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WHY THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT IS BEING PREPARED 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, commonly known as NEPA, created a requirement 

that federal agencies consider potential environmental consequences and reasonable alternatives 

before undertaking a proposed action. Depending upon the anticipated extent of an action’s 

impacts to the human environment, NEPA compliance can take the form of a Categorical Exclusion 

(CE), an Environmental Assessment (EA), or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

MoDOT and IDOT projects must satisfy more than 40 environmental laws in addition to the 

NEPA. NEPA documents such as this Environmental Assessment are also used to detail the project’s 

compliance with other environmental laws and regulations.  

This EA is a key part of the multiple stages required to plan, develop, and construct a federally 

funded major highway project. Developing the EA is an objective process that helps determine 

what actions, if any, would best serve area transportation needs. This EA looks at the 

environmental consequences associated with various alternatives such as rehabilitating the existing 

bridge, constructing a replacement bridge, or doing nothing. The public are encouraged to voice 

their opinions about the problems and solutions identified during the EA process. Selection of an 

alternative is not final until NEPA compliance is achieved, resulting in either a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) or, if the EA process identifies significant impacts, an EIS would be 

required and final selection of an alternative would not occur until a Record of Decision (ROD) 

was issued. 

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLAND 

Recognizing the importance of protecting farmland from conversion to non-agricultural uses, 

Congress passed the Farmland Protection Act (FPPA) in 1981. Before a federal project or federally 

funded program can use farmland, the farmland that would be affected must be assessed in a 

collaborative process with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). NRCS classifies 

farmland as prime, unique or of statewide or local importance based on soil type.  If the project 

would convert any prime, unique, statewide, or locally important farmland to non-agricultural uses 

in excess of parameters developed by NRCS, then the federal agency must take measures to 

minimize farmland impact. Statewide or locally important farmland is designated by state or local 

agencies for the production of crops in a specific area, but is not of national significance.  

The Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 is used to evaluate important farmland 

converted to non-farm use. NRCS uses a land evaluation and site assessment (LESA) system to 

establish a farmland conversion impact rating score on proposed sites of Federally funded and 

assisted projects. A score of 160 is used as an indicator. For project sites where the total points 

equal or exceed 160, alternative actions, as appropriate, should be considered that could reduce 

adverse impacts (e.g. alternative sites, modifications, or mitigation). 
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SOCIOECONOMIC/COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, 

(URA)  

The URA as well as Missouri and Illinois state laws, require just compensation be paid to owner(s) 

of private property acquired for public use.  An appraisal of fair market value is the basis for 

determining just compensation offered to owners for property acquisition. The Uniform Act defines 

an appraisal as a written statement independently and impartially prepared by a qualified appraiser 

setting forth an opinion of defined value of an adequately described property as of a specific date, 

supported by the presentation and analysis of relevant market information.  

Environmental Justice 

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act seeks to ensure that all groups and individuals have the right to 

access and participate in the transportation decision-making process.   

Executive Order 12898, issued in 1994, directs federal agencies to take steps to ensure that minority 

or low-income neighborhoods are not subjected to disproportionate project impacts. 

Disproportionate adverse effects are those either mainly affecting a minority and/or low-income 

population or that the minority and/or low-income population will bear more transportation 

impact burden that are recognizably more severe or of greater significance than the adverse effect 

that the non-minority and/or non-low-income population will bear.  

Environmental justice seeks to: 

 avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 

environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-income 

populations.  

 ensure full and fair treatment of all people and their involvement in the transportation 

decision-making process regardless of race, color, national origin, age, or income.  

 prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in benefits received by minority and 

low-income populations.   

WATER QUALITY 

Water quality is defined for a particular body of water by comparing the physical, chemical, and 

biological characteristics of the water with a set of standards. The U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) sets water quality standards based on the use of a particular body of water. Example 

uses include drinking, swimming, and the protection of aquatic life and habitat.  

Bridge construction and demolition in proximity to any river presents the potential for sediment 

and other pollutants to enter the river and adjacent wetlands. Over time, increased amounts of 

sediment washed into these water resources could potentially damage aquatic ecosystems by 

lowering oxygen levels and covering food sources, fish spawning areas and other essential aquatic 

habitat. Additionally, stormwater could collect other pollutants such as concrete washout, paint, 

used oil, pesticides, solvents, or other debris and harm or kill fish and wildlife, degrade aquatic 

habitat, and affect drinking water quality.   

Potential water quality impacts from a no-build alternative (bridge runoff)  would be associated 

with operating and maintaining the existing bridge. Operating and maintaining a highway during 

normal roadway operation can adversely affect water quality, vegetation, and associated aquatic 

life if stormwater runoff washes chemical pollutants from the roadway surface to a body of water. 
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These pollutants can originate from motor vehicles as well as roadway deicing agents. Pollutants 

from vehicles can include grease and petroleum from lubricant spills or leaks, antifreeze and 

hydraulic fluid, and zinc used in tires and motor oil.  

The water quality effects from such pollutants would be greatest at locations where stormwater 

runoff directly enters waterways. Generally, the amount of pollutants would be low volume and at 

most would cause only localized impacts.  

WETLANDS AND WATERS OF THE U.S. 

Wetlands are defined (Federal Register, 1982) as “Those areas that are inundated or saturated by 

surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration to support, and that under normal 

circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 

condition.” Executive Order 11990-Wetlands Protection requires each Federal agency to provide 

leadership and take action to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to 

preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. Each agency, to the extent 

permitted by law, must avoid undertaking or avoiding assistance for new construction located in 

wetlands unless the head of the agnecy finds: there is no practicable alternative to such 

construction; and the proposed action includes all practical measures to minimize harm to wetlands 

that may result from such use. In making this finding, the head of the agnecy may take into account 

economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors.  Executive Order 11990 established a no-net-

loss of national wetlands policy and requires projects using federal funds avoid wherever possible, 

the destruction or modification of wetlands. Missouri's Executive Order 96-03 and Illinois’ 20 ILCS 

830-Illinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act of 1989, call for similar wetland protection at the state 

level.    

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to regulate 

impacts to waters of the United States through a permitting process. Waters of the U.S. is an 

inclusive term that covers streams, rivers, wetlands, and other aquatic sites that are under the 

USACE’s jurisdiction. Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and the Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) administer the parallel Section 401 certification processes. 

This certification generally requires following several water quality best management practices 

(detailed in preceding section, “Water Quality”). The USACE also administers Section 10 of the 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 which controls construction activities in navigable waters of the 

U.S. National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

topographical maps and field survey data were used to define wetland boundaries and assess 

potential impacts for the proposed build alternatives. 

FLOODPLAINS 

Floodplains are the low lands adjoining the channel of a river, stream, or watercourse, or adjoining 

the shore of an ocean, lake, or other body of standing water, that have been or may be inundated 

by flood water. Executive Order 11988 – Floodplain Management, FHWA policy and procedures in 

23 CFR 650, and other federal floodplain management guidelines, direct agencies to evaluate  

floodplain impacts for proposed actions. Floodplains can be described by the frequency of flooding 

that occurs. With Executive Order 11988, the base flood was formally adopted as a standard for use 

by all federal agencies. The base flood has a 1% chance of being equaled or exceeded each year. 

Figure A-1 shows a typical floodplain diagram. 

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) uses the base flood as the standard for floodplain 

management and to determine the need for flood insurance. When available, NFIP flood hazard 

boundary maps and flood insurance studies for the project area are used to determine the limits of 
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the base floodplain and the extent of encroachment from an action such as building a structure, 

including highways, within the limits of the base floodplain.   

The regulatory floodway is the area of a stream or river channel that must be kept open to convey 

floodwaters from the base flood. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) restrictions do 

not allow projects to cause any rise in the regulatory floodway and no more than a one-foot 

cumulative rise may result from all projects in the base floodplain.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A-1 Diagram of Typical Floodplain 
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FEMA Buyout Properties 

The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as amended by the Disaster Relief and Emergency 

Assistance Act of 1988 (The Stafford Act), identified the use of disaster relief funds under Section 

404 for the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HGMP), including the acquisition and relocation of 

flood damaged property. The Volkmer Bill further expanded the use of HMGP funds to “buy out” 

flood damaged property affected by the Great Flood of 1993. FEMA has jurisdiction over these 

buyout properties. The federal government, through FEMA, administers the HMGP to purchase 

flood-prone properties, rather than repeatedly providing disaster relief after each flooding episode. 

A determination must be made as to whether a project takes place in an area with FEMA buyout 

properties, and the extent of encroachment. There are several thousand “flood-buyout” parcels 

throughout the state and there are numerous restrictions on these FEMA buyout properties. The 

buyout property restrictions preclude development of the parcels, including placement of fill 

material or bridge piers; thus deed restrictions are a constraint to building roads and bridges. 

Avoidance of FEMA buyout properties is strongly recommended.  If the buyout property cannot be 

avoided, MoDOT coordinates with the local government administrator as well as SEMA to obtain 

relief from the open space restriction.  

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA), signed into law October 2, 1968, (P.L. 90-542) was 

intended to preserve certain rivers with outstanding natural, cultural, and recreational values in a 

free-flowing condition for the enjoyment of present and future generations. Passage of the act 

created the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, with eight rivers or river segments initially 

designated as components of the system and 27 rivers authorized for study as potential 

components. Subsequently, 195 rivers or river segments have been added to the system (203 total).  

Any proposed federally assisted project within the bed or banks of a Wild and Scenic River requires 

a formal consultation under Section 7 of the WSRA with the federal Wild and Scenic River 

managing agency, unless it is very minor maintenance of existing infrastructure. Generally, road 

and bridge projects meet the criteria of being both within the bed or banks of the river and having 

a federal nexus, and thus are subject to a Section 7 review. If the Wild and Scenic River managing 

agency finds that the project is likely to have a direct and adverse effect, the agency may suggest 

changes to the project’s design in order to avoid the adverse impacts to these values and a revised 

proposal can be resubmitted for review. If the project cannot be revised accordingly, federal 

assistance cannot continue. 

NOISE 

The 1972 Federal-aid Highway Act required FHWA to develop a noise standard for new Federal-

aid highway projects. FHWA Noise Standards give highway agencies flexibility in conforming to 

national requirements. Both MoDOT and IDOT have noise policies on highway traffic and 

construction noise. MoDOT’s Engineering Policy Guide at 127.13 and IDOT’s Highway Traffic 

Noise Assessment Manual describes their respective implementation of the requirements of the 

FHWA Noise Standard at 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 772. These policies were 

developed by the state DOTs and approved by FHWA.  

The primary sources of highway traffic noise are the tire-pavement interface, engine noise, and 

exhaust noise. In very general terms, the lower threshold of highway noise impact is roughly the 

point at which interference with normal human speech is appreciable.  
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FHWA defines projects into three types; Type I, Type II, and Type III.  Below are criteria associated 

with each project type. 

Type I Project:  

1. The construction of a highway on new location; or,  

2. The physical alteration of an existing highway where there is either:  

a. Substantial Horizontal Alteration. A project that halves (reduces) the distance between the 

traffic noise source and the closest receptor between the existing condition to the future build 

condition; or,  

b. Substantial Vertical Alteration. A project that removes shielding (vegetation does not 

constitute shielding as it typically does not provide substantial noise reduction), as it thereby 

exposes the line-of-sight between the receptor and the traffic noise source. Although, general 

maintenance and resurfacing projects are not Type I projects. This is done by either altering 

the vertical alignment of the highway or by altering the topography between the highway 

traffic noise source and the receptor; or,  

3. The addition of a through-traffic lane(s). This includes the addition of a through-traffic lane 

that functions as a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane, High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lane,  

    bus lane, or truck climbing lane; or,  

4. The addition of an auxiliary lane, except when the auxiliary lane is a turn lane; or,  

5. The addition or relocation of interchange lanes or ramps added to a quadrant to complete an       

existing partial interchange; or,  

6. Restriping existing pavement for the purpose of adding a through-traffic lane or an auxiliary 

lane; or,  

7. The addition of a new or substantial alteration of a weigh station, rest stop, ride-share lot or 

toll plaza.  

8. If any portion of a project evaluated under NEPA is determined to be Type I per 23 CFR 

772.5, then the entire project area as defined in the environmental document is a Type I 

project.  

Type II Project:  

Usually referred to as a retrofit project, a Type II project is a proposed Federal or Federal-aid 

highway project for noise abatement on an existing highway. Type II projects are not mandatory 

and are at a State's discretion. Projects of this type are proposed solely at the option of a State 

DOT, and specific requirements for the project are determined by the individual State DOT. 

Federal participation in the funding of such projects is limited to those that propose abatement 

measures along lands that were developed prior to construction of the original highway. MoDOT 

does not participate in a Type II noise program. 

Type III Project: 

A project that does not meet the criteria for Type I or Type II is designated as a Type III project. 

Type III projects do not require noise analysis or consideration of noise abatement. Examples of 

Type III projects include bridge rehabilitations or replacements, roadway pavement reconstruction, 

roadway resurfacing, intersection improvements, shoulder additions, and turning lanes.  
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PROTECTED SPECIES 

MoDOT environmental staff initiated early coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) and Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) through scoping meetings, official 

reviews of preliminary information in this document, and reference to the MDC Heritage 

Database, to address species-specific impacts. MoDOT staff reviewed aerial photography and 

topographic maps, used surveys of the project area and information from surveys conducted by the 

INHS, and conducted on-site field surveys to determine the project’s affected environment and to 

evaluate environmental consequences of the no-build and three new bridge alternatives located 

either immediately upstream or downstream from the existing Champ Clark Bridge.   

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects all migratory birds including colonial nesting sites 

formed on bridges by certain species. Transportation projects that affect bridges during migratory 

bird breeding season are assessed for impact to migratory bird species such as swallows that may 

use the bridges as a nesting site.  

Bald Eagles 

Bald eagles, Haliaeetus leucocephalus, were removed from the endangered species list in 2007 and 

have also been removed from the Missouri state endangered list based on recovery and climbing 

population numbers. However, this species is listed as threatened in Illinois and it is still federally 

protected. The MBTA, and more specifically, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act are the 

main vehicles of federal protection for bald eagles, their eggs, nests, and nesting habitat.   

Bald eagles are migrants and spend the winter along lakeshores and near larger streams and rivers 

in the Midwest.  In winter, and occasionally summer, congregations can be found feeding below 

dams of reservoirs where fish are concentrated and in waterfowl-use areas. Typical suitable nest 

locations in Missouri and Illinois are mature trees or snags (dead trees) along riparian, shoreline, or 

forested areas that are strong enough to support a nest that could weigh upwards of 500 pounds 

and span four to six feet across.   

Mussels  

Many freshwater mussel species are declining throughout North America due to disturbance, 

disruption of their complex life cycles, habitat alteration and loss, illegal and overharvesting, and 

competition from introduced species. Excessive silt and gravel loads from disturbance (dredging, 

construction, nearby land disturbance) may interfere with the filtering and feeding and can smother 

young mussels. 

Gray, Indiana, and Northern Long-Eared Bats 

Gray bats (Myotis grisescens) use caves year-round for hibernation, giving birth, and raising young.  

The species uses stream and river corridors, lake shores, and spring/wetland areas to travel to and 

from caves for feeding at night. Aside from cave habitats, riparian corridors provide natural cover 

or visual shelter that benefits gray bats. Mature vegetation along streams provides cover from 

would-be predators as well as habitat diversity for insects, the prey of all bats in Missouri. 

Removing mature vegetation from streams for which bats use as travel and foraging corridors, and 

near caves they inhabit, could be detrimental to their success.  

Indiana bats (Myotis sodalis) and northern long-eared bats (Myotis septentrionalis) follow a similar 

annual cycle as gray bats, with separate hibernation and maternity habitats and swarming activity 

near both during transition in the spring and fall. However, during the summer breeding season, 

both Indiana and northern long-eared bats use forest habitat for maternity and bachelor colonies 
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instead of caves. Suitable summer habitat consists of living, damaged, or dead trees with slabs of 

sloughing bark, splits, or even cavities. Male and non-reproductive female northern long-eared bats 

may also roost in cool caves or mines during the summer. 

Lake Sturgeon 

MDC lists the lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) as endangered. The MDC currently captures, 

propagates, releases, and tracks lake sturgeon within the borders of Missouri to study reproductive 

and habitat requirements.  

HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources are the physical remains of human activity on the environment. They include 

archaeological sites and collections, buildings, bridges, and other resources that reflect the built 

environment.  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470), requires 

each federal agency to consider the effects of its projects on historic properties. Section 106 defines 

historic properties as properties listed on, or eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

Section 106 encourages the preservation of resources, but does not mandate it. If resources cannot 

be avoided, the agency must mitigate the project’s adverse effects. A Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) is a legally binding document detailing steps to be taken to mitigate the adverse effects. The 

MOA is developed in consultation with the federal agency, the State Historic Preservation Office 

(SHPO), the funding applicant, and any consulting parties.  

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

The NRHP is the official list of buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts significant in American 

history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. An eligible resource is significant at the 

national, state, or local level and must: 

  ■ be associated with events significant to the broad patterns of our history; or   

  ■ be associated with significant persons; or  

  ■ be significant for its design or construction; or, 

  ■ provide important information about our history or pre-history.  

Section 106 requires federal agencies to define and document the Area of Potential Effects (APE) in 

consultation with the SHPO.  The APE is the geographical area or areas within which an undertaking 

may cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist. The 

definition of the APE is dictated by the character and scope of the proposed project and the 

topography in the surrounding area. The APE can be defined, at least preliminarily, when project 

alternatives have been developed to a conceptual level—i.e., the general location and type of 

facility. There is a single APE for a project, but it is defined differently for above-ground resources 

and archeological resources. The purpose of defining the APE is to determine the area in which 

historic properties must be identified so that effects to any historic properties can then be assessed.  

Determining the APE is a process that considers the geographic area, or the project setting, and the 

scale and nature of the undertaking. The APE is determined before identifying historic properties 

and should include all alternative locations for all elements of the undertaking, all locations where 

the undertaking may result in ground disturbance, all locations from which elements of the 

undertaking may be visible or audible, and all locations where the activity may result in changes in 

traffic patterns, land use, public access, etc. The APE may also include areas that are not contiguous 

to the project.   
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PUBLIC LANDS AND POTENTIAL SECTION 4(f) AND 6(f) PROPERTIES  

Section 4(f) is part of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (DOT) designed to preserve the 

natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl 

refuges, and historic sites. A Section 4(f) eligible property must be publicly owned, except for 

historic sites, which could be either public or privately owned.  Federally funded DOT actions 

cannot impact Section 4(f) eligible sites unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative. 

Section 4(f) “use” of a historic property occurs when incorporated into the transportation system 

when project effects are so severe as to cause character-defining features of the property (attributes 

making it eligible for NRHP listing) to be diminished to a point where the property is no longer 

eligible for listing. In a direct use the property is destroyed - an adverse effect under Section 106. A 

constructive use occurs when the setting of the property is so altered it loses significance - also an 

adverse effect under Section 106. 

Section 6(f) is part of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965, designed to 

provide restrictions for public recreation facilities funded with LWCF money. The LWCF Act 

provides funds for the acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation facilities that could 

include community, county, and state parks, trails, fairgrounds, conservation areas, boat ramps, 

shooting ranges, etc. Facilities that are LWCF-assisted must be maintained for outdoor recreation in 

perpetuity.  Impacts to 6(f) lands require mitigation that includes replacement lands of at least equal 

value and recreation utility.   

 

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

A review is conducted to identify known hazardous waste sites in and around the project site and 

for determining options for avoidance and/or cleanup. In the event no sites are identified within a 

project area, the potential to encounter solid and hazardous wastes may still exist. If solid and/or 

hazardous wastes are found during project construction, the waste is handled in accordance with 

federal and state laws and regulations. 

The following sources are searched to identify potential hazardous and solid waste concerns: 

Federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 

(CERCLIS); National Response Center Hotline data base; MDNR Confirmed Abandoned or 

Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in Missouri; MDNR Missouri Hazardous Waste 

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities List; MDNR Solid Waste Facilities List; DNR Underground 

Storage Tank (UST) database; Center for Agricultural, Resource and Environmental Systems; Google 

Earth; and Missouri Petroleum Storage Tank Insurance Fund database. 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,  

THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 

FOR MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 

 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 

as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, 

Pike County, Missouri 

UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 

J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 

STATE: Missouri and Illinois 

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 

 

WHEREAS, the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) in coordination with the 

Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) plan to replace the U. S. Highway 54 bridge over 

the Mississippi River, known as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), which links Pike County, 

Illinois and the City of Louisiana, Pike County, Missouri (Project), MoDOT Job Number 

J3P2209 and ILDOT  Sequence Number 17263; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has funded the Project, thereby 

making the Project an undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA), 54 USC Section 302909, and its implementing regulations 36 CFR 

Part 800, and the Missouri Division of the FHWA (MoFHWA) is the lead agency for the project, 

working in conjunction with the Illinois Division of the FHWA (ILFHWA); and 

 

WHEREAS, the MoFHWA and ILFHWA have defined the undertaking area of potential effects 

(APE) as the combined maximum footprint of the rehabilitation and build alternatives carried 

forward in the Environmental Assessment (EA) being conducted for the Project, plus an 

additional buffer of 100 feet for the consideration of direct and indirect effects, as shown in the 

attached Information to Accompany; and 

 

WHEREAS, in Missouri the architectural and bridge survey identified several properties eligible 

for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as detailed in the attached 

Information to Accompany, including the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932); and the architectural 

and bridge survey in Illinois identified no historic buildings and only the Champ Clark Bridge as 

NRHP eligible, and 

 

WHEREAS, the MoFHWA, ILFHWA, MoDOT and IDOT, in consultation with the Missouri 

State Historic Preservation Officer (MoSHPO) and the Illinois Historic Preservation Officer 

(ILSHPO) have determined that the replacement of the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) will have 

an adverse effect on the bridge, which has been determined eligible for inclusion to the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and which is controlled by MoDOT; and 

 

WHEREAS, the full impacts of this project on archaeological resources cannot be determined 

until the final design has been completed and access to private property currently within the 

project area granted; and 
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WHEREAS, the MoFHWA has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

(Council) of its adverse effect determination (January 9, 2015) and the Council has chosen not to 

participate in this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (January 28, 2015); and 

 

WHEREAS, the MoFHWA has invited Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 

(MHTC), acting by and through the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT), and the 

Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) to participate in the preparation of and be a 

signatory to this MOA; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisiana, Missouri, the Louisiana, Missouri Historic Preservation 

Commission, Pike County, Illinois, HistoricBridges.org, the Historic Bridge Foundation, the 

Louisiana, Missouri Historic Preservation Association, the Pike County Missouri Historical 

Society and the Pike County Illinois Historical Society were invited to participate in 

consultation; and 

 

WHEREAS, Pike County, Illinois, the Louisiana, Missouri Historic Preservation Association, 

HistoricBridges.org, and the Historic Bridge Foundation accepted the invitation to participate in 

consultation; and 

 

WHEREAS, the MoFHWA and ILFHWA have determined that the following tribes have 

interest in the project area, and MoFHWA has notified them of the project (July 31, 2012) and 

invited them to participate in the agency scoping meeting: the Iowa Tribe of Kansas and 

Nebraska, the Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa, the Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma, the 

Kaw Nation, the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, the 

Osage Nation, the Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma, the Ponca Tribe of Nebraska, the Sac and Fox 

Nation of the Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska, and the Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Osage Nation has commented on the archaeological survey in Illinois, 

including the need for deep testing when design has proceeded; and  

 

WHEREAS, to the best of the MoFHWA’s knowledge and belief, no human remains, associated 

or unassociated funerary objects or sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony as defined in 

the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001), are expected to 

be encountered; however, if encountered, in Illinois the provisions of the Illinois Human Skeletal 

Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS3440, 17 IAC 4170) will be followed; in Missouri, provisions 

of the Missouri Unmarked Human Burial Sites Act, (§§ 194.400-194.410 RSMo.) and the 

Cemeteries Law Act (§§ 214 RSMo.) will be followed; and 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, MoFHWA, ILFHWA, MoDOT, IDOT, ILSHPO and MoSHPO agree 

that the undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations. 

 

STIPULATIONS 
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MoFHWA and ILFHWA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out:  

 

I. Architectural & Bridge Resources: 

A. The MHTC, acting by and through MoDOT, shall develop archival 

documentation to the following specifications for the Champ Clark Bridge 

(K0932): 

1. The bridge will be documented in accordance with Missouri Levels of 

Bridge Documentation (State Level) for Section 106 Mitigation of 

Adverse Effect Level I, including: 

a. Archival photographs, consistent with the NRHP and SHPO 

standards, shall be taken, with sufficient coverage to provide 

overall views of the bridge and significant details of the bridge.  

i. The MoSHPO will be consulted regarding the adequacy of 

coverage for the bridge and the selection of images prior to 

the removal of the bridge.  

ii. Photographs will be printed in an 8” X 10” format and 

labeled in a manner consistent with NRHP standards. 

iii. Original photographs and digital images on archival discs 

will be provided to the ILSHPO and MoSHPO and 

maintained by MoDOT. 

b. A copy of the as built construction plans shall be provided in 

printed and digital format. Rehabilitation plans shall be included in 

digital format. 

c. A historical narrative describing the planning for and construction 

of the Champ Clark Bridge, and any significant historic themes 

associated with the planning and construction of the Bridge, shall 

be prepared. 

d. A brief, reader-friendly bridge description shall be prepared, 

referencing the archival photographs and bridge plans. 

e. Copies of the documentation shall be provided to the ILSHPO, the 

MoSHPO, and at least one (1) library or historical society each in 

Pike County, Illinois and Louisiana, Missouri. 

f. A copy of the documentation shall be placed on-line through the 

MoDOT Library. 

2. The Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) shall be advertised as available for 

reuse, in accordance with MAP-21 and its successor transportation laws, 

and following the MoDOT Bridge Marketing Plan for Relocating 

Historic Bridges (2014, as amended), for a minimum period of eighteen 

(18) months (July 1, 2015-December 31, 2016). 

a. If a proposal(s) is received for reuse of the bridge, MoDOT, IDOT, 

MoFHWA, IlFHWA, MoSHPO and ILSHPO shall evaluate the 

proposal to determine if it is viable and ensures the long-term 

preservation of the bridge. The viability of the proposal shall be 
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based on the relevant sections of the Proposal Checklist found on 

the MoDOT Free Bridges web-site. 

i. If the proposal is viable, the recipient shall be given up to 

80% of the demolition funds for the bridge to assist in the 

rehabilitation of the bridge. 

ii. If the proposal is for reuse of part of the bridge, the 

demolition funds shall be pro-rated for the percentage of 

the bridge that is being retained. 

b. If a third party does not come forward to take the bridge, the bridge 

plaques (three on each end of the bridge) shall be removed and 

given into the care of the MoDOT Historic Preservation Section 

until they can be transferred to the City of Louisiana and a Pike 

County, Illinois repository. 

3. The MoDOT shall produce a documentary type video documenting the 

history and engineering of the Champ Clark Bridge. The video shall be 

provided to the MoSHPO, ILSHPO, IDOT, and local repositories.  

4. The MoDOT shall produce and install an interpretive panel on the 

history and engineering of the Champ Clark Bridge for installation at the 

Riverview Park. Placement in the park shall be coordinated with the City 

of Louisiana. 

a. If the Champ Clark Bridge is not reused in place or relocated, 

pieces of the bridge shall be incorporated into the base of the 

interpretive panel. 

5. The MoDOT shall produce a brochure on Mississippi River Bridges for 

distribution through visitor’s centers and local attractions in counties 

bordering the Mississippi River. 

6. MoDOT will pursue the feasibility of 3D (LIDAR) imaging of the 

bridge. 

II. Archaeological Resources 

A. The full impact of the Project on archaeological resources cannot be determined 

until a preferred alternate is selected and the alignment is designed. Until that time 

access to private property cannot be obtained to conduct archaeological surveys. 

B. MoFHWA, ILFHWA, MoDOT and IDOT shall consult with the respective SHPO 

regarding the identification of archaeological resources, NRHP eligibility, 

findings of adverse effect, and appropriate mitigation measures. For sites of 

Native American origin, this consultation shall include tribes that have requested 

consulting party status. 

1. Illinois Archaeological Investigations: 

a. An archaeological survey of the Illinois portion of the APE 

completed by the Illinois State Archaeological Survey (ISAS) has 

resulted in the identification of six archaeological sites 

(11PK1910-1915). The Project, as currently designed, will not 

affect the known archaeological sites. However, geo-coring work 
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undertaken by ISAS has identified the potential for buried 

archaeological sites. Moreover, impacts to potential archaeological 

resources within the community of Pike have not been assessed. 

Therefore, when the final alignment in Illinois has been selected 

and access to impacted parcels has been secured, the FHWA and 

IDOT will ensure that investigations are undertaken to identify and 

evaluate archaeological resources. 

b. If NRHP eligible sites are identified within the APE, every effort 

will be made to avoid and minimize adverse effects. If adverse 

effects cannot be avoided, data-recovery excavations will be the 

recommended mitigation measure. 

2. Missouri Archaeological Investigations: 

a. MoFHWA shall ensure that an archaeological survey is conducted 

for the project’s identified archaeological APE. The area surveyed 

shall take into consideration areas of hazardous waste concerns. 

b. MoFHWA, in consultation with the MoSHPO shall evaluate the 

NRHP eligibility of all archaeological sites identified within the 

APE. If the site is of Native American origin, the consultation shall 

include the aforementioned tribes. 

c. MoFHWA shall consult with the MoSHPO and other consulting 

parties, to develop and evaluate alternatives or modifications to the 

undertaking that could avoid, minimize or mitigate project adverse 

effects on archaeological sites eligible for the NRHP. 

d. MoFHWA shall consult with the MoSHPO and other consulting 

parties, to develop an Archaeological Data Recovery Plan(s) to 

mitigate adverse effects on NRHP eligible archaeological sites that 

cannot be avoided. 

e. The MoFHWA recognizes that any human remains (other than 

from a crime scene) which may be discovered or excavated during 

data recovery operations in Missouri are located on state land, and 

are subject to the immediate control, possession, custody and 

jurisdiction of the MoSHPO, pursuant to the Missouri Unmarked 

Human Burial Sites Act, §§ 194.400 -194.410, RSMo. Any burial 

that is determined to be in a marked cemetery would then fall 

under the Cemeteries Law Act, §§ 214. RSMo. The MoFHWA 

shall monitor MoDOT's excavation and handling of any such 

human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects, 

sacred objects or objects of cultural patrimony, to assure itself that 

these are handled, excavated or processed in accordance with the 

MoSHPO's instructions, and that the MoSHPO has actual physical 

as well as legal custody, possession and jurisdiction of those 

remains and other objects after MoDOT or any other persons or 

entities complete any analysis of the remains and objects 
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authorized by the MoSHPO, and within twelve (12) months of 

their excavation, pursuant to §§ 194.400-194.410, RSMo, and 

pursuant to any provisions of the Native American Graves 

Protection and Repatriation Act applicable to such remains and 

artifacts found on non-federal lands. 

C. The MoFHWA and ILFHWA shall ensure that a report(s) on the archaeological 

investigations conducted pursuant to this agreement is provided to the MoSHPO 

and the ILSHPO, and upon request to other interested parties. 

D. MoFHWA and ILFHWA shall ensure that procedures to be used for the 

processing, analysis, and curation of collected materials must be in accordance 

with the Advisory Council's Section 106 Archaeology Guidance, the Secretary of 

the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation, and currently accepted standards for the analysis and curation of 

archaeological remains. 

E. The MoFHWA and ILFHWA shall ensure that a determination, finding or 

agreement is supported by sufficient documentation to enable any reviewing 

parties to understand its basis. 

III. Within one (1) year after carrying out the terms of the MOA, the MoFHWA and 

ILFHWA shall provide to all signatories a written report regarding the actions taken to 

fulfill the terms of the agreement. 

IV. If any signatory proposes that this agreement be amended, the MoFHWA and ILFHWA 

shall consult with the other parties of this agreement.  Said amendment shall be in 

writing, governed in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6, and executed by all parties to the 

Memorandum of Agreement. 

V. If any signatory determines the terms of the MOA cannot be carried out, the signatories 

shall consult to seek amendment.  If the MOA is not amended any signatory may 

terminate it.  If the MOA is terminated, the MoFHWA shall execute a new MOA or 

request the comments of the Council. 

VI. Six (6) copies of this signed MOA will be provided, one to each signatory.  One (1) 

signed copy will be transmitted to the Council for inclusion in their files.  

VII. Failure to carry out the terms of this MOA requires that the MoFHWA again request the 

comments of the Council in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.  If MoFHWA or 

ILFHWA cannot carry out the terms of the agreement, it shall not take or sanction any 

action or make any irreversible commitment that may affect historic properties until such 

time as the Council has been given the opportunity to comment on the full range of 

project alternatives which might avoid or mitigate any adverse effects. 

VIII. This agreement shall commence upon having been signed by the ILSHPO, MoSHPO, 

MoFHWA and ILFHWA and shall be null and void if its terms are not carried out within 

ten (10) years from the date of its execution, unless both FHWA and both SHPO agree in 

writing to an extension for carrying out its terms. 

 

The remainder of this page intentionally left blank 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, 


THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 


FOR MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 


HISTORIC PROP£.RTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 
as the Champ C ~ark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, 
Pike County, Missouri 
UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 
J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 
STATE: Missouri and Illinois 
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 

Signed: 

ILLINOIS DIVISION FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION: 

Date: /;) - 1- d.-O /5 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, 


THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 


FOR MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 


HISTORIC PROPERTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 
as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, 
Pike County, Missouri 
UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 
J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 
STATE: Missouri and Illinois 
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE: 

Date: (?i" /15'" 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINlSTRA TION, 


THE ILLINOIS STATE mSTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 


FOR MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 


HISTORIC PROPERTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 
as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, 
Pike County, Missouri 
UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 
J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 
STATE: Missouri and Illinois 
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 

THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE: 
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Champ Clark Bridge, K0932 Replacement 
MoDOT Job Number J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, 


THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 


FOR MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 


HISTORIC PROPERTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 
as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, 
Pike County, Missouri 
UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 
J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 
ST ATE: Missouri and III inois 
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 

MISSOURI HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION: 

By: _~...=..=...s....---,---J~y:=-___ JJ.L.-.lo.o:::::. JS_Date: ---L.1...L -3:--,--­

Chief EngineerTitle: 

Commission Secretary Commission Counsel 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, 


THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 


FOR MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 


HISTORIC PROPERTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 
as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Ulinois and the City of Louisiana, 
Pike County, Missouri 
UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 
BP2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 
STATE: Missouri and lHinois 
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 

ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: 

Date: __,2_-_2_-4_5___By: 2.,Kz= D~ 
Title: ~ "I.. ,,/ tE"5r 
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INFORMATION TO ACCOMPANY 
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,  
THE ILLINOIS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE MISSOURI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 
FOR MITIATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO: 

 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES: U. S. Highway 54 Bridge over the Mississippi River, also known 
as the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932), connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, 
Pike County, Missouri 
UNDERTAKING: To construct a new bridge over the Mississippi River, MoDOT Job Number 
J3P2209 and Illinois Sequence Number 17263 
STATE: Missouri and Illinois 
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration 
 
The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) in coordination with the Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) plans to replace the U. S. Highway 54 Bridge, commonly 
known as the Champ Clark Bridge or the Louisiana Bridge, over the Mississippi River (Project) 
connecting Pike County, Illinois and the City of Louisiana, Pike County, Missouri (MoDOT Job 
Number J3P2209 and ILDOT  Sequence Number 17263) (see Figure 1 for project location). 
 
The MoDOT and IDOT are working with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to 
prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 for the Project. 
 
As identified in the EA, the purpose of the project is to provide a reliable, safe and cost-efficient 
Highway 54 crossing over the Mississippi River between the City of Louisiana and Illinois. The 
needs identified for the project are to: 

 reduce the on-going maintenance of the truss bridge, which results in periodic closures 
that inconvenience the traveling public,  

 provide a bridge that meets standards for vertical clearance, lane width and shoulders,  
 reduce impacts to Highway 54 in Illinois due to flooding, and  
 improve the Highway 54/79 intersection in Louisiana. 

 
Three reasonable alternates were retained for further study, in addition to the no build, through 
the Environmental Assessment study process. These three alternates include two upstream 
alternates and one downstream alternate. These alternates are shown on Figure 2.  
 

The Adjacent Upstream (Red) alternate would construct a new two-lane bridge 
approximately 50 feet north of the existing bridge, with the highway 54 alignment 
crossing the existing alignment on the east side of the river to avoid impacts to the 
marina and river access on the Illinois side. 
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Figure 1. Location Map
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Figure 2. Area of Potential Effects
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The Adjacent Upstream with Improved Alignment (Yellow) alternate would 
construct a new two-lane bridge generally north of the existing bridge and would 
flatten curves on the roadway in Illinois. The new bridge would begin about 70 
feet north of the existing bridge on the west side of the river and cross existing 
Highway 54 alignment near the marina. This alignment would provide better sight 
distance on the Illinois side of the project. 
 
The Adjacent Downstream (Green) alternate would construct a new two-lane 
bridge approximately 50 feet south of the existing bridge. It would require staged 
construction to maintain traffic in Louisiana. 

 
The area of potential effects (APE) for the project was derived from the maximum footprints of 
the three reasonable alternatives. The APE was developed using the projected right of way limits 
for the bridge and intersection improvement alternates and including a buffer. A buffer of 250 
feet was added to the limits of the bridge alternates and 150 feet was added to the intersection 
alternates. This APE allows for the consideration of direct and indirect effects on historic 
properties. Figure 2 shows the alternates and the APE for the Project. 

Efforts to Identify Historic Properties 
Background Survey 
The Missouri Historic Bridge Inventory (Fraser 1996) identified the Champ Clark Bridge (K-
932R) as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as an 
outstanding example of large scale highway truss construction. 
 
An architectural survey of the City of Louisiana was conducted in 2004 (Snider 2004a). This 
survey included several buildings included in the architectural APE for the Project as shown in 
Table 1. 

Table 1: Results of Snider Architectural Survey 

Snider 
Survey  

Number 

MoDOT 
AR/Parcel 
Number 

Property Address 
Snider Individual 

Evaluation 
Snider District 

Evaluation 

37 25 620 N. 3rd St Possibly eligible Potential district 
38 13 621 N. 3rd St Not eligible Not eligible 

39 11 701 N. 3rd St Possibly eligible Potential district 
40 24 702 N. 3rd St Not eligible Potential district 
41 10 703 N. 3rd St Not eligible Not eligible 

175 37 125 Frankford Rd Possibly eligible Potential district 
176 52 129 Frankford Rd Eligible Potential district 
312 38 402 Mansion Possibly eligible Potential district 
313 40 418 Mansion Possibly eligible Potential district 
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Snider 
Survey  

Number 

MoDOT 
AR/Parcel 
Number 

Property Address 
Snider Individual 

Evaluation 
Snider District 

Evaluation 

325 7 201 Noyes Not eligible Not eligible 
326 9 207 Noyes Not eligible Not eligible 
327 12 210 Noyes Not eligible Not eligible 
328 41 407 Noyes Possibly eligible Potential district 
329 43 415 Noyes Possibly eligible Potential district 
330 42 521 Noyes Not eligible Potential district 

357 46 106 Wehrman Ave Possibly eligible Potential district 

 
Following the 2004 architectural survey, a Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF) was 
prepared for the Historic and Architectural Resources of Louisiana (Snider 2005a). One historic 
district was listed within the APE, the North Third Street Historic District (Snider 2005b). The 
historic district is identified on Figure 2. 
 
A search of the MoSHPO survey files for previous archaeological surveys or reported 
archaeological sites did not identify any previously reported sites. 

Architectural & Bridge Survey 
Architectural Historians from MoDOT conducted the architectural survey within the Missouri 
APE in August 2013. The survey identified 55 parcels with architectural resources, including 
thirty-two constructed prior to 1945. Of these resources, seven were recommended as 
individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, and one potentially eligible historic district was 
identified (Daniels 2014). Table 2 below identifies these resources. 

Table 2: Resources Recommended Eligible by MoDOT 

MoDOT AR Number 
NRHP 

Criteria 
Area(s) of Significance 

2 & 4 River’s Edge Motel A & C Commerce, Architecture 
11 C Architecture 
18 C Architecture 
40 C Architecture 
41 C Architecture 
43 C Architecture 

Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) A & C Transportation, Commerce, Engineering 
Wehrman/Frankford Historic District C Architecture 

  
On September 25, 2014 the MoDOT sent these recommendations to the MoSHPO. The 
MoSHPO concurred with the recommendations regarding individual eligibility in a letter dated 
November 4, 2014, but indicated the Wehrman/Frankford Historic District would need additional 
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research before eligibility could be determined (copies of the correspondences are included in 
Appendix A). 
 
The Illinois State Archaeological Survey (ISAS) surveyed architectural and bridge resources 
following IDOT guidelines. The ISAS identified six buildings and the Champ Clark Bridge in 
their survey. None of the buildings are recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP. The 
ILSHPO concurred with that recommendation on July 7, 2015 (copies of the correspondence are 
in Appendix A). 

Archaeological Survey 
The IDOT and ISAS completed a preliminary field survey that identified six archaeological sites 
east of the Mississippi River in 2012. MoDOT historic preservation staff has been unable to 
conduct similar investigations on the west side of the river because the project encompasses a 
commercially and residentially developed area of the city of Louisiana. MoDOT has instead 
relied upon a combination of historical research and visual inspection to evaluate the potential 
for intact archaeological deposits in Missouri. 

Illinois Archaeological Survey Results  
The ISAS survey identified four previously unreported prehistoric era ancient Native American 
habitation sites and two historic sites. One historical site, a re-deposited floating platform or 
barge dating to the nineteenth century, is near the project corridor, but will not be directly 
impacted. In addition to the site-specific recommendations, geo-coring conducted within the 
project area indicates that the floodplain east of the levee is comprised of recent flood deposits. 
In situations such as this, buried archaeological deposits cannot be detected by surface survey 
alone; therefore, additional subsurface testing will be conducted for the preferred alternate prior 
to construction. Another Euro American site, the remnant of a habitation area, is not considered 
significant and warrants no further investigation. Because the latter site is not considered 
historically significant, impacts to that site are not used when evaluating the various alternatives.  
In addition to the site-specific recommendations, geo-coring conducted within the project area 
indicates that the floodplain east of the levee is comprised of recent flood deposits. In situations 
such as this, buried archaeological deposits cannot be detected by surface survey alone; 
therefore, additional subsurface testing would be conducted for the preferred alternate prior to 
construction. The IDOT submitted these findings to the ILSHPO on July 1, 2015. The ILSHPO 
concurred with the findings on July 7, 2015 (correspondence in Appendix A). 

Potential Archaeological Sites in Missouri 
A background check was conducted at the SHPO’s cultural resources library to determine the 
extent of previous cultural resources surveys in the general vicinity of the project area. A file 
search also was conducted at the SHPO to document locations of known sites. There are no 
previously reported archaeological sites in the vicinity of the proposed improvements. 
An examination of various historical sources—including The Bird’s Eye View of the City of 
Louisiana published in 1876, federal census records, and property deeds revealed twenty-three 
properties have been tentatively identified as falling within the study area and worthy of 
additional review. Each property has been evaluated and ranked according to estimated integrity, 
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or the potential for archaeological deposits to be present and undisturbed. Properties with “high” 
integrity would likely have greater significance and provide valuable information concerning the 
history of Louisiana, while properties with “low” integrity would have reduced significance and 
provide only limited opportunities for research (See Table 3 Potential Archaeological Sites in 
Louisiana, MO). 

Table 3: Potential Archaeological Sites in Louisiana, MO 

Parcel Integrity Alternates 

Red Yellow Green 
4 Mid X X  
5 Low X X  

21 Low   X 
20 Mid to 

High 
X X  

19 Mid to 
High 

X X X 

35 Mid X X  
30/35 Mid to 

High 
X X  

36 Mid to 
High 

X X  

 
On July 29, 2013, MoDOT historic preservation staff conducted a visual inspection of the project 
area to evaluate the existing degree of disturbance or integrity along the proposed bridge 
alternatives and intersection options. Development of the area beginning in the 1850s and 
continuing to present day, has greatly modified the topography largely because of construction 
occurring along the side of a hill rather than on a naturally flat area. Based upon the field 
inspection, construction of Mansion Street (now Highway 54) and house lots on the north side of 
the road appears to have resulted in substantial grading and excavation. This excavation would 
have disturbed or removed any evidence of prehistoric occupation by Native American Indian 
tribes. However, archaeological deposits relating to homes built during the 1860s and 1870s 
(after the establishment of Mansion Street) might remain intact within the study area. 
 
Additional archaeological investigations will be conducted when a final alignment is selected 
and right of access is received. Any additional archaeological sites that might be affected by the 
project will be addressed in accordance with the regulations (36 C.F.R. 800) implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470). Identified cultural 
resources will be evaluated according to the Department of the Interior's "Standards and 
Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation," in consultation with the Missouri and 
Illinois SHPO. 
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Description of Historic Properties 
Below are descriptions of the seven architectural and bridge resources that have been determined 
eligible for the NRHP through consultation between the FHWA, MoSHPO and MoDOT, and the 
NRHP listed North Third Street Historic District. The property types mentioned in the eligibility 
discussion are those identified in the MPDF to standardize the evaluation of architectural 
resources in the City of Louisiana. The locations of these resources are shown on Figure 2. 

River’s Edge Motel (Architectural Resources 2 & 4) 
The River’s Edge Motel (Architectural Resources (AR) 2 and 4) contains two buildings. AR 4, 
the main building, which fronts on Highway 54, is a two-story, ca. 1955 hotel, with a concrete 
foundation, brick and stone siding, asphalt shingle gable roof and an irregular plan. The building 
has one-over-one and single light stationary glass windows, a single leaf entry door into each 
room, exterior corridor on the second story, an exterior stairway on the west end of the building. 
The balustrade on the stairs and along the second story walkway is iron with geometric triangle 
pattern. The office is in a projecting, one-story bay with a concrete foundation, stone walls, and 
an asphalt shingle pent roof. The office has large single-light stationary windows, and single-leaf 
glass doors. The office doors are accented by two beams, and iron posts with a square geometric 
pattern. Figures 3 and 4 below show the hotel as it appeared in 2013 and in the 1960s. 
 

 
Figure 3: Architectural Resource 4, facing northwest 



FHWA 
Pike County, Illinois & Pike County, Missouri 
Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) Replacement 
Information to Accompany the Memorandum of Agreement 
 
 

10 
 

 
Figure 4: 1960s postcard of the River's Edge Motel 

Architectural Resource 2 was constructed in 1962. The building has a concrete foundation, brick 
and stone veneer and vinyl sided walls, a standing seam metal pent-roof, and an irregular shape. 
The building is configured in two wings with a center junction. The western wing has four rooms 
in one story; the eastern wing has eight rooms on two floors. The south (main) façade of the 
wings has a brick veneer. The east and west end, and the center junction have stone walls. Each 
motel room is defined by a single-leaf door and a sliding glass window, the center junction has 
two single-leaf doors and paired sliding glass windows. The iron stair railings and the balustrade 
on the two story wing are identical to the railings on AR 4. The east façade has no openings. The 
west façade has sliding glass windows with a river view. The north façade has vinyl siding and 
sliding glass windows. Figure 5 shows the 1962 addition to the hotel. 
 

 
Figure 5: Architectural Resource 2, the 1962 addition to the River's Edge Motel. 
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The River’s Edge Motel is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criteria A and C for local 
significance in commerce and architecture. The motel building was the first motel constructed in 
Louisiana, and the success of the business is evident in the multiple early additions to the 
building, which culminated in the construction of the second building (AR 02) in 1962. The local 
newspaper followed the construction of the building and its additions, and ran a multi-page 
supplement for the open house for the building, something which was done for only a few 
buildings during a seven year period. The perceived economic importance of the building to the 
community of Louisiana is evident in the coverage that it was given and to the success of the 
business. 
 
The building is significant as an excellent example of post-World War II roadside architecture. 
Dave Clark designed three motel buildings, all within a ten year period. This building is a locally 
significant example of the motel type. 

Architectural Resource 11 
Architectural Resource 11 is a one-story; ca. 1925 Bungalow with a rubble laid stone foundation, 
Masonite siding, asphalt shingle side-gable roof and a tee plan. The house has three-over-one and 
five-over-one wooden double-hung windows throughout, except for one opening on the south 
façade, which has a one-over-one replacement window. The main façade has two multi-light 
single-leaf doors under the porch. The porch is a side gable porch supported by wooden tapered 
posts, with a gable portico supported by rubble laid, tapered stone posts. The porch balustrade is 
rubble laid stone wall. 
 

 
Figure 6: Architectural Resource 11, facing east 

Architectural Resource 11 is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criterion C for local 
significance in architecture as an exceptionally detailed example of the Craftsman/Bungalow 
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Styles (property type H) which includes associated landscape elements of cobblestone retaining 
walls. 
 
Although the original siding material has been replaced, the house has a high degree of integrity. 
The original doors and windows remain as do the porch posts and masonry associated with the 
house. There is a great degree of cobblestone work associated with the house including the 
cobblestone porch posts and closed balustrade, the stair surrounds from the house the sidewalk 
accented by posts, the retaining wall along the sidewalk, also accented by posts, the stair-step 
retaining wall around the basement garage entrance, retaining wall around back yard, and stair 
walls into the back yard. 
 
The amount of stonework and the workmanship displayed is unusual for Louisiana. Because of 
this, the loss to the original siding material is easily overlooked. 
 
The boundary is the current property line associated with the house, which is also the historic 
property of the house. The period of significance is ca. 1925, the estimated date of construction.  

Architectural Resource 18 
Architectural Resource 18 is a one-story, ca. 1870 gable front and wing form house with a stone 
foundation, brick siding, asphalt shingle cross-gable roof and an irregular plan. It has four-over-
four wooden double-hung windows with stone lintels and brick segmental arch headers; 
windows are paired in each gable, with two windows in each long wall. The entry doors are 
multi-light and multi-panel wooden doors; there are transoms over the doors. There is a partial, 
pent-roof porch in the ell, with two turned posts and two turned engaged posts. The porch has 
turned verge boards, sawn brackets at the posts, and a balustrade of wooden posts forming a 
geometric patter; lattice covers the porch foundation. An entry to the cellar is found on the south 
façade. Figure 7 below shows AR 18. 
 
Architectural Resource 18 is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criterion C for local 
significance in architecture as a good example of the vernacular Gabled Ell form (property type 
D) with excellent examples of Victorian detailing on the porch. The house appears on the 1876 
Birdseye Map of Louisiana in the current configuration. The house exhibits a high degree of 
integrity of form, materials and design. 
 
The boundary is the current property line, which is also the historic property associated with the 
house. The period of significance is ca. 1870, the estimated construction date of the house. The 
house and the hitching post adjacent to Third Street are both contributing elements.  
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Figure 7: Architectural Resource 18, facing southwest 

Architectural Resource 40 
Architectural Resource 40 is a two-story, ca. 1895, gable-front and wing form house with a 
concrete foundation, asbestos siding, asphalt-shingle flattened pyramid roof and an irregular 
plan, the house has a bowed front in the front gable. The house has one-over-one wooden 
double-hung sash windows, with colored multi-light-over-one windows in the bowed front. 
There is a one-story porch in the joined corner, with a turned post and attached posts and dentil 
molding and sawn brackets under the eaves. There are sawn brackets under the eaves of the 
bowed front gable. There is an interior brick chimney. On the east façade, there is a second story 
porch. Figure 8 shows AR 40. 
 
Architectural Resource 40 is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criterion C for local 
significance in architecture as a good example of the vernacular Gabled Ell form (property type 
D) with examples of Victorian detailing on the porch and under the eaves. The house was 
constructed ca. 1895 and was the home of upper middle class professionals and business men, 
the size and detailing on the house reflects the status of the owners. The house has a high degree 
of integrity. The application of asbestos siding was done within the historical time frame, 
probably during the 1930s and does not alter the form of the house or obscure the detailing on it. 
The house is a good example of its type. 
 
The boundary is the current property line, which is the property historically associated with the 
house. The period of significance is ca. 1895 the date of construction of the house.  
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Figure 8: Architectural Resource 40, facing south 

Architectural Resource 41 
Architectural Resource 41 is a two-story, ca. 1855, Italianate style, gable-front-and-wing form 
house with a stone foundation, brick siding, an asphalt-shingle cross-gable roof, and an irregular 
plan. The house has four-over-four, double-hung, wooden windows throughout, with carved 
wooden frames and functional wooden shutters on most windows. The main façade faces south 
onto Noyes Street. The forward facing gable front has two bays with windows and a two-story 
porch across the wing. There are two bays with multi-light doors and three-light transoms on 
each story of the porch and one bay with windows on the south façade of the wing on the porch, 
there is also a triple-hung, four-light window on the west facing wall of the gable that opens onto 
the porch, the window extends from the level of the door transoms to the porch floors. The porch 
has square, chamfered posts and a post balustrade on both stories. There is dentil molding at the 
roofline around the house. 
 
Architectural Resource 41 is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criterion C for local 
significance in architecture as an excellent example of the Gabled Ell form (property type D) 
with Italianate detailing. The house, built ca. 1860, exhibits the detailing characteristic of the 
style including the low pitched roof, decorative brackets under the eaves and tall narrow 
windows with elaborate window surrounds. The house has a very high degree of integrity, 
including retaining the functional shutters, original doors and some triple hung windows onto the 
porch.  
 
The boundary is the current property line, which is the property associated with the house since 
1895.  The period of significance is ca. 1860, the estimated construction date. 
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Figure 9: Architectural Resource 41, facing northeast 

Architectural Resource 43 
Architectural Resource 43 is a two-story, ca. 1900 Queen Anne style house with a stone 
foundation, weatherboard and fish-scale shingle siding, asphalt shingle hipped roof and a square 
plan. The entrance door is a nine-light single leaf door in a wooden surround, with a three-light 
transom above. The windows are one-over-one wooden double-hung sash windows with wooden 
surrounds. There is a front gable on the house with bays on the first and second stories. The 
siding on the gable and the bays is fish-scale shingles, the windows in the bays are three multi-
light-over-one wooden double-hung sash windows. There is a partial one-story porch with square 
porch posts. There is side wall dormer with fish-scale shingle siding in the verge-board, and a 
vent in the attic level.  

 
Figure 10: Architectural Resource 43 
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Architectural Resource 43 is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criterion C for local 
significance in architecture as an example of a Victorian House (property type B).  The house 
has the mixture of siding materials characteristic of the style, in this case fish-scale shingles and 
bead board siding on the on a main façade bay projection and fish-scale shingles in the gable 
wall dormers and weatherboard siding on the body of the house. It has multi-light colored glass-
over-one windows in the bay, and a front porch.  
 
The boundary is the current property line which is the property historically associated with the 
house. The recommended period of significance is ca. 1900. 

Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) 
The Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) was constructed between 1926 and 1928 and consists of 5 
main spans that are 14 panel rigid-connected Pennsylvania through trusses. These spans are 312’, 
314’, 418’, 314’ and 318’ feet long, west to east. There are seven steel girder approach spans on 
the east end of the bridge. Most are between 95 and 98 feet long, one is 25 feet long. The overall 
bridge length is 2, 286 feet. Figures 11, 12 and 13 provide an overview of the bridge. 
 

 
Figure 11: Champ Clark Bridge, facing northeast 
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Figure 12: The main channel span of the Champ Clark Bridge, facing northeast 

 

 
Figure 13: West portal of the Champ Clark Bridge, facing southeast 

The Champ Clark Bridge, K0932, is eligible for listing on the NRHP under criterion C for local 
significance in engineering and under criterion A for local significance in transportation and 
commerce. 
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The Champ Clark Bridge was constructed between 1926 and 1928 by the Wisconsin Bridge and 
Iron Company from plans prepared by Harrington, Howard and Ash of Kansas City.   
 
The bridge was a result of the efforts of the Missouri-Illinois Bridge Company, which included 
prominent residents of Louisiana, Missouri and Pittsfield, Illinois. The group promised to bring 
Illinois highways across the Mississippi River and on to the Pacific Ocean (Fraser 1996). 
 
The Louisiana Chamber of Commerce promoted the bridge as the “Gateway to the West”. They 
said the new bridge would save drivers many miles and traffic congestion because they wouldn’t 
have to divert south to the St. Louis area (Chamber nd).  Promoting the use of the bridge would 
increase revenue for the bridge, which was a toll bridge, and to area businesses. The Louisiana 
Chamber of Commerce contracted with Rand, McNally to produce a map showing 
transcontinental highways that could easily route across the Champ Clark Bridge (Figure 14). 
 

 
Figure 14: Cover of Rand McNally Map for Champ Clark Bridge 
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North Third Street Historic District 
The North Third Street Historic District is listed on the NRHP under criteria A and C for local 
significance in the areas of community planning and development and architecture. It is one of 
the earliest residential neighborhoods in the community, was home to many prominent citizens, 
and has many intact examples of a variety of architectural styles. It has a period of significance 
of 1843 to 1935, the dates of the earliest and latest constructed building in the district. The 
district extends north into the APE and includes AR 24 and AR 25 as contributing resources. 
Figures 15 and 16 show these resources. 
 

 
Figure 15: Architectural Resource 24, facing northwest 

 
Figure 16: Architectural Resource 25, facing west 
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Description of the Project Effects on the Historic Properties 
The three alternates being studied have similar effects on some historic properties, and different 
effects on other historic properties. Those properties where all the alternates have similar effects 
will be addressed first. 
 
None of the alternates being studied will affect North Third Street Historic District, AR 40, AR 
41 or AR 43 either directly or indirectly. In all cases there will be no right of way takings from 
the property, the roads will have returned to existing alignment in the vicinity of these properties, 
or the intervening properties between the historic property and the highway will not be removed, 
causing no changes in the viewshed. 
 
Architectural Resource 4, the River’s Edge Motel, would be adversely affected by both the Red 
and Yellow Alternates, because both would require the removal of the motel building. The Green 
alternate to the south of the bridge would have an indirect, but not adverse, effect on the Motel 
because it would change the viewshed from the Motel. The view of the bridge is not a character 
defining feature of the historic property—advertising promoted scenic views of the river, not of 
the bridge. 
 
Architectural Resource 11 would not be affected by either the Red or Yellow Alternates because 
the improvements would be occurring on the far side of Highway 54 away from the historic 
property, and all intersection improvements would be tied into the existing Third Street far from 
the property. The Green Alternate would have an indirect, but not adverse, effect on the historic 
property because it would remove one of the buildings between the historic property and the 
highway and the intersection traffic would be moving differently near the property; however, the 
improvements would be tied into existing Third Street before they reached the property lines. 
Traffic would be moving more smoothly through the intersection, which would decrease noise at 
the intersection. 
 
Architectural Resource 18 would be indirectly, but not adversely, affected by both the Red and 
Yellow alternates, because they would require the removal of the building between the historic 
property and the highway, and the highway would move closer to the historic property. This 
would not be an adverse effect on the property because it is significant for its architectural 
features and not for the views to or from it. The Green Alternate would have no effect on this 
resource because the intervening building would be left in place and the intersection 
improvements would not affect how traffic is directed north of Highway 54. 
 
All three alternates would have an adverse effect on the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) because 
all three assume that the bridge be removed. 
 
In summary, the Red and Yellow alternates would have an adverse effect on two historic 
properties, the River’s Edge Motel (AR 4) and the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932). The Green 
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alternate would have an adverse effect on the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932). Table 4 below 
summarizes the alternates and their effects on historic properties. 
 

Table 4: Summary of Alternate Effects on Historic Properties 

Historic Property 
Alternate 

Comments 
Red Yellow Green 

AR 4 Adverse Adverse No Adverse 
Adverse effect caused by 
removal of Motel 

AR 11 No Effect No Effect No Adverse 
Indirect effect from viewshed 
changes from intersection 
improvements, not adverse 

AR 18 
No 

Adverse 
No Adverse No Effect 

Indirect effects from 
viewshed changes from 
removal of building between 
AR 18 and highway, not 
adverse 

AR 40 No Effect No Effect No Effect  
AR 41 No Effect No Effect No Effect  
AR 43 No Effect No Effect No Effect  

Champ Clark Bridge 
(K0932) 

Adverse Adverse Adverse 
Bridge removal causes 
adverse effect 

North Third Street 
Historic District 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 
 

 
The Green Alternate will be identified as the preferred alternate in the EA. The Green Alternate 
will have an adverse effect on the Champ Clark Bridge (K0932). It will not have an adverse 
effect on any of the remaining resources listed on, or recommended as eligible for listing on, the 
NRHP. 

Consultation and Public Involvement 
Consultation 
The FHWA invited the MoDOT and IDOT to participate as consulting parties as potential 
recipients of federal funding. The MoSHPO and ILSHPO have also participated in consultation 
regarding the Project. (Copies of all correspondence are included in Appendix A). 
 
The FHWA invited a number of Tribes were invited to participate in the Agency Scoping 
Meeting on August 29, 2012 at the beginning of the NEPA process (see Table 5), and notified 
these tribes of the project. None of the tribes chose to participate in the Agency Scoping meeting, 
and to date. These tribes had previously expressed interest in the project area. The tribes were 
notified by the Illinois Project Notification System when the archaeological report for the Illinois 
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side of the project was complete and available for review and when the ILSHPO concurrence 
with the report recommendations was posted. The Osage Nation responded following the posting 
of the ILSHPO letter indicating that they believe the project will have an adverse effect to deeply 
buried site and that due diligence had not been exercised because survey work had not yet been 
conducted (copy of correspondence in Appendix A). The Osage Nation will be consulted as 
work on the project continues. The remaining tribes will also be involved in consultation as the 
archaeological survey continues. 
 

Table 5: Tribes Invited to Participate in the NEPA and Section 106 Process 

Tribe 

Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska 
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
Osage Nation 
Ponca Tribe of Nebraska 
Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma 
Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 
Kaw Nation 
Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma 
Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma 
Sac and Fox Nation of the Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska 

 
In addition there are a number of groups with an interest in the project area or historical 
resources that were invited to participate in consultation (see Table 6).  
 

Table 6: Parties Invited to Participate in Consultation 

Organization Interest Chose to Participate 

City of Louisiana local government No 
Louisiana Historic Preservation 
Commission 

local government No 

Pike County, Illinois local government Yes 
Nathan Holth/Historicbridges.org bridge interest Yes 

Historic Bridge Foundation bridge interest Yes 
Louisiana Historic Preservation 
Association 

local 
preservation 

Yes 

Louisiana Area Historical Museum local history No 
Pike County, MO Historical Society local history No 
Pike County, IL Historical Society local history No 
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In November 2014 the consulting parties were sent copies of the Missouri Architectural & 
Bridge Survey, as well as drafts of the Purpose and Need and Alternatives chapters from the 
Environmental Assessment for review and comment. The information included that the 
alternative that would be identified as the preferred would have an adverse effect on the historic 
bridge and that the no build and rehabilitation alternates were not considered feasible. No 
comments were received from the consulting parties on the eligibility of the resources or on the 
alternatives under consideration. 
 
On January 9, 2015 the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) was notified of the 
Adverse Effect the project would have on the Champ Clark Bridge and invited to participate in 
consultation to minimize and mitigate the adverse effect. On January 28, 2015 the Council 
declined to participate in consultation. 
 
In February 2015 the consulting parties were informed that the Council had chosen not to 
participate in the consultation process and that the MoSHPO had concurred with MoDOT’s 
recommendations regarding the eligibility of buildings and the bridge. The letter further asked 
for ideas for appropriate mitigation for the Champ Clark Bridge. 
 
In April 2015 MoDOT received two letters from Nathan Holth, one of the consulting parties with 
ideas for the mitigation. Mr. Holth suggested the development of a Historic Bridge Management 
Plan with a commitment to preserve at least one large-scale historic metal truss bridge or that 
MoDOT remove and preserve one of the smaller spans of the bridge not just offer it to a third 
party. Mr. Holth made additional comments about the range of alternates being considered. 
MoDOT responded to Mr. Holth’s comments on May 6, 2015 on alternates, reiterating the 
alternates that had been considered during the EA and relocation of one of the trusses from the 
bridge. MoDOT indicated that pursuing a preventative maintenance plan for the Liberty Bridge 
could be pursued during consultation for a planned (but unscheduled) programmatic agreement 
for through truss bridges. Mr. Holth responded on June 12, 2015 expressing dissatisfaction with 
MoDOT. 
 
On May 27, 2015 MoDOT circulated a draft MOA with basic mitigation measure stipulations for 
comment. It was requested that suggested revisions and comments be returned to MoDOT by 
July 1. Following the circulation of that MOA MoDOT began efforts to schedule a 
teleconference to discuss appropriate mitigation. 
 
On August 11, 2015 the first consultation meeting was conducted by teleconference (the minutes 
are included in Appendix B). The meeting focused primarily on developing appropriate 
mitigation measures for the bridge. As a result of the meeting the following mitigation ideas 
were developed for consideration: 

o Bridge maintenance/preservation plan for major river bridges 
o Educational materials—exact nature undefined, but some way of getting the information 

from the historical documentation to the public 
o Interpretive plaque/panel with information on the bridge 
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o Video of bridge 
o A Field Guide to major river bridges in Missouri or Mississippi River Bridges between 

Missouri and Illinois 
o Web-site with public-oriented information on the bridge 
o Commitment to look at programmatic approach for major bridges 
o 3-D imaging/LIDAR scanning 

 
MoDOT and IDOT staff participating in the consultation meeting needed to consult internally 
with their Bridge Divisions about major river bridges that would be good candidates for 
preservation. The MoDOT identified seven bridges on the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers that 
were constructed prior to 1970, including the Champ Clark Bridge (see Table 7). This list was 
sent to the MoDOT Bridge Division to see if any would meet the qualifications for the bridge 
preventative maintenance program. 
 

Table 7: Mississippi and Missouri River Bridges Built Prior to 1970 

COUNTY BRIDGE 
NO. 

FACILITY 
CARRIED 

CROSSING COMMON NAME YEAR 
BUILT 

YEAR 
REBUILT 

Mississippi K0950 US 60 Mississippi River Cairo 1929 1981 

Pike K0932 US 54 Mississippi River Champ Clark 1928 0 

Marion L0099 US 24 Mississippi River Quincy 1930 1982 

Atchison L0098 US 136 Missouri River Brownville 1938 2009 

Perry L0135 MO 51 Mississippi River Chester 1942 0 

Jackson L0568 MO 291 Missouri River Liberty 1949 2002 

St. Louis 
City 

A4856 MO 799 Mississippi River Martin Luther 
King, Jr. 

1951 1988 

 
Only the Liberty Bridge in Jackson County and the Martin Luther King, Junior Bridge in St. 
Louis City were identified as having much service life remaining in them. The Bridge Division 
indicated that with a continued investment, these two bridges could last another 20 to 25 years; 
however, they were past the tipping point for preservation due to advanced section loss and pack 
rust in built up members. Given this situation, doing a preservation plan for the bridges is not 
reasonable. 
 
MoDOT had previously consulted with the City of Louisiana about preparing an interpretive 
panel on the history and significance of the Champ Clark Bridge and installing it for the City. 
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The City enthusiastically supports the idea, and would like the panel installed at the Riverview 
Park, which overlooks the bridge location. 
 
MoDOT was also willing to commit to preparing a video about the bridge. During the previous 
winter two bridges had included video as part of their mitigation package, and Historic 
Preservation staff had asked the Video Production Unit to put together a draft video for the 
Champ Clark Bridge from video taken for a training project so the consulting parties could see 
what could be done. 
 
MoDOT is willing to prepare a brochure on the bridges spanning the Mississippi River between 
Missouri and Illinois similar to the “Spanning Oregon’s Coast” brochure produced by the 
Oregon Department of Transportation. This brochure can include more than truss bridges and 
can include information on the bridges that have been removed as well as the replacement 
bridges. A brochure could be produced inexpensively and could be distributed through Visitor’s 
Centers along the Mississippi River run by the Department of Tourism or associated with the 
Great River Road. The brochure could be linked to a web-site that contains additional 
information about the bridges. 
 
MoDOT owns the web domain www.champclarkbridge.com, which is currently being used for 
public involvement for the EA process. Since the community favors keeping the Champ Clark 
name for the new bridge, the MoDOT Northeast District is proposing to keep the web domain as 
a web-site for the bridge, which will include information on the new and historic bridge. 
 
MoDOT will pursue the feasibility to prepare 3D (LIDAR) imaging of the bridge. If feasible the 
bridge will be scanned prior to demolition (if the bridge is removed) and the images will be 
referenced to photographs. MoDOT will consult with the Missouri SHPO, IDOT and the Illinois 
SHPO to determine appropriate ways to make the information accessible to the public. If the 
FHWA Divisions from Missouri and Illinois wish to participate in the discussions, they will be 
invited to. 
 
On September 28, 2015 a second consultation meeting was held at which the results of the 
internal MoDOT consultation were discussed, and the final mitigation measures for the Champ 
Clark Bridge were agreed to. The MOA was drafted including these mitigation measures and 
sent to the consulting parties to provide them with the opportunity to review and comment on the 
document prior to execution. No comments were received on the document. 

Public Involvement 
The public involvement process for the EA has been used for the public involvement for Section 
106. A Community Advisory Group (CAG) has been formed for the project. The CAG has met 
regularly and discusses issues relating to the project. Any questions the CAG has are addressed 
by appropriate MoDOT or IDOT staff. 
 

http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/BRIDGE/docs/spanningoregonscoast/newest_spanning_brochure.pdf
http://www.champclarkbridge.com/
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To date, three public meetings have been held, on November 8, 2012, March 21, 2012, and 
October 2, 2012. MoDOT Historic Preservation Staff have participated in two of these meetings, 
with information available about the Section 106 process, and the status of the process at each 
meeting. Copies of the public meeting summaries and the cultural resources displays from the 
meetings are located in Appendix C. 
 
A web-site was created for the project, which allows the public to share their views on issues 
(http://www.champclarkbridge.com/). Among the questions posed was asking to be informed of 
any Cultural Resources concerns the public had. The only response was an idea to name the new 
bridge after Zebulon Pike.  
 
There has been extensive coverage of the EA process from local newspapers in Louisiana and 
Hannibal, Missouri and Quincy, Illinois, which has helped keep people informed about the 
progress. Most newspaper coverage includes information on how to contact the study team with 
questions or how to share information. 
  

http://www.champclarkbridge.com/
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Karen Daniels

From: Michael Boren <borens1@frontier.com>
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 11:06 AM
To: Karen Daniels
Subject: Job No. J3P2209  (Champ Clark Bridge replacement)

Ms. Daniels, 
                I am the vice chairman of the Pike County (IL) Board and also the vice president of the Pike County (IL) Historical 
Society. Andy Borrowman, the chairman of the County board gave me Mr. Meinkoth’s letter about section106 
Compliance.  I would be interested in being the contact person for consultation about National Register eligibility, etc.  
                Thank you. 
                                Michael Boren 
                                241 S. Illinois St. 
                                Pittsfield, IL 62363 
 
                                217‐285‐4975 
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Karen Daniels

From: Nathan Holth <nathan@historicbridges.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 11:11 AM
To: Karen Daniels
Subject: RE: MO-IL, Route 54, Champ Clark Bridge, MoDOT Job No J3P2209

Karen, 
Not sure why that never got updated, but the address should be: 
 
Nathan Holth 
12534 Houghton Drive 
Dewitt, MI, 48820 
 
In either case, I definitely would like to participate as a consulting party. Also, have you sent and got a positive response 
from the Historic Bridge Foundation? I would like them involved with this as well if possible. 
 
Thanks, 
-Nathan 
 
======================================== 
Nathan Holth 
Author/ Photographer/Webmaster 
-----HistoricBridges.org----- 
"Promoting the Preservation Of Our Transportation Heritage" 
Mailing Address: 
12534 Houghton Drive 
Dewitt, MI, 48820 
--------------------------------------------------- 
269-290-2593 
nathan@historicbridges.org  
www.historicbridges.org 
======================================== 
Disclaimer: HistoricBridges.org is a volunteer group of private citizens. HistoricBridges.org is NOT a government agency, does not 
represent or work with any governmental agencies, nor is it in any way associated with any government agency or any non-profit 
organization. While we strive for accuracy in our factual content, HistoricBridges.org offers no guarantee of accuracy. Opinions and 
commentary are the opinions of the respective HistoricBridges.org member who made them and do not necessarily represent the 
views of anyone else. HistoricBridges.org does not bear any responsibility for any consequences resulting from the use of this 
communication or any other HistoricBridges.org information. Owners and users of bridges have the responsibility of correctly 
following all applicable laws, rules, and regulations, regardless of any HistoricBridges.org communications or information. 
======================================== 
 
From: Karen Daniels [mailto:Karen.Daniels@modot.mo.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 9:45 AM 
To: Nathan Holth - HistoricBridges.org (nathan@historicbridges.org) 
Subject: MO-IL, Route 54, Champ Clark Bridge, MoDOT Job No J3P2209 
 
Nathan, 
 
We tried to send you a letter, to invite you to participate in Section 106 consultation about the project to replace the 
Champ Clark Bridge over the Mississippi River on Highway 54 between Missouri and Illinois. The letter came back as 
undeliverable. I used the last address I had on file for you. Attached is a pdf file of the letter. 
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Please let me know if you would like to participate. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karen 
 
Karen L. Daniels 
Senior Historic Preservation Specialist 
Design/Historic Preservation 
Missouri Department of Transportation 
601 W. Main St., P. O. Box 270 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
Karen.Daniels@modot.mo.gov 
573.526.7346 
 





Jeremiah W. Oay) Nixon, Governor • Sara Parker Pauley, Director 

T OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


~chael11ellikoth 

Historic Preservation 11anager 
~ssouri Department of Transportation 

. P.O. Box 270 
Jefferson City, ~ssouri 65102 

www.dnr.mo.gov 

Re: Route 54, Champ Clark Bridge K0932, Job No. J3P2209 (FHW A) Pike County, ~ssouri 

Dear 11r.11einkoth: 

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

We have reviewed the information provided concerning the above referenced project. We concur with 
your determination that the Champ Clark Bridge K0932, Louisiana, Pike County, is eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register ofHistoric Places. We also concur with your determination that the proposed 
demolition will have an adverse effect on the historic fabric of Bridge K0932. We also concur that the 
Rivers Edge 110tel CAR 2 & 4) is eligible, and, in the event that the Red or Yellow Alternative is selected, 
there will be an adverse effect on this property as well. 

A 11emorandum of Agreement (MOA) that outlines the steps needed to mitigate the adverse effect for 
this project will need to be drafted. Final stipulations in the 110A should be determined in consultation 
with the Federal Highway Administration, the 11issouri Department of Transportation, our office, the 
Advisory Council, if participating, and any other interested parties. 

The U.S. Department ofTransportation should forward the necessary adequate documentation as 
described to the Executive Director, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, The Old Post Office 
Building, 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, #809, Washington, DC 20004. Pending receipt ofthe . 
Council's decision on whether it will participate in consultation, no action shall be taken which would 
foreclose Council consideration of alternatives to avoid or satisfactorily mitigate any adverse effect on the 
property in question. 

We also concur that Architectural Resources 11, 18, 40, 41, 43 may be eligible. The proposed 
WebrmanfFrankford Historic District CAR 46, 50, 51 and 52) would require additional documentation to 
address the concerns about integrity before we could comment on eligibility . . 

If you have any questions, please write Judith Deel at State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 176, 
. Jefferson City,~ssouri 65102 or call 573/751-7862; or Amanda Burke at 573/ for questions on .. 
architecture. ".I

Recycled Paper 

http:www.dnr.mo.gov


.. Please be sure to include the SHPO Log Number (026-PI-12) on all future correspondence or inquiries 

relating to this project. 


Sincerely, 


STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 


Mark A. Miles 
Director and Deputy State 
Historic Preservation Officer 

MAM:d 

c Raegan Ball, FHWA 

Celebrating 40 years oftaking care ofMissouri's natural resources. To learn more about the Missouri 
Department ofNatural Resources visit dnr. mo.gov. 
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January 28, 2015 
 
 
Ms. Raegan Ball 
Program Development Team Leader 
Federal Highway Administration 
Missouri Division 
3220 W. Edgewood, Suite H 
Jefferson City, MO 65109 
 
Ref: Proposed Replacement of Champ Clark Bridge (K0932) on Route 54 over the Mississippi River 
 Pike County, Missouri and Pike County, Illinois 
 
Dear Ms. Ball:  
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties listed 
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information provided, we 
have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 
Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this 
undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse 
effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or 
other party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances change, and it is 
determined that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the Missouri and Illinois State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO’s), and 
any other consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 
process.  The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Mr. Chris Wilson at 202-517- 0229 or via e-mail at cwilson@achp.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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Agenda 
Champ Clark Bridge Consultation Meeting 

August 11, 2015 
9:00-11:00 a.m. 

 
 
Call: 573.526.3993 
Conference ID: 67346# 
 
 
Welcoming Remarks 
 
Procedures (since we’ll all be on teleconference) 
 
Introductions 
 
Review of the alternatives being considered in the Environmental Assessment 
 
Discussion 
 
Status of Section 106 
 
Discussion of appropriate mitigation measures for any adverse effects to Champ Clark 
Bridge 
 
Next steps 
 
 
 



August 11, 2015 Consultation Meeting 

 
Person Agency Attended E-mail 

Kitty Henderson Historic Bridge Foundation X kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com 

Nathan Holth HistoricBridges.org X nathan@historicbridges.org 

Dennis O'Connell IDOT District 6 
Environmental 

X Dennis.OConnell@illinois.gov 

Sal Madonia IDOT District 6   Sal.madonia3@illinois.gov 

Brad Koldehoff IDOT Cultural Resources X Brad.Koldehoff@Illinois.gov 

Claire Dappert IDOT Cultural Resources X Claire.Dappert@illinois.gov 

Jay Wavering IDOT District 6 X Jay.wavering@illinois.gov 

John Kelley IDOT District 6 X  Jonathan.Kelley@illinois.gov 

Ken Runkle IDOT Environmental 
Coordinator 

X Ken.Runkle@illinois.gov 

Janis Piland IL FHWA X Janis.Piland@dot.gov 

Jerry D (JD) Stevenson IL FHWA X Jerry.Stevenson@dot.gov 

Lou Haasis IL FWHA X lou.haasis@dot.gov 

David Halpin IL SHPO X David.Halpin@Illinois.gov 

Joe Phillippe IL SHPO X  Joe.Phillippe@Illinois.gov 

Rachel Leibowitz IL SHPO X rachel.leibowitz@illinois.gov 

Charles Hoffman City of Louisiana, Historic 
Preservation Agency 

  charles3@big-river.net 

Raegan Ball Mo FHWA X Raegan.Ball@dot.gov 

Roopa Banerjee Mo FHWA   roopa.banerjee@dot.gov 

Gayle Unruh MoDOT Environmental X Gayle.Unruh@modot.mo.gov 

Jo Dent MoDOT Environmental   JoAnn.Dent@modot.mo.gov 

Karen Daniels MoDOT Historic 
Preservation 

X Karen.Daniels@modot.mo.gov 

Mike Meinkoth MoDOT Historic 
Preservation 

X Michael.Meinkoth@modot.mo.gov 

Keith Killen MoDOT Northeast District X Keith.Killen@modot.mo.gov 

Amanda Burke MoSHPO X amanda.burke@dnr.mo.gov 

Judith Deel MoSHPO X judith.deel@dnr.mo.gov 

Andy Borrowman Pike County, Illinois     

 



Champ Clark Bridge Consultation Teleconference 
August 11, 2015 
Meeting Notes 

 
Raegan Ball, Mo-FHWA welcomed everyone and thanked them for participating in the meeting 
and the Section 106 consultation process. 
 
Karen Daniels, MoDOT Historic Preservation, reviewed procedures for the conference call, since 
there were so many locations calling in. She asked everyone to mute their phones when not 
speaking to reduce background noise, identify themselves when speaking and said she would 
“call roll” during discussion to keep everyone from speaking at once. 
 
Introductions were made throughout the group. A list of attendees is attached. 
 
Keith Killen, MoDOT Northeast District, reviewed the project. The bridge is 85 years old, 
structurally deficient, 20’ wide, and narrow for trucks and farm equipment that use the bridge, 
and it is limited vertically. IDOT and MoDOT have started to prepare an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to replace the bridge and address flooding between the bridge and the levy on 
the Illinois side of the bridge. 
 
The alternatives studied in the EA include: 

 No build 
 Rehabilitation—the bridge has undergone a couple of rehabilitations in the past  
 Partial replacement—use the piers, remove the trusses and build new girders on the piers, 

this would result in a long closure which would be a hardship for the community 
 Construction alternates 

o Existing location—would mean no crossing at the location during construction, 
causing hardship for the area 

o Far north and Far South—much greater expense and environmental impacts 
o Adjacent upstream 
o Adjacent upstream with an improved alignment which would skew across the 

existing roadway 
o Adjacent Downstream 
o Adjacent Downstream with a skewed alignment 

 
Those being carried forward in the EA are the no build, the Adjacent Upstream, the Adjacent 
Upstream with Improved Alignment and the Adjacent Downstream. All these would leave the 
existing bridge in place through construction. 
 
The floor was opened for discussion of the alternates and any additional alternates that should be 
discussed. There was no discussion of the alternates or additional alternates. 
 
Karen Daniels reported on the status of the Section 106. In Missouri the architectural and bridge 
survey had identified several architectural resources and the bridge as eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), an archaeological survey would not be conducted until a 
preferred alternative had been identified and access to property could be obtained to conduct the 
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survey. In Illinois the architectural survey did not identify any historic buildings, and Illinois had 
concurred with the recommendations that the bridge is eligible for the NRHP. In Illinois 
archaeological survey will be needed once a preferred alternative is selected. Brad Koldehoff, 
IDOT, indicated that deep testing of the preferred alternative would be required. 
 
Karen Daniels said that FHWA had informed the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) of the adverse effect that any of the alternates would have on the historic bridge, and 
invited them to participate in consultation. The ACHP had chosen not to participate in 
consultation. 
 
MoDOT had sent out a draft MOA with the basic state level documentation mitigation measures 
to start discussion on what additional mitigation measures should be done for the Champ Clark 
Bridge. Inadvertently the draft MOA had omitted advertising the bridge and that oversight had 
been rectified in the current revision. MoDOT is proposing advertising the bridge for eighteen 
months, starting July 1, 2015, since the project is currently unfunded that gives us time to try to 
find someone who might want to use all or part of the bridge, and them time to plan for removal 
and relocation. The bridge is currently posted on MoDOT’s Free Bridges web-site and the 
availability will be included in a press event being held on the bridge on August 12.  
 
The floor was opened for discussion of additional mitigation measures that should be considered. 
 
Nathan Holth said that the bridge definitely needed more than just documentation before it was 
destroyed, but he didn’t have anything in particular in mind. He would like to see a maintenance 
and preservation plan for the major river bridges in Missouri and Illinois since so many of them 
have been removed. 
 
Kitty Henderson said that a bridge management plan would be good to help compensate for the 
major river bridges that have been lost. She said videos, educational materials, interpretive 
plaques could also be appropriate. 
 
Brad Koldehoff said IDOT is currently updating their historic bridge list, and it could be updated 
to include similar bridge types. 
 
Rachel Leibowitz, Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, said she was looking at the Oregon 
Historic Bridge Field Guide (http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/BRIDGE/docs/OHBG.pdf --
very large file). She thinks the video on the ftp site is quite interesting and thinks a longer 
version would be quite interesting. A management plan would be quite interesting but follow 
through with preservation would be the issue. 
 
Kitty Henderson said looking at an assessment of the remaining bridges and creation of a 
management plan is nothing without the commitment to preserve one. Texas is doing a program 
on truss bridges to develop a plan for them. The first step is to see what is out there. Oregon is 
very committed to saving their historic bridges—they bypass them, use them in one-way pairs, 
and use design exceptions. 
 

http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/BRIDGE/docs/OHBG.pdf
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Kitty Henderson asked if there was anything on the list thus far that could be nailed down as a 
commitment. Karen Daniels said that the video and an interpretive panel could be. MoDOT has 
done two videos as part of mitigation this last year and although we need a platform to make 
them available to the public, we think they are a good way to provide additional documentation 
of certain bridges. She has also been in contact with the City of Louisiana about placing an 
interpretive panel for the bridge, the City thinks one in the park overlooking the bridge location 
would be ideal, and has expressed their enthusiastic support. 
 
Rachel Leibowitz said she would like to see something like the field guide and asked Brad 
Koldehoff if the IDOT could be done sooner. Brad said they are trying to add staff to make 
updating the inventory easier. They have had discussions with IL FHWA about using federal 
funds for the project. 
 
Kitty said you can Google the Oregon Historic Bridge Field Guide to find it. 
 
Rachel Leibowitz said she would like to see a web-site or OCR code added to the interpretive 
panel to explain in additional detail and depth the engineering and technology that went into the 
bridge. 
 
Kitty Henderson said she’s looking beyond this bridge, looking a bit wider to see what we can do 
to document these bridges in a wider way. She recognizes that there are height and weight 
restrictions and wants to look at the bigger picture. The interpretive panel needs to look at bridge 
engineering. 
 
Judith Deel, MoSHPO, said she had three ideas: 1. incorporating into the MOA a commitment to 
explore doing a programmatic approach for the major bridges, 2. doing a Field Guide for 
Mississippi River Bridges, and 3. doing 3-D imaging for the bridge. Karen Daniels asked if she 
meant LIDAR scanning, and Judith confirmed that was what she meant. 
 
Rachael Leibowitz said that she thinks a Field Guide to Mississippi River Bridges for Missouri 
and Illinois sounds like a great idea. 
 
Judith Deel said that any place with public oriented information centers, such as the Great River 
Road welcome and interpretive centers, would be a good place to put information. 
 
No additional ideas were put forth. 
 
The next steps are for IDOT and MoDOT to identify their major river trusses and discuss with 
their bridge divisions the prospects of developing preventative maintenance plans/preservation 
plans for the bridges, and be able to report back. The group should plan on meeting again in 
about one month to try to finalize mitigation measures so the MOA can be finalized. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Champ Clark Bridge Consultation 
Route 54 over the Mississippi River 

Pike County, Illinois & Pike County, Missouri 
 

September 28, 2015 
1:30 – 3:30 p.m. 

 
Agenda 

 
601 W. Main, IS-2 
 
Teleconference call in # 573-526-3993, conference ID: 67346# 
 
 
Welcome 
 
Introductions 
 
Mitigation that MoDOT will be doing 
 Historic context 
 Interpretive panel on Champ Clark Bridge for display at Riverview Park 
 Archival photography to National Register Standards 
 Advertising availability of bridge for reuse in place or new location for 18 months 
 
Additional Mitigation ideas discussed at the last meeting 
 Maintenance/preservation plans for major river bridges 
 Videos 
 Educational materials—field guide, etc. 
 Interpretive panels 
 LIDAR imaging 
 
Finalize mitigation measures 
 
Discussion of any additional issues to be addressed in Memorandum of Agreement 
 
Next steps 
 
Adjourn 
 
 



September 28, 2015 Consultation Meeting 

 
Person Agency Attended E-mail 

Kitty Henderson Historic Bridge Foundation X kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com 

Nathan Holth HistoricBridges.org  nathan@historicbridges.org 

Dennis O'Connell IDOT District 6 
Environmental 

X Dennis.OConnell@illinois.gov 

Sal Madonia IDOT District 6  Sal.madonia3@illinois.gov 

Brad Koldehoff IDOT Cultural Resources X Brad.Koldehoff@Illinois.gov 

Claire Dappert IDOT Cultural Resources  Claire.Dappert@illinois.gov 

Jay Wavering IDOT District 6 X Jay.wavering@illinois.gov 

John Kelley IDOT District 6 X  Jonathan.Kelley@illinois.gov 

Ken Runkle IDOT Environmental 
Coordinator 

X Ken.Runkle@illinois.gov 

Janis Piland IL FHWA X Janis.Piland@dot.gov 

Jerry D (JD) Stevenson IL FHWA  Jerry.Stevenson@dot.gov 

Lou Haasis IL FWHA X lou.haasis@dot.gov 

David Halpin IL SHPO  David.Halpin@Illinois.gov 

Joe Phillippe IL SHPO   Joe.Phillippe@Illinois.gov 

Rachel Leibowitz IL SHPO  rachel.leibowitz@illinois.gov 

Charles Hoffman City of Louisiana, Historic 
Preservation Agency 

 charles3@big-river.net 

Raegan Ball Mo FHWA X Raegan.Ball@dot.gov 

Roopa Banerjee Mo FHWA  roopa.banerjee@dot.gov 

Gayle Unruh MoDOT Environmental X Gayle.Unruh@modot.mo.gov 

Jo Dent MoDOT Environmental  JoAnn.Dent@modot.mo.gov 

Karen Daniels MoDOT Historic 
Preservation 

X Karen.Daniels@modot.mo.gov 

Mike Meinkoth MoDOT Historic 
Preservation 

 Michael.Meinkoth@modot.mo.gov 

Keith Killen MoDOT Northeast District X Keith.Killen@modot.mo.gov 

Amanda Burke MoSHPO X amanda.burke@dnr.mo.gov 

Judith Deel MoSHPO X judith.deel@dnr.mo.gov 

Andy Borrowman Pike County, Illinois    
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Champ Clark Bridge Project 
Consultation Meeting 
September 28, 2015 

 
Minutes 

 
Gayle Unruh welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked them for participating in the 
Section 106 process. 
 
Introductions were made among the participants. A list of participants is attached. 
 
Karen Daniels reviewed the mitigation measures that the Missouri Department of Transportation 
(MoDOT) had previously agreed to do: 

 A historic context similar to those prepared for other major river crossings will be 
prepared. This document will discuss the planning for and construction of the Champ 
Clark Bridge as well as the impact it had on the surrounding communities.  

 Archival photography will be done to National Register standards. For many of our 
major river bridges it had not been possible to get photographs of the bridge details from 
the bridge deck because of the traffic volume and the difficulty of closing a traffic lane on 
the structures. Karen took advantage of the bridge closure for the inspection in August 
2015 and did the detail photography for the mitigation at that time, so the mitigation 
package for Champ Clark will include bridge details taken from on the bridge. This gave 
us an idea for future major bridges, to coordinate this kind of photography with the 
inspections, since we usually have a sufficiently long timeline the bridge will usually be 
closed at least once for inspection. 

 Advertising the availability of the bridge. The bridge is currently on the Free Bridges 
web-site and will be up until December 2016. The bridge has been marketed to local 
governments, historical societies, trail groups, and state parks. Press releases about the 
availability of the bridge have been prepared and Marissa Ellison, the Northeast District 
Communications Director, is working to identify additional potential interested parties to 
market to. The web-site www.champclarkbridge.com will be converted from the EA 
public input web-site into a way to advertise the bridge and post the history of the bridge. 

o Karen reported that she has had one inquiry about the bridge from a woman in 
Louisiana who is interested in preserving the bridge in place as a pedestrian 
bridge.  

 An interpretive panel at Riverview Park—we’ve talked with the City of Louisiana and 
they are enthusiastically supportive of the idea of an interpretive panel overlooking the 
bridge location. 

 
Additional mitigation ideas had been discussed at our August meeting, and needed additional 
research or consideration. 

 A preventative maintenance plan for the preservation of major river bridges—Karen 
Daniels reported that they had consulted with the Bridge Division. Two bridges were 
identified as being constructed before 1970 and having some “life left on them” by 
Bridge—the Liberty Bride in Jackson County and the Martin Luther King, Junior Bridge 
in St. Louis City. The Bridge Division believes that it will be possible to get another 20 to 

http://www.champclarkbridge.com/
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25 years of service out of the bridges, however they have passed the tipping point for 
long term preservation due to advanced section loss and pack rust in built up members. 
We don’t have good candidates for a preventative maintenance plan for major river 
bridges in Missouri. 

 Videos—MoDOT is willing to include video as part of the mitigation package, however 
we would like to know what the parties would like the video to include. The two videos 
that we have done as part of bridge mitigation in the past were for Kimberling City which 
was a rehab project and Sinking Creek where we wanted to catch the setting before a 
temporary bridge was constructed. So this project will be rather different for us. Kitty 
Henderson suggested contacting Rachel Leibowitz about the video content, since she had 
been very interested in this form of mitigation at our last meeting. Judith Deel suggested 
obtaining extra footage focusing on the river traffic, eagles and agricultural equipment 
use of the bridge; it would give people an idea of the scale of the bridge. Karen Daniels 
asked if agricultural equipment was still allowed to use the bridge. Keith Killen said that 
it is, as long as it is less than forty tons, and they arrange with police to close the bridge 
so they can cross. Raegan Ball said the video should incorporate what makes the bridge 
historic. Kitty said it should be an expansion of the interpretive panel. 

 Educational/Interpretive Materials— 
o MoDOT owns the web domain www.champclarkbridge.com, which is currently 

being used for the public input for the EA. Karen Daniels reported that she’s 
spoken with Marissa Ellison, and Marissa would like to transition the web page to 
bridge marketing and bridge history, so we will be able to include public friendly 
historical materials about the bridge and include links to the web site on other 
materials.  

o There had been a lot of discussion of the Oregon Bridge Field Guide at the last 
meeting. Karen Daniels said something of that magnitude was beyond what 
MoDOT would consider for mitigation for this project, however Oregon had also 
done a brochure, Spanning Oregon’s Coast, which was sent to everyone prior to 
the meeting, which she and Mike Meinkoth had discussed and MoDOT is willing 
to produce something along the lines of that brochure for the major river bridges. 
A brochure for the Mississippi River Bridges can be done in cooperation with 
IDOT and we can do a brochure for the Missouri River Bridges. 

 LIDAR scanning—Karen Daniels reported that MoDOT apparently owns the equipment 
to do 3D scanning of the bridge, and the section of the Design Division that owns the 
equipment is including in the job description for the operator to assist the Environmental 
and Historic Preservation Section with mitigation of historic buildings and bridges, so 
getting LIDAR scanning done for the bridge should not be an issue. 

 
Karen Daniels said that Nathan Holth had sent her an idea before the meeting for consideration. 
If the bridge has to be removed, salvaging materials from it to build the supports for the 
interpretive panel and had included a plan sheet showing how PennDOT had done so. Karen 
reported that she had forwarded the plan to Keith Killen, the project manager for MoDOT and 
asked if it would be possible to include a job special provision (JSP) in the contract to salvage 
sufficient materials to build the base. Keith’s response had been that the cost would be 
reasonable, so a JSP will be included in the project if the bridge comes down materials will be 
salvaged and reused in the interpretive panel supports. 

http://www.champclarkbridge.com/
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Karen Daniels also said that a JSP will be included for the removal of the bridge plaques, which 
will be given to the City of Louisiana, which wants them for the museum. The question was 
asked if we needed to offer a set of the plaques to Pike County, Illinois, and Karen said that she 
contact the County and the County Historical Society and see if they would be interested in 
having them. 
 
Karen Daniels said that the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will have programmatic 
approaches for archaeological surveys which still need to be conducted in Missouri and deep 
testing which needs to be done in Illinois. Brad Koldehoff said that they have concurrence from 
the Illinois SHPO on that concept. 
 
Karen Daniels reported that Raegan Ball, Mike Meinkoth and herself had a conversation about 
the MOA shortly after the last meeting. Raegan wanted to make sure that in the next version the 
responsibilities of the various parties were clearly spelled out—what IDOT was doing, what 
MoDOT was doing, that IL FHWA would oversee IDOT, and that MoFHWA would oversee 
MoDOT. Brad Koldehoff asked if who was responsible for the bridge would be spelled out. 
Karen said that the revised MOA would specify that MoDOT would be responsible for the 
bridge. Brad asked if the roles of the SHPO should be spelled out. Karen said it would be easy to 
add that the IL SHPO would review the Illinois side of the project, the Missouri SHPO would 
review the Missouri side of the project, and as the lead MoDOT would consult with the Missouri 
SHPO about the adequacy of the photography and be asked to review the historic context and 
photographs, IL SHPO would receive a copy. 
 
Kitty Henderson said that she would like for the consulting parties to be able to review the 
interpretive and educational materials (panels, brochures, web-site, etc.) before they are 
published and have input into those. She commented that in the past she has discovered mistakes 
and it would provide another set of eyes. Karen Daniels said that allowing for review would not 
be an issue. 
 
Judith Deel asked if it would be possible to put a blurb on the Historic Bridge Foundation web-
site requesting old photographs and family stories about the Champ Clark Bridge. Kitty 
Henderson said that the next newsletter goes out November 1, and if Karen gets her a short 
blurb, she’ll be happy to include it in the newsletter. 
 
Karen Daniels mentioned that there are construction photographs of the Champ Clark Bridge in 
the Illinois State Archives. She knows that the photographer who documented the construction of 
the bridge donated his archives to the state and they are housed there. To the best of her 
knowledge the collection has not been digitized. Brad Koldehoff said that IDOT would be happy 
to assist in getting the images from the Illinois State Archives. 
 
Karen Daniels said that she would try to get a revised MOA out for review and comment by the 
end of the year. Hopefully there would be few changes necessary then to finalize it and we would 
be able to start the signing process. 
 
The meeting adjourned. 



Appendix C: Public Meeting Summaries and Cultural Displays 
 



November 8, 2012 
Public Meeting Summary 
 
The first public meeting for the U.S. Route 54 Mississippi River Bridge Environmental 
Assessment was held in Louisiana, MO on Thursday November 8, 2012 from 5 p.m. until 6:30 
p.m. at the Twin Pike Family YMCA.  Advertisements were placed in the Pittsfield Pike Press, 
the Bowling Green Times, and the Louisiana Press Journal.  A news release was sent out October 
29 highlighting the upcoming meeting and the website where the displays are available and 
comments could be made online at www.modot.org/northeast. 
 
Displays available included “Environmental Constraints”, Existing Bridge Conditions”, “Why 
Improvements are Needed”, “Champ Clark Bridge Facts”, “EA Process” and “Cultural and 
Environmental”.  In addition a handout was provided and cards was available that promoted the 
ChampClarkBridge .com website. 
 
Six MoDOT staff attended the public meeting including four from the Northeast District and two 
from the Central Office Environmental Section.  Two representatives from the Illinois 
Department of Transportation attended the meeting as well. 
 
Thirty-nine community members attended the public meeting as well as one television station 
and two newspapers.  Seven written comments were received at the meeting and two comments 
were received by email.  Maintaining access across the river during construction of a new bridge 
is essential for residents and businesses.  There were several questions about the project 
including schedule, bridge location, potential right of way acquisition and project costs.  
Comments regarding bridge location included constructing a new bridge just north or just south 
of the existing bridge or locating a new bridge south near the  railroad bridge.  Other comments 
received at the meeting included inquiring if a ferry would be provided if the bridge were 
replaced in the same location, providing room for bicyclists and one encouraging MoDOT and 
IDOT to ensure the existing bridge is as safe as possible in the interim.   



Section 106 Process 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies, and 
the recipients of federal dollars, to consider the effects of their projects on “historic 
properties”.  Historic properties are defined as: 
 

Any historic or prehistoric site, district, building, structure or object 

included on, or eligible for inclusion on the National Register. 
 

Some examples include nationally significant resources, such as the Eads Bridge in 
St. Louis, resources of statewide significance, such as the University of Missouri 
campus in Columbia, and of local significance, such as the Louisiana Public Library. 
 
A systematic process is undertaken to identify historic properties, analyze potential 
effects on them, and determine what action will need to be taken to eliminate or 
mitigate those effects.  This is commonly referred to as the “Section 106 Process”.  
The process is outlined below. 

1 

2 

3 

Establish Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) 

Identify Resources and 
their Significance 

Determination of  
Project Effects 

Archival research and field surveys are 
conducted to identify historic properties within 
the APE.  The significance and integrity of the 
properties are documented. The State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is 
consulted about the findings. 

The study team determines how the project 
might affect historic properties within the 
APE, considering direct and indirect effects.  
If a resource is adversely affected, options for 
eliminating or mitigating those effects are 
considered.  This could include changing the 
location of the improvements or making 
adjustments in the design to lessen the 
effects. 

The area of potential effects (APE) is the area 
or areas where a project might have effects 
on historic properties. Each alternative 
considered for a project will have an APE. 

MoDOT hopes you, the public, will inform us of any properties you 
consider important. You can do this by leaving a comment on the 
public meeting response form or speaking with the representative 
of the Historic Preservation Section at the meeting. 

4 Resolve Adverse Effects 

Decisions regarding adverse effects on 
historic properties are formalized in a legally 
binding Memorandum of Agreement that 
becomes part of the study’s official 
documentation. It spells out what measures 
will be taken to mitigate the project effects on 
historic properties. 

Additional information can be found at http://www.modot.mo.gov/ehp/HistoricPreservation.htm.  



Route 54 Bridge at Louisiana 

 

North 3rd Street Historic District – Streetscape facing northeast. 

North 3rd Street Historic District – Streetscape facing southwest. 

North 3rd Street Historic District – Streetscape facing northwest. 

The Champ Clark Bridge is 
a 5-span, Pennsylvania 
through truss with 6 steel 
plate deck girder approach 
spans on the East end. It 
was built between 1926 and 
1928 for the Missouri-
Illinois Bridge Company 
and cost $1,000,000 to 
construct. It opened on 
May 15, 1928 and operated 
as a toll bridge until 1952, 
when it was freed.  

A comprehensive survey of historic 
resources of Louisiana has not been 
conducted. A survey of the project area 
will need to be conducted for the project. 
Archaeological surveys will need to be 
conducted in Missouri and Illinois. 
Architectural resources will need to be 
photographed and researched to 
determine if they have historical 
significance. 

North Third Street Historic District is 
roughly bounded by Georgia, Noyes, 
North 3rd Street and North Water Street. 
The district is significant in the areas of 
architecture and community planning & 
development, with a period of 
significance of 1843-1935. It is 
predominantly residential in nature, and 
contains some of the oldest homes in 
Louisiana. 



March 21, 2012 
Public Meeting Summary 
 
The second public meeting for the U.S. Route 54 Mississippi River Bridge Environmental 
Assessment was held in Louisiana, MO on Thursday March 21, 2012 from 5 p.m. until 6:30 p.m. 
at the Twin Pike Family YMCA.  Advertisements were placed in the Pittsfield Pike Press, the 
Bowling Green Times, and the Louisiana Press Journal.  A news release was sent out March 21 
highlighting the upcoming meeting and the website where the displays are available and 
comments could be made online at www.modot.org/northeast. 
 
Displays available included “No Build and Rehabilitation Alternatives”, “Partial Replacement 
and Existing Location Alternative”, “Upstream Alternative”, “Downstream Alternative”, 
“Upstream Alternative with Improved Alignment”, “Skewed Downstream Alternative”, 
“Eliminated Alternatives” and “Environmental Assessment Process”.  In addition two handouts 
were provided, the first was “Pros & Cons for each alternative” and the second was a comment 
form for the public to provide feedback regarding each alternative.  
 
Five MoDOT staff attended the public meeting including four from the Northeast District and 
one from the Central Office Environmental Section.  One representative from the Illinois 
Department of Transportation attended the meeting as well. 
 
Sixty community members attended the public meeting.  Local media in attendance included two 
television stations and two newspapers.  Fifteen written comments were received at the meeting 
and seven comments were received by email.  The Upstream Alternative (Red) and Downstream 
Alternative (Green) received the most support with the Adjacent Upstream with Improved 
Alignment Alternative (Yellow) also receiving supportive comments.  One preferred the Partial 
Replacement Alternative and one preferred the Existing Location Alternative if a ferry could be 
provided during construction.  Maintaining access across the river during construction was a 
consistent theme.  Several in the community said addressing the Route 54 and Route 79 
intersections were needed including bigger intersections for large trucks and maintaining access 
to the historic downtown area.  



October 2, 2013 
Public Meeting Summary 
 
The third public meeting for the U.S. Route 54 Mississippi River Bridge Environmental 
Assessment was held in Louisiana, MO on Tuesday October 2, 2013 from 4:30 p.m. until 6:00 
p.m. at the Twin Pike Family YMCA.  Advertisements were placed in the Pittsfield Pike Press, 
the Bowling Green Times, the People’s Tribune and the Louisiana Press Journal.  A news release 
was sent out September 20 highlighting the upcoming meeting and the website where displays 
would be available and comments could be made online at www.modot.org/northeast. 
 
Displays presented concerning the bridge included “Where are we in the EA process”, “Adjacent 
Upstream Alternative”, “Adjacent Downstream Alternative”, “Adjacent Upstream Alternative 
with Improved Alignment” and “Bridge Alternatives Comparison Table”.  Displays focusing on 
the intersection of Route 54 and MO 79 South included “Option 1”, “Option 2”, “Option 3”, 
“Option 4” and “Options Comparison Table”.  In addition a comment form was provided for the 
public to provide feedback regarding the bridge alternatives and each option for improving the 
Route 54 and MO 79 South intersection.  
 
Six MoDOT staff attended the public meeting including four from the Northeast District and two 
from the Central Office Environmental Section.  Two representatives from the Illinois 
Department of Transportation attended the meeting. 
 
Fifty-one community members attended the public meeting.  Local media in attendance included 
two newspapers.  Nine written comments were received at the meeting regarding the bridge 
alternatives.  The Upstream Alternative (Red) and Downstream Alternative (Green) each 
received 3 comments supporting the alternatives with others having them as their second choice.  
The Adjacent Upstream with Improved Alignment Alternative (Yellow) received two supportive 
comments.  Other comments received stressed minimizing the impact to the marina and 
businesses were important.  An additional comment asked about reusing the existing piers which 
was previously considered but eliminated due to the required bridge closure and lengthy detour.  
 
Eight written comments were received at the meeting regarding improving the intersection of 
Route 54 and MO 79 South.  Five recommended Option 1 due to its minimizing impacts to the 
existing businesses with one commenting this option would not solve the intersections issues.  
One comment recommended Option 2 while two others had it as their second choice.  No one 
recommended Option 3 however some commented that Option 2 and Option 3 could be moved 
closer to existing Route 54.  Option 4 had one supporting comment and six comments against.  
Those opposed citied impacts to businesses and increased costs as reasons for not supporting 
Option 4. 



Architectural Survey 

The Missouri Department of Transportation understands that members of the community 
know the history of their community, and its buildings, better than we do. If you are aware 
of any buildings within the project study area that you think we should give consideration 
to for meeting the National Register criteria, please speak with the representative at the 
meeting, make a note on the comment form, or call 888-ASK-MoDOT and ask to speak 
with Karen Daniels. 

Additional information can be found at http://www.modot.mo.gov/ehp/HistoricPreservation.htm.  

An architectural survey has been done within the project study area. The project study area encompasses the 
footprints of all the bridge and Highway 54 alternates and the Highway 79 interchange options and includes a 
250’ buffer to consider direct and indirect effects on historic properties. 
 

All the buildings, structures and objects within the 
study area have been photographed. These resources 
include houses, commercial buildings, signs, stone 
and brick walls and brick posts. The history of the 
properties will be researched and the history of the 
subdivisions that make up the area will be studied. 

The resources will be evaluated for eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The National 
Register is the nation’s listing of buildings, structures, objects, sites and districts that are significant in American 
history, prehistory, architecture, engineering and culture. To be eligible for listing on the National Register a property 
must have integrity and: 

A.  Be associated with significant events in American history; 
B.  Be associated with a significant person(s) in American history; 
C. Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; represent the work of a 

master; or be part of a distinguishable entity whose individual components may lack distinction; or 
D.  Have yielded, or be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.  





 
 
 

APPENDIX C 

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for FHWA 

Projects that Necessitate the Use of Historic Bridges 

 

 

 

PENDING FHWA APPROVAL 
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PENDING FHWA APPROVAL 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 
 
 

APPENDIX D 

Section 4(f) for Public Lands 

 

 

 

 

PENDING FHWA CONCURRENCE 
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APPENDIX E 

Agency and Tribal Correspondence  

 Scoping Meeting 

 NEPA 404 Merger Meetings 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Non-Recreational Outgrant Letter 

 Threatened and Endangered Species Correspondence 

 Letter from City of Louisiana  
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Scoping Meeting 

The agencies and tribes below received copies of the following scoping letter and 

attachments: 

AGENCIES: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Louis District 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District 

U.S. Coast Guard 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 7 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, NEPA Implementation Section 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 7 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Missouri Ecological Services Field Office 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rock Island Field Office, Ecological Services 

Natural Resources Conservation Service, Missouri State Office 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

Illinois Department of Agriculture 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

Illinois Historic Preservation Agency 

Missouri Department of Conservation 

State of Missouri Emergency Management Agency 

Pike County, Missouri 

City of Louisiana, Missouri 

Sny Island Levee Drainage District, New Canton, Illinois 

TRIBES: 

Hi-Chunk Nation 

Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska 

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 

Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma 

Kaw Nation 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma 

Osage Nation 

Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma 

Ponca Tribe of Nebraska 

Sac and Fox Nation of the Missouri in Kansas in Nebraska 

Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma 

 

 













































































 

Threatened and Endangered  

Species Correspondence  





























 
 

 
 
 

APPENDIX F 

Public and Agency Involvement 

 Agency Coordination Meetings 

 Community Advisory Group Meetings 

 Public Meetings Summaries and Documentation 
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COORDINATION MEETINGS 
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Representatives from MoDOT and IDOT met with resource agencies at MoDOT’s Northeast 

District Office, in Hannibal, MO to hold coordination meetings discuss the purpose and need for 

the project, the NEPA process and schedule, environmental resources and impacts, agency 

coordination, public involvement, and the range of alternatives.  

 

May 14, 2012 Agency Coordination Meeting 

It was determined that the purpose and need for the project is to replace a functionally obsolete 

bridge on Route 54, over the Mississippi River.   

Army Corps of Engineers 

There are two USACE districts that have jurisdiction over the project – St. Louis District and Rock 

Island District. The USACE will determine which district will serve as cooperating agency taking the 

lead on USACE issues. Most of the 404 impacts will occur in Illinois. The Sny Levee District receives 

funding from the USACE and provides concurrence with the USACE on projects that may affect the 

levee.  For this purpose the project requires a Section 408 permit.   

Resources in the area related to USACE permitting include the Mississippi River, wetlands, public 

access area to the river, a marina, a road to the south in Illinois providing sole access to private 

land and USFWS land south of Route 54, Indiana bat habitat, and navigational impacts. Any 

crossing of USACE land requires a permanent easement. It is important to maintain access to the 

marina. The loss of public land may require mitigation, acre for acre adjacent to the impacted 

public land.  Route 54 is overtopped (water is to the top of the guardrail) west of the Sny Levee.  

Indiana bat habitat has to be checked and cleared.  The USACE requests that those responsible for 

channel maintenance, dikes, and dredging be included in discussions concerning navigational 

impacts. 

  March 19, 2014 Agency Coordination Meeting 

The purpose of the meeting was to meet with environmental agencies that will be most affected by 

the choice of the preferred alternative. 

Keith Killen with MoDOT provided a project update since the last meeting.  MoDOT met with the 

Sny Levee Board and the road improvements would be designed to be compatible with a 500-year 

levee.   

A comparison of alternatives table and aerial photographs showing the extent of each alternative 

were distributed to the group and discussed to assist in determining the preferred alternative. 

MoDOT and IDOT agreed that of the Red, Yellow, and Green alternatives, the Green Downstream 

Alternative is preferred.  This decision is based on the least impacts to resources including historic 

buildings; constructability; cost; and to some extent, public support.  The Green alternative would 

impact wetlands and real estate on the Illinois side of the river.  There are impacts to wetlands and 

real estate with respect to all of the alternatives, though impacts are greater for the Green 

alternative. 

It was discussed that a bridge on existing alignment would require closure of the current bridge 

causing lengthy and publically unacceptable detours.  Janis Piland of Illinois FHWA suggested that 

the reduction of impacts to wetlands for the Green alternative could be achieved through 

engineering solutions such as increasing the slope or using a retaining wall to reduce the foot print 

of the fill in the wetlands. 

Tim Nelson, Charlie Deutsch, and Katy Fetcher of the USACE real estate section indicated that 

USACE lands needed for the project would by policy require one-to-one replacement.  Jayne Doerr 



 
 

of the USACE suggested that the type of wetland impacts that would occur at this location would 

most likely require five-to-one compensatory mitigation and that the USACE policy does not allow 

for it to be debited from the Illinois wetland bank.  Mr. Deutsch stated the USACE had higher 

standards for wetland banks used to compensate for impacts to wetland on USACE lands.  It was 

also noted that mitigation for wetlands on USACE lands must be undertaken on USACE lands and 

that additional land would need to be purchased and deeded to the USACE in any area adjacent to 

existing USACE holdings.  Replacement of real estate itself could be used to overlap with a portion 

of the wetland mitigation, if it is suitable for such.  However, it was subsequently explained that 

any wetland mitigation must be within the USACE St. Louis District, on the river side of the Sny 

Levee.  The real estate for the land side of the levee will most likely require replacement, and 

wetland mitigation lands could be found that met these criteria.  

Gayle Unruh of MoDOT explained that she had mitigated wetlands impact on USACE lands five to 

six times by developing wetlands on existing USACE lands within the USACE Kansas City District 

without purchasing additional land to do so.  Mr. Deutsch suggested that was not the current 

USACE policy.  The USACE indicated they would send the policy on replacement of land and 

mitigation to MoDOT and IDOT. 

Ms. Piland mentioned that real estate held by the USACE that has diffused use such as for hunting, 

bird watching, or fishing is not considered a Section 4(f) property. Raegan Ball of Missouri FHWA 

concurred with her on that point.  It appears that none of the alternatives would have Section 4(f) 

impacts on the south side of the existing road, in Illinois. 

It was mentioned that a Section 408 permit for work over the SNY Levee be coordinated with the 

USACE Rock Island District. 

There was discussion as to what the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may require for Indiana 

bat habitat.  Ms. Doerr mentioned that the last electric transmission project mitigated a 1.5-acre 

impact to habitat with 67 acres.  Denny O’Connell with IDOT stated that an Indiana bat study had 

been completed, but the adverse conditions had impacted the study so a follow up study would be 

conducted this year. 

The writing of the Environmental Assessment document will be underway this spring with a 

submittal to FHWA in May for the first round of review.  The agencies will be seeing the document 

in September at the next Illinois merger meeting. 

The USACE will check on land replacement policies.  IDOT will work on the Indiana bat contract 

for continued study.  Mussel studies will also be conducted this spring/summer season.  MoDOT 

will include the results of those studies in the document as well as discussions with USFWS.  

MoDOT will contact the USACE Rock Island District to check on their land replacement policies 

since they were not represented at the meeting.   
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MoDOT held a series of CAG meetings comprised of area community members, to enlist their 

feedback on and support of the project.  Meetings occurred October 9, 2012, November 13, 2012, 

March 12, 2013, June 7, 2013, September 18, 2013, and April 22, 2014, at Twin Pike Family 

YMCA, in Louisiana, MO.  Representatives from MoDOT and IDOT attended the meetings. 

 

October 9, 2012 CAG Meeting 

Discussion topics included methods to share the project with others and ways to promote the next 

public meeting on November 8, 2012. Folders with project information were distributed to group 

members with discussion as to the purpose and need for the project. At this time there was no 

funding set aside for the project from either MoDOT or IDOT. CAG member roles were discussed. 

MoDOT would oversee the project with assistance from IDOT, and FHWA would make the final 

decision on the location of the bridge. Community members would have the opportunity to 

express their input.   

Action items included MoDOT providing information to the communities impacted by the 

bypasses. IDOT would provide its plans for the Route 54 corridor in Illinois. CAG members would 

schedule time with key interest groups to inform them of the project. All would promote the public 

hearing on November 8,  

 

November 13, 2012 CAG Meeting 

Discussion topics included the agency and public involvement coordination plan, the CAG 

Operation Agreement, and public reaction from the November 8, 2012, public meeting. Action 

items included development of a project fact sheet, follow-up on a prior study in the area 

regarding the relocation of the bridge crossing near the railroad bridge south, possible reuses of the 

Champ Clark Bridge, and development of a public announcement for safety improvements that 

could be made to the existing bridge. A meeting will be scheduled with the Hermann Bridge 

Community for their input and guidance as the city previously completed a bridge replacement 

project. CAG members were asked to distribute posters and fact sheets where possible to encourage 

public awareness of the project, and to contact impacted residents to engage them in the EA 

process. 

 

March 12, 2103 CAG Meeting 

Discussion topics included the review of displays for the next public meeting, Route 54/Route 79 

intersection improvements and community preferences, and distribution of a feedback form to be 

used at the next public meeting. The next step in the process is to determine reasonable alternatives 

for identified environmental impacts, and to obtain approval of the Purpose and Need section of 

the EA, in June.  

 

June 7, 2013 CAG Meeting 

Discussion topics included an update on the status of the NEPA process and exploring options for 

improving the Route 54/Route 79 intersection. The next NEPA merger meeting is scheduled for 

June 25, 2013, in Springfield, Illinois. The Alternatives for Consideration have been submitted to 

the Illinois FHWA. The Coast Guard provided a recommendation that the project match the 

existing bridge navigation opening which would be a major cost saver. MoDOT presented eight 

options for discussion for improving the Route 54/Route 79 intersection. Four intersection options 

were revised based on public comments. If intersection improvements are not undertaken in 

conjunction with the bridge project, future improvements would be required to compete with 



 
 

regional priorities across the MoDOT Northeast District making it uncertain if or when intersection 

improvements would occur.  

 

September 18, 2013 CAG Meeting 

Discussion topics included an update on the status of the NEPA process and the three bridge 

alternatives for further study. The upcoming public meeting on October 2, 2013, would include an 

explanation of the three bridge alternatives that would be carried forward, as well as the four 

intersection alternatives. Detailed public survey data and environmental information are being 

collected. It was clarified that the bridge alignment option would be determined independent of 

the options to improve the Route 54/Route 79 intersection. Discussion of the three bridge 

alternatives included forested wetland impacts on the Army Corps of Engineers’ land and the 

significance to the project.  Discussion of possible intersection improvements included adding a 

westbound center left turn lane onto Route 79 south, the consideration of a traffic light, 

constructing a 3-way intersection, and defining access options to existing businesses. 

 

April 22, 2014 CAG Meeting 

An update was provided on the status of the NEPA process.  Public survey information was 

collected for review. The vertical profile of each bridge alternative was presented. Specific 

improvements in Louisiana were identified. Cost estimates and right of way needs of each 

alternative were discussed and environmental and socioeconomic impacts were also presented. The 

Sny Levee board agreed to the new roadway being constructed 8 feet above the existing levee top. 

MoDOT and IDOT have met with the US Army Corps of Engineers concerning wetland impacts 

from the project. MoDOT and IDOT recommended the alternative adjacent downstream 

alternative (Green) as the preferred alternative for recommendation for approval to FHWA at the 

September NEPA/404 Merger Meeting.  Options to add lighting, railing, and signage elements to 

the bridge were explained as well as providing pedestrian and bicycle access on the bridge.  Project 

funding constraints were discussed. The city of Louisiana expressed their willingness to work with 

MoDOT and IDOT to inform the public about the bridge options. MoDOT and IDOT will meet 

with the Lower Salt River Association to discuss any bridge and river concerns. 

 

     November 4, 2014 CAG Meeting 

An update was provided on the condition of the bridge.  The bridge was closed recently for repairs 

that included deck sealing and replacement of expansion joints.  The most recent inspection in 

September resulted in reducing the load posting below the current 40-ton limit.  As the bridge 

continues to deteriorate, MoDOT and IDOT will continue to evaluate the amount of funds 

acceptable to keep the bridge open.  Long term bridge closure would have devastating effects to 

Louisiana and Pike County, MO and Pike County, IL.  It was asked whether an economic study has 

been performed to assess impacts of a bridge closure.    

Available funding for bridge replacement was discussed.  IDOT has funding earmarked for fiscal 

year 2019.  Funding required is more than the yearly MoDOT Northeast District construction 

budget. MoDOT has existing statewide revenue, but at this time it is not enough to fund the bridge 

replacement and this project would have to compete for funding against other Missouri 

transportation projects.  Any new revenue is required to be disbursed through the Missouri 

legislative process or from additional federal disbursements. 

An update on the Environmental Assessment was provided at the meeting.  All agencies have 

concurred with proceeding with the Green alternative.   The mussel survey revealed no state or 



 
 

federal protected species in the project area.  MoDOT and IDOT continue to work with USACE to 

reach an agreement on how to mitigate the loss of wetlands due to the new bridge construction.  

Once a mitigation plan is approved, the Environmental Assessment will be finalized for submission 

to FHWA for final approval.  Once the Environmental Assessment is approved, the preferred 

alternative will be presented to the public for comment.  Due to the lack of funding at this time, 

the best case scenario would be to gain FHWA approval for moving into the design phase and to 

continue promoting the bridge for funding.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

PUBLIC MEETINGS 
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PUBLIC MEETING 1 – NOVEMBER 8, 2012 

 

The first public meeting for the U.S. Route 54 Mississippi River Bridge Environmental Assessment 

was held in on Thursday, November 8, 2012, from 5 p.m. until 6:30 p.m., at the Twin Pike 

Family YMCA, in Louisiana, MO. Public notices of the meeting were placed in the Pittsfield Pike 

Press, the Bowling Green Times, and the Louisiana Press Journal. A news release was issued on 

October 29 which highlighted the upcoming meeting and the website where project displays 

were made available and where comments could be made online at www.modot.org/northeast.  

 

Displays included “Environmental Constraints”, Existing Bridge Conditions”, “Why Improvements 

are Needed”, “Champ Clark Bridge Facts”, “EA Process” and “Cultural and Environmental”. 

Additionally, a handout was provided and cards were available that promoted the 

ChampClarkBridge.com website. 

 

Six MoDOT staff attended the public meeting including four from the Northeast District and two 

from the Central Office Environmental Section. Two representatives from the Illinois Department 

of Transportation also attended the meeting. 

 

Thirty-nine community members attended the public meeting along with one television station 

and two newspapers.  Seven written comments were received at the meeting and two comments 

were received by email. It was emphasized that maintaining access across the river during 

construction of a new bridge is essential for residents and businesses. There were several questions 

about the project schedule, bridge location, potential right of way acquisition, and project costs.  

Comments regarding bridge location included constructing a new bridge just north or just south 

of the existing bridge or locating a new bridge south near the  railroad bridge.  Other comments 

included whether a ferry would be provided if the bridge were replaced in the same location, the 

importance of providing room for bicyclists, and encouraging MoDOT and IDOT to ensure the 

existing bridge is as safe as possible in the interim. 
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PUBLIC MEETING 2 – MARCH 21, 2103 

 

The second public meeting for the U.S. Route 54 Mississippi River Bridge Environmental 

Assessment was held Thursday March 21, 2013, from 5 p.m. until 6:30 p.m., in Louisiana, MO, at 

the Twin Pike Family YMCA. Public notices for the meeting were placed in the Pittsfield Pike 

Press, the Bowling Green Times, and the Louisiana Press Journal. A news release was issued on 

March 21 highlighting the upcoming meeting and the website where project displays were made 

available and where comments could be made online at www.modot.org/northeast. 

 

Displays included “No Build and Rehabilitation Alternatives”, “Partial Replacement and Existing 

Location Alternative”, “Upstream Alternative”, “Downstream Alternative”, “Upstream 

Alternative with Improved Alignment”, “Skewed Downstream Alternative”, “Eliminated 

Alternatives” and “Environmental Assessment Process”. Additionally, a handout was provided 

entitled “Pros & Cons for each alternative” and a comment form was distributed to the public for 

providing feedback on each alternative.  

 

Five MoDOT staff attended the public meeting including four from the Northeast District and 

one from the Central Office Environmental Section. One representative from the Illinois 

Department of Transportation also attended the meeting. 

 

Sixty community members attended the public meeting.  Local media in attendance included two 

television stations and two newspapers.  Fifteen written comments were received at the meeting 

and seven comments were received by email.  The Upstream Alternative (Red) and Downstream 

Alternative (Green) received the most support with the Adjacent Upstream with Improved 

Alignment Alternative (Yellow) also receiving supportive comments. One member of the public 

preferred the Partial Replacement Alternative and one person preferred the Existing Location 

Alternative if a ferry could be provided during construction.  Maintaining access across the river 

during construction was consistently supported.  Several community members agreed that 

addressing the Route 54 and Route 79 intersections is needed including larger intersections for 

bigger trucks and for maintaining access to the historic downtown area.  
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PUBLIC MEETING 3 – OCTOBER 1, 2013 

 

The third public meeting for the U.S. Route 54 Mississippi River Bridge Environmental Assessment 

was held in Louisiana, MO on Tuesday October 1, 2013 from 4:30 p.m. until 6:00 p.m. at the 

Twin Pike Family YMCA.  Advertisements were placed in the Pittsfield Pike Press, the Bowling 

Green Times, the People’s Tribune and the Louisiana Press Journal.  A news release was issued on 

September 20 highlighting the upcoming meeting and the website where displays were available 

and comments could be made online at www.modot.org/northeast. 

 

Displays were presented including “Where are we in the EA process”, “Adjacent Upstream 

Alternative”, “Adjacent Downstream Alternative”, “Adjacent Upstream Alternative with 

Improved Alignment” and “Bridge Alternatives Comparison Table”.  Displays focused on the 

intersection of Route 54 and MO 79 South, specifically “Option 1”, “Option 2”, “Option 3”, 

“Option 4” and an “Options Comparison Table”.  Additionally, a comment form was provided 

for the public to provide feedback regarding the bridge alternatives and each option for 

improving the Route 54 and MO 79 South intersection.  

 

Six MoDOT staff attended the public meeting including four from the Northeast District and two 

from the Central Office Environmental Section. Two representatives from the Illinois Department 

of Transportation attended the meeting. 

 

Fifty-one community members attended the public meeting.  Local media in attendance included 

two newspapers. Nine written comments were received at the meeting regarding the bridge 

alternatives.  The Upstream Alternative (Red) and Downstream Alternative (Green) each received 

three comments of support while others chose them as their second choice. The Adjacent 

Upstream with Improved Alignment Alternative (Yellow) received two comments of support. 

Other comments received stressed the importance of minimizing the impact to the marina and 

businesses.  There was an inquiry about the possibility of reusing the existing piers which was 

previously considered but eliminated due to the required bridge closure and lengthy detour.  

 

Eight written comments were received at the meeting for improving the intersection of Route 54 

and MO 79 South.  There were five recommendations for Option 1 due to its minimizing impacts 

to the existing businesses.  However, one of the recommendations included a comment that this 

option would not solve the intersection issues.  There was one recommendation for Option 2 

while two others chose it as their second choice. There were no recommendations for Option 3. 

However, there were several comments that Option 2 and Option 3 could be moved closer to 

existing Route 54.  There was one supporting comment for Option 4 and six comments against.  

Those opposed citied impacts to businesses and increased costs as reasons for not supporting 

Option 4. 
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