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1.0  PROJECT SUMMARY 

 
The West Virginia Department of Transportation (WVDOT), Division of Highways (WVDOH) 
and Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) is proposing to construct a new bridge over the Ohio River south of 
Wellsburg, West Virginia in the vicinity of Brilliant, Ohio. As detailed in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA), dated July 19, 2012, careful consideration of potential environmental impacts 
led to selection of an alternative that avoids, minimizes and mitigates for environmental impacts, 
all of which fall below a level of significance. 
 
Since the preparation of the EA, the Brooke-Hancock-Jefferson Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (BHJ) updated their Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP). BHJ’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan, which was formally 
adopted as Resolution 2012-17, identifies this project as part of the fiscally-constrained plan. On 
November 28, 2012, Resolution 2012-25 was adopted to revise the Fiscal Year 2012-2015 TIP. 
This resolution added $125,000,000 in construction funding for this project using GARVEE 
Bond Payback #1 & #2. 
 
Project Background and Purpose 
On May 31, 1994, the BHJ 2015 Regional Transportation Plan identified the construction of a 
new Ohio River bridge as its Number 1 regional transportation priority. The two regional bridge 
system studies commissioned by BHJ and funded by WVDOH and ODOT are of particular 
significance to the current studies. In June 2000, BHJ issued the Upper Ohio Valley Bridge 
System Study Phase 1 Final Report (BHJ, 2000). In September 2003, the Brooke-Hancock-
Jefferson Regional Bridge System Study, Phase II Final Report (BHJ, 2003) was published. BHJ 
made the following priority recommendations in the Phase II study: 
 

“Priority # 2: Construct a new Ohio River bridge crossing south of 
Wellsburg to connect West Virginia State Route 2 and Ohio State 
Route 7.” 

 
A new Ohio River crossing, connecting West Virginia State Route 2 (WV 2) to Ohio State Route 
7 (OH 7), in this region would serve many purposes, but would most importantly provide a 
sustainable and flexible transportation system that will support the possibility of growth in the 
surrounding area and also increase safety to the travelling public by providing additional routes 
within the existing highway system. There are three specific needs identified for this project: 
 

 Improve access and flexibility of the regional transportation system 

The purpose of an additional river crossing in the Upper Ohio Valley would be to 
improve access and increase overall flexibility of the existing transportation system by 
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providing an additional connection from WV 2 to OH 7, thereby stimulating local 
industrial and economic growth while enhancing public safety.  
 

 Enhance regional safety (mobility) 

The highways, city streets and local rural roads which make up the regional 
transportation system rely heavily on WV 2 and OH 7 to connect the communities along 
the Ohio River in this region. When these routes are closed due to crashes, flooding, or 
landslides, few alternate routes are available. By providing a second link between these 
two routes with a new river crossing, additional transportation options become available 
for normal transportation purposes, as well as for the passage of emergency vehicles and 
delivery of emergency services. 
 

 Stimulate economic growth and development 

The bridge would also reveal access from OH 7 to several existing industrial parks and 
developable land sites which are currently only accessible through narrow sections of 
WV 2, forcing travel times to be extensive. Within 2 miles south of the study area 
examples of currently underutilized regional development sites can be found in Brooke 
County and neighboring Ohio County along WV 2. Although level, developable land is 
readily available at these sites, little development has taken place over the last few 
decades. Similar sites are also found north and south of the study area in Ohio along 
OH 7. A new bridge spanning the Ohio River and ultimately reconnecting small 
communities into the region could help restore stability and provide access to promote 
growth to the area’s economic and population base. 

 
Summary of the Preferred Alternative 8B 
The alternative selected for this project is the same alternative presented in the EA as Preferred 
Alternative 8B. As shown in Exhibit 1, this alternative connects WV 2 to OH 7 approximately 
1.20 miles south of Buffalo Creek in West Virginia and 0.50 miles north of the existing OH 7 
Riddles Run interchange in Brilliant, Ohio. 
 
The West Virginia approach to the proposed bridge has a straight alignment which connects at a 
signalized “T” intersection with WV 2. In Ohio, a new diamond interchange with OH 7 would be 
constructed in addition to a connection to 3rd Street at Cleaver Street. As a result, the existing 
Riddles Run Interchange ramps would be removed. It is anticipated that minor modifications, 
such as turn lanes or signalization, may be required on 3rd Street. The effects of these minor 
modifications have been accounted for in the impact analysis. 
 
Since this alternative has a connection to 3rd Street, it could be constructed in phases. As the first 
phase, the connections to WV 2 and 3rd Street could be constructed along with the main river 
bridge and bridge over OH 7. Traffic would utilize 3rd Street and the existing Riddles Run 
Interchange to access OH 7. The proposed ramps could be added at a later time when either 
funding is available or traffic increases. 
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Within West Virginia, the land within the Preferred Alternative footprint is undisturbed with the 
exception of the existing transportation facilities including WV 2, the former trolley line, and 
Brooke-Pioneer Trail. The West Virginia landscape is primarily wooded with a steeply sloping 
hillside adjacent to WV 2. There are no displaced residences or businesses in West Virginia.  
 
In Ohio, the land within the Preferred Alternative footprint has been previously disturbed by 
transportation facilities (OH 7, Norfolk Southern Railroad, and Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway) 
and commercial/residential development. As summarized in Table 1-1, the Preferred Alternative 
will impact wetlands and streams in Ohio, namely near the pond and adjacent to the proposed 
OH 7 SB Exit Ramp. There are no displaced residences or businesses in Ohio. Based on 
coordination with the United States Coast Guard, the Preferred Alternative will require an 800 
foot horizontal navigational clearance in the Ohio River. With the placement of piers in the river, 
there will be impacts to surface waters and the floodway of the Ohio River. 
 

Table 1-1: Preferred Alternative Impact Assessment Summary 

Criteria 
West 

Virginia 
Ohio Total 

Navigational Clearance (feet) - - 800 
Section 4(f) Impacts 1 0 1 
Residential Displacements 0 0 0 
Business Displacements 0 0 0 
Historic Resources 0 0 0 
Waste Sites 0 4 4 
Farmland Impacts (acres) 0.00 0.00 0.00 
100-year Floodplain Impacts1 (acres) 0.21 10.97 11.18 
Wetlands Impacts2 (acres) 0.00 2.95 2.95 
Cost Estimate3 - - $129.0 M 
Note 1: Based on conservative estimate. See EA Section 3.3.1 for details. 
Note 2: Wetland Impacts do not include the Ohio River which is considered a Water of the United States and is listed on the National 
Wetland Inventory (1971) 
Note 3: Revised since publication of the Environmental Assessment. 

 
Determination of Findings 
A summary of each resource is provided below. Specific mitigation commitments and agency 
concurrence dates are discussed in Section 5.0. 
 
Socioeconomic Resources 
 Demographics and Environmental Justice – Construction of the Preferred Alternative will not 

result in high and adverse impacts that would be disproportionately borne by minority or 
low-income population in West Virginia and Ohio. 

 Right-of-Way and Displacements – The Preferred Alternative will result in 46.6 acres and 
4.3 acres of right-of-way acquisitions in West Virginia and Ohio, respectively. No 
displacements are anticipated. 

 Community Facilities and Services – The Preferred Alternative will increase the accessibility 
to community facilities and services, particularly to those on the opposite side of the river. 
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Emergency response times would be significantly reduced for significant emergency events 
requiring assistance from the other side of the river. 

 Community Cohesion – The Preferred Alternative will reconnect Wellsburg and Brilliant and 
promote the sharing of community activities between these towns. 

 Changes in Travel Patterns – With a new bridge spanning the Ohio River, travel patterns will 
change reducing the vehicle miles traveled in the project area. 

 Land Use – The Preferred Alternative will indirectly impact future land use by providing 
additional access to developable areas. 

Cultural Resources 
 Archaeological – The Area of Potential Effect in West Virginia is designated as low to no 

probability for the discovery of resources. As agreed in the Programmatic Agreement 
included in Appendix B, Phase 1B testing will be performed in West Virginia during the 
design phase. Section 2.0 summarizes the final Section 106 consultation. The Area of 
Potential Effect in Ohio is designated as low to no probability for the discovery of resources. 
No further investigations are required in Ohio. 

 Historic – In West Virginia, none of the previously documented resources are within the 
Preferred Alternative footprint and no eligible structures were identified. No further 
investigation is recommended in West Virginia. In Ohio, no eligible structures were 
identified and no further investigation is required. 

 Publicly Owned Land/Section 4(f) Properties – The Preferred Alternative will span the 
Brooke-Pioneer Trail in West Virginia and result in a temporary use impact. Section 3.0 
summarizes the final Section 4(f) consultation and Appendix C includes the Section 4(f) de 
minimus Determination. There are no impacts to Section 4(f) resources in Ohio. 

Natural Environment Resources 
 Floodplain – There are 11.18 acres of impact to the 100-year floodplain in West Virginia and 

Ohio. During design, encroachments to the floodplain will be minimized to the extent 
possible. 

 Wetlands and Streams – No wetlands were present in West Virginia based on the National 
Wetlands Inventory mapping. In Ohio, 2.95 acres of wetland impact is expected. The 
proposed piers in the Ohio River will impact a total of 0.10 acres of Waters of the United 
States in West Virginia and Ohio. In Ohio, 13 feet of impacts to an unnamed tributary are 
expected. During design, efforts will be made to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and 
streams. 

 Water Quality – Minor temporary and permanent impacts to the Ohio River are expected due 
to the disturbance of land. During construction, riverbed disturbance is expected to increase 
turbidity in the Ohio River. These temporary impacts are expected to be minimal and 
relatively short-term. The proposed bridge will contribute to an increase in run-off from the 
bridge deck. Permanent water quality impacts are expected to be minimal. Best management 
practices (BMPs) will be incorporated into the design to reduce the potential to surface water 
impacts. 
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 Wild and Scenic Rivers – No wild or scenic rivers are present within the study area. 
 Natural and Wild Areas – No natural or wild areas are present within the study area. 
 Vegetation and Wildlife 

o Landcover Types and Vegetation – In West Virginia, the land cover type is primarily 
deciduous forest. In Ohio, the land cover type is primarily developed. Construction of 
the Preferred Alternative will likely require clearing most, if not all, of the existing 
vegetation. Some of the existing vegetation will be permanently lost and converted to 
developed and other landcover types. 

o Wildlife – The existing terrestrial habitat in the study area is fragmented due to 
previous activities, such as construction of highways and the conversion of land for 
residential, commercial and industrial uses. The Preferred Alternative could result in 
increased fragmentation of terrestrial habitat and wildlife mortality. Minor temporary 
and permanent impacts to aquatic wildlife are expected due to increased turbidity 
during construction; alternation of habitat due to shading in areas not previously 
shaded; and water quality changes due to run-off. These impacts are expected to be 
minimal. 

 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
o Indiana bat – A mist net survey was conducted in June 2011 and resulted in no 

Indiana bats collected. The Preferred Alternative is not likely to adversely affect this 
species. 

o Bald Eagle – The bald eagle was removed from the Federal list of threatened and 
endangered species on August 9, 2007. This species does remain protected under the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 
1918. The Preferred Alternative is not known to occur within a distance of 660 feet of 
any known bald eagle occurrences. No impacts to this species are anticipated.  

o Mussels – Section 4.0 summarizes the final Section 7 consultation. Based on a recent 
mussel survey, the study area supports a relatively small number of mussels. No 
federally listed species were identified. Four West Virginia Threatened species and 
one West Virginia Endangered species were identified. One Ohio Threatened species, 
one Ohio Endangered species and two Ohio species of concern were identified. This 
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect any federally listed species. 

o Salamanders - Section 4.0 summarizes the final Section 7 consultation. Based on a 
recent eastern hellbender survey, the habitat within the study area can be 
characterized as poor to marginal to support this species due to the lack of large rocks 
and a heavy silt load. This project is therefore not likely to impact this species. 

 Prime and Unique Farmland – The Preferred Alternative does not impact any prime farmland 
or farmland of statewide importance in West Virginia or Ohio. 

 Geologic and Mining – Portions of the Redstone and Sewickley coal seams extend into the 
footprint of the Preferred Alternative in West Virginia. Both of these coal deposits are 
considered economically viable and have not been mined yet. The Preferred Alternative 
impacts 8.44 acres of Redstone and 5.15 acres of Sewickley coal deposits in West Virginia. 
There are no economically viable coal deposits yet to be mined present in Ohio. 
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 Aesthetics – The Preferred Alternative will impact the existing viewsheds of users, visitors, 
and residents. Depending on the particular viewshed and user type, these impacts may be 
temporary or permanent and not considered to adversely impact the viewsheds within the 
West Virginia and Ohio landscapes.  

 Energy – Energy will be expended to both construct the Preferred Alternative and to operate 
the facility. The Preferred Alternative is expected to reduce the amount of vehicles miles 
traveled in the project area since a new connection is provided between West Virginia and 
Ohio. 

 Groundwater – The Preferred Alternative does not directly impact any wellhead protection 
areas or drinking water resources. 

 Waste Areas – The Preferred Alternative does not impact any identified waste areas in West 
Virginia. In Ohio, four sites were identified during the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment and are recommended for further Phase II Environmental Site Assessments if 
they are determined to be within the project limits after more detailed design. 

 Air Quality – The air quality conformity analysis determined this project will not cause or 
contribute to any new localized PM2.5 or 8-hour ozone violations or increase the frequency or 
severity of these violations. The Preferred Alternative reduces the number of vehicle miles 
traveled in the area and will not increase mobile source air toxins. 

 Noise – The noise studies concluded that barrier mitigation was not required in West 
Virginia. In Ohio, noise barriers were not considered reasonable or feasible and therefore, no 
barriers were recommended. 

 Cumulative and Secondary – This project, coupled with other regional projects will improve 
regional connectivity and reduce travel times. No substantial cumulative impacts have been 
identified. With improved access provided by the Preferred Alternative, the area will be more 
attractive to new businesses and may facilitate increased growth and development. No 
significant secondary impacts are anticipated.  

Other Resources 
 Temporary Construction – The Preferred Alternative will result in temporary construction 

impacts and restrictions to WV 2, the Brooke-Pioneer Trail, Ohio SR 7, and local roads in 
Brilliant, Ohio.  

 Capacity Analysis – Although new intersections will be introduced to the roadway network 
in West Virginia and Ohio, these intersections will be designed to operate at acceptable 
levels of service.  
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2.0  FINAL SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

As documented in the EA, there are no known archaeological sites in West Virginia. A draft 
Programmatic Agreement with the West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (WVSHPO) 
was prepared as part of the EA to defer Phase 1B Archaeological testing until the design stage. 
The need for these studies has been confirmed in correspondence from WVSHPO dated 
August 22, 2012 (see Appendix A). On April 3, 2013, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) stated their regulations do not apply to this undertaking. However, if 
circumstances change, they may reconsider this decision. The Programmatic Agreement, signed 
by WVDOT, WVSHPO, and FHWA is included in Appendix B. 
 
As documented in the EA, on August 1, 2011, the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office 
(OSHPO) concurred with ODOT that “no historic properties affected” was the appropriate 
Section 106 determination. 
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3.0  FINAL SECTION 4(f) COORDINATION 

During the development of the EA, representatives of the Brooke-Pioneer Trail Association 
commented on the extent of the project’s impacts on the public uses of the Brooke-Pioneer Trail. 
The comments concerned the duration of time the trail would need to be closed. The Association 
also noted that emergency responders occasionally needed to use the trail when WV 2 is closed 
due to crashes or slides.  
 
After consideration of the Association’s concerns, a letter was prepared that represents an 
agreement concerning these issues. The letter, signed by the Brooke-Pioneer Trail Association on 
July 22, 2013, is in Appendix C along with the Section 4f de minimis Determination. At the time 
of the execution of the letter, the Association submitted additional comments for consideration. 
Although these comments are dated February 9, 2013, they were not received until July 2013. 
Responses to the comments are included in Appendix C.  
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4.0  FINAL SECTION 7 CONSULTATION 

Additional consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), West 
Virginia Field Office, was conducted on June 3, 2013 to confirm listed species and that the West 
Virginia Field Office will serve as the lead for the agency. In a letter dated June 28, 2013, 
USF&WS-WV (See Appendix A) confirmed their office will serve as the lead for the Section 7 
Consultation. Their correspondence noted the project is within the range of the Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis), pink pearly mussel (Lampsilis abrupta), fanshell mussel (Cyprogenia stegaria), 
sheepnose mussel (Plethobasus cyphyus) and snuffbox mussel (Epioblasma triquetra); all of 
which are federally endangered species.  
 
A mist net survey for Indiana bats (Myotis sodalis) was conducted in 2011, and the report was 
provided to the USF&WS-WV. In the USF&WS-WV June 28, 2013 correspondence, they 
determined that the report followed the protocol of the Draft Indiana Bat Recovery Plan. No 
federal species were found. The report will expire on May 15, 2016. If the project expands or 
changes significantly, or if timber will be removed after May 15, 2016, then the USF&WS-WV 
will need to be contacted.  
 
Additional consultation with the Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) was conducted 
to confirm the status of any rare, threatened or endangered species. On March 29, 2013, ODNR 
provided additional information via email (see Appendix A). Their correspondence noted the 
project is within the range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), sheepnose mussel (Plethobasus 
cyphyus) and snuffbox mussel (Epioblasma triquetra); all of which are state and federally 
endangered species. Previous correspondence with United States Fish & Wildlife Service Ohio 
(USF&WS-Ohio) stated there is no habitat for the Indiana bat within the Ohio study limits and 
therefore, no mist net surveys were required. The project is also within the range of two state 
endangered species, the black bear (Ursus americanus) and eastern hellbender salamander 
(Cryptobranchus alleganiensis alleganiensis). ODNR correspondence stated this project is not 
likely to impact these species.  
 
A freshwater mussel survey was conducted in June 2013. The methodology and findings were 
summarized in a report dated June 21, 2013. The findings indicate the study area was found to 
support a relatively small number of mussels. As summarized in Table 4-1, several of the species 
located within the survey area were listed as threatened, endangered, or a species of concern. No 
evidence (live or dead) of federally endangered species was located during the survey. This 
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect any federally listed species. USF&WS-
WV concurred with these findings on June 28, 2013 and stated no further Section 7 consultation 
is required. A commitment has been added to relocate mussel species prior to construction. 
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Table 4-1: Summary of Freshwater Mussel Survey 

Species 
Common 

Name 

Status1 Condition 

Federal 
West 

Virginia
Ohio Live 

Fresh 
Dead 
Shell 

Dead 

Amblema 
plicata 

Threeridge - - - 4 0 0 

Lasmigona 
complanata 

White 
heelsplitter 

- T - 20 0 0 

Lasmigona 
costata 

Flutedshell - - - 1 0 0 

Leptodea 
fragilis 

Fragile 
Papershell 

- - - 0 0 1 

Ligumia recta Black 
sandshell 

- T E 3 0 0 

Obliquaria 
reflexa 

Threehorn 
wartyback 

- T T 27 0 0 

Potamilus 
alatus 

Pink 
heelsplitter 

- - SC 118 0 0 

Quadrula 
quadrula 

Mapleleaf - T  64 0 0 

Simpsonaias 
ambigua 

Salamander 
mussel 

- E SC 0 1 0 

Strophitus 
undulatus 

Creeper - - - 0 1 0 

Totals 237 2 1 
Note: 
1 – T – Threatened; E – Endangered; SC – Species of Concern 

 
An eastern hellbender (Cryptobranchus a. alleganiensis) survey of the study area was completed 
on June 4, 2013. The methodology and findings were summarized in a report dated June 21, 
2013. The findings indicate the habitat within the study area can be characterized as poor to 
marginal due to the lack of large rocks and a heavy silt load. This project is not likely to impact 
this species. USF&WS-WV concurred with these findings on June 28, 2013. 
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5.0  SUMMARY OF MITIGATION AND COMMITMENTS 

A summary of the environmental mitigation and commitments for the Proposed Ohio River 
Bridge project are listed in Table 5-1. 

 
Table 5-1: Summary of Mitigation and Commitments

Environmental 
Resource 

Environmental 
Mitigation and Commitment 

Agency 
Concurrence 

S
oc

io
ec

on
om

ic
 

Demographics No mitigation required. N/A 
Environmental 
Justice 

No mitigation required. N/A 

Right-of-Way 
and 
Displacements 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
All acquisitions and displacements will 

follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies 

Act of 1970, WVDOT, and ODOT 
policies, and applicable West Virginia 

and Ohio laws. 

N/A 

Community 
Facilities and 
Services 

No mitigation required. N/A 

Community 
Cohesion 

No mitigation required. N/A 

Changes in 
Travel Patterns 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
Need for turn lanes, signalization, and 

other improvements to enhance 
operations will be evaluated during design 

phase. 

N/A 

Land Use No mitigation required. N/A 
    

C
u

lt
u

ra
l 

R
es

ou
rc

e 

Archaeological 
Resources 

West Virginia: 
Preparation of a Phase 1B report and 

additional surveys and reports, if required.
 

Ohio: 
No mitigation required. 

 
WVDCH – 

6/24/11 
 
 
 

ODOT/OSHPO 
– 8/1/11 

Historic 
Resources 

No mitigation required. 

WVDCH – 
2/10/12 

OSHPO – 
8/1/11 
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Environmental 
Resource 

Environmental 
Mitigation and Commitment 

Agency 
Concurrence 

C
u

lt
u

ra
l 

R
es

ou
rc

e Publicly 
Owned 
Land/Section 
4(f) Properties 

West Virginia: 
WVDOT will meet with the Trail 

Association to determine when the trail 
will be closed during construction.  

WVDOT intends to re-open the trail for 
Memorial Day weekend. For any 

closures, signs will be erected at least 14 
days prior to closure.  After construction, 

the trail will be restored to its previous 
condition including repaving or repairs. 

 
If it is determined that the bridge will 

accommodate a shared use facility, then a 
connection from the bridge to the existing 

trail would be further evaluated. If the 
connection from the bridge to the existing 
trail is not included as part of this project, 

WVDOT will consider it during any 
future widening of WV 2.  In addition, 

WVDOT would be supportive of a 
connection from the bridge to the trail as 
part of a recreational grant application.  
WVDOT will coordinate with the Trail 

Association, as needed, for any proposed 
access from the bridge to the trail. 

 
Ohio: 

No mitigation required. 

Brooke-Pioneer 
Trail – 7/22/13 
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Environmental 
Resource 

Environmental 
Mitigation and Commitment 

Agency 
Concurrence 

N
at

u
ra

l E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
t 

Floodplain 
Encroachment 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
An Erosion and Sedimentation Control 

Plan and detailed hydraulic analysis will 
be prepared during the design phase. 

Construction within the floodplains will 
be coordinated with and permits 
submitted to the USACE, local 

Floodplain Managers, and state resource 
agencies, as required. 

N/A 

Wetlands and 
Stream  
Impacts 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
A Wetland Delineation Report will be 
prepared during the design phase to 

determine specific impacts associated 
with the proposed project. Wetland 
impacts will be mitigated prior to 

completion of the project. Selection and 
design of the mitigation will be 

coordinated with the USACE Huntington 
District as the lead agency and the 

following cooperating agencies: WVDOT 
and ODOT, the WVDNR and ODNR and 

WVDEP and OEPA, as part of the 
Section 404 permitting process. 

N/A 

Water Quality 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
A USACE Section 404 permit and 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
will be prepared. Best management 

practices (BMPs) will be incorporated 
into the design to reduce the potential to 

surface water impacts. 

N/A 

Wild and 
Scenic Rivers 

No mitigation required. N/A 
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Environmental 
Resource 

Environmental 
Mitigation and Commitment 

Agency 
Concurrence 

N
at

u
ra

l E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
t 

Natural and 
Wild Areas 

No mitigation required. N/A 

Vegetation and 
Wildlife 

Landcover Types and Vegetation 
West Virginia and Ohio: 

Disturbed areas will be re-vegetated after 
construction. 

 
Wildlife 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
An Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
Plan will be prepared during the design 

phase to minimize species impacts. 
Disturbed areas will be re-vegetated after 

construction to reintroduce habitat. 

N/A 

Rare, 
Threatened 
and 
Endangered 
Species 

Bald Eagle 
West Virginia and Ohio: 

If Bald Eagle habitat is identified during 
construction, the USF&WS will be 
notified and applicable mitigation 

measures established.  
 
Indiana bat 

West Virginia: 
If the project expands or significantly 

changes, or if timber is cut after May 15, 
2016, USF&WS will be consulted. 

 
Ohio: 

No mitigation required. 
 
Mussels 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
Pollution prevention and stormwater 

BMPs will be implemented around the 
proposed construction areas to limit 

impacts to water quality and potential 
mussel habitat in the Ohio River. 

Freshwater mussels will be relocated prior 
to construction.  

 
Salamanders 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
No mitigation required. 

 
 

USFWS-OHIO 
– 4/27/12 

 
 
 
 
 

USF&WS-WV 
- 6/28/13 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

USF&WS-WV 
– 6/28/13 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

USF&WS-WV 
– 6/28/13 
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Environmental 
Resource 

Environmental 
Mitigation and Commitment 

Agency 
Concurrence 

N
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Prime and 
Unique 
Farmland 

No mitigation required. 
NRCS – 3/16/12

OH – 9/7/11 

Geologic 
Resources and 
Mining 

West Virginia: 
A coal valuation will be preformed during 

right-of-way acquisition. 
 

Ohio: 
No mitigation required. 

N/A 

Aesthetics 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
Consideration for aesthetic features 

according to WVDOT and ODOT polices 
and procedures will be included during 

the design phase. 

N/A 

Energy 
Impacts 

No mitigation required. N/A 

Groundwater 

West Virginia: 
An Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
Plan will be prepared during the design 

phase to minimize groundwater impacts. 
BMPs will be incorporated into the design 

to reduce the potential to groundwater 
impacts. 

 
Ohio: 

No mitigation required. 

N/A 
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Environmental 
Resource 

Environmental 
Mitigation and Commitment 

Agency 
Concurrence 

N
at

u
ra

l E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
t Waste Areas 

West Virginia: 
Findings will be reevaluated if the Phase I 

ESA is more than six months old when 
property acquisition or construction 

begins. Contract documents will note that 
special care should be taken in the event 

of ground disturbance near the Zatta 
Property, an existing farm and salvage 

yard in Wellsburg, West Virginia. 

Ohio: 
A Phase II ESA Work Plan and Phase II 
ESA will be completed for the Zimnox 
Coal, Steel Valley Tank and Welding, 
Marathon Gas Station and Southeast 

Equipment Company if they are within 
the footprint of the Preferred Alternative. 
Based on the results of the Phase II ESA, 
the appropriate remedial measures will be 

incorporated into the project plans as 
necessary. 

N/A 

Air Quality No mitigation required. OEPA – 12/2/11

Noise Impacts No mitigation required. 
ODOT – 
2/27/11 

Cumulative 
and Secondary 
Impacts 

No mitigation required. N/A 

 

Temporary 
Construction 
Impacts 

West Virginia 
WVDOT will meet with the Trail 

Association to determine when the trail 
will be closed during construction.  

WVDOT intends to re-open the trail for 
Memorial Day weekend. For any 

closures, signs will be erected at least 14 
days prior to closure.   

A USCG Bridge Permit will be prepared, 
as well as, a USACE Section 10 permit. 

Ohio 
No mitigation required. 

N/A 

Capacity 
Analyses 

West Virginia and Ohio: 
Need for turn lanes, signalization, and 

other improvements to enhance 
operations will be evaluated during design 

phase. 

N/A 
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6.0  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

Throughout the duration of the project, the WVDOH coordinated with Federal, state and local 
agencies. Three sets of public workshops were held and comments received were considered 
during the development of the alternatives. 
 
Distribution of the Environmental Assessment 
The EA was distributed publicly through the WVDOH project website. Bound copies were 
available at the August 2012 public workshops and mailed to the following agencies: 
 

 Federal Highway Administration, West Virginia Division 

 Federal Highway Administration, Ohio Division 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntington District 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Pittsburgh District 

 U.S. Coast Guard, 8th Coast Guard District, Commander 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 3 – Environmental Services Division 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 3, Regional Administrator 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, Regional Administrator 

 U.S. Department of Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

 U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, West Virginia Field Office 

 U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ohio Ecological Services Field Office 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, West Virginia 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Ohio 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region III 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region V 

 West Virginia Department of Transportation, District 6 

 West Virginia Division of Natural Resources, Environmental Resources 

 West Virginia Division of Natural Resources, District 1 

 West Virginia Division of Natural Resources, Director 

 West Virginia Division of Culture and History, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

 West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Air Quality 

 West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Water and Waste 
Management, Permitting and Engineering Branch 

 West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection, Director 

 Brooke County Planning Commission 

 Ohio Department of Transportation, Office of Environmental Services 

 Ohio Department of Transportation, District 11 

 Ohio Department of Transportation, Historian and Scenic Byways Program 

 Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Director 

 Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Recreation and Resource Management, Division of 
Natural Areas and Preserves 

 Ohio Historic Preservation Office, State Historic Preservation Officer 
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 Ohio Department of Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Air Pollution Control 

 Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Surface Water 

 Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Director 

 Wells Township Office, Trustees 

 Brilliant Water and Sewer District 

 Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission, Water Monitoring, Assessment and Standards 

 BHJ 

 
Informational Workshop Public Meetings 
Workshop Public Meetings on the EA were held on August 27, 2012 in Brilliant, Ohio and 
August 28, 2012 in Wellsburg, West Virginia. The Brilliant Workshop was held at the North 
Elementary School and the Wellsburg Workshop was held at the Wellsburg Middle School. The 
meetings included a display of map and informational boards, video visualization of Preferred 
Alternative 8B, and a hand-out. These materials were also made available on the WVDOH’s 
project website. Personnel from the Consultant Team, WVDOH, ODOT, and FHWA were 
available to answer questions about the project. The Informational Workshop Public Meetings 
had approximately 40 attendees in Ohio and 53 attendees in West Virginia. 
 
Comments on the Environmental Assessment 
The comment period for the EA ended on September 28, 2012. Six comment letters were 
received from regulatory agencies. Copies of these letters are included in Appendix A and 
responses to the comments are provided in Table 6-1. 
 
Nine comment sheets were returned from the public attendees. Substantive comments from these 
sheets and responses are provided in Table 6-2. 
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Table 6-1: Agency Comments 
Comment 

ID 
 

Agency 
 

Comment 
 

 
Response 

 
1  U.S. Department of 

Homeland Security, 
U.S. Coast Guard 

“a. A full navigational section of how bridge 
construction will impact the waterway users 
and Ohio River commerce. A description of 
Ohio River commerce in terms of numbers, 
sizes and types of vessels used to move the 
various commodities and the marine 
facilities which depend on the efficient 
movement of goods on the waterway. Also, 
an analysis of the current vessel traffic and a 
forecast of future traffic and how the bridge 
will impact future growth.” 

 See Section 6.0 of the FONSI for a 
description of current Ohio River commodity 
distribution and bridge construction methods. 
 
The amount of river traffic on the Ohio River 
is greatly influenced by the demand for 
commodities. Coal, iron/steel, and 
aggregates represent the top three 
commodities in terms of tonnage on the 
river. A summary of the current river traffic 
by commodity and USACE projected 
tonnage growth is included in Section 6.0 of 
this FONSI. 

2  U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security, 
U.S. Coast Guard 

“b. Tribal Lands – The impact of the project 
on tribal land sites must be addressed.” 

 There are no tribal lands or interests in 
Brooke County, West Virginia or Jefferson 
County, Ohio and as yet, there are no 
significant prehistoric sites identified within 
the project area. If, during the course of the 
Phase IB archaeological survey, significant 
prehistoric resources are identified, tribal 
consultation would occur at that time. 
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Comment 
ID 

 
Agency 

 
Comment 

 
 

Response 
 

3  WV Division of 
Natural Resources, 
Wildlife Resources 

Section 

“The Environmental Assessment (EA) states 
on page 3-40 that there are no records of 
mussel populations within the study area and 
that the project is not likely to affect 
endangered mussel species according to the 
USF&WS. The WVDNR database surveys 
conducted in 1995 documented low density 
mussel beds within the study area. The 
species within the beds were not federally 
listed endangered species but they are state 
protected species. The EA does state on 
page 3-43 that WVDOT will consult with 
WVDNR concerning mussel impacts prior 
to construction. Mussel surveys of the 
proposed impact area must be completed 
prior to the initiation of construction. We 
will work with the WVDOT to mitigate 
impacts to these protected resources.” 

 WVDOT will coordinate with WVDNR on 
the proper methods to complete a mussel 
survey prior to construction and on the 
proper methods for removal and relocation 
of protected resources.  

4  U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, 

Natural Resources 
Conservation 

Service 

“We have no comments to submit at this 
time.” 

 No response required. 

5  WV Division of 
Culture and History 

“Our records indicate that we recommended 
that a Phase 1B survey be conducted for the 
preferred alternative.” 

 WVDOH concurs with this recommendation 
and the Phase 1B survey is listed as a 
commitment in Table 1. 

6  WV Division of 
Culture and History 

“No architectural resources located in West 
Virginia will be impacted by this project.” 

 No response required. 
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Comment 
ID 

 
Agency 

 
Comment 

 
 

Response 
 

7  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

“The preferred alternative impacts 2.95 
acres of wetlands in Ohio, which is greater 
than any other alternative evaluated.” 

 The Preferred Alternative is the most 
practicable alternative considering project 
purposes and all impact categories. This will 
be established during the Section 404 permit 
process with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers and related State agencies. Section 
3.3.2 of the EA recommends additional 
wetland delineation.  

8  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Avoidance and Minimization 
“More detail if available should be provided 
describing the bridge construction and plans 
for disposal or re-use of the existing bridge. 
Efforts should be made to avoid and 
minimize temporary and permanent impacts 
associated with the construction including 
staging areas, coffer dams and piers.” 

  
There currently is no bridge in the project 
area. The details pertaining to construction 
will be developed during preliminary and 
final design and will conform to WVDOT 
construction standards and permit 
requirements.  

9  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Avoidance and Minimization 
“We suggest runoff from the bridge not be 
discharged directly to the river. We 
recommend installing a water collection 
system, whereby the water is collected from 
the bridge deck, and directed via pipes to 
either some form of bioretention, or a 
stormwater management system.” 

  
This suggestion will be considered during 
preliminary and final design.  
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Comment 
ID 

 
Agency 

 
Comment 

 
 

Response 
 

10  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Avoidance and Minimization 
“The project team should work closely with 
the state and federal agencies to develop an 
acceptable mitigation package for 
unavoidable environmental impacts. A 
permit will be needed for any placement of 
fill in aquatic resources and the selected 
alternate will need to be the least 
environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative for permitting in accordance with 
the Clean Water Act Section 404. Additional 
minimization or justification of 
practicability will be needed to comply with 
Sec 404 b(1) Guidelines.” 

  
These details will be developed during 
preliminary and final design and during the 
Section 404 permit process with the US 
Army Corps of Engineers and related State 
agencies.  

11  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 
“One of the project needs is to stimulate 
growth and development; however the 
secondary and cumulative impact sections of 
the EA do not evaluate these potential 
impacts. EPA recommends expansion of the 
analysis to include assessment of predicted 
secondary growth, and cumulative impacts 
of foreseeable projects in the analysis area.” 

  
Section 3.3.16 of the EA states that the new 
bridge may facilitate new development in 
Wellsburg and Brilliant, in turn creating 
more jobs and enhancing regional economic 
growth, but this section also states that the 
secondary and cumulative impacts of this 
project are not significant and do not require 
mitigation. In addition, the location of any 
development is speculative at this time so it 
is not possible to assess where secondary 
and/or cumulative impacts will occur. 
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Comment 
ID 

 
Agency 

 
Comment 

 
 

Response 
 

12  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Community and EJ 
“The Brooke-Pioneer trail is proposed to be 
closed due to project construction. The lead 
agencies should look into temporarily re-
route the trail so citizens can still utilize the 
trail during construction.” 

  
Because of the limited area available 
between the Ohio River and WV 2, the 
existing topography, and because the whole 
area will be spanned by construction, there is 
no alternative location available for the trail. 
The construction of the bridge would cause a 
temporary use of the trail by requiring that 
the trail be closed during construction. The 
trail would need to be closed during 
construction for safety reasons due to work 
being done overhead and because the 
contractors selected for construction may 
need to use the trail to store construction 
materials and equipment. There may be 
periods during construction when public 
safety concerns are not present, and the trail 
may be temporarily reopened for public use. 
Representatives of the West Virginia 
Department of Transportation and the 
Brooke-Pioneer Trail Association will meet 
to determine when these periods can be 
established. 

13  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Community and EJ 
“The environmental Justice analysis 
provided is vague: Percentages of each 
population characterized in the Tables, 
rather than raw numbers should be provided. 
The percentages will provide additional 
perspective that can be useful in identifying 
trends, and in developing meaningful 

  
See Section 6.0 of the FONSI for population 
tables which include percentages. 
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Comment 
ID 

 
Agency 

 
Comment 

 
 

Response 
 

assessment of the data and more thoughtful 
and insightful conclusions based upon the 
information.” 

14  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Community and EJ 
“The methodology used in conducting the 
assessment needs clarification. What are the 
benchmarks? How is the assessment being 
done? How do you determine if there are at 
risk populations in the study area?” 

  
The assessment used the County and State 
population statistics as benchmarks. The 
percentages of low income and minority 
populations in the study area were compared 
to these benchmarks. As reported in the EA, 
the study area was generally below the 
County and State averages. 
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15  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Community and EJ 
“There should be a clear identification of 
areas of Environmental Justice concern 
based upon some benchmarks that have been 
clearly defined and presented in this 
document.” 

  
See previous response on benchmarks. The 
environmental justice populations are 
dispersed through the study area.  

16  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Community and EJ 
“Additional information detailing the 
proximity of populations to potential 
impacts would be helpful.” 

  
The environmental justice populations are 
dispersed through the study area. As a result, 
impacts cannot be located in proximity to 
environmental justice populations. 

17  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Community and EJ 
“How were the communities of 
Environmental Justice concern engaged 
through community outreach to insure their 
participation in the process? What outreach 
and community involvement strategies were 
used to maximize the participation of 
minority and/or low-income populations?” 

  
WV DOT placed notices in newspapers of 
general circulation throughout the project. 
These newspapers are available to all 
minority and low income populations. In 
addition, in advance of the August 2012 
Public Meeting Workshops, flyers were 
distributed to homes and businesses in the 
project area.  

18  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Miscellaneous 
“This project should comply with EO 13112 
regarding invasive species.” 

  
Section 3.3.6 of the EA states that following 
BMPs such as mowing and herbicide 
application would help prevent the 
introduction of invasive species after 
construction. Section 3.3.6 goes on to say 
that all disturbed areas will be re-vegetated 
(utilizing a native seed mixture) upon 
completion of construction 
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19  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Miscellaneous 
“This project team should continue to work 
with the appropriate state and federal 
agencies regarding threatened and 
endangered species and species of concern.” 

Section 3.37 of the EA states that WVDOT 
will continue to coordinate with WVDNR 
and ODNR on mussels and salamanders 
prior to construction.  

20 U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Ohio 

“The comments from our April 27, 2012 
letter (attached) are still valid at this time 
and we have no additional comments on the 
project.” 

Comments from the April 27, 2012 letter 
were addressed as part of the July 2012 EA. 
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Table 6-2: Public Comments 
Comment 

ID 
Comment Response

1 “I think the Clark Way would be good side. It 
sure would be nice to go to Wellsburg.” 

No response required. 

2 “The difference between alternative 8 and 8B 
but its hard to see that the additional 
construction and additional $28 million is 
justifiable. I therefore would prefer alt. 8.” 

The Preferred Alternative may be constructed in phases. If 
constructed in this manner, the first phase would connect 
WV 2 directly to 3rd Street. 

3 “Impact on Pioneer Trail?” The impact on the Brooke-Pioneer Trail is documented in the 
Section 4(f) de minimis Finding. There will be temporary 
impacts to the Trail during construction for the safety of the 
contractor and trail users. 

4 “Drainage from bridge’s abutment onto trail?” Drainage associated with the abutment will be collected in a 
piped drainage system. 

5 “Timeline of impact on trail?” During construction, the trail will be closed when work is 
being performed overhead or the contractor is using the trail 
to store equipment or materials. As outlined in the Section 
4(f) de minimis Determination, the timeframe of closure to 
protect public safety will be coordinated with the Brooke-
Pioneer Trail Association. Representatives from WVDOT 
and the Contractor will meet with the Trail Association to 
determine when and where the trail will need to be closed to 
protect public safety. 

6 “Distance of impact on trail?” At this time, a specific distance cannot be established. As 
outlined in the Section 4(f) de minimis Finding, the distance 
of closure to protect public safety will be coordinated with 
the Brooke-Pioneer Trail Association. 

7 “Include trail on bridge!” Section 2.2 of the EA states that during the preliminary and 
final design process, the option of sidewalks and/or bicycle 
facilities will be evaluated. 

8 “I do not see a true gain for 8B over 8!” Comment noted. 
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Comment 
ID   Comment   Response 

9  “Our concerns on the bridge site at Cleaver St. 
is the large amount of traffic added to 3rd St. At 
some times it is hard now for us to enter 3rd St. 
from our house.” 

 While there will be traffic added to 3rd Street, improvements 
to mitigate those effects will be determined during 
preliminary and final design.  

10  “I understand now the bridge ramps may not be 
done when construction phase is done but they 
may be added at a later time. That will make the 
traffic worse for all of it will enter or exit in 
front of our home.” 

 While there will be traffic added to 3rd Street, improvements 
to mitigate those effects will be determined during 
preliminary and final design.  

11  “I am not against a new bridge but I am against 
putting the bridge to exit onto Cleaver St.” 

 As noted in Section 2.4 of the EA, the proposed connection 
to 3rd Street at Cleaver Street is a preferable location to Clark 
Way since it is an improved roadway with a paved surface 
with 18-foot width. Clark Way is a gravel surface with 14-
foot width. While there will be traffic added to 3rd Street, 
improvements to mitigate those effects will be determined 
during preliminary and final design. 

 
12  “The increased traffic flow will leave our area 

as we know it as a thing of the past. Our quiet 
neighborhood will be a thing of the past also. I 
do not think it is right to infringe on our daily 
life as we know it now to locate the bridge at 
Cleaver Street.” 

 As noted in Section 2.4 of the EA, the proposed connection 
to 3rd Street at Cleaver Street is a preferable location to Clark 
Way since it is an improved roadway with a paved surface 
with 18-foot width. Clark Way is a gravel surface with 14-
foot width. While there will be traffic added to 3rd Street, 
improvements to mitigate those effects will be determined 
during preliminary and final design. 

 
13  “The people did not want it at Hudson Street for 

the same basic reasons I am concerned about. In 
turn Hudson Street was removed as a possible 
site. Putting it on Cleaver Street is no different.” 

 As noted in Section 2.3 of the EA, the proposed connection 
to 3rd Street at Hudson Street is adjacent to the Buckeye 
North Elementary School building and associated facilities 
including a track and football field. School facilities are not 
present at Cleaver Street. 



Proposed Ohio River Bridge    Finding of No Significant Impact 

 

30 

Comment 
ID   Comment   Response 

14  “My question is why couldn’t the bridge be 
located at or below the storage building area 
where no home owner will be affected by the 
traffic flow increase on 3rd Street?” 

 This comment is suggesting that Build Alternative 2 or 2B be 
selected instead of 8B. Section 2.4 of the EA states that Build 
Alternative 8B was selected to avoid the need for a business 
displacement and to maintain greater distance from the 
existing Riddles Run Interchange. 

15  “I also feel the property values in our 
neighborhood will no doubt be reduced and also 
make it hard to sell a home in our neighborhood 
because of the bridge location ramp.” 

 Future property values are speculative and cannot be 
assessed at this time. 

16  “With the current work being done on RT 7 
North and South because of landslides I feel that 
is just an example of why a bridge is needed in 
our area.” 

 No response required. 

17  “Also, it opens another avenue for business.”  No response required. 
18  “A bridge between Brilliant and RT 2 has been 

needed for years. I feel it could open up a whole 
new opportunity for both areas.” 

 No response required. 

19  “On your maps you have Clark Way, it is 
actually Kelly Way.” 

 Comment noted. 

20  “We won’t be able to get out of our driveway.”  As noted in Section 2.2 of the EA, it is anticipated that minor 
modifications, such as turn lanes or signalization, may be 
required on 3rd Street to enhance traffic flow. These 
modifications may address this comment.  

21  “Please put the bridge down away from our 
home.” 

 Section 2.4 of the EA summarizes the reasons for selection 
of the Preferred Alternative.  

22  “Also, there is a Bus Stop at that intersection.”  Comment noted. The location of the bus stop will be 
reviewed during preliminary and final design. 
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7.0  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Demographics 
As noted in Comment 13, USEPA commented that tables prepared by percentage would be 
helpful in understanding trends related to minority and low income populations. Tables 7-1 and 
7-2 provide the Race and Employment Trends in West Virginia and Ohio, respectively.  
 

Table 7-1: Race and Employment Trends, West Virginia 

 Population 
Non- 

minority 
Minority 

Un- 
Employed 

Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Study Area 1,253 
1,237 16 20 147 
98.8% 1.2% 1.6% 11.7% 

Wellsburg 2,891 
2,789 102 32 419 
96.5% 3.5% 1.1% 14.5% 

Brooke County 25,447 
24,801 606 584 2,862 
97.5% 2.4% 2.3% 11.2% 

West Virginia 1,808,344 
1,714,966 98,378 58,021 315,794 

94.8% 5.4% 3.2% 17.5% 
 

The study area is predominantly composed of a Caucasian population. The percentage of 
minority population is 1.2%, 2.4% and 5.4% for the study area, Brooke County and West 
Virginia, respectively. The percentage of low-income population within the study area is 11.7% 
while the Brooke County and West Virginia low-income populations are 11.2% and 17.5%, 
respectively. In addition, the minority and low-income populations within the West Virginia 
portion of the study area are well dispersed throughout a large study block group area. 
 

Table 7-2: Race and Employment Trends, Ohio 

 Population 
Non- 

minority 
Minority 

Un- 
Employed 

Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Study Area 1,533 
1,462 71 23 62 
95.4% 4.6% 1.5% 4.0% 

Brilliant 1,728 
1,710 18 53 226 
99.0% 1.0% 3.1% 13.1% 

Jefferson County 73,894 
68,040 5,845 2,428 10,862 
92.1% 7.9% 3.3% 14.7% 

Ohio 11,353,140 
9,538,111 1,815,029 282,615 1,170,698 

84.0% 16.0% 2.5% 10.3% 
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Within the Ohio portion of the study area, the percentage of the minority population and the 
percentage of the low-income population are below the minority and low-income percentages for 
Jefferson County and Ohio. The percentage of minority population is 4.6%, 7.9% and 16.0% for 
the study area, Jefferson County and Ohio, respectively. The percentage of low-income 
population within the study area is 4.0% while the Jefferson County and Ohio low-income 
populations are 14.7% and 10.3%, respectively. 
 

Ohio River Vessel Traffic and Construction Impacts 
The Ohio River is a primary commercial route for the inland section of the United States. 
Although commercial and recreational traffic has been down over the last two decades, it 
remains a vital transportation link for many types of industries. This project site is located near 
Milepost Marker (MM) 74, in between two lock and dam systems and is under the jurisdiction of 
the United Stated Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Pittsburgh District. Approximately 20 
miles upstream lies the New Cumberland Lock and Dam system at MM 54.3. This is closest to 
the town of Stratton, OH. To the south in the downstream direction, lies the Pike Island Lock and 
Dam system at MM 84.2, just north of the city of Wheeling, WV. Inspection of the vessel traffic 
at these locations provides a reasonable overview of the river traffic at the project location. 
 
River traffic fell to a recent low in association with the 2009 recession, but has been on the 
increase as the economy recovers. Barges continue to make up the largest portion of river traffic, 
both loaded and unloaded in both directions. Tables 7-3 and 7-4 provide the barge and vessel 
traffic for the last ten years at the New Cumberland Lock and Dam and Pike Island Lock and 
Dam, respectively, along with other categories of vessel traffic. 
 
The number of loaded and unloaded barges has been in decline since 1994, reaching a low in 
2009. The total number of barges declined by 45% between these years. Since 2009, the number 
of barges has increased 9% compounded per year, most likely in line with the recovery of the 
economy. The same pattern can be seen for commercial vessels in general. However, for 
recreational vessels, the volume at Pike Island has been roughly the same since 2005 despite a 
12% reduction in 2011. Recreational traffic is down 40% compared to a decade ago, for the 
period 2005-2011. 
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Table 7-3: New Cumberland Lock and Dam (MM 54.3) Lock Usage 
 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 

B
ar

ge
 Empty 13,111 12,531 10,248 12,248 12,213 13,528 15,649 15,414 16,601 15,853

Loaded 17,665 16,758 14,981 18,970 18,208 20,530 22,753 21,028 21,782 23,887
Total  30,776 29,289 25,229 31,218 30,421 34,058 38,402 36,442 38,383 39,740

 

V
es

se
ls

 Commercial 3,643 3,509 3,002 3,649 3,820 4,101 4,555 4,553 4,586 4,619
Non-Commercial 14 19 16 18 18 16 21 16 24 28
Recreational 671 895 810 707 1,139 1,044 882 1,472 1,436 2,311
Total 4,328 4,423 3,828 4,374 4,977 5,161 5,458 6,041 6,046 6,958

  Source: USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics 

 
Table 7-4: Pike Island Lock and Dam (MM 84.2) Lock Usage 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 

B
ar

ge
 Empty 14,356 14,125 11,367 14,239 14,739 16,448 17,868 18,582 19,465 18,388

Loaded 19,540 18,944 17,087 22,313 21,812 24,843 26,363 25,823 26,230 29,510
Total  33,896 33,069 28,454 36,552 36,551 41,291 44,231 44,405 45,695 47,898

 

V
es

se
ls

 Commercial 3,866 3,940 3,461 4,340 4,480 4,804 4,935 5,070 5,094 5,433
Non-Commercial 38 62 51 23 18 14 21 21 22 22
Recreational 791 894 1,048 839 947 906 825 912 1,112 1,522
Total 4,695 4,896 4,530 5,202 5,445 5,724 5,781 6,003 6,228 6,977

           Source: USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics 
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Coal continues to be the primary commodity associated with river traffic in this area, but all 
types of industries and materials rely on river transportation as well, including iron/steel, 
petroleum, chemicals and aggregates. Table 7-5 summarizes the 2008 Commodity Distribution 
for the New Cumberland Lock and Dam and Pike Island Lock and Dam.  
 

Table 7-5: Ohio River 2008 Commodity Distribution 

Commodity 
New Cumberland 

(MM 54.3) 
Pike Island 
(MM 84.2) 

Commodity 
Difference 

(Downstream) 
Tonnage Percent Tonnage Percent Tonnage 

Coal 22,467,125 74.9% 26,252,867 73.4% +3,785,742 
Petroleum 1,219,328 4.1% 1,329,157 3.7% +109,829 
Crude Petroleum 489,185 1.6% 489,185 1.4% 0 
Aggregates 1,283,291 4.3% 1,436,950 4.0% +153,659 
Grain 111,072 0.4% 111,072 0.3% 0 
Chemicals 900,585 3.0% 989,216 2.8% +88,631 
Ores/Minerals 1,136,741 3.8% 1,136,741 3.2% 0 
Iron/Steel 1,600,572 5.3% 3,176,244 8.9% +1,566,672 
Others 797,415 2.7% 848,925 2.4% +51,510 
Total 30,005,314 100.0% 35,770,357 100.0% +5,765,043 

  Source: USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics 

 
River Traffic Projections 
The amount of traffic on the Ohio River is greatly influenced by the demand for commodities. 
Coal, iron/steel, and aggregates represent the top three commodities in terms of tonnage on the 
river. As the demand for these commodities are impacted by additional investment in Clean Coal 
Technologies, Hydraulic Fracturing, movement of Petro-Chemicals, as well as the potential for 
the movement of containers on barge, a future forecast of river traffic growth as a result of this 
proposed bridge is highly complex and influenced by multiple market sectors, lock and dam 
structural conditions, as well as weather.  
 
The USACE has developed economic models for predicting the future commodity loads on the 
Upper Ohio River that can be referenced in the Ohio River Mainstem Study (ORS), USACE, 
2009. Projected unconstrained traffic demands for the ORS under each of the five alternative 
forecast scenarios for the period 2010-2060 are displayed in Table 7-6. Traffic from 2060 to 
2070 is assumed to be constant. Over the longer term, the high and low alternatives that emerge 
are the Utility-Based High scenario and the Clear Skies scenario. The first of these forecasts 
reflects the outlook of the major utility users of the ORS along with the application of the ORS 
utility coal model in a high economic growth framework. The second reflects implementation of 
the Administration’s Clear Skies Initiative with its expected negative impact on coal usage. In 
2020, the forecasts range between 318 million tons under the Clear Skies scenario and 350.4 
million tons under the Utility-Based High scenario. By 2060, the range is between 368.7 and 
511.0 million tons for these same scenarios. Annual growth for the 2000-2060 period ranges 
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from 0.51% to 1.06%. This is compared to annual growth over the 1970-2000 period of 1.7% per 
year. Slower growth is predicated based on a reduced need for coal and conversion of many 
power generating plants to natural gas. This is evident by the Clear Skies growth projections. 
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Table 7-6: Actual and Projected Unconstrained ORS Traffic Demand, 1970-2060 (Million Tons) 

Scenario 
Actual Projected 

Annual % Growth 

Actual 
1970-2000 

Projected 
2000-2060 1970 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 

Utility-Based High 163.9 271.8 312.5 350.4 393.1 439.3 463.1 511.0 1.70% 1.06% 
Utility-Based 163.9 271.8 312.5 336.4 369.8 402.2 418.0 449.9 1.70% 0.84% 
NAAQS 163.9 271.8 305.7 348.5 379.3 412.4 429.9 461.5 1.70% 0.89% 
Clear Skies 163.9 271.8 268.7 318.0 331.2 344.5 356.5 368.7 1.70% 0.51% 
Modified Clear Skies 163.9 271.8 313.1 344.4 373.5 406.1 423.0 454.0 1.70% 0.86% 

Source: USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics and LRD Navigation Planning Center 
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Construction Impacts to Navigation 
Construction of this project is currently programmed to begin in April 2015. A bridge permit will 
need to be secured from the United States Coast Guard (USCG) prior to construction, and a 
requirement of the bridge permit is finalization of Clean Water Act permit activities, including a 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the WVDEP. A Section 404 Permit from the 
USACE will also be obtained. 
 
Critical factors in the required navigation channel beneath the proposed bridge are the proposed 
main bridge span length and permissible river pier locations. In addition to providing adequate 
room for navigational purposes, an economical main bridge span length is desirable. At the 
direction of the USCG, WVDOH commissioned a navigational study prepared by the Seamen’s 
Church Institute (SCI) of Paducah, Kentucky dated August 11, 2011. Results of the study were 
used by the USCG to determine the necessary minimum main span and pier locations for 
navigation purposes. Current direction provided by the USCG indicates that an 800 feet clear 
navigational channel with pier locations as defined by latitude and longitude defined in the SCI 
study will be adequate. The proposed alignment for the new bridge is approximately normal to 
the navigation channel. Taking these factors into account, along with the anticipated pier widths, 
a main span of approximately 850 feet will be required.  
 
No direction has yet been provided by the USCG on permissible temporary navigation channel 
width/location that may be utilized during construction (for temporary falsework between the 
main river piers, used to facilitate erection of bridge superstructure). It should be noted that on 
past projects in the Upper Ohio River, the USCG has indicated a temporary navigation channel 
width in the range of 450 feet to 500 feet may be appropriate. 
 
During preliminary design of proposed bridge options, geotechnical staff will review available 
subsurface information pertinent to the project location. Based on this information, a preliminary 
geologic profile will be developed and calculations performed to determine presumptive values 
for the preliminary design of foundations. These presumptive values will be updated/refined 
once actual geotechnical core borings and additional subsurface investigations are made. For 
hydraulic and navigation considerations, river pier details will be incorporated into the design 
consistent with WVDOH requirements, as well as, those elements required to obtain the 
necessary permits. 
 
Although the bridge type has yet to be determined, based on the required navigational clearances, 
three potential bridge types have been identified. These include Simple Span (simple span truss 
or tied arch), Continuous Truss, and Cable-Stayed bridges. Depending on the bridge type and 
type of foundations required, various methods may be utilized for construction. Temporary 
closures may also be required during construction for the delivery and erection of materials. 
These construction methods may include: 
 

 Cantilevered construction with falsework in the river  
 Cantilevered construction with the use of backstays   
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 Float-in construction   
 Balanced cantilever   
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