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Summary

SUMMARY
S.1 Proposed Action

This document identifies and assesses the environmental impacts associated with the
project to improve U.S. Route 51 (State Route [S.R.] 3) from its interchange with U.S.
412 (S.R. 20) in Dyer County, Tennessee, north to the interchange of U.S. 45E and the
U.S. 51 Fulton Bypass and to designate the roadway as Interstate 69 (I-69). The total
length of the proposed improvement is approximately 75.5 kilometers (47 miles). The
project is proposed by the Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT). The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead agency for this project and the u.s.
Army Corps of Engineers is a Cooperating Agency.

The proposed action would complete a segment of the High Priority Corridor 18 that was
identified in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). The
United States Congress designated certain highway corridors of national significance to
be included in the National Highway System, corridors mainly in regions that were not
well served by the existing interstate highway system. The 1998 Transportation Equity
Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21) added facilities to Corridor 18 and officially designated
the extension south of Indianapolis, which includes the subject area, as Interstate 69 (i-
69). Corridor 18 extends from the U.S./Canada border in Michigan to the U.S./Mexico
border in the Rio Grande Valley. The purpose of the corridor is to improve international
and interstate trade and to facilitate economic development.

Following agency reviews and public hearings on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), TDOT selected a Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
eliminates the short section of the project in Kentucky and revises the northern project
terminus from the terminus presented in the DEIS under all of the Build Alternatives.
The new northern terminus is at the interchange of U.S. 51 with the U.S. 51 Fulton
Bypass and U.S. 45E in Obion County. The terminus was revised as a result of
concerns expressed by residents of Fulton, Kentucky in the northern portion of the
project area and because the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet has no current plans to
build 1-69 through this area. The environmental analysis and alignment studies for the
portion of SIU 7 that is in Kentucky will be deferred until the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet is ready to address this proposed project in the future.

S.1.1 Purpose and Need

The primary purpose of the proposed project is to advance completion of Section 7 of
Independent Utility of 1-69.

The proposed action would improve linkage to existing transportation systems. The
upgrading of U.S. 51 between Dyersburg, Tennessee and Fulton, Kentucky would
provide an interstate-level facility linking the project area to Interstate 155 at Dyersburg,
Interstates 55 and 40 at Memphis, Tennessee and East Memphis, Arkansas, and 1-57
north of Cairo, lllinois. Proposed Corridor 18 would connect 16 existing Interstate
highways (ten east-west routes and six north-south routes) and would link ten urban
areas of more than 50,000 population along the corridor.

An interstate-level facility through the study area would reduce the high percentage of
through truck traffic and other through traffic traveling on existing U.S. 51, reducing
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congestion, particularly in the vicinity of Union City, Tennessee. It would also
accommodate the projected traffic increases in the U.S. 51 study corridor and upgrade
the level of service that is substandard in some areas.

The project would lessen the confiicts between through truck traffic and local traffic and
increase safety, particularly in the area of Union City where U.S. 51 intersects with three
state highways within a distance of less than 1.61 kilometer (1.0 mile). The high number
of crashes at these intersections would likely decrease as most through traffic would be
relocated to the interstate highway. Through truck and other traffic would also be
reduced in the two school zones on U.S. 51 at Troy.

S.1.2 Description of Study Corridor

The study corridor begins on the northeast side of Dyersburg, the county seat of Dyer
County, at the interchange of U.S. 51 with U.S. 412. The corridor follows existing
U.S. 51, a full access control roadway, north into Obion County to just south of Troy.
From Troy northward to north of Union City, the Obion County seat, the width of the
study corridor expands and traverses mainly agricultural land. The corridor connects
again with existing U.S. 51 north of Union City and follows the existing full access-
controlled roadway north to just south of the Tennessee-Kentucky state line. The project
ends at the U.S. 51 Bypass in Fulton, Kentucky. The corridor skirts the cities/towns of
Troy, Union City and South Fulton, Tennessee and Fulton, Kentucky.

S.1.3 Consistency With Other Plans

This project is consistent with the plans and legislation for Corridor 18, a
congressionally-designated High Priority Corridor of National Significance and with
Tennessee's State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The project is also
consistent with the comprehensive plans for Dyer County and Union City in Tennessee.

S.1.4 Logical Termini and Independent Utility

The project has logical termini because it provides a connecting link between two four-
lane, full access-controlled sections of U.S. 51. It also connects |-155 at Dyersburg,
Tennessee with the Purchase Parkway in Kentucky. The project demonstrates
independent utility because it would provide a full access-controlled link between two
completed sections of full access-control highway. The project also has independent
utility because it would improve safety in the non-full access-control segments of the
roadway around Union City where the accident rate exceeds the statewide accident rate.

S.2 Alternatives Considered

S.2.1 No Build Aliternative

The No Build Alternative involves leaving the existing U.S. 51 roadway between
Dyersburg, Tennessee and Fulton, Kentucky in its current configuration. The No Build
Alternative would have minimal to no environmental impacts. This alternative does not
meet the purpose and need of the project. It would not advance the completion of
Corridor 18/1-69, would not provide a controlled-access link between two sections of full
access-controlled roadway, would not improve the level of service and would not
improve safety.
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A description of the Preferred Alternative and the five DEIS Build Alternatives is provided
below.

Preferred Alternative: From just south of Troy north to the full access-controlled section
of U.S. 51 just west of Mayberry Road, the Preferred Alternative combines sections of
the DEIS Build Alternatives A, AD, B, BD and C and is on new location. The Preferred
Alternative deviates from existing U.S. 51 just south of Mill Creek (south of Troy) and
continues on new location in a northeasterly direction. After it passes under Allie
Campbell Road, the alignment turns to the north and crosses over existing U.S. 51 just
south of Walker Tanner Road. It then travels in an easterly direction on new location
and then turns north, passing on new location west of Union City. After it passes Perry
Browder Road, the alignment turns to the east and proceeds eastward until it intersects
with the existing full access-control portion of U.S. 51 just west of Mayberry Road. It
then follows the full access-control portion of U.S. 51 to its intersection with U.S. 51
Bypass/U.S. 45 at South Fuiton. Little, if any, work is expected to be required in the
existing section of access-control highway north of Union City. At a future date, work
would be required to upgrade the interchange of U.S. 45E and U.S. 51 to allow for traffic
to flow from U.S. 51 directly to the existing U.S. 51 Fulton Bypass, without exiting U.S.
51/Proposed 1-69.

DEIS Build Alternatives: Alternative A deviates from existing U.S. 51 just south of Mill
Creek (south of Troy) and is on new location in a northerly direction. North of S.R. 21
near Troy, it veers to the northeast. At S.R. 5 in Union City, the alignment turns due
north and continues just past Perry Browder Road where it turns to the east until it
intersects with the existing full access-control portion of U.S. 51 just west of Mayberry
Road. The alternative then follows existing U.S. 51 to southwest of Rogers Road. Little,
if any, work is expected to be required in the existing section of full access-controlled
highway north of Union City. Southwest of Rogers Road, the alignment leaves existing
U.S. 51 and is on new location in a northerly direction across the Tennessee-Kentucky
State Line. North of the state line and north of KY 166, the alignment turns east and
connects with the Purchase Parkway at the existing U.S. 51 Bypass/Purchase Parkway
interchange on the northwest side of Fulton, Kentucky. The disposition of the existing
U.S. 51 Bypass at Fulton has yet to be determined.

Alternative AD follows Alternative A from where that alternative deviates from existing
U.S. 51 south of Mill Creek to just east of Old Troy Road. There, it deviates from
Alternative A and turns east. East of Catron Road it turns north and continues in a
northerly direction on new location to the west of Union City until it reconnects with
Alternative A, just north of Perry Browder Road. From there, it follows Alternative A to
the end of the project at the U.S. 51 Bypass/Purchase Parkway interchange in Fulton,
Kentucky.

Alternative B deviates from existing U.S. 51 just south of Mill Creek and is on new
location in a northeasterly direction. After it passes under Allie Campbell Road, the
alignment turns to the north and crosses existing U.S. 51 just south of Walker Tanner
Road. The alignment continues north, west of Union City, and turns eastward south of
Brevard Road. It then continues east to connect with and follow the existing U.S. 51
Bypass on the north side of Union City. The bypass would require upgrading to meet
design criteria for an interstate-level roadway. At Section Line Road, the alignment
continues along the access-controlled portion of existing U.S. 51 to past Claude Tucker
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Road where it joins Alternative A. Littie, if any, work is expected to occur in the existing
access-controlled section of U.S. 51. The alignment then follows Alternative A to the
end of the project at the existing U.S. 51 Bypass/Purchase Parkway interchange in
Fulton, Kentucky.

Alternative BD follows Alternative B from where that alternative departs existing U.S. 51
south of Mill Creek to just north of Walker Tanner Road. It then departs from Alternative
B in an easterly direction on new location and joins with Alternative AD which follows a
northerly direction on the west side of Union City. It departs from Alternative AD south of
Brevard Road and connects with the U.S. 51 Union City Bypass and.Alternative B. It
then follows Alternative B and C east and then north along existing U.S. 51 and merges
with Alternative A in the vicinity of Mayberry Road. Some work is needed to upgrade the
existing Union City U.S. 51 Bypass, but little, if any, work is expected to be needed on
the existing access-controlled portion of roadway north of Union City. From Mayberry
Road northward, the alignment follows Alternative A to the end of the project at the
existing U.S. 51 Bypass/Purchase Parkway interchange in Fulton, Kentucky.

Alternative C follows Alternative B from where that alternative departs existing U.S. 51
(south of Mill Creek) to just north of Forrester Road. There, it departs from Alternative B
and is on new location in a northeasterly direction. East of Old Rives Road, the
alignment turns north, crosses S.R. 22 on the south side of Union City, and connects
with the existing Union City U.S. 51 Bypass on the west side of the city. It follows the
bypass north and connects with the alignment of Alternative B on the northwest side of
Union City. It then follows the alignment of Alternative B east and then north along
existing U.S. 51 and merges with Alternative A in the vicinity of Mayberry Road. Some
work is needed to upgrade the existing Union City U.S. 51 Bypass, but little, if any work
is expected to be needed on the existing access-controlled portion of roadway north of
Union City. Alternative C then follows Alternative A to the end of the project at the
existing U.S. 51 Bypass/Purchase Parkway interchange in Fulton, Kentucky.

S$.2.3 Level of Service Analysis

A level of service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the proposed action. Level of
service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of traffic flow. Levels of service range from A to
F, with A being the best quality of flow, and F being the poorest.

In 2005, without 1-69, U.S. 51 is overloaded (LOS F) between S.R. 22 and S.R. 184 in
Union City. All other segments of the U.S. 51 corridor still operate at LOS A. Without I-
69, by 2025, U.S. 51 will experience LOS E on the segment south of S.R. 184 in Union
City, and the segment between S.R. 22 and S.R. 184 in Union City will be significantly
over capacity (LOS F). Segments of U.S. 51 south of County Line Road will have LOS
B, as will the segment of S.R. 215/U.S. 51 extending into Kentucky. All of the I-69 Build
Alternatives will operate at LOS B or better north of S.R. 77 in Dyer County, and LOS C
south of S.R. 77. All of the Build Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, will
improve the level of service on U.S. 51 in Union City.

S.2.4 Costs
Alternative A would have the highest cost and Alternative C would have the lowest cost

of the Build Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative has the second lowest cost, however,
this alternative does not include the Kentucky portion of the project (about 1.6-
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kilometers/1.0 mile long) that is included in the five DEIS Build Alternatives. The
estimated costs of each alternative are:

Preferred Alternative $124,915,000

Alternative A: $167,500,000
Alternative AD: $146,000,000
Alternative B: $129,600,000
Alternative BD: $165,000,000
Alternative C: $138,000,000

S 25 Alternatives Previously Considered But Found to Be Unreasonable

Constructing 1-69 entirely along the existing U.S. 51 alignment is not reasonable
because of the major relocations and noise impacts that would result and because of
design considerations. Construction of an interstate on a roadway that intersects with
three state routes within 1.6 kilometers (1.0 mile) and avoiding major impacts to traffic
circulation would be extremely difficult.

An alternative to the east of Union City, Alternative E, was previodsly considered but
rejected because of the Section 4(f) impacts to the Obion County Fairgrounds and other
design considerations.

S.3 Environmental Consequences

S.3.1 Land Use Impacts

The impacts to land use are very similar under all Build Alternatives, including the
Preferred Alternative. Land use would change as land currently in agricultural or other
uses is converted to highway right-of-way. Because the proposed roadway would be a
full access-controlied facility, secondary development resulting from the proposed
roadway is most likely to occur at the proposed interchanges of I-69 with the state routes
that it crosses. All of the state routes crossed by the Build Alternatives would have an
interchange. Development pressure would be focused on areas around the proposed
interchanges, although not all interchanges are likely to develop in the foreseeable
future.

Another secondary impact of the proposed roadway is a possible change in the direction
of city and town growth outward from the respective city/town cores toward the
interstate. In addition, land currently in agricultural usage could eventually be converted
for industrial usage as the interstate improves access to and from the area and the area
becomes more desirable for such usage.

Cumulative impacts to land use involve the conversion of land from agricultural uses and
open space to residential, commercial and industrial uses. Such conversion is already
occurring at various locations in the project area.

S.3.2 Transportation Impacts

Al of the Build Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would substantially
improve the level of service in Design Year 2025 on existing U.S. 51 from S.R. 21 in
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Troy north to the S.R. 5/U.S. 51 intersection in Union City. Some areas within this
project segment currently operate at LOS E and F, a substandard level of service.

The proposed action would also result in changes to traffic circulation patterns as
segments of some roads are rerouted. A potential secondary transportation impact
involves increased traffic on roadways with proposed interchanges. Travel patterns may
also change, increasing traffic on local roads that feed into the state routes where
interchanges are proposed. A cumulative impact involves increased traffic on local
roadways, resulting from new residential, commercial and industrial development.

DEIS Build Alternatives Only: Under DEIS Build Alternatives B, BD and C, portions of
U.S. 51 that currently have access by permit would be converted to full access control.
Another transportation impact would occur in the area of the existing U.S. 51 Fulton
Bypass. An option for the bypass after 1-69 is built entails removal of the full access-
control designation and connecting the roadway with local streets at-grade for the length
of the bypass section. Should this occur, travel patterns in the area could change.

S.3.3 Community Services Impacts

The Build Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would have nearly identical
community services impacts, with the exception of the impacts of the DEIS Build
Alternatives impacts discussed below under “hospitals.”

Schools: All Build Alternatives would have a positive impact on school bus safety.
Each of the proposed. alternatives would divert truck and through traffic from existing
U.S. 51, making the road safer for school buses and other school-related traffic.

Fire, Police and Ambulance Service: The Build Alternatives would not have a direct
impact on police and emergency services. A beneficial secondary impact of the
proposed project could be reduced response times and easier access to the highway.

Utilities: No long-term impacts are anticipated for the area utilities. Utility relocations
required by the Build Alternatives would be coordinated with local service providers.

Hospitals: The DEIS Build Alternatives would require the relocation of the Parkway
Regional Home Health Agency, a unit of Parkway - Regional Hospital in Fulton.
Temporary disruption of traffic entering and leaving Parkway Regional Hospital during
construction of the proposed project is also possible. The Preferred Alternative would
not affect the home health agency or the hospital.

S.3.4 Social and Economic Impacts

Displacement of Residences and Businesses: All of the Build Alternatives, including the
Preferred Alternative, would involve displacements. The number of displacements,
however, is relatively minor for a project of this length. Table S.1 indicates the number
of potential residential and business displacements and the number of potentially
displaced employees, by alternative.

Each Build Alternative would require residential relocations; all relocations are in Obion
County. The relocatees are generally scattered along the entire route and are not
concentrated in one particular area. The Preferred Alternative would displace 18
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residences. Alternative C would require the largest number of residential relocations
(34); Alternative AD would require the least (6). Based on available information few, if
any, minorities, elderly, disabled persons or other special interest groups that might have
special problems relocating appear to be included among the displaced.

With the exception of Alternative B, which would displace no businesses, the Build
Alternatives would result in a small number of business displacements. The Preferred
Alternative and DEIS Build Alternatives AD and C would result in the most business
displacements (four). DEIS Build Alternatives A and BD would displace, respectively,
one and three businesses. The businesses that may be displaced are of a nature such
that much of their clientele comes from the surrounding community. In addition, they are
not unique. .

Table S.1
Displacements

Number of Displacements, By Alternative
Preferred | A | AD | B | BD | C
Residential 18 11 6 19 15 34
Commercial 4 1 4 0 3 4
Total 22 12 10 18 18 38

The real estate market in Obion County indicates that there are ample replacement sites
and buildings within the area and within the financial means of the potential displacees.

Community Cohesion: The Build Alternatives would not change the basic social
arrangement or character of the project area and would not create a barrier to social
interaction. No impact on school districts or churches is foreseeable.

Environmental _Justice: Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, February
11, 1994 requires that the evaluation of Federal actions identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts on low
income and minority populations. The evaluation of this project under each of the Build
Alternatives has not revealed any concentration of low-income and/or minority
populations along the alternative alignments. Consequently, the project would not have
a disproportionately high and adverse effect on those population groups.

Economic Impacts: None of the Build Alternatives would have an adverse impact on the
local economy. Five of the six Build Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative,
would displace a small number of businesses, but businesses similar to those displaced
would remain in the area and sites are available in the area should these businesses
choose to relocate. The Build Alternatives could have a beneficial secondary impact on
the economy of the area if local government desires and is successful in recruiting
development of new industrial, retail, hotel or other facilities to the 1-69 corridor. Such
industry could increase area tax revenues and provide jobs. A cumulative impact
involves an increase in the tax base of area towns and counties through new
development.
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S.3.5 Farmland Impacts

In accordance with 7 CFR, Part 658, criteria have been applied to determine the Build
Alternatives’ effects to farmland. It has been determined that the proposed action is
compatible with the provisions of the National Farmland Protection Policy Act.

Of the Build Alternatives, DEIS Build Alternative C would impact the greatest amount of
prime farmland (213.7 hectares/52.8 acres), with the Preferred Alternative having the
second greatest impact to prime farmland (167.1 hectares/413 acres).

The proposed Build Alternatives would bisect some existing farms in Fulton and/or
Obion County, but attempts would be made to provide access between the bisected
segments, unless the remnant of farmland in one segment is too small to continue in use
for agricultural purposes. In that case, the acquisition of the remnant would be
evaluated. '

The proposed Build Alternatives could have a cumulative effect of slightly reducing the
numbers of farms, farm laborers, percentage of county land in farms, and the number of
farms. The trend shows, however, that these changes are already taking place and
historic data indicates that it would continue regardless of whether proposed I-69 is built.

S.3.6 Natural Resources Impacts

Floodplains

The Build Alternatives share a common alignment from Dyersburg north to just south of
Troy and from just north of Union City to the end of the project in Fulton, Kentucky. The
section of the project from Dyersburg north to just south of Troy would not result in any
floodplain impacts since this section is already built. The section from just north of Union
City to the end of the project in Fulton, Kentucky does not cross any Federal Emergency
Management Agency delineated floodplains. In the section between, all of the
alternatives cross 100-year floodplains. Floodplain impacts would be greatest under
DEIS Build Alternative C and the least under Build Alternative A. None of the
alternatives cross 500-year floodplains. The floodplain impacts are summarized in Table
S.2

Jurisdictional Waters

DEIS Build Alternative A would have the greatest linear streambed impacts, while
Alternative C would have the least. Alternative A would also impact the greatest amount
of wetlands and Alternative C would impact the least. Table S.2 summarizes the
impacts to streams and wetlands.

Most of the streams crossed by the Preferred Alternative and the DEIS Build Alternatives
have deeply incised or excavated channels which could be easily spanned. Impacts to
the larger streams, particularly deeply channelized streams, could be minimized or
eliminated through appropriate bridge design by locating piers and abutments beyond
the top-of-bank wherever feasible.
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Table S.2
Floodplains and Jurisdictional Waters Impacts
Alternative ]

Type of Impact Prefered | A [ AD | B | BD | € ]
Floodplain Impacts 10.6 8.2 10.6 10.6 10.6 14.3
hectares (acres) (26.2) (20.3) (26.2) (26.2) (26.2) (35.1)
Linear Streambed Impacts 4,270 4,950 3,870 4,170 3,820 3,750
meters (feet) (13,850) | (16,225) | (12,695) | (13,690) (12,520) | (12,295)
Wetland Impacts 2.31 3.16 2.28 1.33 *1.55 1.05
hectares (acres) (5.67) (7.81) (5.63) "(3.29) (3.83) (2.60)

The wetlands in the project area of all of the Build Alternatives have functional values
that range from low to high. Of the 25 jurisdictional wetland sites surveyed, all perform
the function of water quality enhancement. The function of sediment and flood flow
retention is performed by the alluvial wetlands. The wetlands crossed by the Build
Alternatives are not considered unique to the region. The lost functional values could be
replaced through suitable mitigation.

Protected Species: Although three federally protected species, the Relict Darter, the
Interior Least Tern and the Bald Eagle, are listed for the area, habitat for these species
does not occur within the project study. Thus, no project impacts to federally protected
species would occur. In addition, because no state-protected species were identified in
the study area and because of the disruption to habitats through agricultural activities
and other development in the project area, no impacts to state-protected species or
species of concern are anticipated.

Invasive Species. The proposed Build Alternatives would not likely cause the
introduction of additional exotic or invasive species to the natural or agricultural
communities of the region. Habitat fragmentation has already permitted the
establishment of exotic and invasive vegetation to the native flora. The further spread of
exotic and invasive species potentially caused by the proposed project could be limited
by avoiding or minimizing impacts to hardwood forests. The planting of native woody
vegetation on cut and fill slopes could also lessen exotic species impacts. Native
herbaceous plants capable of competing with Johnson grass could be planted in
medians to minimize the further spread of agricultural exotics.

Aquatic_and Terrestrial Habitat Impacts: Impacts to aquatic and terrestrial habitats
would be minimal since most of the water bodies in the project area have already been
impacted through channelization. Throughout the majority of the Build Alternative
alignments, agricultural activites have already fragmented the existing natural
communities into small patches of forests.

The major potential detrimental impacts to aquatic resources posed by the proposed
project are the reduction of stream .base flow and water quality degradation through
increased amounts of impervious area (pavement) and scour at culvert outlets. Long-
term impacts to aquatic organisms would occur through the loss of natural streambed,
culvert construction, bank clearing, the potential placement of rip-rap and the removal of
trees lining the channel.
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A secondary impact involves the conversion of land adjacent to proposed interchanges
that currently provides habitat to roadway-related service uses. The cumulative impacts
of the project would likely be agricultural in nature, as former flat farmlands, aiready
drained through ditching, are converted to non-agricultural use. This is already occurring
in the project area.

S.3.7 Only Practicable Alternative Finding

The Preferred Alternative has been designed to avoid wetlands to the fullest extent
possible in compliance with Executive Order 11990 (23 CFR 771.125 (a) (1)). Other
practicable alternatives would impact a similar amount of wetlands and streams. Shifts
in the Preferred Alternative alignment would result in similar impacts as some sites are
avoided while impacts are increased elsewhere. Preferred Alternative includes all
practicable measures for the avoidance of wetiands and other aquatic sites. Based
upon the above considerations, it has been determined that there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from
such use. Measures to minimize and mitigate impacts are described in the S.3.21,
“Environmental Commitments.”

S.3.8 Cultural Resources Impacts

The Preferred Alternative and DEIS Build Alternatives AD and BD would adversely affect
one historic house that possesses local architectural significance and meets the criteria
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The house would be
visually and audibly affected and could also incur secondary impacts should
interchange-related development occur on the site of the property in the future. Since
the property is privately owned, however, it is the decision of the owner to sell the
property for development. Proposed mitigation is discussed in Section S.3.21,
“Environmental Commitments.”

The other alternatives would not affect historic resources. None of the Build Alternatives
would affect archaeological resources eligible for listing in the NRHP.

S.3.9 Recreational Impacts

The Preferred Alternative and DEIS Build Alternatives A and AD have the potential to
produce noise impacts to Wingfoot Park, a private recreation area. The Preferred
Alternative and Alternative AD would take land from a corner of Wingfoot Park in an area
utilized as shooting range. No secondary or cumulative impacts to recreational
resources are anticipated.

S.3.10 Section 4(f) Impacts

The project would not involve a Section 4(f) use of publicly-owned land from a park,
recreation area, or wildlife refuge, or any land from a historic site of national, state or
local significance pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966.

Corridor 18/Interstate-69 S-12 Final Environmental Impact Statement
Dyer and Obion Counties. Tennessee



Summary

S.3.11  Visual Impacts

None of the Build Alternatives pass through pristine natural areas or areas of
outstanding visual character, be it natural or man-made. Visual impacts of the project
would, at most, be moderate and not adverse. Secondary visual impacts are possible if
the areas around the proposed interchanges are allowed to develop as residential,
commercial or industrial areas, thus converting the pastoral patchwork of farm fields,
hedgerows, woodlots and rural residences into more visually diverse areas of modern
development.

S.3.12  Air Quality Impacts

A microscale analysis determined that the project would not have a significant impact on
air quality. No cumulative or secondary impacts to air quality are anticipated.

S.3.13 Noise Impacts

A comparison of the Build Alternatives and the types of facilities expected to be
impacted is presented in Table S.3 below.

In summary, the Preferred Alternative would affect 55 noise sensitive sites. DEIS Build
Alternatives B and C would impact the greatest number of noise sensitive sites (56).
Alternative C, however, would actually impact a far greater number of properties
because two of the sites combined represent approximately 40 mobile homes. Build
Alternative AD would impact the least noise sensitive receptors. None of the Build
Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would have a dBA exceeding 76.

Table S.3
Build Alternatives Noise Impacts, Build Year 2025
Alternative ]
Receptor Type NoBuild | Prefered [ A | AD | B | BD | C
Residential 50 46 44 32 49 42 45"
Commercial 6 3 3 2 4 6
Churches 3 3 1 3 2 3 2
Schools 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Institutions 1 0 0 0 1 1
Parks 0 1° 1° 1 0 0 0
Total Number of 2
Impacted Receivers 62 35 49 41 56 51 56 J

" Includes two receptor sites that represent a total of approximately 40 mobile homes.
% If the 40 mobile homes are added, number of impacts increases to 94.
* The area of the private park that would be affected is not used for active recreational purposes.

S.3.14 Hazardous Materials impacts

The Preferred Alternative would affect one site that has a high potential for encountering
hazardous materials and two sites that have a low potential. The high probability site is
a farm operation and is typical of sites encountered by road construction projects. The
two low probability hazardous material sites are an auto repair business and the
Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company. Because of the distance from the project to the
latter site, no impacts are anticipated.
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DEIS Build Alternative A would affect no sites, while DEIS Buiid Alternatives B, BD and
C would all impact the high probability farm site. DEIS Alternative BD would also impact
the auto repair business. The number of type of sites, by Build Alternative, is in
Table S.5.

Table S.5
Hazardous Materials Impacts
, Number Resources Impacted, By Alternative
Type of Sit .
ype of Site Prefered [ A | AD | B | B0 | ©
High Probability Sites 1 0 0 1 1 -1
Low Probability Sites 2 0 1 0 1 0
Total 3 0 1 1 2 1

S.3.15 Energy Impacts

The amount of energy required to construct a highway project of this type is substantial,
but temporary in nature, and generally leads to reduced operating costs once the project
is completed. A reduction in costs could come from improved access, reduced travel
time and increased safety.

S.3.16  Construction Impacts

All of the Build Alternatives would have physical construction-related impacts but with
implementation of appropriate controls, no cumulative or secondary impacts are
foreseeable. In the areas of erosion control, disposal of hazardous wastes, air quality
and noise, the contractor will be required to comply with TDOT Standard Specifications
for Road and Bridge Construction and any other applicable State and local laws,
ordinances and regulations. Plans for utility relocations and traffic control would be
developed to avoid or minimize inconvenience to area residences, businesses and
through traffic.

If archaeological materials are uncovered during construction, all construction work in
the area of the find will cease and the appropriate officials will be contacted.

Beneficial construction impacts include a temporary increase in construction jobs and
the potential for increased revenues and taxes from local purchases of construction
materials.

S.3.17 Permits Needed

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will likely require a permit under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation will
most likely require a Section 401 Water Quality Certification. TDOT will apply for the
appropriate permits prior to project implementation.

S.3.18 Short-Term Impacts Versus Long-Term Benefits

Short-term impacts related to highway improvements would occur during construction
operations but these are temporary in nature. Users of the proposed roadway would
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appreciate the long-term benefits of improved traffic flow, less congestion and improved
safety long existing U.S. 51. In the long-term, the construction of the interstate highway
through the area provides a better modal connection and could provide an economic
benefit through establishment of new businesses and industries along the corridor.

S.3.19 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Irretrievable resources necessary to build the proposed roadway include energy (fossil
fuels), concrete, aggregate and steel. None of these materials are in short supply. The
commitment of these resources is based on the concept that residents and visitors of the
area would benefit by the transportation improvements. These benefits include an
increase in safety, savings in time through improved traffic flow, and provision of" jobs
within the short-term and/or long-term.

S.3.20 Environmental Commitments for Preferred Alternative

Measures to minimize or mitigate impacts are included in the proposed project under the
Preferred Alternative, as follows.

Businesses

Service businesses along U.S. 51 in Union City that depend on through traffic will be
bypassed by the Preferred Alternative. To minimize impacts to such businesses,
interstate signage will be made available in accordance with applicable State and
Federal policies.

Displacements

To minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of
people and businesses, TDOT will carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in
accordance with the Tennessee Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1972 and the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 (Public Law
91-646). Relocation resources are available to all residential and business relocatees
without discrimination.

Natural Resources

Measures will be taken during construction to minimize impacts to the natural
environment caused by erosion, sedimentation and chemical spills. Fill slopes should be
constructed and stabilized during the growing season through the establishment of non-
invasive vegetation. Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented
throughout the construction and stabilization phase to insure the minimization and
containment of eroded sediment.

Unavoidable losses to aquatic sites and their corresponding functions will be
compensated through appropriate mitigation activities. The restoration of existing
degraded stream corridors and former wetland areas will be the focus of mitigation for
the project.  Mitigation will be “in-kind.” which means that the functions and
characteristics of the impacted sites be replicated and adequately replaced. A five-year
monitoring process will be implemented for proposed mitigation. A detailed wetland and
stream mitigation plan will be developed during the permitting phase of the project.
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Cultural Resources

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been executed by the SHPO and the FHWA
to implement stipulations that minimize and mitigate the adverse visual effects of the
project to the historic Houser-Jackson House. The MOA contains the stipulation that a
landscape plan be prepared to minimize the impacts to the setting of the historic
property. TDOT has committed to purchase additional right-of-way at the S.R.
184/Proposed 1-69 interchange to accommodate a landscaped buffer. The development
of the landscape plan will be coordinated with the property owner and will be provided to
the SHPO for review and comment. The landscaping included in the plan will be
completed through the construction contract for this project. :

Hazardous Materials

Additional studies will be undertaken to determine the contents and extent of the
identified hazardous materials sites and specific project impacts to the sites. In the
event that hazardous substances or wastes are encountered within the proposed right-
of-way of the Preferred Alternative, their disposition shall be s'ibject to the applicable
sections of the Federal Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as
amended, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as amended and the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Act of
1983.

The Preferred Alternative would involve the removal of buildings and has the potential
for encountering friable asbestos. Pursuant to the TDOT Standard Specifications for
Road and Bridge Construction (March 1995), the construction contractor must notify
TDEC prior to the demolition of any building in accordance with TDCE TDEC policy and
regulations. Al structures containing friable asbestos must be demolished in
accordance with these regulations and policies.

S.3.22 Impact Summary

Table S.6 provides a comparison of the potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative
and the five DEIS Build Alternatives. As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the
No Build Alternative would have minimal to no environmental impacts.

S.4 Public Involvement

In May 2000, during the initial planning for this project, TDOT and KYDOH distributed an
initial coordination package to officials of federal, state and local agencies and other
interested parties requesting comments on the proposed project. Comments received
were addressed in the DEIS. Public involvement and consulting party identification was
also conducted pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Public informational meetings to introduce the project to the public and to get their input
were held in Union City, Tennessee on April 17, 2000 and Fulton, Kentucky on August
31, 2000. In addition to the TDOT and KYDOH staff, 333 citizens attended the
meetings; 257 in Union City and 76 in Fulton.
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Fifteen written comments on the DEIS were received. All of the comments were from
governmental agencies and are responded to in Chapter 5.0 of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.

Three public hearings were held on this project in September 2001. Approximately 250
people attended the meetings. According to the official record, a total of 131 comments
were received through the court reporter, by comment cards or by letter. Two of the
comments entered into the record by the Fulton hearing court reporter came in the form
of: 1) a petition with 61 signatures and, 2) 41 signed form letters.

The comments from the public were considered in the selection of the Preferred
Alternative for this project. A major change in the project resulted from public input at
the Fulton, Kentucky meeting. The change involves the elimination of the Kentucky
section of I-69 SIU 7 between the state line and the Purchase Parkway from the project.
The Preferred Alternative terminates just south of the state line, rather than at Purchase
Parkway in Kentucky, the terminus of the five DEIS Build Alternatives.
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Table S.6
Summary of Impacts

Impact, By Alternative

Impact Catego Preferred A AD B BD C
g
T Direct conversion of land to
highway right-of-way; secondary
impacts at interchanges through Same as
Land Use commercial development, Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred Preferred Same as Preferred
cumulative impact of land use
changes though development
Improved level of service on U.S.
51 in Union City; Minor changes to s
Transportation travel patterns; potential for Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred P;Teer :Z Same as Preferred
increased travel on routes r
_ connecting towns to 1-69
Same as Same as Same as p Sfam%as ith s Preferred
No effect to emergency services, Preferred, with Preferred, with Preferred, with re d?jr';? X Wf' an)'t; a:; d.:.e err(;,- '
Community Services temporary utility impacts, improved | addition of impacts | addition of impacts | addition of impacts addi |otn to W tat IFt‘onko
safety in school zones to Parkway to Parkway to Parkway P ;:npac'\; 3. | lm&ac(:jg (I)Cartway
Medical Center Medical Center Medical Center ar v{:?;n; ica edical Lenter
Social and Economic
Residential Relocations 18 11 6 19 15 34
Business Displacements 4 1 4 0 3 4
Community Cohesion No Effect " No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect Mingggnggﬁst in
. . No disproportionate impact to Same as
Environmental Justice minority o low-income populations Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred Preferred Same as Preferred

Economic

Four business displacements,
secondary impacts include
possible increase in desirability of
I-69 corridor for industrial

One business
displacement,
secondary and

Four business
displacements,
secondary and

No business
displacements,
secondary and

Three business
displacements,
secondary and

Four business
displacements,
secondary and

development, potential impact to A - A cumulative
. : lat . ive i
sepe dlted anesses o1 US. | SIS 0TS | o oot | camuaie et | S o | cumusive impocts
51; secondary and cumulative Preferred me as Freferre
impact of increased tax base .
209.6 (518) 206.4 (510
Secondary impact through loss of 167.1 (413) 184.1 (455) 204.4 (505) 'd( )d 213.(528)
Farmland farmland at interchanges that secondary and secondary and secondary and secon ??’ an secondary and
Hectares (Acres) Displaced develop commercially; cumulative | cumulative impacts | cumulative impacts | cumulative impacts | . CUTU atve cumulative impacts
impact of loss of farmiand to same as Preferred | same as Preferred | same as Preferred impacts same as same as Preferred
B development Preferred
Natural Resources i
Floodplains 10.6 8.2 10.6 10.6 10.6 14.3
hectares (acres) impacted (26.2) (20.3) (26.2) (26.2) (26.2) (35.1)
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Table S.6
Summary of Impacts

Impact, By Alternative

Impact Category Preferred A [ AD | B ] BD C
' Natural Resources, Continued
4,270 (13,850) 4,987 (16,360)
. g 6,116 (20,065) 5,040 (16,535) 5,343 (17,530) ; 4,918 (16,135)
Linear Strt;age:??faecetts; ﬁ?&;’: téveig:)%anifnio(;ﬁﬁz?ss Cumulative impact | Cumulative impact | Cumulative impact img:g:::tr:veeas Cumulative impact
rechanneling, run-off, etc) same as Preferred | same as Preferred | same as Preferred Preferred same as Preferred
Wetlands 2.31(5.67) 3.16 (7.81) 2.28 (5.63) 1.33(3.29) éf{iégﬁ% 1.05 (2.60)
“hect | al d Cumulative impacts of loss of Cumulative impact | Cumulative impact | Cumulative impact impact same Cumulative impact
ectares (acres) Impacte wetlands to development same as Preferred | same as Preferred | same as Preferred : pPreferre d as same as Preferred
Federal Threatened or Same as
Endangered Species No Effect Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred Preferred Same as Preferred
State-listed Species No Effect Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred Ifrzr?e?’rzz Same as Preferred
Invasive Species No Effect Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred S;Teerrzz Same as Preferred
Cultural Resources, Section 106 Effects
Architectural/Historical Adverse Effect to Same as
Resources 1 historic house No Effect Same as Preferred No Effect Preferred No Effect ‘
Archaeological Sites No Effect Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred gra:aTe?rzz Same as Preferred
. Noise impacts and land acquisition Noise impacts to '
Recreational Resources from corner of private park private park Same as Preferred No Effect No Effect No Effect
Section 4(f) Resources No Section 4(f) Use Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred S;Te?raez Same as Preferred
Visual No Adverse Impact Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred g?erpeerr:z Same as Preferred
Air Quality Minimal to No Impact Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred s;Teer ,ZZ Same as Preferred
Impacts to 56 Noise
Sensitive Sites
. . Impacts to 49 Impacts to 42 Impacts to 56 Impacts to 51
Noise Impacts to Sgi:\:::se Sensitive Noise Sensitive Noise Sensitive , Noise Sensitive Noise Sensitive (tl){wicll;‘des 440,
Sites Sites Sites . Sites mogé‘ie;'g;i's"e'
. impacted)
. . L 1 High Probability . "
Hazardous Materials 1 high e;)c:)t;?)ti’!'i't'tys?t':ees' 2 low No Effect 1 Low g_rtobablhty No Effect Site, 1 Low 1 High g‘robablhty
| P y ite Probability Site ite
Energy No adverse impacts Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred S;Te?rzz Same as Preferred
Permits Needed Section 404 and 401 Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred | Same as Preferred S;Te?rzz Same as Preferred
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Table S.6
Summary of Impacts

Impact Category

Impact, By Alternative

Preferred

l

AD

l

BD

Construction

Temporary traffic detours and
utility disruptions could occur, use
of BMPs would avoid or minimize

air. noise and sedimentation/

erosion impacts

Same as Preferred

Same as Preferred

Same as Preferred

Same as
Preferred

Same as Preferred

Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitments of Resources

No substantial impact

Same as Preferred

Same as Preferred

Same as Preferred

Same as
Preferred

Same as Preferred

Short-term Impacts Versus
_Long-term Benefits

Long-term benefits outweigh short-
term impacts

Same as Preferred

Same as Preferred

Same as Preferred

Same as
Preferred

Same as Preferred
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Chapter 1.0

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) identifies and assesses the
environmental impacts associated with the proposal to improve U.S. Route 51 (State
Route [S.R.] 3) from its interchange with U.S. 412 (S.R. 20) in Dyer County, Tennessee,
north to the interchange of US 45E and the U.S. 51 Fulton Bypass and designate the
roadway as Interstate 69 (I1-69). The project is proposed by the Tennessee Department
of Transportation (TDOT). The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead
agency on this project and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is a Cooperating Agency.

Following agency reviews and public hearings on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), TDOT selected a Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
eliminates the short section of the project in Kentucky and revises the northern project
terminus from the terminus presented in the D EIS under all of the Build Alternatives.
The new northern terminus is at the interchange of U.S. 51 with the U.S. 51 Fulton
Bypass and U.S. 45E in Obion County. Although the northern project terminus studied
in the DEIS had been identified as the US 51/Purchase Parkway Interchange, the
terminus was revised as a result of concerns expressed by residents of Fulton, Kentucky
in the northern portion of the project area and because the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet has no current plans to build 1-69 through this area. The revised project corridor
is approximately 75.5 kilometers (47 miles) in length and links two sections of full access
control highway. The environmental analysis and alignment studies for the portion of
SIU 7 that is in Kentucky will be deferred until the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet is
ready to address their portion of SIU 7 in the future.

11 Project Setting and Background

1.1.1 Description of the Study Corridor

The project study area of the alternatives studied in the DEIS, which includes the
Preferred Alternative, is depicted in Figure 1.1. The area is in northwest Tennessee and
the project abuts the Tennessee-Kentucky state line. The corridor begins on the
outskirts of Dyersburg, the county seat of Dyer County, Tennessee. !t extends north into
Obion County and passes the town of Troy, Union City (the county seat of Obion
County), and South Fulton, Tennessee. Outside the towns, the corridor traverses
primarily rural agricultural land. The project also follows two sections of U.S. 51 that
have full access control: in the southern portion of the corridor between Dyersburg and
just south of Troy; and from the north side of Union City to the U.S. 51/U.S. 45E
interchange, just south of the Tennessee-Kentucky line.

1.1.2 Project Background

The proposed project is within High Priority Corridor 18. This corridor was identified in
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) wherein the United
States Congress designated certain highway corridors of national significance to be
included in the National Highway System. These corridors were mainly in regions that
were not well served by the existing interstate highway system. Corridor 18 was defined
as extending from Indianapolis, Indiana to Memphis, Tennessee, via Evansville, Indiana.
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Chapter 1.0

In 1993, Congress extended the corridor from Memphis, Tennessee south to Houston,
Texas via Shreveport/Bossier City, Louisiana. In 1995, the corridor was again amended
to extend from Houston south to cross the Mexican border in the Lower Rio Grande
Valley, a portion of which overlapped with High Priority Corridor 20. The 1998
Transportation Equity Act of the 21% Century (TEA-21) added facilities to Corridor 18 and
officially designated the extension south of Indianapolis as 1-69. The corridor is now
defined as extending from Port Huron, Michigan at the Canadian border to the Lower Rio
Grande Valley in Texas at the Mexican border. Corridor 18 is shown in Figure 1.2.

The corridor incorporates existing 1-69 from Port Huron, Michigan/Sarnia, Ontario,
Canada to Indianapolis, Indiana. A new interstate route (I-69) is proposed from
Indianapolis to the Lower Rio Grande Valley serving the major cities of Evansville,
Indiana; Memphis, Tennessee; Shreveport/Bossier City, Louisiana and Houston, Texas.

Between 1991 and February 2000, several analyses of the full corridor were conducted.
The studies include: :

Corridor 18 Feasibility Study (1995)

Corridor 18 Special Issues Study (1997)

I-69 (Corridor 18) Special Environmental Study (2000)
I-69 Sections of Independent Utility (2000)

Corridor 20 Feasibility Study (1996)

The Special Environmental Study was intended to facilitate FHWA's NEPA decision-
making process. A component of the study was the identification of Sections of
Independent Utility for I-69. The identified sections would be usable as stand alone
projects and would involve a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation
improvements are made.

Other studies of areas slated as sections of the 1-69 corridor have been undertaken or
are currently underway: the Southwest Indiana Highway Corridor, the Mississippi State
Highway 304 Corridor, the Great River Bridge crossing of the Mississippi River, the U.S.
59 Corridor Master Pian from Diboll to Garrison, Texas and the |-69 Route Feasibility
Study in the Houston metropolitan area.

1.2 Project Need
Project need is based on the following:
e The project corridor is an uncompleted portion of Corridor 18, a High Priority

Corridor of National Significance;

e The project is an unbuilt portion of 1-69, a transcontinental highway corridor
designated by the U.S. Congress to extend from the U.S/Canadian border to the
U.S./Mexico border. The corridor is intended to improve trade and facilitate
economic development.

« Roadway system linkages are substandard/inadequate;
o Existing and projected levels of service are substandard; and

* A likely safety deficiency problem exists in the Union City area of the project.
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The needs are described in detail below.

1.2.1  Corridor 18/Interstate-69

The subject roadway section of U.S. 51 from Dyersburg, Tennessee to Fulton, Kentucky,
which was examined in the DEIS, is a component of Corridor 18 (Figure 1.2), re-
designated as Interstate-69 (I-69). As previously stated, the Congress designated
Corridor 18 as a High Priority Corridor of National Significance in the ISTEA. It was also
designated as a “North American trade route,” an “international trade route” and a
“NAFTA [North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement] Corridor.”

The roadway has already been built from the U.S./Canadian border to Indianapolis.
Congress also enacted legislation that designates the extension of 1-69 from
Indianapolis, Indiana to the Lower Rio Grande Valiey (LRGV) in Texas as “Interstate 69,”
a transcontinental highway corridor. The purpose of the corridor is to improve
international and interstate trade in accordance with national and state goals; and to
facilitate economic development in accordance with state, regional, and local policies,
and plans and; surface transportation consistent with national, state, regional, local
needs and with congressional designation of the corridor.

The February 7, 2000 “I-69 (Corridor 18) Special Environmental Study Statement of
Purpose and Need” provided the following description of the need for I-69;

I-69 exists as an Interstate highway from Port Huron, Michigan to the
northeast side of the Indianapolis, Indiana area. Only indirect Interstate
highway routes exist from Indianapolis to the Texas/Mexico border on the
LRGV. No Interstate highway connects Houston with the LRGV.

Analyses of the 1-69 Corridor have shown that extension of an Interstate
highway in the 1-69 Corridor from Indianapolis to the U.S./Mexico border
in LRGV is a feasible project. Currently there is no Interstate highway
within the 1-69 Corridor that can be used for a border to border trip within
the corridor.

Feasibility studies included consideration of connections between the
‘named cities” in federal legisiation. These are Indianapolis, Evansville,
Memphis, Shreveport/Bossier City, and Houston along with the LRGV.
The feasibility conclusions consisted of the following elements for I-69:

1. Use of existing 1-69 from Port Huron, Michigan to Indianapolis;

2. An alignment on new location from Indianapolis to Evansville;

3. Upgraded and/or relocated parkways, highways, and other facilities
from Evansville to Memphis;

4. An upgraded or relocated route from Memphis to a new Mississippi
River bridge between Mississippi and Arkansas (including a portion
which involves improvements to existing facilities);

5. An Interstate highway on new location from Mississippi (at the new
Mississippi River crossing) to Shreveport/Bossier City;

6. An Interstate highway on new location from Shreveport/Bossier City to
a new connection with U.S. 59 in northeast Texas; and
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7. An upgraded or relocated highway built to Interstate design standards
from northeast Texas to the LRGV (including improvements to
existing facilities). In Texas, U.S. 59 will be signed as 1-69, and there
are currently two routes in the LRGV, U.S. 77 and U.S. 281.

The anticipated return in U.S. dollar savings and economic growth
exceeds the cost to develop the facility by a significant margin.

Item 3 above includes the section of proposed Corridor 18 that passes through West
Tennessee. This segment has been divided into three sections of independent utility,
Sections 7, 8 and 9 of the corridor. These sections were identified in a report entitled
“Sections of Independent Utility” (Wilbur Smith 2000). Section 7 of the corridor is from
Dyersburg, Tennessee to Fulton, Kentucky. In a paper entitied “National Corridor
Planning and Development (NCPD) and Coordinated Border Infrastructure (CBI)
Programs, 1-69 Corridor/Corridor 18" (FHWA, June 2000), Section 7 is described as
follows:

This SIU [Section of Independent Utility] utilizes much of the existing U.S.
51 from the Purchase Parkway in Kentucky to 1-155 in Tennessee at
Dyersburg, TN. The SIU is made up of three “segments”: 1) The upgrade
of the U.S. 51/Purchase Parkway (U.S. 51 Bypass) Interchange in South
Fulton, TN, 2) The upgrade of the route (U.S. 51 Corridor) from north of
Union City, TN to south of Troy, TN (this study section includes three
location alternatives’), and 3) The existing freeway section from south of
Troy, TN to the U.S. 51/I-155 Interchange at Dyersburg, TN. Of the three
segments, segment 2 is the highest priority with Tennessee and is where
construction funds will be spent first. The upgrade to the interchange
south of Fulton (segment 1) requires joint state funding and Kentucky
does not have it scheduled within the next six years. The existing U.S. 51
from south of Troy to I-155 (segment 3) was constructed to Interstate
Highway Standards.

The completion of Section 7 of Corridor 18/I-69 is estimated to cost between $125 and
$200 million. NCPD funding has been allocated for the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) process and location study. Tennessee has also been awarded FY 2000
NCPD funds for survey and design of the section.

Based on the comments made by members of the public in response to the DEIS, the
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KTC) has requested that the Kentucky section of SIU
7 from U.S. 51 south of the Tennessee/Kentucky state line north to the Purchase
Parkway in Kentucky be removed from this subject project and that U. S. 51 north of
Union City connect directly with the U. S. 51 Fulton Bypass at South Fulton, Tennessee.
(A copy of KTC's letter is in Appendix A.) As a result of KTC's request, the Preferred
Alternative will terminate at the Tennessee/Kentucky state line in the vicinity of the U.S.
51/U.S. 45E interchange at South Fulton, Tennessee (see Figure 1.1). From the new
northern terminus of this project, traffic will be able to travel between 1-69 in Tennessee
and the Purchase Parkway in Kentucky along a fully access controlled route (the U.S. 51
Fulton Bypass). At a future date, work would be required to upgrade the interchange of

" The study section examined in the DEIS included five location alternatives.
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U.S. 45E and U.S. 51 to allow for traffic to flow from U.S. 51 directly to the existing U.S.
51 Fulton Bypass, without exiting U.S. 51/Proposed 1-69.

Environmental and route location studies began on 1-69 SIU 8 in early 2001. In
SIU 9, the route will utilize a combination of existing routes and highways on new
location.  Work on these segments is in various stages of development, from
environmental and route location studies through construction.

1.2.2 System Linkages

Corridor 18: Currently, there is no continuous highway link designed to Interstate
standards from the Canadian border to the Mexican border. |-69 exists from Port Huron,
Michigan to the northeast part of Indianapolis. The extension of 1-69 from Indianapolis to
the Texas/Mexico border would comprise about 2,050 km (1,250 miles) of the total route
length of approximately 2,650 km (1,650 miles). Although short to medium length trips
far outnumber international traffic in the corridor of this missing interstate link, the
corridor has a high demand for NAFTA associated movement of goods.

Proposed Corridor 18 would connect 16 existing Interstate highways (ten east-west
routes and six north-south routes) and would link ten urban areas with populations of
more than 50,000 along the corridor. According to the February 7, 2000 Statement of
Purpose and Need, “within urban areas, development of 1-69 could provide the means to
upgrade existing Interstate routes, connect major transportation corridors and radial
freeways with a new facility, and connect modal and muiti-modal terminals to the
Interstate highway network.” The section of Corridor 18 that is the subject of this
~document, from Dyersburg, Tennessee to Fuilton, Kentucky, is an integral component of
Corridor 18.

U.S. 51: U.S. 51 between Dyersburg, Tennessee and Fulton, Kentucky is a non-
interstate section of U.S. 51 that connects the project area to I-155 at Dyersburg;
Interstates 55 and 155 at Memphis, Tennessee and East Memphis, Arkansas: and I-57
north  of Cairo, llinois. No interstate roadway link exists between
1-55/1-155 and 1-57. Traffic traveling between these interstates along U.S. 51 must pass
through or close by several towns and must mix with local traffic. Some areas along this
segment also are not fully access controlled and consequently, the through traffic must
mix with local traffic within commercially developed areas.

Modal Connections: When Corridor 18/1-69 is completed through Tennessee, it will offer
northwest Tennessee and states to the north of Tennessee connections to other
transportation modes, such as those in Memphis that are outlined below:

e Motor Carrier/Trucks: 1-40, an east-west interstate highway through Tennessee,
has a major truck terminal in West Memphis that would be connected to north-

south 1-69;
e Rail: Memphis serves as one of four rail traffic gateways across the Mississippi
River;

o Water: The Port of Memphis is the fourth largest inland river port in the United
States Memphis has the largest number of facilities that allow highway and
. marine trailers to be transferred between modes: and
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» Air: The Memphis International Airport is a regional hub. It also houses Federal
Express, which assists in making the airport the largest cargo handling airport in
the United States.

At present, these connections, if they exist at all, are inefficient and often substandard.
Upgrading U.S. 51 between Dyersburg, Tennessee and ultimately the Purchase
Parkway in Fulton, Kentucky would provide an interstate-level facility linking the project
area to [-155 at Dyersburg, Interstates 55 and 155 at Memphis, Tennessee and East
Memphis, Arkansas, and I-57 north of Cairo, lllinois.

1.2.3 Level of Service

The study corridor that was examined in the DEIS follows existing U.S. 51 (S.R. 3) from
the interchange of U.S. 51 and U.S. 412/S.R. 20 on the northeast side of Dyersburg,
Tennessee north fo the interchange of the U.S. 51 Bypass with the Purchase Parkway in
Fulton, Kentucky. U.S. 51 is a multi-lane roadway, and full control of access is provided
on about half of the current route, though not all sections have been built to Interstate
Highway standards. All roadways in the study area are on near-level terrain on the
Mississippi River plain. The route has six distinct segments, wkich are briefly described
below:

1. Divided Rural: from U.S. 412/S.R. 20 Interchange with U.S. 51 to the Dyer-
Obion county line, full access control (19.3 kilometers/12 miles);

2. Divided Rural: from Dyer-Obion county line county line to south of Troy, full
access control; south of Troy to Union City Urban Boundary, access control
by permit (25.8 kilometers/16 miles);

3. Two-Way Left Turn Lane Urban: Union City Urban Boundary to north of
Rutledge Lane, Union City (just south of Wal-Mart), access control by permit
(1.8 kilometers/1.1 miles);

4. Multi-Divided Urban: North of Rutledge Lane, Union City to the northeast
Union City Limit and Urban Boundary, access control by permit (6.4
kilometers/3.96 miles);

5. Divided Rural: Northeast Union City Limit and Urban Boundary to TN-KY
state line, full access control (15.8 kilometers/9.82 miles); and

6. Divided Urban: Tennessee-Kentucky state line to U.S. 51 Bypass/Purchase
Parkway Interchange, full access control (5.1 kilometers/3.2 miles). (This
segment has been eliminated from the project under the Preferred
Alternative, but will connect proposed 1-69 in Tennessee to the Purchase
Parkway in Kentucky.)

Table 1.1 illustrates the annual average daily traffic (ADT) volume forecasts for the
existing U.S. 51 roadway. As the table indicates, in the 20-year period between the
opening (base) year of 2005 and the design year of 2025, traffic along existing U.S. 51
through the study corridor is expected to experience an increase ranging from 44 to 73
percent, except for north of the Tennessee-Kentucky state line where a larger increase
is projected. Besides the aforementioned increase at the state line, the traffic increases
are projected to be the largest in the southern section of the project from Dyersburg
north to Troy Polk Station Road (which is an existing full access-control facility). Along

Corridor 18/Interstate-69 1-8 Final Environmental Impact Statement
Dyer and Obion Counties, Tennessee



Chapter 1.0

this section, traffic increases are projected to range from 61 to 73 percent. The
percentage of trucks on this section is also high and ranges between 19 and 26 percent.
Truck percentages are also relatively high in Union City north of the intersection of S.R.

5 with U.S. 51 (19 percent) and on the Fulton U.S. 51 Bypass (19 percent).

Table 1.1
Existing U.S. 51 Traffic Projections
Average Daily Traffic

Segment of Existing U.S. 51 Year 2005 Year 2025 | Projected %

From Dyersburg, TN (south) to Fulton, KY (north) No Build No Build Increase | Trucks
I-155 south of U.S. 412/S.R. 20 16,520 28,510 73% 19 .
U.S.412/S.R.20to S.R. 77 15,610 24,910 60% 20
S.R. 77 to County Line Rd. 12,540 20,210 61% 25
County Line Rd. to'S.R. 83 12,390 19,990 61% 25
S.R.183to S.R. 211 11,880 19,100 61% 26
S.R. 211 to Troy Polk Station Rd 12,790 19,820 55% 24
Troy Poik Station Rd to S.R. 21 West 13,180 18,940 44% 24
S.R. 21 West to S.R. 21 East 18,420 27,570 50% 17
S.R. 21 East to Pleasant Hill/Phebus Lane 18,660 27,910 50% 17
Phebus Lane to S.R. 184 19,440 29,000 49% 16
S.R. 184 to S.R. 22 34,350 51,530 50% 7
S.R.22t0S.R. 5 17,860 27,230 52% 10
S.R.5to S.R. 21 10,600 16,430 55% 19
S.R. 21 to Section Line Rd. 11,620 18,480 59% 19
North of Section Line Rd. to S.R. 215 11,560 18,050 56% 19
U.S. 51 Bypass to State Line 8,400 12,710 51% 35
Sections Eliminated from the Project Under the Preferred Alternative
State Line to S.R. 166 Frontage Rd. Ramps 7,470 9,580 30% 35
S.R. 166 Frontage Road Ramps to U.S. 51/
Purchase Parkway Interchange 10,260 26,620 150% 19

A level of service analysis assessed the quality of traffic flow expected along U.S. 51
during the 2005 opening year and the 2025 design year. Level of service (LOS) A is
defined as free flowing traffic. A stable flow with few restrictions on operating speed is
defined as LOS B. LOS C is also considered a stable flow but with more restrictions on
speed and lane changing. LOS D approaches unstable conditions and passing
becomes extremely difficult. At LOS E, a roadway is operating at its capacity, passing is
virtually impossible, speeds can drop substantially below the posted speed limit, and
movement is unstable. LOS F occurs with heavily-congested, forced flow conditions
with traffic demand exceeding roadway capacity.

The majority of roadways in the study area operate at LOS A or B in 2005 with a few
important exceptions:

» The intersection of S.R. 5 and U.S. 51 in Union City (LOS D);
e S.R.5tothe east and west of U.S. 51 in Union City (LOS D);
¢ U.S.51from S.R. 184 to its intersection with S.R. 22 in Union City (LOS F):
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e S.R. 22 east of its intersection with U.S. 51 in Union City (LOS E);
e S.R.77 atits intersection with U.S. 51 in Dyer County (LOS D);
e S.R. 21W westof U.S. 51 at Troy (LOS C).

By 2025, most study area roadways will still Operate at LOS A or B. However, the
following roadways are projected to operate at a poorer level of service:

* In Union City, U.S. 51 from S.R. 184 to S.R. 22 and SR 22 to east of its
intersection with U.S. 51 reaches LOS F with 45,000 to 51,000 vehicles per day
on four urban street lanes: ‘

e S.R.5atUnion City is at LOS E:

* S.R.21W west of U.S. 51 in Troy is at LOS D:

e S.R.77in Dyer County east of U.S. 51 is at LOS D:

e S.R. 21N between S.R. 5 and U.S. 51 is at LOS C; and
e County Line Road at U.S. 51 reaches LOS C.

The analysis shows that while some portions of the roadway, particularly those with
existing full access control, have a projected level of service that is acceptable, other
portions of the roadway network, such as U.S. 51 at the intersection of S.R. 22 and U.S.
51 in Union City, have a projected Year 2025 LOS of F where demand exceeds
capacity.

An interstate-level facility through the study area would reduce the high percentage of
through truck traffic and other through traffic from existing U.S. 51, reducing congestion
and improving the level of service, particularly in the vicinity of Union City. It would also
accommodate the projected traffic increases in the U.S. 51 study corridor.

1.2.4 Safety

An accident analysis has revealed that a safety problem likely exists in the Union City
area of the project. In addition, a safety issue is presented by the through truck and
other traffic traveling through two schools zones at Troy.

The configuration of the existing U.S. 51 roadway through the project area (from the
northeast side of the Dyersburg City Limit/Urban Boundary to Fulton, Kentucky) changes
as it proceeds north from Dyersburg:

* From a four-lane divided highway with full access control and a speed limit of 104
kilometers per hour (kph) (65 miles per hour [mph]) to just south of Troy;

* To a four-lane divided highway to the north side of Troy, with access control by
permit and a speed limit ranging from 72 to 88 kph (45 to 55 mph) and with one
posted 24 kph (15 mph) school zone and one posted 32 kph (20 mph) school
zone;

» To a four-lane, rural divided highway north of Troy with control by permit and a
speed limit of 88 kph (55 mph):

» To a four-lane urban roadway with a left turn lane and a 72 kph (45 mph) speed
limit at the south Union City limit and Urban Boundary;
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