Title 33, Part 328.3 of the Code of Federal Regulations. For the purpose of this report, the term
jurisdictional wetlands refers to those wetlands which meet the regulatory definition at 33 CFR
328.3, and the term waters of the U.S. means all areas which meet the definition, including
jurisdictional wetlands. '

Preliminary wetland information was obtained from Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS); U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Maps; U.S.
Geological Survey topographic maps; and official Marion and Ralls county highway maps. A
wetland identification was performed on-site by Carol Kuhn of George Butler Associates, Inc. in
September, 1994.

1.1 PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project consists of the construction of new right-of-way to serve as a relocation
west of Hannibal, Missouri. Alternative 300 meter (1,000 ft) wide corridors have been
established. A preferred right-of-way will be chosen from the alternatives.

1.2 ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS

For the purpose of this jurisdictional wetland delineation, the proposed alternative corridors were
divided into 14 segments, so that comparative impacts may be assessed among potential corridor
segment combinations. Figure 1 illustrates the locations of the 14 segments. Table 1 is a matrix
of possible corridor segment combinations from which rights-of-way and final preferred route
may be chosen. This report provides the results of wetland delineations within each segment.
Proposed corridor impacts may be assessed by adding the cumulative impacts of each segment
within a corridor.



Table 1. Potential Combinations of Segments for Construction of Alternative Corridors for MHTD Highway
61 Relocation Project. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., February, 1995,
Ccwi | cwz2 | cw3 D1 D2 D3 D4 EF1 F4 F1 F2 F2 Link | Link
Int Cor. Int. Cor. 1 2
cwi X X - X X X -- - - X - X --
cwe X X -- - X -- X - X - X X
W3 X X X - X X - -- - X X
Di X X X -- X - X -- X X
D2 X X -- X -- X -- -- -
D3 X X - - -
D4 X X -- X X
EF1 X h.¢ — - -
o X X X X X
Cl?r X X - -
i X | X X
F2 - -
Cor.
Lilnk X
Link
2
Int.=Interchange; Cor.=Corridor

2.0 PROJECT STUDY AREA

The project study area consists of four 90 m (300") wide alternative corridors (Figure 1).
Attachment 1 provides color photocopies of ground photographs taken within the project study
area. Attachments 2 and 3 illustrate the location of the proposed alternative corridors on Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey aerial photographs and U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, respectively.
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The corridors cross gently to moderately undulating uplands and narrow, shallow, eroded stream
channels. The majority of the land is agricultural, with some shrubby or wooded areas. Bear
Creek, Little Bear Creek, and Crooked Creek are the only named waterways in the alternative
corridors. These waterways and their unnamed tributaries are part of the Bear Creek watershed,
which eventually drains into the Mississippi at Hannibal.

3.0 PRELIMINARY WETLAND IDENTIFICATION

The preliminary wetland identification consisted of a review of existing wetland information;
consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; and an on-site wetland identification during
September, 1994. The results of the on-site wetland identification were combined with the
existing NRCS, USFWS, and Corps information to further define potential jurisdictional wetlands.
The estimated types and amounts of wetlands were then compared among several potential
combinations of alternative corridor segments, to determine which route(s) might result in the
fewest potential impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. A preliminary
wetland identification report (GBA, 1995) was then prepared and submitted as an appendix to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (FHWA and MHTD, August, 1995).

4.0 WETLAND DELINEATION METHODS
4.1 EXISTING INFORMATION

Preliminary wetland identification methods follow the guidelines presented in the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual. An off-site delineation was performed to
assess existing information and prepare for on-site work. Natural Resource Conservation Service
county soil surveys, county hydric soils lists, and Food Security Act farmed wetlands information
were gathered and compared with U.S, Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands
Inventory (NWI) maps to identify areas of potential jurisdictional wetlands. The Rock Island
Corps District claims jurisdiction on only those drainageways which are identified on offictal
county highway maps. Therefore, county highway maps were used to aid in determining the
extent of waters of the U.S. The following subsections summarize existing general information
regarding soils, hydrology, and vegetation within the project study area.

4.1.1 Soils. Table 2 identifies hydric soils mapped in the proposed corridors, as identified by the
NRCS in the Hydric Soils List of Marion County, Missouri (NCRS, 1990a) and the Hydric Soils
List of Ralls County, Missouri {1990b). Both county lists reflect local soil conditions, and have
eliminated several soils which are listed on the state and national hydric soil lists because they do
not meet the hydric soil criteria in these counties. The resulting NRCS hydric soil map units
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were identified within the proposed corridors and highlighted on NRCS soil survey maps
(Attachment 2). This information was then transferred to USFWS NWI maps (Attachment 3).
Hydric soils within the project corridors are limited to scattered small areas of Marion and
Moniteau silty loams. Marion silty loam is identified as hydric due to inclusions of Chariton
silty loam, which is frequently saturated. Chariton inclusions comprise approximately 10% of
the Marion silty loam map unit. Therefore, wetland delineations will have to be performed at
Marion silty loam locations to determine if hydric soil conditions are present. For the purpose of
this wetlands analysis of alternative corridors, the assumption was made that areas mapped as
Marion silty loam are hydric, although it is likely that only a small percentage is hydric.
Moniteau silty loams are frequently saturated and therefore are classified as hydric soils.
Moniteau soils have few inclusions; most areas mapped as Moniteau probably consist of this

hydric soil.

Table 2. Hydric Soils of the Proposed MITD Highway 61 Corridors. Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri. 300 meter
(1,000 ft) Wide Alternative Corridors. Prepared by GBA from NRCS County Hydric Soils Lists.
County Alternative Map Unit Hydric Hydric
Corridor Symbol Map Unit Name Hydric Composition | Criterion
Segment Portion
Marion D3 ‘ 22B Marion silty loam Chariton 10% 2B2
silty loam,
inclusions
Marion CW3, Link ! 25 Moniteau silty loam Moniteau 90% 2B2

4.1.2 Hydrology. Topographic maps and soil surveys indicate that the rivers and streams in the
project area are located in narrow valleys or are deep channels cut into upland soils. Few flood
plains are associated with these waterways. With the potential exception of areas mapped as
Marion silty loam or Moniteau silty loam, no soils in the project corridors possess indicators of
wetland hydrology [a water table at less than 0.57 meter (1.4 feet) from the surface during the
growing season and a permeability of less than 15.4 centimeters/hour (6.0 inches/hour) in any
layer within 51.3 centimeters (20 inches) of the surface] (NRCS, 1990a & b).

4.1.3 Vegetation. The proposed alternative corridors are located in the Eastern Section of the
Glaciated Plains Natural Division of Missouri (Nelson, 1987). Forests in this Division are
eastern deciduous woodlands dominated by oak and hickory. Potential natural vegetation of the
project study areas and adjacent land is prairie/forest mosaic (Nelson, 1987). Schroeder (1982)
identifies presettlement prairies within the project study area in uplands between Rensselaer and




South River. Land use trends have eliminated most of the presettlement vegetation from the
project study area. Current dominant vegetation in non-agricultural areas consists of typical
disturbance tolerant upland woody species such as honey locust (Gleditsia triacanthos), juniper
(Juniperus virginiana), white oak (Quercus alba), and Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila). Wooded
drainages such as South River contain slippery elm (Ulmus rubra), green ash (Fraxinus
pennsylvanica), shingle oak (Quercus imbricaria), box elder (Acer negundo), and sycamore
(Platanus occidentalis).

4,2 ON-SITE WETLAND DELINEATION

Preliminary on-site wetland identification of 300 m (1,000") corridors was performed during
September, 1994 by a GBA wetlands specialist who has been certified through the Corps’
Wetland Delineator Certification Program. An onsite jurisdictional wetland delineation of 90 m
(300") corridors was performed during July and September, 1995. The Corps of Engineers
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) was used as a guideline for
performing wetland delineations. Farm ponds are identified as Corps jurisdictional if they have
extensive areas of hydrophytic vegetation, if they are located within another Corps jurisdictional
area such as a tributary, and/or if they are abandoned. Surface mines are considered
jurisdictional if they contain standing water and/or wetland vegetation. Tributaries are
considered waters of the U.S. to ordinary high water (OHW) if they are included on official
Marion and Ralls County Maps. Each crossing was also inspected to determine if wetlands
occur. All areas identified as potentially jurisdictional during the preliminary wetlands
assessment were investigated during the onsite jurisdictional wetland delineation.

5.0 JURISDICTIONAL WETLAND DELINEATION RESULTS

Table 3 of this Report is a list of vascular plant species identified during the wetland delineation
and the preliminary wetland identification. Table 5 provides information regarding farm ponds
within each corridor. Based upon results of the wetland delineation, three farm ponds within the
project study area are potentially Corps jurisdictional. Table 6 lists the jurisdictional wetlands
and other waters of the U.S. for each alternative corridor segment. This table compares the
delineation results with the preliminary information gathered from NWI maps; NRCS Soils
Surveys and Hydric Soil Lists; NRCS wetland maps; and official county highway maps. It is
presented so that total waters of the U.S. may be tallied for any possible combination of
alternative segments which forms a corridor.

Attachment 1 contains color photocopies of ground photography along the proposed corridor
segments, with Figure A of the Attachment indicating the photograph locations. Attachment 2
and Attachment 3 illustrate the location of wetland delineation data points and jurisdictional




wetland boundaries on NRCS Soil Survey maps and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service National
Wetland Inventory maps, respectively. Attachment 4 contains jurisdictional wetland delineation
data sheets, with Figure 1 depicting the location of data points.

A summary of the preliminary wetlands and other waters of the U.S. per alternative corridor
segment is provided in Table 7, and Table 8 summarizes the wetlands and other waters of the
U.S. for each of the four alternative corridors. Other waters of the U.S. are tallied as number of
crossings, to reflect the manner in which regulated impacts are evaluated for Section 404
permitting.

6.0 COMPARATIVE VALUES OF WETLAND SYSTEMS

The project study area is located at the eastern edge of a relatively high, flat, uridissected plateau
with scattered small drainages. The eastern portion of the study area consists of upper slopes
leading into the bluffs of the Mississippi River valley. This area contains more rolling
topography, drainages, and larger major waterways than does the western portion of the study
area. While none of the four alternative corridors contain exceptionally high quality wetlands,
the easternmost corridors (Alternatives D and CW) will cross more waters of the U.S., and
contain the only areas identified as hydric soil map units within the study area. The westernmost
corridors (Alternatives F and EF) are nearly completely in upland ridges. Along these uplands,
jurisdictional wetlands are limited to farm ponds, and waters of the U.S. are upper reaches of
tributaries in uplands. The following summarizes the quality of wetlands and waters of the U.S.
for each of the alternative corridors.

6.1 Alternative F.

Wetlands within Alternative F are limited to three potentially jurisdictional farm ponds which
total 0.6 ha (1.5 ac). Two are adjacent to existing Highway 61 in the southern interchange. The
third is located in cropland. None is considered to be high quality wetlands. The only
potentially jurisdictional drainages within the corridor are Bear Creek in the northwest, Little
Bear Creek in the southwest, and two unnamed intermittent tributaries to these creeks. These
consist of drainageways through upland agricultural land. Narrow bands of wooded riparian
vegetation are located along the channels. Overall quality of these waters is low to average.



Table 3. Vascular Plants Identified During the July 1995 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation and September
1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification. Proposed MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project, Marion and Ralls

Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.

Scientific Name'

Common Name®

NLPSOW? Indicator Status

TREES

Acer negundo L. box elder FACW-
Acer saccharinum L. silver maple FACW
Asclepias syriaca L. common milkweed NL
Celtis lnevigata Willd. sugar-berry FACW
Celtis occidentalis L. hackberry FAC-
Cercis canadensis L. redbud FACU
Fraxinus pennsylvanica Marsh. green ash FACW
Gleditsia triacanthos L. honey locust FAC
Juglans nigra L. black walnut FACU
Juniperus virginiana L. red cedar FACU
Maclura pomifera (Raf.)Schneid. Osage orange FACU
Morus alba L. white mulberry FAC
Morus rubra L. red mulberry FAC-
Platanus occidentalis L. American sycamore FACW
Quercus alba L. white oak FACU
Quercus imbricaria Michx. shingle oak FAC-
Quercus macrocarpa Michx, bur oak FAC-
Quercus palustris Muenchh. pin oak FACW
Quercus rubra L. northem red oak FACU
Salix nigra Marsh. black willow OBL
Tilia americana L. American basswood FACU
Ulmus americana L. American elm FACW-




Table 3. Vascular Plants ldentified During the July 1995 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation and September
1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification. Proposed MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project, Marion and Ralis

Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.

Scientific Name!

Common Name?

NLPSOW? Indicator Status

Ulmus rubra L. slippery elm, red elm FAC
Ulmus sibericus Siberian elm NL
SHRUBS

Amorpha fruticosa false indigo bush FACW+
Cephalanthus occidentalis L. buttonbush OBL
Cornus drummondii Meyer rough leaved dogwood FAC
Rhus glabra L. smooth sumac N/L
Ribes missouriense Nutt. Missouri gooseberry N/L
Rosa mudtiflora Thunb. multiflora rose FACU
Symphoricarpos orbiculatus coral berry FACU
Moench. (buckbrush)

HERBACEOUS PLANTS & WOODY

VINES

Agropyron smithii Rydb. western wheat grass FACU+
Amaranthus albus L. white amaranth FACU
Ambrosia artemisiifolia 1. common ragweed FACU
Ambrosia trifida L. giant ragweed FAC+
Andropogon virginicus L. broomsedge FAC-
Apocynum cannabinum L. dogbane FAC
Asclepias syriaca var. kansana common milkweed NL
Aster pilosus Willd, white heath aster FACU~+
Bidens polylepis Blake tickseed sunflower FACW
Bromus inermis smooth brome NL
Campsis radicans (L.)Seem trumpet vine FAC
Carduus nutans musk thistle N/L




Table 3. Vascular Plants 1dentified During the July 1995 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation and September
1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification. Proposed MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project, Marion and Ralls

Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.

Scientific Name’

Common Name?

NLPSOW? Indicator Status

Cicorium intybus L. common chicory NL
Cicuta maculata L. water hemlock; spotted OBL
cowbane
Cirsium vulgare L. thistle FACU-
Clematis virginiana L. virgin's bower FAC
Commelina communis L. day-flower FAC
Convolvulus sepium L. hedge bindweed ‘FAC
{Calystegia sepium (L.)R.Br)
Daucus carota L. Queen Anne's lace N/L
Echinochloa muricata (Beauv.)Fern. bamyard grass OBL
Eleocharis obtusa (Willd.)J.A. Schultes blunt spikerush OBL
Elymus virginicus L. Virginia wild rye FACW-
Equisetum hyemale L. winter scouring rush FACW-
Eupatorium capillifolium (Lam.)Small . thorough-wort FACU
Eupatorium rugosum Houtt. white snakeroot FACU
FEupatorium serotinum Michx. late flowering FAC+
thoroughwort

Festuca arundinacea Schreb. tall fescue FACU+
Festuca elatior L. meadow fescue N/L
Geum vernum (Raf)Torr. & Gray early water avens FAC-
Glycine max (L.)Merr. soybean NL
Helianthus tuberosus L. Jerusalem artichoke FAC
Humulus japonicus Sieb. & Zucc, Japanese hops FACU
Impatiens sp. touch-me-not FACW
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Tahle 3. Vascular Plants Identified During the July 1995 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation and September
1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification. Proposed MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project, Marion and Ralls
Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.

Scientific Name!

Common Name®

NLPSOW? Indicator Status

Ipomoea hastata Jacq. ivy moming glory FAC
Iva annna L. annual sumpweed FAC
Juncus interior Wieg. inland rush FAC+
Juncus marginatus Rostk. grass-leaf rush FACW
Lactuca canadensis 1. wild lettuce FACU+
Laportea canadensis (L.)YWedd. wood nettle FACW
Leersia oryzoides {1..)Swartz rice cutgrass OBL
Leersia virginica Wilid. whitegrass FACW
Ludwigia palustris (L)EIL water purslane OBL
Ludwigia peploides (H.B.K.)Raven floating primrose willow OBL
Lycopus americanus Muhl. ex W. Barton American bugleweed OBL
Monarda fistulosa L. wild bergamot FACU
Muhlenbergia schreberi Gmel. nimble will FAC
Myrabilis nyctaginea (Michx.)MacM. wild four-o'clock NL
Oenothera biennis L. common evening primrose FACU
Osmorhiza claytonii (Michx.)Clarke sweet cicely FACU-
Oxalis stricia L, yellow wood sorrel FACU
Parthenocissus quinguefolia Virginia creeper FAC-
(L.) Planch.

Pastinaca sativa L., parsnip NL
Phalaris arundinacea L. reed canary grass FACW+
Phleum pratense L. timothy FACU
Physalis longfolia Nutt. ground cherry NL
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Table 3. Vascular Plants Identified During the July 1995 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation and September
1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification. Propesed MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project, Marion and Ralls

Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.

Scientific Name'

Common Name’

NLPSOW? Indicator Status

Phytolacca americana L. poke berry FAC-
Poa pratensis L. Kentucky bluegrass FAC-
Polygonum hydropiperoides Michx. swamp smartweed OBL
Polygonum lapathifolium L. willow-weed FACW+
Polygonum punctatum Ell. water smartweed OBL
Polygonum scandens L. false buckwheat FAC
Polygonum virginianum L. Virginia knotweed FAC
Rumex crispus L. curly dock Fac+
Sambucus canadensis 1. American elderberry FACW-
Schrankia uncinata Willd. sensitive brier NL
Setaria glauca (L.)Beauv. yellow foxtail FAC
Silphium perfoliatum L. cup plant FACW-
Smilax tamnoides L. var. hispida Muhl. ex bristly greenbrier FAC
Torr.

Solanum carolinense L. horse nettle FACU-
Solidago nemoralis Ait. old field goldenrod NL
Solidago ulmifolia Muhl. elm-leaf goldenrod NL
Spartina pectinata Link prairie cordgrass FACW+
Toxicodendron radicans (L.} Kuntze poison ivy FAC+
Tridens flavus (L.)Hitche. tail redtop N/L
Trifolium praiense L. red clover FACU+
Trifolium repens L. white clover FACU+
Verbascum thapsus L. mullein NL
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Table 3. Vascular Plants 1dentified During the July 1995 Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation and September
1994 Preliminary Wetland Identification. Proposed MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project, Marion and Rails
Counties, Missourj. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.

Scientific Name!

Common Name?

NLPSOW? Indicator Status

Verbesina helianthoides Michx. crown beard NL
Vernonia baldwini Torr, ironweed NL
Viola sororia Willd. woolly blue violet FAC-
Vitis cinerea Engelm. grayback grape FACW-
Vitis riparia Michx. riverbank grape FACW-
Xanthium strumarium L.(SYN: Xanthium rough cocklebur I( FAC

pensylvanicum Wallr.)

'Scientific names from Steyermark, 1. Flora of Missouri, 1963.

*Common names from Flora of Missouri. 1f none provided by the Flora, then common names from Reed, P., National List
of Planis that Occur in Wetlands, North Central (Region 3), USFWS Biological Report 88 (26.3) May, 1988,

*Wetland indicator status taken from National List of Plants that Occur in Wetlands, North Central (Region 3).

OBL obligate wetland species
FACW+ wetter than FACW

FACW  facultative wetland species
FACW-  drier than FACW

FAC+ wetter than FAC

FAC facultative species

FAC- drier than FAC

FACU-  wetter than FACU

FACU facultative upland species
FACU+ drier than FACU

UPL upland species

NL not listed

NI no indicator status yet assigned
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6.2 Alternative EF. The majority of Alternative EF is included within Alternative F and the
northern (upland) portions of Alternatives CW and D. Within Corridor EF, wetlands are limited
to jurisdictional farm ponds of low wetland value. Waters of the U.S. consist of Bear Creek,
Little Bear Creek, and one unnamed tributary to Little Bear Creek. Within the corridor, Bear and
Little Bear Creeks consist of small drainageways in uplands with somewhat wooded riparian
arcas. They are moderately valuable as narrow wildlife corridors through agricultural land.

6.3 Alternative D. Wetlands in Alternative D are primarily low quality jurisdictional farm
ponds, with one small area of low quality cropped herbaceous wetlands within cropland at the
Barkley/Landis farm near Withers Mill. Alternative D crosses waters of the U.S. in uplands at
four locations: Bear Creek, Little Bear Creek, Crooked Creck, and one unnamed tributary to Bear
Creek. These waters of the U.S. are of relatively high value within the corridor, due to their
wooded riparian corridors through wooded uplands and agricultural lands.

6.4 Alternative CW. Wetlands in Alternative CW include 0.6 ha (1.6 ac) of wooded and
emergent wetlands associated with an unnamed tributary. These wetlands are located within
areas mapped as hydric soils, adjacent to an extensive drainage system surrounded by
agricultural land. This area is of comparatively good quality due to its location within a larger
wooded wetland system. Alternative CW also contains a large portion of the lower Bear Creek
floodplain. This wide, predominantly wooded area is a good quality, relatively unmanipulated
drainageway with shrubby, herbaceous, and unvegetated gravel washes within its wide shallow
beds. In this region, Bear Creek provides a valuable wildlife corridor through adjacent
agricultural and transportation centers. Also within Alternative CW are Little Bear and Crooked
Creeks, with similarly valuable wooded riparian corridors.

7.0 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The proposed Highway 61 Relocation Project consists of four alternative corridors which are
located in predominantly upland areas west of the City of Hannibal, Missouri. Topography of
the region is generally high, undissected uplands which become more dissected with tributaries
and major drainages farther east. Therefore, the westernmost corridor (Alternative F) will impact
the fewest wetlands. The easternmost corridors, Alternatives CW and D, contain the largest
amount of wetland acreage and crossings of waters of the U.S. While Alternative EF has the
fewest number of crossings of waters of the U.S. (3 crossings), it contains more jurisdictional

14




wetland acres than does Alternative F. Results of the jurisdictional wetland delineation of
alternative corridors for the MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project indicate that Alternative F
will impact the smallest area of jurisdictional wetlands, and result in the least amount of impact
to wetland functions and values.
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Table 4. USFWS Natjonal Wetland Inventory Classification Terminology and Interpretation.

National Wetland Classification Interpretation Comparison to Potential
Inventory Corps Jurisdictional Waters
Mapping Unit of the U.8.!
PEMC Palustrine emergent, seasonally flooded farm pond or natural wetland assume jurisdictional
PEMF Palustrine emergent, semi-permanently flooded | farm pond or natural wetland assume jurisdictional
PEMFh Palustrine emergent, semi-permarenily farm pond or natural wetland assume jurisdictional

flooded, diked/impounded

PEMIA Palustrine emergent, persistent, temporarily farm pond or natural wetland assumme jurisdictionat
flooded
PFO1A Palustrine forested, broad-leaved deciduous, forested wetland assume jurisdictional

temporarily flooded

assume jurisdictional

PSS1F Palustrine, scrub/shrub, broad-leaved shrubby wetland
deciduous, semi-permanently flooded
PUBF Palustrine, unconsolidated bottom, semi- farm pond or natural wetland assume jurisdictional

permanently flooded

PUBFh Palustrine, unconsolidated bottom, semi- farm pond
permanently flooded, diked/impounded

not jurisdictional unless
abandoned, or located in a
water of the U.S., or having
substantial sands of
hydrophytic vegetation®

PUBFEx Palustrine, unconsclidated bottom, semi- farm pond, mine, or borrow
permanently flooded, excavated

assume jurisdictional

PUBG Palustrine, unconsolidated bettom, farm pond or natural wetland
intermittently exposed

assume jurisdictional

PUBGhH Palustrine, unconsolidated bottom, farm pond
intermittently exposed, diked/impounded

not jurisdictional unless
abandoned, or located in a
water of the U.S., or having
substantial stands of
hydrophytic vegetation®

PUBGx Palustrine, unconsolidated bottom, farm pond, mine, or borrow
intermittently exposed, excavated

assume jurisdictional

R2ZUBG Riverine lower perennial, unconsolidated river of siream bed
bottom, intermittently exposed

assume jurisdictional if also
shown of official county
highway map?

R2USA Riverine lower perennial, unconsclidated river or stream shore
shore, temporarily flooded '

assume jurisdictional if also
shown of official county
highway map*

R4SBC Riverine mtermittent stream bed, seasonally intermittent stream bed
flooded

assume jurisdictional if also
shown of official county
highway map *

!Assume jurisdictional until on-site jurisdictional wetland delineation is performed.
2As per US Army Corps of Engineers Rock Island District methedology.
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Table 3. Farm Pond Designations for Clean Water Act Jurisdiction. Proposed MHTD Highway 61
Relocation Project, Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc.,
August 1995,

Farm Fond Visual Current ASCS Farm USFWS
\ R Location? - | Program on Wettand CWaA Jurisdiction™
Number Observation Use 5 R e
Property Designation
Fl SE of NE 13 no longer AcC Yes PEMFh No
present
F3 SW of SW 30 crop AcC Yes PUBGh Yes
F5 SWof NW 31 active AcP Yes PUBGh No
ag land
Fé SE of NW 31 active AcP No PUBGh No
no veget.
F7 NE of SW 31 hay AcP Yes PUBGh No
pasture
Fl12a SWof Sw 10 active Acp Yes PUBGh No
F13 NE of NE 23 recreational Na No PUBGh Yes
pond
Fl4a NE of NE 14 inactive AbP No PUBGh Yes
F15 Se of NE 23 active AcP Yes PUBGh No
D4-1 SWof NW 18 2 ponds AcP Yes PUBGhH No
active
D2-1 SW of NE 32 not observed Na Yes PUBGh Yes
D2-2 SW of NE 32 not observed Na Yes PUBGhH Yes
D2-4a SE of NE 32 not observed AcP No PUBGh Yes
D2-4b SE of NE 32 pasture AcP Yes PUBF No
D2-7 NW of SW 33 stock AcP Yes PUBGh No
D2-9 NW of NE 4 pasture AcP Yes PUBFh No
D2-10 SWof NE 4 pasture AcP Yes PUBF No
D2-11 NE of SE4 pasture AcP Yes PUBGh No
D2-12 SWof SW3 ag, land AcC Yes PUBGh No
D2-13 NW of NW 10 recreational Na Yes PUBGh Yes
pond
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Table 5. Farm Pond Designations for Clean Water Act Jurisdiction. Proposed MHTD Highway 61
Relocation Project, Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri. Prepared by George Butler Associates, Inc.,

August 1995,

Farm Pond Location? Visual | Current 3rso(g:faf:rg:1 Svimi CWA Jurisdiction®
Number Observation Use Property’ Desigmation®
D2-14 NW of NW 10 ag AcP Yes No No

EF-1 SE of SE 30 active AcP Yes PUBGh No

EF-3 SE of NE 31 active ag,. AcP Yes PUBGh No

EF-4 SWof Nw 32 hayed. £wet AcC Yes PUBGh Yes

veget.

EF-5 SEof 31 active AcP Yes PUBGh No
Cw3-1 SE of SE7 active AcP Yes PUBGh No
Cw2-2 NW of SW 28 active AcP Yes PUBG No
CcCw2-4 NE of SE 33 no obs. AcP Yes PUBGh No
Ccw2-4 SW of SW 28 no obs. AcP Yes PUBGh No
Cwl-4 SWof SW 2 no obs., AcP Yes PUBGh No
CWl1-5 SE of SE 3 active AcP Yes PUBGh No
CWI-7 NE of SE 11 distant vis AbP Yes PUBGh Yes
CWi-8 SE of SE 11 abandoned AbP Yes PUBGh Yes

pasture
Link 2-1 SE of SW 3 distance vis AcP Yes PUBGh No
Link 1 -— -—- - - --- -

! Pond identification letter refers to aiternative corridor segment.

2 Quarter of Quarter Section.

3 Observations made during field surveys, based upon aerial photography, and NRCS/ASCS information.
4 Current use categories: AcP =active pasture, AbP = abandoned pasture, AC = active cropland, Na = non-
agricultural.

* Based upon ASCS aerial photography identification of Farm Program land.

§ NWI wetland classification. Refer to Table 4 for classification terminology.

7 Farm pond is Clean Water Act Section 404 water of the U.S. if it is abandoned, and/or is located within
another water of the U.S., and/or supports substantial stands of hydrophytic vegetation.
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Table 7. Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the U.S, per
Proposed Alternative 90 meter (300 ft) Corridor Segment. Proposed MHTD
Highway 61 Corridors. Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri. Prepared by
George Butler Associates, Inc., January, 1996.
Alternative Corridor Jurisdictional Other Waters of the
Segment Wetlands' U.S.
CWi1 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) 3 (270 m; 9007)
Cw2 4.2 ha (10.6 ac) 4 (750 m; 2250")
CWw3 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) 1 (90 m; 300"}
D1 0 0
D2 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) 2 (290 m; 950"
D3 0 2 (270 (950}
D4 0.4 ha (1.0 ac} 0
EF1 0.2 ha (0.5 ac} 1 (80 m; 300"
Fl1 0.4 ha (1.0 ac.) 0
F2 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) 4 (400 m; 1260")
F3 0 0
F4 0 0
Link 1 0 1 (90 m; 300"
Link 2 0 1300 m (10007
'Potentially jurisdictional farm ponds, potential surface mines, and gravel washed are included
in this estimate.
Other waters of the U.S. include hinear crossings.

Tahle 8. Comparative Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. per Representative Potential Alternative
Corridor Segment Combinations.!

Alternative Corridor Segment Potential Wetlands Impacts Potential Crossings of Waters of the U.S.

Combinations?

Alternative F {F4-F3-F2-Ft) 0.6 ha (1.5 ac) 4 crossings (400 m; 1300'}
Alternative EF1 (F2 (Int)-D4-D3-EF1-F1) 1.0 ha (2.5 ac) 3 crossings (360 m; 1200}
Alternative D (F2 (Int)-D4-D3-D2-D1-F1 1.6 ha. (4.0 ac) 4 crossings (560 m; 1900")
(Enn))
Alternative CW (CW3-CW2-CW1) 6.6 ha.(16.5 ac) 8 crossings {1010 m; 3400")
'Based upon onsite jurisdictional wetland delineation performed by George Builer Associates, Inc., July and September, 1995.
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Ground Photographs And Photographic Key Map




ISR

T T

CEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES, INC.
PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD

lient: Missouri Highway and GBA Job No.: 7046.03
Transporiation Departinent
Camera Mszke: Canon

Site Name: MUITD Highway 61 Relocation Project
Site Locaiion Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri

Photographer: €, Rubln
iuw\T-mv‘ TALT /85
Frarne Mo.: i
Direction: N
Comiments: Marion Co.

T57N REW SW. L/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec. 12, Segment F2.

Ca. 60 meters (200') S. of Jci.
Marion Co. Bd. F and U.S,
61/24. View of NRCS Sinkhele
Map Unit. Not Jurisdictional.

Photographer: C. Kuhn

Date\Time: 7/ /%5
Frame No.: 2
Direction: 3.1,
Comments: Mavion Co.

TS7N RBW SW. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec. 12. Segmment FZ.

WD 85-1

SW. Corner of US HWY 24
Crossing of Bear Creek

WoUS to OHW.

R el A

R L PR A ST U AT L, £ LT AR L R T T ST DR T PR =cal i SR R T T T T PR A TR U T e T TR L T T

LA S DR T T E ML s TV T U I T L TO T (L B BN W sk Fuif 43




T T T T T T T O T D T T T T M S ey s

!

i
g*
i
&

At R

A et

4
Ry | =
FHJ‘TO TuﬁPfiIC P4 COR

m e e

NC.

T T M T e et e

Client:  Missouri Highway and
Transportation Department
Camera Make: Canon

GEBA Job No.:

7T046.03

LutC\-TLHl ) P’/{?/AQD

Frames No.: 3
Direction: S.E.
Comments: Marion Co,

TS7N RSW SW. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec, 12, Segment F2.

WD 952

S, Corner of U3 H:

Crossing of Hear
WoUS to QHW.

Photographer: €. Kuhn
Date\Time: / 7/95
Frame No.:

Direction: N.‘.‘r'
Comiments: Marion Co.
TS7N R6W SW. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec. 12, Segment F2.

WD 95-3

MN#W. Corner of US HWY 24
Crossing of Bear Creek
WOUS to OHW.

Site Name: MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project
Hite Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri
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GEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES, INC.
PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD

Ciient:  Missouri Highway and GBA Job No.:  7046.03
Transportation Department
Camera Make: Canon

Site Name: MHYD Highway 61 Relocation Project
.

ite Location: Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri

Fhotographesr: €. Kuhn
Date\Time: 7/17/95

Freme No.: b)
Direction: NLE.
Comiments: Marion Co.

TS7YN RAW SW. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec, 12, Segment F2,

WD 954

NE. Corner of US HWY 24
Crossing of Beer Lrecsk

WoUs to OUW.

Photograrher: C. Kuhn
Date\Time: v/1T/85
Frame No.: 5

Direction: N.

Comments: Mearion Co.
T57N R5%W SW. 1,/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec. 13. Segment D3.

WD 25-5

County Road Crossing of
Unnamed Drainageway.

. R AL L SR




GEORGE BUTLER ASSQCIATES, INC.

PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD

Client:  Miszouri Highway and
Transportation Department

GBA Job No.;

7046.03

=ite Name: MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project
Yte Lecalion: Marion and Ralls Counties, Missourd

Phetographer: €. Kuhn
Date\Tima: TALUE/95
Frame No.: 7

Direction: R

Comments: Marion Co.
TS?N ROW SW. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Sec. 18, Segment B3,

WD 856
Unemed Drainageway in

Pasture, zcvess County Rd.
from WD £5--5,

Photographer: €. Kuhn

Date\Time: 7/18/95
Frame No.: 8
Direction: M.
Comments: Mavion Co,

T57N RGW SW. 1/4 of SE. t/4
Sec. 18, Segment D4,

WD 95-7

Barkley (Landis) Farm.

View of Unplanted Portion of
Soybean Field.

T
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GREORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES, INC.
PHOTOGRAPEIC RECORD

Client: Missouri Highway and GBA Job No.. 7046.03
Transportation Department
Camera Make: Canon

"

Site Name: MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project

- Site Location: Marion zand Rallg Counties, Misgouri

gt

{ Photographer: C. Kuhn

. Date\Time: /18,95

# Trame No.: e
Direction: 5.W,
Comiments: Marion Co.

TOTN E5W SW. 1/4 of SR, 1/4

Sec. 19. Segment D3.

WD 95-8

sSoybean Fleld in Marien Silty Loam

Map Unit. SW., of Withers Mill Railvoad Bed.

OB
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GEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES,
PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD

INC.

o

Client; Missouri Highway and GBA Job No.:
Transpor tatlon Department

Camera Ma

]

e Ca

o

.

7046.03

sy

IR T H TR

¢

1
i
]
i

Site Name MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project
Site Location: Marion and Ralls Counties, Yissouri

P

. Kuhn

: TSR/ 85
Fromse No 10
DHrection: S0
Commnents: Marion Co.
TH7N REW SW. 1/4 of SE, 1/4
Sec. 20, Segment Link — 1

WD 9&5--9
SC’jbf,dTl ield in Marion
Ity Loam Map Unit.

F?&,L of Withers Mill

Railroad bed.

FPhotographer: C. Kuhn

Date\ Time: 7/18/95
Frame No.: {1a

Direction: N.E.
Comments: Marion Co.
TAYN R5W SW. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Jec. 20. Segment Link - 1

WD 95-10

Wooded Tributary in Marion
Silty Loam Map Unit.

NRCS Designated "Wooded
Wetland.” No Jurisdictional
Wetland Present.

T
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GEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES, INC.

PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD

Client: Misscouri Highway and

Transportation
Camera Make: Canon

GBA Job No.: 7046.03
Department

Ao o
Maricn a

MITD Highway 61 Relocation Project

nd Ralls Counties, Miszouri

Photographer: C. Kuhn

Date\Time: Y/17/95
Frame No.: 11
Direction: Yest

Comments: Marion Co.
T57N R6W SE. 1/4 of NE. 1/4
Sec. 13.

View to West at jurisdictional
tributary (shown on Marion
County Map). Wooded stream
corridor. Pasture toc South

of streeam and corn fo

WolUS to OHW,

Photographer: C. Kuhn

Date\Time: 7/17/95
Frame No.: 12
Direction: FEast
Comrments: Marion Co.

TE7N R3W SW. 1/4 of NW. 1/4
Sec. 18.

View to East at jurisdictional
tributary (shown on Marion
County Map). WoUS to OHW.
Small dry draw. Pasture and
farm buildings.
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GEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES, INC.
PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD

Client: Missouri Highway and GBA Job No.: 70486.03
Transportation Department

Camera Make: Canon

Site Name: MHTD Highway 61 Relocation Project

mite Location: Marion and Ralls Counties, Missouri

Photegrapher: C. Xuhn

Datz\Time: v/17/85
Frame No.: 13
Direclion: North
Comments: Marion Co.

TSYN E5W SE. 1/4 of SE. 1/4
Farm Pond CW3-11

Active Stock Pond

N. of HWY 61,

E. of HWY 24

Phetographer: C. Kubn

D