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An Appalachian Development Highway 

Summary 

This document summarizes impacts and consequences of the proposed development of 

the new divided, four-lane, limited access highway in Scioto County, Ohio, referred to as 
the Portsmouth Bypass (hereinafter "the Project"), designated as State Route 823, and 

to present appropriate measures to reduce adverse effects and augment the positive, 
long-term benefits of the project. This report details the preliminary development and 
alternatives evaluation process conducted to carry forward the "Airport Bypass" 
concept, identified as the concept that best satisfies the purpose of and need for the 

project as described in the Feasibility Study Report for US Route 23 Portsmouth 
Transportation Study (April 2001). It also details the process conducted to recommend 
a preferred alignment for the project. A summary of expected impacts by the Preferred 
Alternative includes: 

• Displacement or landlock of 30 single-family residences, 1 apartment building, 10 
mobile homes and 8 other residences 

• 941 acres of private property for conversion to highway right-of-way 

• 55 acres of active farmland 
• 435 acres of property landlocked (from 45 properties) 
• 5.55 acres of direct Category 1 and Category 2 wetland impact from 10 total 

wetlands 

• 20,881 feet of natural stream channel lost from 37 total streams 
• 493 acres of impacts to woodland habitats and 47.58 acres of floodplain crossed 

• No impacts on any Sole Source aquifers and overall minor impacts to 
groundwater resources 

• No impacts on any NRHP-eligible history/ architecture properties (no Section 4(f) 
applicability) 

• No impacts to any NRHP-eligible archaeology sites 
• No impacts on any Section 4(f) applicable public lands 
• No impacts on any Environmental Justice communities or neighborhoods 
• The project is in conformity with regional air quality attainment requirements 

• Noise impacts possible warranting 1 structural noise abatement 

Before completion of the proposed project, several federal actions will be required, 
including obtaining a federal 404/401 permit and authorization for purchase of right-of

way with federal money for construction. 
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1.0 Purpose of and Need for Action 
 
The Purpose and Need for the proposed Portsmouth Bypass was prepared as part of 
the planning study for the project and documented in Feasibility Study Report for US 
Route 23 Portsmouth Transportation Study (April 2001) prepared for the Ohio 
Department of Transportation by Gannett Fleming Engineers and Architects.  Excerpts 
of the planning document are condensed and provided within this section.   
 
The planning document was provided to the following agencies for review and comment 
in early 2001:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency (OEPA), Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Their 
comments on the Purpose and Need and other aspects of the planning study are 
summarized in Section 5.0 Comments and Coordination. 
 
1.1 Project Description 
 
The purpose of the project is to increase access to the project area to attract potential 
economic development, and to increase mobility in the region by decreasing travel 
times. 
 
1.2 Project Background 
 
1.2.1 Regional Setting/Study Area 
 
The proposed project is located in Scioto 
County, Ohio, approximately ninety miles 
south of Columbus, Ohio, and forty-five 
miles northwest of Huntington, West 
Virginia.  Other nearby towns include 
Wheelersburg and Ironton, Ohio, and 
Ashland and Greenup, Kentucky.  
Existing transportation facilities in the 
region include US 23, US 52, SR 32, 
Kentucky’s A-A Highway, Norfolk 
Southern Railway (one mainline), CSX 
(two mainlines), AMTRAK service, Scioto 
County Airport, and Ohio River barge 
shipping. 

Figure 1-1: Regional Setting 
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Scioto County contains a small urban area consisting of the City of Portsmouth and 
several surrounding towns.  Much of the remaining county is hilly and forested. The 
geography of the Portsmouth area is important in its history.  The City is built on a 
narrow strip of flat ground – less than one mile wide – adjacent to the Ohio River.  The 

Figure 1-2: Planning Study Area 
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Scioto River Valley in the western portion of the study area is mostly floodplain and 
floodway.  Only narrow strips of land are developable along existing US 23 and SR 104 
in this valley.  The hills north of Portsmouth are high, steep and undeveloped.  Within 
the hills are narrow valleys that are fully developed with single family housing and small 
commercial sites where terrain allows.  These developed valleys extend for five to ten 
miles outside of Portsmouth.  These linear urban corridors resulted from the City’s full 
development of land in areas adjacent to the Ohio River.  An exception to the 
predominant hilly terrain, with narrow valleys, is the Little Scioto River Valley.  This 
valley is over one mile wide and contains only small amounts of flood plain.  Most of this 
valley is agricultural.  
 
Historically, the idea of a Portsmouth Bypass has been to accommodate through traffic 
movements from US 23 north of Portsmouth to US 52 southeast of Portsmouth on the 
Ohio side of the Ohio River, or US 23 southeast of Portsmouth on the Kentucky side of 
the Ohio River.  For the planning study, the Study Area boundary was defined to 
accommodate all reasonable alternatives to address this through movement.  The Study 
Area is shown on Figure 1-2.  The northern limit is the Lucasville area, as US 23 north 
of this point is four-lane, controlled access with few impediments to mobility.  The 
southern and eastern limit was based upon the location of existing US 23 and US 52, 
which contain few deficiencies to the south and east.   

1.2.2 The Appalachian Development Highway System 

In 1964, the President’s Appalachian Regional Commission (PARC) reported to 
Congress that economic growth in Appalachia would not be possible until the Region’s 
isolation had been overcome. Because the cost of building highways through 
Appalachia’s mountainous terrain was high, the Region had never been served by 
adequate roads. Its network of narrow, winding, two-lane roads, snaking through narrow 
stream valleys or over mountaintops, was slow to drive, unsafe, and in many places 
worn out. The nation’s interstate highway system had largely bypassed the Appalachian 
Region, going through or around the Region’s rugged terrain as cost-effectively as 
possible. 

The PARC report and the Appalachian governors placed top priority on a modern 
highway system as the key to economic development. As a result, Congress authorized 
the construction of the Appalachian Development Highway System (ADHS) in the 
Appalachian Development Act of 1965. The ADHS was designed to generate economic 
development in previously isolated areas, supplement the interstate system, connect 
Appalachia to the interstate system, and provide access to areas within the Region as 
well as to markets in the rest of the nation. 

US 23 is a designated Appalachian Corridor from Columbus, Ohio, to Asheville, North 
Carolina.  The Appalachian Highway System is a dedicated mileage network with 
dedicated funding through the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC).  In Scioto 
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County, ARC maps show two Appalachian corridors.  These two corridors are a split of 
Corridor “B” (US 23) into two parallel corridors that rejoin into a single corridor (similar to 
I-70 and I-470 at St. Clairsville and Wheeling).  The Appalachian Highways Program is 
intended to open up impoverished areas with transportation facilities that will facilitate 
economic development.  Its purpose is to fund projects that, because of their cost, 
would have difficulty becoming a priority for the state.   
 
1.2.3  Project History/Previous Studies 
 
As early as 35 years ago, various highway improvements, including a bypass around 
Portsmouth, were proposed.  The approximate locations of these earlier proposals are 
shown on Figure 1-3 on the following page.  The oldest proposal is the SR 423 
northeast bypass, with construction plans developed in the 1960's.  This project was not 
built due to shifting statewide priorities and emerging environmental concerns.  A west 
bypass studied during the 1980s did not show progress for many years because of 
intensive studies required for a large number of Native American burial sites, and 
ultimately was canceled for lack of funding and changed priorities.  Another effort was 
initiated in the early 1990s as part of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act (ISTEA) designation of a corridor called the Great Lakes/Mid-Atlantic High Priority 
Corridor, also known as I-73/I-74.  This effort was taken over by the Ohio Turnpike 
Commission in 1994.  The chosen route for a bypass of Portsmouth within that study 
was a northeast bypass that ran from Lucasville to Minford to Wheelersburg.  This 
project failed in 1996 when the Ohio Turnpike Commission decided that it was not 
financially feasible for them to proceed with any of the I-73/I-74 projects.  Prior to the 
Turnpike’s abandonment of this project, there was substantial public support for the 
Turnpike’s concept and alignment 
 
On November 30, 1998, an agreement was reached between Congressman Ted 
Strickland and local transportation advocates to keep the pursuit of a Portsmouth 
Bypass alive.  This Southeastern Ohio Highway Compact specified federal earmarks, 
Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) funding, and ODOT monies to be allocated 
across four highway initiatives in the region.  As part of this deal the Portsmouth project 
received $55 million of funding within the Ohio Department of Transportation’s (ODOT) 
current four-year construction program 
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Before these funds could be utilized fully, a project must first be determined to be 
feasible.  In this case, a project would be considered feasible if:  (1) transportation 
needs could be identified that would be solved by the project; (2) adequate traffic 
volumes would utilize the new facility; (3) the project would have no fatal flaws in terms 
of constructability, or social, economic and environmental impacts; and (4) the project 
would have a benefit/cost ratio of 1.0 or greater.  As specified in the compact, ODOT 
initiated preliminary development activities in June of 1999. The Feasibility Study, of 

Figure 1-3: Previous Concepts Considered 
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which this Purpose and Need is a component, was intended to quantify the 
transportation needs within the Study Area, analyze alternatives, and recommend a 
solution. 
 
Historically, solutions proposed for Portsmouth transportation problems have included 
two alternatives.  The first idea was to connect the existing four-lane divided US 23 
north of Portsmouth to the US 52 freeway east of Portsmouth.  The second idea was to 
continue the four-lane divided US 23 corridor from north of Portsmouth to the southwest 
crossing the Scioto River to connect to the Carl Perkins Bridge across the Ohio River 
where US 23 resumes as a four-lane divided highway to the southeast.  Most new 
facility alternatives will probably fall into these two broad categories.  Other ideas 
considered were improving the existing roads or making traffic operations 
improvements.  An examination of planning-level alternatives is included in Section 2.0 
Alternatives. 
 
1.2.4  Status of Other Projects in the Region 
 
There are several proposed or active transportation projects within or in proximity to the 
proposed Portsmouth Bypass.  These projects were considered in the development and 
analysis of alternatives to address identified transportation needs.  Each project below 
has independent utility and is expected to proceed without regard to the outcome of the 
proposed project. 
 
SCI-23-5.35. This is a bridge and road project centered on the existing overpass of US 
23 over the Norfolk Southern Railroad near Feurt Hill.  The current geometry of the 
bridge and about one-half mile of approaches is lower than the adjoining sections of US 
23.   
 
SCI-23-1.72. This project involves the widening of a narrow four-lane city street section 
of US 23 in Portsmouth to a full standard width four-lane section.  The project extends 
from approximately one-fourth mile north of US 52 to near the north city limits of 
Portsmouth.  
 
SCI-23-0.00. This project involves the replacement of the U. S. Grant Bridge over the 
Ohio River.  The replacement bridge will remain two lanes but will include 10-foot wide 
shoulders not found on the existing bridge.  
 
SCI-335-6.050. This project involves the relocation of nearly one mile of SR 335 to 
eliminate one railroad underpass and one railroad overpass that are in poor condition 
and the substandard curves on the road approaches.  This road will be two-lane rural.  
This project is within the immediate area of the Feasible Alternatives discussed in 
Section 5.0.  Construction is anticipated to be complete in 2004. 
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Industrial Parkway, Greenup and Carter Counties, Kentucky.  This project involves 
a new four-lane divided highway that will extend from a new interchange on I-64, 
approximately two miles west of US 60, to US 23 at Wurtland, Kentucky.  There are two 
reasons this project is important to the Portsmouth area.  First, it provides a west 
bypass for US 23 of the Ashland, Kentucky area.  Second, it may change travel patterns 
for travelers who can choose either to use US 23 on the Kentucky side of the Ohio River 
or US 52 on the Ohio side. 
 
1.3 Description of Existing Facilities 
 
1.3.1 US Route 23 and Alternative Through Routes 
 
US Route 23 through the Study Area is a four-lane highway with divided and undivided 
sections.  The sections north of the Portsmouth City limits are typical of four-lane 
construction prior to the development of Interstate and modern expressway standards.  
Large portions are four-lane divided, but many low-standard elements occur, such as 
curbs and inadequate shoulders.  Also, various median treatments occur throughout, 
including center curbs, paved medians and undivided sections.  In Lucasville, US 23 is 
a four-lane undivided urban section with a 25 mph speed limit.  From the Carl Perkins 
Bridge in Kentucky to the south, US 23 is built to Kentucky’s Appalachian Highway 
standards. 
 
Portions of US 23 within the City of Portsmouth are split into one-way pairs, with two 
lanes southbound on one city street and two lanes northbound on another.  Although 
posted speeds on US 23 are generally 55 mph, there are sections within Portsmouth 
that are reduced to 25 mph and 35 mph.  A one mile length of US 23 on the north side 
of Portsmouth consists of four ten-foot lanes.  There are numerous private access 
points within Portsmouth with no center two-way left-turn lane for storage of left-turning 
vehicles.  Through traffic on US 23 must negotiate this urbanized area, tolerating 
reduced speed limits, turning vehicles and numerous traffic signals.  Due to these 
conflicts, traffic may choose to use alternative routes through the Study Area. 
 
Within the Study Area, there exists a network of roadways that form through routes.  
These include US 23 and portions of SR 104, SR 73, SR 852, SR 348, US 52, CR 377, 
SR 139, SR 728, CR 28, SR 335, CR 15 and SR 140. Six of these routings, including 
US 23 itself, carry a substantial portion of the through traffic (1000 ADT or more).  
These routes are described below from Lucasville to Greenup Dam. 
 
US 23.  This is the signed route which travels southerly through downtown Portsmouth, 
crosses the U. S. Grant Bridge and follows the Ohio River on the Kentucky side to the 
southeast. 
 
SR 104.  This route can originate in Waverly, or for purposes of connectivity, originate at 
Lucasville, follow SR 348 west to SR 104, follow SR 104 which becomes SR 73 and 
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then SR 852, crosses the Carl Perkins Bridge, and then US 23 along the Kentucky side 
of the Ohio River. 
 
US 23/US 52.  This route follows US 23 to the intersection of US 52 immediately north 
of downtown Portsmouth then follows US 52 through New Boston and then follows the 
Ohio River on the Ohio side. 
 
Rosemount.  This route is the same as the US 23/52 routing except a shortcut is 
followed from Rosemount to New Boston via Rosemount Road and SR 139. 
 
Airport.  This route follows SR 728 and CR 28 to Minford.  From Minford it follows SR 
335 to US 52 and follows US 52 to the southeast.  A popular sub alternative is to follow 
CR 15 and SR 140 for the southernmost 3 miles of the routing. 
 
US 23/Truck Route.  This route follows signed US 23 routes through the study area 
with the exception of a diversion across the Carl Perkins Bridge, which is the signed 
truck route. From the intersection of US 23 and US 52, it follows US 52, SR 852 and 
Kentucky SR 8 to the south end of the U. S. Grant Bridge. 
 
1.4 Regional Mobility 
 
1.4.1 Purpose of Appalachian Highways 
 
The Appalachian Highway 
System is a dedicated 
mileage network with 
dedicated funding through 
the Appalachian Regional 
Commission (ARC).  In 
Scioto County, ARC maps 
show two Appalachian 
corridors.  These two 
corridors are a split of 
Corridor “B” (US 23) into two 
parallel corridors that rejoin 
into a single corridor (similar 
to I-70 and I-470 at St. 
Clairsville and Wheeling).  
On the ARC mapping, 
Corridor “B” forms a 
northeast bypass of 
Portsmouth more or less 
following the old SR 423 
alignment.  It continues 
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southeast of Wheelersburg along US 52 and rejoins US 23 by crossing the Ohio River 
over Greenup Dam.  Corridor B-1 is the signed US 23 route between Rosemount and 
the south side of the Greenup Dam.  The Carl Perkins Bridge and the earlier proposed 
SR 852 (west bypass) project would have completed Corridor B-1.  Alternatives to be 
considered in this study included completion of one or the other Appalachian Corridor.  
(Note that the Appalachian Corridor designation on US 23 changes from “B” to “C” north 
of Lucasville.) 
 
The Appalachian Highways Program is intended to open up impoverished areas with 
transportation facilities that will facilitate economic development.  Its purpose is to fund 
projects that, because of their cost, would have difficulty becoming a priority for the 
state.   
 
The need for basic mobility and access is defined in one of the five major goals 
established by the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC).  It states, “Appalachian 
communities will have the physical infrastructure necessary for self-sustaining economic 
development and improved quality of life.”  (Setting a Regional Agenda: ARC Strategic 
Plan 1997-2002.)  In their Strategic Plan, the ARC noted that progress is pushing some 
parts of the Region ahead, while continuing elements of isolation and neglect are 
keeping other parts from meeting the basic needs of their residents.  The State of 
Ohio’s Governor’s Office of Appalachia (GOA), established in Ohio in 1988, echoes this 
need in its strategic plan, stating, “Transportation systems development is not only 
economically beneficial for the Region, but remains vital for people who should have 
uncomplicated access to community services, such as health care, proximity to 
employment and education, to name a few (Strategic Plan, p. 2).” 
 
Access Ohio, ODOT’s long range plan, echoes many of the ideals in the ARC agenda in 
its goals for Ohio’s transportation system.  Goal #2 states:  “Enhance Ohio’s 
comparative economic advantage and quality of life, and promote the expansion and 
diversity of Ohio’s economy, by creating and maintaining a safe, convenient, and 
efficient multi-modal transportation system that is sensitive to regional differences and is 
socially and environmentally responsible.”   Goal #2 was further refined into policy 
statements.  Policy Statement A says, “Target the state’s financial and technical 
assistance to those transportation corridors, facilities, and services that will encourage 
economic growth and business development.” (Access Ohio, Macro Phase, p. 21) 
 
US Route 23 is designated as a “macro-corridor” in Access Ohio.  Access Ohio defines 
macro-corridor as “those corridors of statewide significance upon which rests the 
economic vitality of Ohio.” (p.36) Initiative 4 under Policy Statement A encourages 
ODOT to “Ensure that the macro-corridors...receive top priority for improvement and 
maintenance because of their overriding economic importance to Ohio. (p.22) 
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Transportation’s influence on economic development hinges on mobility.  Poor regional 
mobility has been identified as a concern within the Study Area due to the “missing link” 
in the Appalachian Highway System. 
 
1.4.2 Missing Link 
 
US 23 is a designated Appalachian Corridor from Columbus, Ohio to Asheville, North 
Carolina.  South of Asheville, the corridor continues as I-26 to Charleston, S. C. and 
from there continues along I-95 into Florida.   North of Asheville, the Appalachian 
Corridor is being constructed to Interstate standards in North Carolina and Tennessee.  
This road is, or will shortly, be signed as Interstate 26.  This corridor is located parallel 
and approximately one-half way between I-75 and I-77. 
 
On a trip from Columbus, Ohio to Orlando, Florida this corridor saves seventy-six miles 
over commonly used I-75 or I-77 routings. (Source: Rand McNally Road Atlas)  In 
addition to time and gasoline savings, traffic would be removed from large urban areas 
where decreased traffic is considered a benefit.    These, urban areas include 
Cincinnati, OH, Knoxville, TN, Atlanta, GA, and Charlotte, NC.  The 1997 statewide 
origin and destination surveys show about 1,100 vehicles per day at Marietta that could 
divert to this routing. 
 
Historically, this route has not been in public favor due to two-lane mountainous 
stretches in Kentucky and North Carolina.  However, the Kentucky link has been 
recently completed and the North Carolina link is currently being reconstructed to 
Interstate standards.  (Engineering News Record, September, 1999.)  Kentucky is also 
currently constructing a west bypass of Ashland Kentucky.  Known locally as the 
Industrial Parkway, this project would allow US 23 traffic to bypass one of the lower 
quality sections of US 23 that is not designated for improvements. 
 
Appalachian highways can be either full freeways or expressways with at-grade 
intersections.  Many states have built some or all of their Appalachian Highways to full 
freeway standards amounting to about one-fourth of the system.  The remaining system 
mileage is mostly built to expressway standards.  Even lower standards, characterized 
by uncontrolled access and 1940s/1950s vintage geometrics, occur on Corridor “C” (US 
23) in Franklin, Pickaway, Pike, and Scioto Counties in Ohio.  This section of US 23 
constitutes one of the lowest quality Appalachian Highways in the country that is not 
designated for further improvement. 
 
There is no activity at the current time on a Waverly or South Bloomfield Bypass.  South 
Bloomfield has only two traffic lights and would not likely be considered a major 
impediment on the utilization of the full 930-mile corridor.  An improvement to the 
existing arterial through Waverly, widening the existing road to five lanes, will help 
alleviate congestion and unsafe conditions in that city.  It, along with Portsmouth, will be 
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the only city along the entire 930-mile corridor which does not have a bypass or 
controlled access facility through town. 
 
1.5 Economic Issues 
 
1.5.1 Existing Economic Conditions 
 
The City of Portsmouth was founded on a location favored for settlement by Native 
Americans due to its strategic location at the mouth of the Scioto River.  European 
settlers were drawn to the area upon completion of the Ohio and Erie Canal in the 
1800s.  Portsmouth grew into a thriving manufacturing town with its peak population of 
over 50,000 occurring in the early 1900s.  Since then the population of Portsmouth has 
declined substantially to its current population of 22,676.  Most manufacturing has left 
the area.  Scioto County’s population has kept at a constant 80,000 level since 1930. 
 
Scioto County experiences an above average unemployment rate.  For August 2000, 
unemployment in the County reached 8.3%, nearly twice the statewide average of 3.9% 
for the same period.  At a public meeting held by ODOT in February of 1999, several 
written comments received expressed concern about the lack of employment 
opportunity in the county.  In January 2004, unemployment in Scioto County was 
10.2%, compared to the statewide average of 6.2% (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004). 
 
In addition to an above average unemployment rate, Scioto County has a below 
average per capita income.  Based on income statistics from the 2000 Census, the 
average annual income per capita in Scioto County was $15,408 in 1999, compared to 
the statewide average of $21,003.  This low income is reflective of the employment mix 
in the County.  Published employment data indicates that “services” and “trade” 
(wholesale and retail) are the largest employment sectors in Scioto County.  This is not 
unexpected, as these are the largest two sectors in Ohio overall, but Scioto County has 
a relatively low share of “manufacturing.”  Manufacturing is a typically higher paying 
sector that forms the export base of a region’s economy.  Low manufacturing share 
suggests a weakness in the County’s economy. 
 
On October 14, 1999 Ohio’s Governor Robert Taft persuaded the Appalachian Regional 
Commission to find methods to direct Appalachian funding to the neediest communities.  
A motion requesting the Commission to modify the commission’s spending policies was 
unanimously passed by the Commission on this date.  Scioto County fits both national 
and state criteria as a “neediest community.” 
 
Scioto County is one of Ohio’s poorest counties.  It includes the New Boston School 
District which is one of Ohio’s poorest school district.  Scioto County is one of twenty 
nine counties under jurisdiction of the Appalachian Regional Commission.  It is one of 
nine counties that received the lowest status rating category of “distressed.”  The 
Portsmouth Transportation Study stakeholders blame the continuing poverty on the lack 
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of infrastructure investment by the State of Ohio, both in the immediate area and 
connecting routes to areas of economic prosperity, such as Columbus, Ohio, and 
Huntington, West Virginia. 

 
1.5.2 Lack of Business Investment 
 
The Portsmouth Transportation Study stakeholders group emphasized the distressed 
economic condition of Scioto County as indicative of the need for additional 
transportation investment in the area.  The group asserted that improved transportation 
infrastructure would enhance Scioto County’s competitive position in attracting new 
business. Their intuitive stance is supported by Roger Schmenner’s “Making Business 
Location Decisions” (1989), which presents results of a survey of 159 companies that 
had opened new plants.  For new plant openings, 42% of the surveyed companies said 
that location on an expressway was a prerequisite.  Another 35% stated that an 
expressway was desirable. 
 
Steve Carter, with the Scioto County Department of Economic Development, shares this 
anecdote to illustrate the importance of good highway accessibility in attracting a 
manufacturer to a development site.  In 1998, Executives with a Honda parts supplier 
drove south on US 23 from Marysville to a site at the Ohio River Industrial Park in the 
southeastern portion of Portsmouth.  The site had all the characteristics the company 
required except good highway access.  During the drive, the company president grew 
visibly more impatient with each traffic light.  In the end, the company decided not to 
locate at the industrial park, but instead remains interested in a site along US 23 near 
Lucasville that would provide them the desired accessibility to the north. 
 
In a 1998, a survey of manufacturing, distribution and business services firms was 
conducted by Area Development Magazine. Of the 288 companies responding to the 
survey, 91.5% ranked “highway accessibility” as “important” or “very important” in site 
selection.  No other site selection factor was labeled as important by as many 
respondents.  Survey analysts attributed this widespread importance to the increasing 
prevalence of inventory reduction and just-in-time manufacturing approaches.  The 
second most cited factor (88% of respondents) was availability of skilled labor. 
 
With Scioto County’s elevated unemployment rates, the County currently has the 
opportunity to attract new and expanding employers, provided these employers can find 
sites with the desired access and land characteristics.  The regional geography is an 
impediment.  Most available land along existing improved highways is too steeply 
sloped or within a floodway or floodplain. 
 
An exception to the predominant hilly terrain, with narrow valleys, is the Little Scioto 
River Valley.  This valley is over one mile wide and contains only small amounts of flood 
plain.  Most of this valley is agricultural.  Local government and business leaders view 
this valley as the most feasible area for growth of the community.  It appears that the 
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primary impediment to further growth of Portsmouth and Scioto County into this valley is 
lack of adequate roads to the area. 
 
1.6 Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 
 
1.6.1 Goals of Traffic Study 
 
A detailed traffic planning study was conducted on the study area with an emphasis on 
the routes that handle the US 23 through movements.  The purpose of this traffic study 
was to accomplish the following five goals. 

 
� Determine the routes that are heavily utilized by through traffic.  Identify the traffic 

loadings on each. 

� Identify existing congestion on each route for both mainline links and signalized 
intersections. 

� Identify design year congestion for the no build alternative. 

� Provide a traffic database that will allow traffic assignments to be made on proposed 
alternatives.   

� Provide traffic data that will allow calculations of benefit cost ratios for any build 
alternative. 

 
The results of the traffic study are summarized below. 
 
1.6.2 Capacity Analysis 
 
Traffic counts (24-hour) and turning movement counts were taken at strategic locations 
on the six through routes within the Study Area.  The purpose of these counts was to 
establish existing and design year (2025) levels of service on the existing facilities.  This 
information provides the database for calculations of benefits on proposed alternatives. 
 
Existing and projected traffic volumes were used to calculate Level of Service (LOS) on 
each of the fourteen links.  Level of Service is a qualitative measure of the level of 
congestion on a highway.  It is defined in the Highway Capacity Manual, ranging from A 
to F.  LOS A is the best rating, indicating free flow conditions.  LOS B represents 
essentially free flow.  LOS C indicates nearly free flow speeds, but freedom to 
maneuver is beginning to be restricted.  At LOS D, travel speeds are reduced and the 
ability to maneuver is limited.  At LOS E, the roadway is near capacity and traffic flow is 
unstable.  At LOS F, the traffic volumes exceed the roadway’s capacity, which may 
result in queues and stop-and-go conditions.  Improvements are typically designed to 
achieve LOS C or better for the design year in rural areas.   The LOS results for the six 
through routes can be found in the Feasibility Study Report.   
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1.6.3 Origin-Destination Survey 
 
To accomplish goals one and five of the traffic study, origin-destination surveys were 
conducted around the perimeter of the study area.  Motorists were asked a series of 
questions.  The two most important traffic-related questions were: (1) where did the trip 
originate and (2) which route did the motorist take through the study area (for through 
trips only).  A map was shown to the motorists to help them identify their origination 
point. 
 
The results of the origin-destination surveys are presented in the Feasibility Study 
Report.  The origin-destination survey shows substantial diversions away from the 
signed US 23 route. 
 
1.6.4 Diversions of Through Traffic 
 
The Scioto County Engineer expressed concerns that county roadways were subjected 
to large volumes of through traffic that diverted from US 23 through Portsmouth.  The 
results of the origin-destination survey, shown in the Feasibility Study Report, quantify 
this problem (Gannett Fleming 2001). 
 
The traffic study concludes that considerable volumes of through traffic utilize 
alternative routes to US 23 through the Study Area, including county roads and poor 
quality state highways.  To determine if this situation is unique, the Study investigated 
areas with existing or proposed bypasses on non-interstate routes for towns smaller 
than MPO size since the Interstate Highway Program began in Ohio.  Based upon a 
review of available alternative routes and traffic volumes in these areas, no evidence 
could be found to suggest that diversions from the signed through route of 1,000-3,000 
ADT occur elsewhere in the State of Ohio. 
 
Based upon the substantial volume of through traffic that diverts to alternative routes, 
drivers perceive impediments to mobility along existing US 23.  To quantify this, travel 
time was measured by the Scioto County Engineer along each of the through routes.  
These results are shown in the Feasibility Study Report (Gannett Fleming 2001). 
The travel times were measured during off-peak hours to assess mobility when traffic 
volumes are not heavy.  This informal study demonstrated that the signed US 23 route 
through Portsmouth did not offer a substantial travel time savings over other available 
routes even in off-peak hours.  This simple exercise indicated that the US 23 route 
takes longer than three other available options, and over five minutes longer than the 
Rosemount route that uses poor quality county roads. 
 
Rosemount Road is an ideal site for interviewing motorists to find out perceptions of 
mobility needs for through traffic.  Rosemount Road has grades exceeding 10%, and 
contains a switchback.  (Switchbacks occur where a roadway must climb a steep grade 
by zig-zagging up the mountainside.)  It is not shown on any commercial or state issued 
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road maps.  It is clearly inferior to the signed state routes through Portsmouth; yet over 
3,000 of the 10,529 through trips on the east side of Portsmouth use it daily. 
 
 
 

Rosemount Road - Excessive horizontal curves and steep grades make this route undesirable for 
truck traffic and impassable in severe weather. 

 Source: Feasibility Study Report for US Route 23 Portsmouth Transportation Study, Gannett Fleming, April 2001 
 
      
An additional origin-destination type traffic survey was conducted on Rosemount Road.  
At this site several questions were asked of motorists to ascertain why they chose this 
route instead of the higher quality routes.  The conclusions from these questions were 
as follows: 
 
� Rosemount Road was chosen by most respondents because of the five or more 

minutes of time savings gained compared to the signed state routes. 

� Motorists would only divert to one of the other five through routes if they were 
improved to take a shorter time.  This is also true for a new alignment alternative. 

� Time savings concerns appeared to be much more important than any concerns 
about poor geometrics and safety hazards. 

� Most of the through trips are regional commuters who are forced to travel through 
Portsmouth.  Longer trip motorists seem to have not discovered Rosemount Road. 

� Even with acceptable levels of service, the thirty signals on the signed route are 
perceived as a mobility hindrance. 
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Based upon observed travel times for alternative through routes and results of the 
origin-destination survey at Rosemount Road, traffic cannot be diverted to US 23 (or 
another route) unless it is improved to provide a travel time savings over the local road 
system. 
 
1.7 Safety 
 
1.7.1 Accident Analysis 
 
An accident analysis for the period of 1996-1998 was conducted for several state and 
local routes within the limits of the Study Area.  These routes were broken down into 14 
links, further subdivided into a total of 31 sub-links. Accident data for these sub-links, 
along with statewide crash statistics, were obtained from the Ohio Department of Public 
Safety.  The analysis examined the accident experience of each sub-link in terms of 
accident frequency, crash type, light condition, pavement condition (wet, dry, snow/ice) 
and accident severity and compared the results to statewide averages. 
 
Accident data for US 23 in Kentucky was not available in the same format or level of 
detail as for the Ohio routes.  However, the general information demonstrates that the 
accident rate in Kentucky on US 23 is lower than Kentucky’s statewide average for 
similar facilities.  Therefore, US 23 in Kentucky was not examined further. 
 
The Ohio Department of Transportation calculates statewide average accident rates by 
the type of roadway - rural or urban, two- or four-lane, divided or undivided.  For 
example, a rural two-lane undivided roadway would have a different average accident 
rate than an urban four-lane divided facility.  The following analysis compares the 
calculated accident rates for the routes within the study area to the appropriate 
statewide accident rate for that facility type. 
 
The accident analysis found that a total of 2,435 accidents were reported from 1996-
1998 on the Ohio routes studied.  In comparison to statewide figures, the following 
conclusions were drawn. 
 
Accident severity.  Crashes were grouped into two categories, those that produced 
injuries and/or fatalities and those that produced property damage only.  The severity of 
both rural and urban crashes within the study area nearly mirrors statewide averages. 
 
Pavement condition.  Accident rates by pavement condition generally fit the statewide 
norms, with a slightly higher percentage of wet and snow/ice accidents on the rural sub-
links. 
 
Light condition.  Most crashes in Ohio occur during daylight hours and that is also true 
of the study area sub-links.  However, rural nighttime crashes are slightly higher than 
the statewide average. 
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Crash type.  In urban sub-links, rear end crashes were over-represented in comparison 
to statewide norms. Approximately 50% more rear end accidents occurred on the urban 
links than on a typical urban roadway.  For rural sub-links, crash types fit the statewide 
norm, except that animal crashes are over-represented. This may reflect the wooded 
nature of the study area with its high deer population. 
 
Accident frequency.  Crash rates in terms of Accidents per Annual Million Vehicle 
Miles Traveled were calculated for each link, and the results are shown in the Feasibility 
Study Report.  The rates for urban links are much higher than the statewide average 
rates.  Rural crash rates are lower than the statewide average on routes with good 
alignments but are worse than average on several routes with poor geometry. 
 
1.7.2 Examination of Contributing Factors 
 
An analysis of the accident types occurring on the high-accident sub-links, completed in 
the Feasibility Study Report, revealed a similar pattern among the rural routes and a 
different commonality among the urban routes (Gannett Fleming 2001).  The high-
accident rural routes, including CR 377 and portions of SR 104, CR 28, SR 728 and SR 
335, appear to possess a high concentration of fixed-object and animal accidents.  
Fixed-object accidents typically result from poor highway alignment, inadequate 
shoulders, and lack of clear zone.  Animal accidents occur most frequently in areas with 
high deer populations, but the likelihood is increased further by lack of clear zone which 
prevents early detection of the animal’s presence along the roadway.  Examination of 
these roadway segments confirms that these contributing factors are present.  (See the 
Feasibility Study Report). 

 
The high-accident urban links possess an elevated concentration of rear end and angle 
accidents.  Rear end accidents typically occur in areas with traffic congestion and/or 
traffic signals, and in areas with numerous access points and notable volumes of turning 
traffic.  Angle accidents also occur often in areas with numerous driveways, at highly 
congested intersections, or in areas with poor intersection sight distance.  Examination 
of the urban roadway segments confirms that these contributing factors are present.  
(See the Feasibility Study Report). 
 
Safety problems appear to be widespread within the study area.  All six of the through 
routes experience higher than average accident rates in at least one link.  The rates in 
some of these links are more than twice the statewide average for similar facilities.  
These include US 23 and US 52 in Portsmouth and several rural routes with poor 
alignments including CR 377 and portions of SR 104, CR 28, SR 728 and SR 335.  
 
1.8 Summary and Conclusions 
 
Deficiencies of Existing System.  US 23/US 52 through the study area contains 
several physical limitations.  These 24.6 miles of roadway contains 3 steep grades, 7 
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excessive curves, 88 intersections, 512 driveways, and 4 field drives. Thirty (30) of 
these intersections are signalized.  10.6 miles have a speed limit of less than 55 mph.  
By the large number of access points and traffic signals, US 23/US 52 is restricted in its 
ability to serve the intended function of a primary arterial -- movement of through traffic. 
Five other through routes were examined and found to have similar deficiencies.  Those 
with fewer conflict points possessed a greater degree of substandard design features, 
such as steep grades and excessive curves.  There is no roadway through the study 
area that substantially meets design standards without numerous intersections, traffic 
signals and access points.   
 
Regional Mobility.  Appalachian Regional Commission funding of the Appalachian 
Highway System is intended to provide improved transportation infrastructure to 
impoverished areas.  Access Ohio, ODOT’s long range plan, contains similar goals to 
improve mobility and foster economic development.  Within the Study Area, there exists 
a “missing link” in the Appalachian corridor from Asheville, North Carolina, to Columbus, 
Ohio.  The goal of the project is to close this gap in a multi-state corridor and provide a 
nearly complete controlled-access alternative to I-77 and I-75 between Orlando, Florida, 
and Columbus, Ohio. 
 
Economic Issues.  Scioto County is economically distressed with above average 
unemployment rates and below average per capita income compared to Ohio overall.  
This condition results from a comparatively low share of manufacturing within the 
County.  Citizens and local economic development officials, supported by surveys of 
site selection criteria, assert that inadequate transportation infrastructure impedes the 
area’s ability to attract industrial investment.  In order to enhance the region’s 
competitive advantage for new and expanding businesses, the goal of the project is to 
provide improved highway access within the region.  While the construction of a new 
roadway does not guarantee that this business investment will occur – local 
development officials will still need to be concerned with other factors – the goal is to 
meet the intent of the Appalachian Highway Development System by providing Scioto 
County with the necessary transportation infrastructure to help them compete in the 
marketplace. 
 
Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service.  If all the through trips were concentrated on 
US 23, it would function at Level of Service F, with frequent traffic jams.  This situation 
is averted by traffic distributing itself over a six route network, including substandard 
county and state routes. US 23/US 52 and the five other through routes are not 
currently operating over capacity, except at one intersection.  By design year 2025, only 
two links will be operating below LOS C, but one unsignalized and 9 signalized 
intersections will operate at LOS D or worse.  Six of these poorly functioning 
intersections are on US 23.  Based upon observed travel times for alternative through 
routes and results of the origin-destination survey at Rosemount Road, drivers will not 
divert to US 23 (or another route) unless it is improved to provide a travel time savings 
over their present route.   The goal of the project is to provide a shorter travel time for 
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through traffic, provide an acceptable level of service on the new facility and draw traffic 
from existing congested routes. 
 
Safety.  Safety problems appear to be widespread within the study area.  All six of the 
through routes experience higher than average accident rates in at least one link.  The 
rates in some of these links are more than twice the statewide average for similar 
facilities.  These include US 23 and US 52 in Portsmouth and several rural routes with 
poor alignments including CR 377 and portions of SR 104, CR 28, SR 728 and SR 335.  
The goal of the project is to draw traffic from the high accident routes and decrease the 
likelihood of collisions on the existing routes.  Therefore, the accident rate of the system 
overall is likely to decrease.  However, the accident rate on individual existing links will 
likely remain the same as no improvements are planned for existing facilities. 
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3.0 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences 
 
This section of the document will provide information on the potential social, economic 
and environmental effects of the alternatives under consideration.  The information is 
grouped by subject area.  For a summary of impacts for each alternative, please refer to 
the Feasible Alternatives section of the document.  In several cases, a specialized 
technical report is available that provides additional detail.  In these subject areas, the 
results are summarized here and the reader is provided a reference to the available 
document for more information.  These documents are available for review at the offices 
of the Ohio Department of Transportation. 
 
3.1 Scoping Process 
 
Beginning with the Airport Bypass study area defined by the Portsmouth Transportation 
Study, the project team initiated development of the scope for the environmental phase. 
The initial study corridor map was developed based upon the Airport Bypass concept 
from the planning study and used for mapping data for the Scoping Meeting.  (This 
initial boundary is used in all figures within this section of the document.)  The 
environmental scoping process began with an examination of each resource area with 
two goals in mind: 
 

� Determine if there are areas of such importance as to make it reasonable to 
modify the study area to avoid them from the outset. 

� Establish the appropriate level of effort for future data collection, fieldwork and 
analysis --- to minimize cost and time while also advancing the goals of resource 
avoidance and impact minimization. 

 
3.2 Environmental Scoping 
 
Initial recommendations were developed for each resource category based upon 
available information and input from specialists. These preliminary recommendations 
were presented to resource and regulatory agencies for comment at an Environmental 
Scoping Meeting and Field Review held on October 3, 2001. In addition to project team 
members, the following agencies were represented at the meeting: 
 

• ODOT Central Office and District 9 
• Federal Highway Administration, Ohio Division Office (FHWA) 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (USEPA) 
• Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA) 
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• Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) 
• Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) 

 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) was also invited but was unable to 
attend the meeting. The invitation letters, meeting agenda, presentation materials and 
sign-in sheet are available in the project file. 
 
The Scoping Meeting was opened with an explanation of the objectives of the meeting, 
which was to achieve consensus on: 1) the specific study area to be carried forward for 
environmental studies and the development of potential alignment locations (hereafter 
referred to as the Study Corridor); and 2) the methodologies to be utilized for identifying 
resources and assessing potential impacts within the Study Corridor. The project team 
then presented the project’s Purpose and Need, as developed during the planning 
study, and explained the overall approach to be used for the environmental process. 
Following presentation of recommendations by the leader for each discipline, the 
attendees boarded a bus for a tour of the project area. Upon returning from the tour, the 
group discussed their concerns and suggestions for the Study Corridor and the 
analytical methodologies to be utilized. The findings are summarized in the remainder of 
this section. 
 
The preliminary findings and ultimate conclusions for each resource category are 
described in detail below. The presentation of each resource category is divided into 
four parts: 
 

• Description of the data that was available or was collected during the scoping 
process and analyses conducted from that data. 

• Preliminary findings based upon the available data and analyses. 
• Summary of the concerns and suggestions discussed at the Scoping Meeting. 
• Description of recommended procedures followed regarding further data 

collection, development of alternatives, and evaluation of impacts, including any 
factors influencing the location of the Study Corridor boundary. 

 
For resource categories that are not specifically discussed below, the project team 
followed ODOT’s currently established process for data collection and evaluation of 
impacts.  All referenced figures for Sections 3.2 and 3.3 are included at the end of 
Section 3.  To view in more detail, refer to electronic copies on CD in Appendix C. 
 
3.2.1 Geology 
 
Preliminary Findings 
Based upon known soils information, there were no suggested changes to the Study 
Corridor. The project team recommended that areas of slope instability be considered in 
the location of alignments as well as the potential limitation on the proposed profile 
(embankment heights) due to poor subgrade materials in the Teays Valley. This 
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information supported the project team’s efforts to identify a southern terminus of a 
study corridor that would allow alternatives to be developed in both the relatively flat 
area and also in the hills. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
During the Scoping Meeting, ODOT’s historical use of geotechnical information in 
preliminary project development was discussed. ODOT noted several recent projects 
where geotechnical issues introduced surprises during detailed design or construction. 
For one project, the team made inaccurate slope assumptions based on little or no 
geotechnical data during the environmental process, such that the final design footprint 
was wider than that considered in the environmental document. On another project, the 
assumed footprint was correct, but the ultimate cost of the roadway was 25-30% higher 
than anticipated due to the amount of cut and fill. For this project, ODOT desired to 
have more geotechnical data available during preliminary development to aid in 
decision-making and prevent such surprises. The group agreed that this was a valid 
approach. 
 
3.2.2 Floodplains 
 
Preliminary Findings 
Based upon available data, no areas within the initial study area were recommended for 
exclusion based on the pattern of floodplains/floodways. Rather than being a resource 
protection issue, the exclusion of portions of the study area on the basis of floodplain 
involvement were based upon cost/engineering constraints. Exclusion would be 
reasonable in cases where excessive costs are determined to be unavoidable. Based 
upon the information available during scoping (i.e., FEMA maps and USGS 
topography), no areas were identified where floodplains should be avoided from the 
outset.  
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
At the Scoping Meeting, the project team described their findings. There were no 
concerns or suggestions discussed on this topic. For preliminary development 
purposes, it was determined that the FEMA data provided enough data and eliminated 
the need for fieldwork to determine the location/configuration of flood-related data. 
 
3.2.3 Wetlands 
 
Preliminary Findings 
Based upon the existing available data, the project team did not identify any specific 
wetland resources that should be excluded from the Study Corridor from the outset.

1
 

                                                 
1 While the predictive modeling has not excluded any areas from the Portsmouth Bypass study area, we believe that the documented presence of 

important/unique wetland resources is a reasonable basis to use in general. For example, the following NWI wetlands can be reasonable 
excluded: Palustrine: Moss-Lichen (PML) as well as any wetland with an acidic (a) water chemistry modifier or an organic (g) soil modifier. 
This assumes that the wetland has no other disturbance-related modifier. Additionally, any wetlands identified in the Ohio Natural Heritage 
Database or other similar (local) databases should also be eligible for exclusion. 
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Due to the severe terrain throughout most of the area, wetland impacts were expected 
to be insubstantial compared to other issues such as property impact, relocations, 
stream impacts and loss of wooded areas. Given the nature of the resource, the project 
team did not propose to alter the currently accepted methodologies for identifying and 
classifying wetlands. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team presented the above analyses and findings, acknowledging that this 
methodology would provide more meaningful results and could be used to influence the 
location of corridors if used for projects in parts of the state with flat or rolling terrain. 
Those present stated that the largest area of concerns for wetlands appeared to be in 
the floodplain areas. Other than this issue, the group acknowledged that other resource 
categories were likely to have a larger impact in determining the best alignment for the 
new roadway. 
 
Due to the small influence that wetland issues were likely to have for this project, ODOT 
suggested that the existing data and preliminary analyses should be adequate 
information to use in locating and comparing alignments – and that field delineations 
should be completed for the preferred alternative only. The OEPA representative did not 
feel that the modeling approach had yet been validated and did not feel it would be 
sufficient to compare alternatives. However, the group accepted that the data could be 
used to demonstrate the potential consequences of the infinite number of potential 
alignments within the area and that field studies could be conducted for the impact 
areas of the proposed alternatives only. 
 
3.2.4 Streams, Rivers and Water Bodies 
 
Preliminary Findings 
Based upon the locations of streams and the predicted locations of ephemeral streams, 
no portions of the study area were recommended for exclusion based upon this 
resource. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The results of the predictive model for ephemeral streams were presented at the 
Scoping Meeting. It was suggested that impacts to these streams are typically 
underestimated in the early stages of project development, with surprising results in the 
number of smaller streams impacted higher in the watershed while attempting to avoid 
impacts to headwater streams. Some recent roadway projects appeared to have 
disproportionate impacts on waterways higher in the landscape. The group 
acknowledged that this information would be useful in locating alignments. 
 
A larger concern of the attendees was the initial study area boundaries, particularly the 
easternmost boundary line. This concern was the subject of substantial discussion, and 
several attendees raised the concern that the preliminary eastern boundary included 
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portions of the Little Scioto River that would suffer a lateral encroachment if the 
easternmost possibility of an alignment were pursued. The initial limit appeared to be a 
straight line, inadequately influenced by the location of the river itself. The group 
decided that it was necessary to revise this boundary south of the county airport to 
permit perpendicular stream crossings and allow additional opportunities for avoidance 
of lateral encroachments or channel modifications. 
 
3.2.5 Wildlife, Vegetation and Threatened & Endangered Species 
 
Preliminary Findings 
The exclusion of areas from the study corridor based solely on this issue was not 
justified based upon the available data. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
Threatened, potentially threatened, and special interest species occurrences within the 
study area, including Feather-bells, Bird-foot violet, Pale green panicgrass, Rosyside 
dace, Spanish Oak, Fern-leaf scorpion weed, and Salamander mussel, are presented 
on Figure 3-3.  Each potentially impacted species was discussed. With regard to the 
Indiana Bat, the project team acknowledged that the routine process is to plan the 
project to remove trees that would be suitable habitat during the winter months when 
the bats are not present. USFWS stated that avoidance would be preferred to simply 
the removing of trees. The project team noted that total avoidance of all wooded areas 
is unreasonable given the nature of the Study Corridor. ODOT requested that USFWS 
provide a better definition of the most critical habitat areas. USFWS agreed to provide 
additional information on the habitat suitability index for the Indiana Bat. The group 
agreed that the consideration of avoiding “potential” habitat would be difficult to weigh 
against other “actual” resources, such as homes. With regard to the small whorled 
pogonia, the group agreed that a specialist should conduct surveys for this species 
during the appropriate season on the impact area of the preferred alternative. 
 
3.2.6 Agriculture/Farmlands 
 
Preliminary Findings 
As a result of coordination with local farming representatives, the project team 
recommended establishing the Study Corridor boundaries to avoid the farm store, in 
addition to other resources (Refer to Section 3.2.9, Social, Community & Environmental 
Justice for further discussion on this topic). No other modifications were deemed to be 
necessary. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team described the preliminary findings and proposed procedure for 
consideration of agricultural impacts. The NRCS stated that the most productive 
farmland in the county is not within the study corridor. The group discussed that the 
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greatest impacts to farmland may result from development. (Refer to Section 3.2.8, 
Land Use and Growth Trends for further discussion on this topic.) 
 
3.2.7 Municipal, Industrial and Hazardous Waste 
 
Preliminary Findings 
The ESA Screening identified industrial and commercial parcels visually or reported as 
containing deleterious and/or hazardous materials. The majority of the sites were 
underground storage tank (UST)/leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites or auto 
service and repair garages. Based upon the available data, no areas within the initial 
Study Corridor were recommended for exclusion. No issues were identified that would 
suggest a change to the Study Corridor, and no areas were identified where municipal, 
industrial and hazardous waste sites should be avoided from the outset based upon this 
issue. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
At the Scoping Meeting, the project team discussed their findings and described the 
nature of the sites recommended for Phase I ESA. Due to the minimal influences that 
sites of potential environmental concern are likely to have for this project, the project 
team acknowledged that none of the information collected to date would be a limiting 
factor in locating alignments. 

 
3.2.8 Land Use and Growth Trends 
 
Preliminary Findings 
No particular issues were identified that would affect the location of the Study Corridor 
boundaries, other than resources discussed in the Social, Community & Environmental 
Justice and Agriculture/Farmland sections described in this section. It was recognized 
that the potential land use changes within the area resulting from any alternative that 
may be pursued have the potential to create both positive and negative outcomes. As a 
result, the project team proposed that land use issues should not be considered in 
terms of impacts, but should be approached in a proactive manner.  
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team acknowledged that the ability of the project to achieve its full purpose 
centers on future land use and development potential. The project team proposed to 
identify the legally responsible parties for zoning and lane use planning in the affected 
townships and communities and convene a committee to discuss land use goals and 
concerns with these individuals and other interested parties. The USEPA representative 
volunteered to participate in this effort. 
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3.2.9 Social, Community & Environmental Justice 
 
Preliminary Findings 
Based upon the known information regarding community resources and low-income 
populations, a few areas were recommended for removal from the Study Corridor. The 
densely developed portions of Minford and Muletown were recommended for exclusion 
due to the high density of local meeting places, including three schools, the farm supply 
store and the Legion Hall.  
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team presented the available information on community resources and 
pointed out several such properties during the field review portion of the Scoping 
Meeting. The team explained the recommended boundaries for the Study Corridor to 
avoid the area most densely populated with these resources. The group acknowledged 
that not all resources might be avoidable in other areas. The USEPA representative 
suggested that the project team coordinate with social service agencies to better 
quantify the extent and location of low-income populations, and also suggested that 
their expert on Environmental Justice be consulted during the evaluation of impacts. 
 
3.2.10 Parks & Recreation Areas 
 
Preliminary Findings 
The 9-hole Riverbend Golf Course is located between CR 241 (Tick Road) and the CSX 
railroad, east of Ford Creek. Other commercial recreation areas include the Indian 
Valley Swim Club on Thomas Hollow Road north of Tomlinson Addition, and the Tan 
Lan Swim Club on Shela Boulevard north of Wheelersburg. There are four school 
properties within the Study Corridor that will need to be considered for their recreational 
value including: Valley Elementary, Valley Junior High School, and Valley Local High 
School in Lucasville; and the Scioto Christian School northeast of Sciotodale.  
  
Neither the size nor the location of these properties requires modification of the study 
area. They are small enough that they may be considered for avoidance during the 
development of alternatives. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team described the known resources. There was no discussion on this 
topic. 
 
3.2.11 Archaeology 
 
Preliminary Findings 
The literature search found no known archaeological features in the study area which 
would favor any particular alignment. 
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Due to the nature of the resource, no areas were recommended for exclusion from the 
Study Corridor. Sites that warrant preservation in place (such as mounds) will be 
avoided by the alternatives once their locations are accurately shown on the mapping. 
 
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team described the predictive model and proposed procedure for 
archaeological investigations. The OHPO representative stated that they were 
comfortable with the model, but noted that more areas would be classified as previously 
disturbed based upon the field review. 
 
3.2.12 History/Architecture 
 
Preliminary Findings 
Due to the tight project schedule and large Study Corridor, consultant historians began 
their fieldwork based upon the initial study area prior to the scoping meeting. As was 
typical practice, they began inventorying every structure over 50 years of age. Due to 
the density of structures of this vintage, the work was painstakingly slow and costly. 
Unfortunately, this expense was not accomplishing much toward the goals of highway 
planning nor historic preservation. Of the nearly 350 structures recorded in the field by 
the time of the Scoping Meeting, only a handful was felt to be worthy of any type of 
investigation. ODOT had never pursued a project with a field survey area of this size 
where the density of older structures was so high, so the practice of inventorying all 
older structures was never previously brought into question. 
 
The project team suggested that these new circumstances required a modification of 
the process. ODOT historians worked with OHPO and the project team to establish a 
new protocol. Instead of inventorying each property without concern to its potential 
significance or integrity, it was suggested that the project historians prepare a 
photographic record of the properties within the Study Corridor. ODOT requested the 
use of the new History/ Architecture Resource Table and photographs of properties over 
50 years old along with a prepared historic context to evaluate the numerous structures 
in the project area.  This information will be reviewed, along with the historic context 
provided within the literature, to identify which structures were worthy of formal 
inventory and potential evaluation. 
  
Summary of Scoping Meeting Discussion 
The project team explained the proposed thematic model to be used for evaluation of 
properties for determination of historic/architectural significance. The team, along with 
OHPO, discussed the proposed change in the methodology to address such a large 
pool of structures over 50 years in age. The group had no comments on this proposal. 
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3.3 Revisions to the Study Corridor 
 
Based on the data collection/analyses efforts and the comments received during the 
Environmental Scoping Meeting and Field Review held October 3, 2001, the project 
team made several revisions to the initial study area. The modifications were intended 
to address specific Agency concerns, remove ambiguities/inconsistencies and improve 
the opportunity to develop alternatives to avoid and minimize impacts, while still 
achieving the project’s purpose. Each revision is described below.  
 
Lucasville 
The initial study area included a substantial portion of the developed area of Lucasville. 
The Study Corridor carried forward excluded the majority of this area, including the 
Lucasville prison, the Scioto County Engineer’s Office/Depot, and the developed section 
of US 23 south of the intersection with SR 728. 
 
Removal of Minford From The Study Corridor 
There were several reasons for the removal of substantial portions of Minford from the 
Study Corridor. The regional airport and its expansion area were excluded, as were the 
essential community services within the Minford town center. This area represents the 
heart of the region’s marketed development area. 
 
Modification of the Corridor’s East/West to North/South Transition 
Partially in response to the removal of Minford from the Study Corridor, and partially to 
have the project’s east/west to north/south transition more realistically represent 
potential curve profiles, the Study Corridor was expanded in the Harrison Furnace area. 
An existing power line was selected as a practical boundary for this area. 
 
Revisions In The Vicinity Of Highland Bend 
The initial study area divided the village of Highland Bend. The Study Corridor was 
revised to eliminate the arbitrary nature of the previous boundary. The new boundary 
will provide avoidance options both to the east and west of Highland Bend. Additionally, 
this configuration is based on existing constraints. It allows for the possible development 
of “reasonable” alignments along the western edge of the Study Corridor boundary. It 
also excludes the sinuous sections of the Little Scioto River in the vicinity of Sciotoville, 
as well as avoiding non-perpendicular crossings of the existing rail lines. 
 
Utilization Of The Sparsely Developed Areas Between Sciotodale And 
Wheelersburg 
The project’s southern terminus was revised to include the entire area between 
Sciotodale and Wheelersburg. This revision includes expanding the Study Corridor to 
the Ohio River in order to accommodate potential ramp alignments. 
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Modifications In The Vicinity Of The Little Scioto River  
Within the Teays Valley, the Study Corridor was uniformly widened by approximately 
600 feet to allow for an alignment that consists of perpendicular crossings of the Little 
Scioto River. As previously configured, it was impossible to develop an alignment (along 
the eastern boundary) that avoided large-scale, non-perpendicular river crossings. Even 
larger Study Corridor expansions were rejected because it was not possible to avoid 
multiple crossings of the Little Scioto River. 
 
Expansion of US-23 Interchange Area  
In order to develop a reasonable terminus with US-23, the Study Corridor was 
reconfigured to include the area between State Route 728 (Lucasville) and Cockrell Run 
Road (Clifford). The area west of US 23 was added to accommodate potential 
interchange ramps. This reconfiguration avoids Lucasville, as well as providing the 
opportunity for alignments on either side of the Scioto County Fairgrounds. 
 
The resulting Study Corridor is presented in Figure 3-1. 
 
3.4 Natural Environment 
 
3.4.1 Geology, Soils and Erosion 
 
Methodology 
Information regarding the physiography, geology and soils within the project area was 
obtained through review of field conditions and available secondary source materials, 
and was presented in a Phase I Subsurface Investigation: Portsmouth Bypass 
Transportation Study: Geotechnical Literature Review and Field Reconnaissance (DLZ 
Ohio, Inc, February 2002).  In addition, geotechnical investigations were conducted for 
the project study corridor by DLZ Ohio in 2002 and 2003.  Excerpts from this study are 
provided within this section.  The findings of these studies are summarized here.  The 
locations of borings (PB#) are shown on the Feasible Alternatives exhibits (sheets P1-
P25) at the end of this section. 
 
Geology 
The project study corridor is located in the Shawnee-Mississippian Plateau of the 
unglaciated portion of the Appalachian Plateau Physiographic Region.  This region is 
characterized by Devonian aged to Pennsylvanian aged rocks and soils consisting of 
residual and colluvial, glacial, alluvial, and lacustrine.  The region is typified by rough, 
steep, broken, and severely dissected topography within the preglacial drainage 
system.  The study corridor is characterized by the general absence of continuous 
ridges due to the highly dissected nature of the topography.  The natural slopes are 
generally very steep, rising abruptly from the valley bottoms.  The regional dip of the 
bedding within Scioto County ranges between 13 and 43 feet per mile to the east 
southeast. 
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Review of the geologic mapping shows that the lithology of the project study corridor is 
primarily composed of Pennsylvanian, Upper Mississippian, and Lower Mississippian 
and Upper Devonian-Undivided formations.  Pennsylvanian-aged rocks from the 
Pottsville Group are found capping the higher ridgelines seen throughout the study 
corridor, except to the north in Valley Township.   
 
Upper Mississippian aged rocks from the Waverly Series, Cuyahoga and Logan 
Formations comprise the majority of the rocks within the study corridor.  The 
Mississippian aged rocks lie underneath the Pennsylvanian aged formations.  The 
underlying Logan Formation varies in thickness in part due to the erosional 
unconformity at its upper boundary and consists primarily of gray to brown fine-grained 
sandstone, siltstone, and sandy shale, but is characterized by the dominance of 
sandstone.  The Logan Formation is the dominant rock strata found within the study 
corridor.  Examples of the rock strata can be seen within several rock cuts throughout 
the study corridor along the Ohio River and the Lower Little Scioto River in which the 
cuts are composed entirely of the Logan Formation.  The Cuyahoga Formation, 
underlying the Logan Formation, contains gray and brown shale interbedded with minor 
amounts of sandstone and siltstone with occasional massive sandstone beds.  Areas 
within the northwestern portion of the study corridor underlain by the Portsmouth Shale 
of the Cuyahoga Formation exhibit undulating, hummocky terrain indicative of landslides 
and earthflow due to the high clay content of the weathered shale.  The contact 
between the Logan and Cuyahoga Formations is generally transitional and may be up 
to 25 feet in thickness. 
 
Mississippian aged Sunbury Shale, Berea Sandstone, Bedford Shale, and Upper 
Devonian aged rocks lie underneath the Upper Mississippian aged rocks.  Generally 
these rocks are not seen outcropping within the corridor and are primarily found 
beneath the overburden of the larger stream channels.  The Mississippian aged 
Sunbury Shale is located at the contact with the overlying Mississippian Cuyahoga 
Formation.  The Sunbury ranges in thickness from 10 to 50 feet.  Underlying the 
Sunbury Shale, the Mississippian Berea Sandstone ranges in thickness from 10 to 50 
feet with thin to thick bedding.  The bottom of the group is composed of the 
Mississippian/Devonian Bedford Shale ranging from two to three feet in thickness.  The 
Bedford Shale overlies the Devonian aged Ohio Shale. 
 
Soils 
Soils found within the study corridor can be divided into three groups: residual and 
colluvial soils derived from weathering of underlying rock and downslope transport, 
lacustrine and outwash deposits of glacial origin, and recent alluvial deposits.  The 
residual and colluvial soils are found along the ridge tops and hillsides, glacial soils are 
typically found within the major stream valley and their tributaries, and recent alluvial 
deposits are found along and within stream channels and valleys. 
 



����������	�
��	�������� �����	����������
��	��������
��	����������������

�����������	���
�����������	������

�

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� �������������������� �!"�

�����

Residual and colluvial soils are generally thin to moderately deep, covering moderate to 
very steep slopes.  On hillsides, they are prone to landslides.  The lacustrine soils are 
commonly known as the Minford Complex and are primarily found within the Little 
Scioto River valley and its tributaries in the central and southern portions of the study 
corridor.  The Minford Complex soils are generally found between elevations of 650 to 
780 feet.  Thin alluvial and/or glacial outwash deposits are frequently found overlying 
the Minford Complex soils.  The largest deposits of alluvial soils are found along the 
Little Scioto River and the Ohio River. 
 
Landslide Susceptibility 
The hillsides and natural slopes within the majority of the study corridor are generally 
very steep with a thin soil cover.  The steeper slopes are prone to surficial landslides.  
The dominant rock type in the study corridor is sandstone of the Mississippian aged 
Logan Formation.  Siltstone and shale are commonly found interbedded with the 
sandstone.  These siltstones and shales generally weather to clay with low shear 
strength.  The low shear strength of the residual and colluvial soils combined with the 
steep topography make the hillsides within the study corridor prone to shallow surficial 
landslides.  These shallow surficial landslides are generally easily corrected by removal 
of the slide mass.  Deep-seated landslides within the rock are generally not observed 
within the majority of the study corridor underlain by the Logan Formation.  
 
Project Impacts 
Expected project impacts to (or resulting from) geology and soil issues are discussed in 
this section.  Areas identified by DLZ Ohio, Inc, in February 2002 as active landslides 
should be avoided or minimized within the alignment.  Landslides within a potential 
alignment would not preclude the alignment but may require additional costs for 
stabilization.  Cuts, side hill fills, and embankments associated with alignments crossing 
areas identified as historic landslides or as having the potential for landslides may 
require extensive remediation.  Costs are estimated to be moderately high to high for 
alignments crossing these areas. 
 
Erosional remnants of Minford Complex soils are common within the study corridor.  
Due to their high water content and normal consolidation, Minford Complex soils are 
prone to considerable settlement and/or base instability when subjected to surcharge 
loads from an embankment or other highway structure. 
 
Dependent upon subsurface conditions including thickness and moisture content of 
Minford Complex soils, embankments along potential alignments less than 5 feet in 
height may require undercutting and/or minimal subsurface improvements including 
geotextile or geogrid reinforcement, lime stabilization or other subsurface 
improvements.  Embankments between 6 and 15 feet in height may require 
undercutting and/or moderate subsurface improvement including geotextile or geogrid 
reinforcement, lime stabilization, preloading, or shallow slopes of 3H:1V or 4H:1V or a 
combination of improvement efforts.  Embankments higher than 16 feet may require 
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undercutting and/or extensive subsurface improvements including geotextile or geogrid 
reinforcement, lime stabilization, preloading, wick drains and sand blankets, or shallow 
slopes of 3H:1V or 4H:1V or a combination of efforts. 
 
Summary 
A detailed field reconnaissance of the final alignment should be completed to determine 
the optimum field boring program necessary to successfully identify the location and 
extent of durable and non-durable rock along the alignment.  It is anticipated that 
several embankments along potential alignments will be located in areas with thick 
deposits of Minford Complex soils that may be prone to excessive settlement and base 
instability.  Shear strength of foundation soils should be obtained for distinct cohesive 
soil strata along the alignment to assist in stability analyses of proposed embankments.  
Stability analyses can be used to assist in the design of proposed embankments within 
the study corridor.  
 
Potential mitigation costs associated with geotechnical conditions have been evaluated 
for each of the Feasible Alternatives and have been incorporated into the project cost 
estimates for comparison of alternatives.  The potential mitigation costs by segment are 
listed in Table 3-1 below. 
 

Table 3-1: Potential Geotechnical Mitigation Costs (in millions) 
SECTION 1 SECTION 2 SECTION 3 SECTION 4 

Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment 
H1 V1 HV2 H3 V3 H4 V4 
$2.3 $4.2 $1.3 $0.7 $0 $0 $3 

 
 
Potential mitigation measures could include wick drains and instrumentation, staged 
embankment construction, over-excavation, and drainage blankets. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
Potential Geotechnical Mitigation Costs for the preferred alternative have been 
evaluated.  Based on Table 3-1 above, the estimated potential cost for geotechnical 
mitigation is $4.3 million. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
At this time, no major secondary impacts related to geology, soils or erosion potential 
are expected by this project. 
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3.4.2 Floodplains 
 
Methodology 
The locations of floodplains were identified on base mapping based upon existing Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  
Floodplain areas are shown in Figure 3-2 at the end of Section 3.  The floodplains are 
also shown on the Feasible Alternatives exhibits (sheets P1-P25) at the end of this 
section as blue cross-hatched areas.   
 
Existing Conditions 
The northern terminus of the proposed project is on US Route 23 just north of 
Lucasville, Ohio.  Adjacent to existing US 23 is the Scioto River and associated 
floodplain, which is up to one mile wide near the project area.  It has relatively defined 
boundaries, with the embankments for US Route 23 on the east side and SR 104 on the 
west.  Portions of the wide floodplain have been designated as floodway.  
 
Other floodplains exist within the area of the Feasible Alternatives, including the 
floodplain associated with the Little Scioto River and its tributaries.  Unlike the Scioto 
River Valley bounded by US 23 and SR 104, the floodplain of the Little Scioto River is 
not in a defined channel and meanders throughout the valley. 
 
Project Impacts 
Each Feasible Alternative will require impacts within the 100-year floodplain.  Both 
locations for an interchange with US 23 will require fill within the floodplain of the Scioto 
River, although impacts within the floodway are not anticipated.  Due to the extremely 
large floodplain in this area, no impacts to the 100-year flood elevation would be 
anticipated, however detailed analyses will not be completed until the design phase of 
the project. 
 
Impacts to the floodplain of the Little Scioto River are expected to be minimal, as the 
encroachments are crossings that will be bridged with the appropriate structure size to 
convey the 100-year flood.  The largest area of Little Scioto River floodplain in the 
vicinity is just north of Sciotodale and has been avoided by both options (H1 and V1) in 
this area. 
 
Total floodplain impacts have been estimated based upon preliminary right-of-way limits 
overlain on the floodplain boundaries and are shown in Table 3-2.  Actual impacts are 
likely to be less than these estimates as some crossings will be bridged and fill will not 
extend as far as the proposed right-of-way lines. 
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Table 3-2: Estimated Floodplain Impacts by Segment (acres) 
SECTION 1 SECTION 2 SECTION 3 SECTION 4 

Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment 
H1 V1 H2 H3 V3 H4 V4 

19.83 34.91 0.00 6.55 6.64 21.20 31.65 
 
Table 3-3 and 3-4 show perpendicular and longitudinal encroachments, respectively.  
Due to the size of the floodplains, these encroachments are relatively small and should 
not significantly affect the probability of flooding. 
 

Table 3-3: Estimated Perpendicular Encroachments by Segment (acres) 
SECTION 1 SECTION 2 SECTION 3 SECTION 4 

Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment 
H1 V1 H2 H3 V3 H4 V4 
4.08 17.49 0.00 6.55 6.64 0.00 0.00 

 
 

Table 3-4: Estimated Longitudinal Encroachments by Segment (acres) 
SECTION 1 SECTION 2 SECTION 3 SECTION 4 

Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment Segment 
H1 V1 HV2 H3 V3 H4 V4 

15.75 17.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.20 31.65 
 
 
Preferred Alternative      
The estimated floodplain impacts, perpendicular encroachments, and longitudinal 
encroachments for the Preferred Alternative are 47.58 acres, 10.63 acres, and 36.95 
acres, respectively.  The floodplain impacts for the Preferred Alternative are smaller 
than the impacts of any other feasible alternative. 
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required      
Coordination will be conducted with the local community floodplain administrator during 
development of the preferred alternative, once chosen.  A description and mapping of 
the preferred alternative, including available details on any fill material to be placed in 
the floodplain, will be provided to the local community Floodplain Administrator for 
review and comment.  This coordination will determine if a Flood Hazard Development 
Permit will be required prior to construction activities. 
 
Due to the terrain of the study area and the size and location of the floodplains, some 
longitudinal encroachments in both Hill and Valley segments are unavoidable.  
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However, as shown in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 above, the longitudinal encroachments are 
minimal and should not affect the probability of flooding in the area. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
At this time, no secondary floodplain impacts attributable to the proposed project are 
anticipated.  As stated above, due to the size of the floodplains and the minimal 
encroachment of the preferred alternative, the probability of flooding in the area should 
not be negatively affected. 
 
3.4.3 Ground Water / Sole Source Aquifer  
 
Methodology 
Aquifer information was obtained through review of available secondary source 
materials (groundwater/ aquifer maps and reports) and other information obtained by 
DLZ Ohio, Inc from the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, mapping from the Ohio 
EPA on public water systems and drinking water source protection areas, and mapping 
from the USEPA for the location of sole source aquifers.  Field reconnaissance was 
used to locate any private, residential drinking water systems within the study area.  
Additionally, property owners were contacted and asked to report any private wells 
within the study area. 
 
Existing Conditions 
The groundwater resources of Scioto County are obtained from two general aquifer 
types within the region.  Along the major streams, water is obtained from surficial 
aquifers, and the remainder of the region obtains water from bedrock aquifers.  Well 
yields from across Scioto County are reportedly as much as 1000 gallons per minute to 
yields of less than 3 gallons per minute.  Six yield categories are reported for the region 
with five categories being from surficial deposits, and the sixth category being from 
bedrock wells, as seen in Table 3-5 below. 
 
Within the study corridor, water resources are derived from four of the categories 
previously discussed.  The category that encompasses the majority of the area within 
the study category is the bedrock aquifer Category F.  Several of the wells installed into 
this aquifer category extend through the overburden which is primarily Category E 
material before extending into bedrock.  This is typical along Lucasville-Minford Road 
where the water resources map indicates Category F materials from which groundwater 
is obtained.  However, up to 68 feet of overburden was reported on the well installation 
forms provided o the Ohio Department of Natural Resources- Division of Water.  
Isolated wells from this area are reported as being completed within the Category E 
materials.  Along the major streams throughout the study corridor, wells are located 
within Category B, C, and E material.  Most of the wells installed into the Category E 
material (along the Little Scioto River and Miller Run) were extended slightly into 
bedrock.  The wells installed within the Category B and C materials (along the Ohio and 
Scioto River) were completed in the overburden material consisting of sand and gravel. 
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TABLE 3-5:     Groundwater Resource Categories 
Well Yields 

(gpm) 
Category 

Designation 
Description 

500-1000 A 

Permeable sand and gravel deposits adjacent to 
or beneath the Scioto River.  These deposits are 
derived from glacial outwash and are recharged 

by infiltration from the Scioto River 

100-500 B 
Permeable sand and gravel deposits, which are 
beyond the Scioto River recharge, but may be 

affected by the Ohio River recharge. 

25-100 C Sand and gravel deposits adjacent to the Ohio 
River, but beyond the recharge zones. 

10-25 D 

Thick clay, silt, and fine sand deposits, which 
contain sand and gravel interbeds.  These 

deposits are primarily found along Brush Creek 
upstream of the Scioto River Valley. 

3-10 E 

Silt and clay deposits with thin sand and gravel 
interbeds primarily found within the pre-glacial 

Teays drainage and major Scioto River 
tributaries.  These deposits are believed to 

consist of the Minford Complex soils. 

0-3 F 
Thin clay and silt deposits overlying shale, 
sandstone, siltstone, or limestone bedrock 

yielding minor quantities of water. 

Source: Ground-Water Resources of Scioto County 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources Division of Water, Columbus, Ohio 

 
There are no public water systems within the study area.  However, a small portion of 
the drinking water source protection area for the Scioto County Regional Water 
Authority's well field (located just east of Lucasville) is within the study area.  No sole 
source aquifers are located in the study area 
 
Project Impacts 
No impacts to drinking water resources, and specifically, the Scioto County Regional 
Water Authority’s well field, are expected.  Although no small, private wells have been 
reported by the public as within the limits of the Feasible Alternatives, some may be 
identified during the design process and be impacted by the project.  If a residential 
water well is identified to be impacted during detailed design or construction activities, 
the well will be properly closed.  Impacted properties with private water wells may have 
a new well drilled or be connected to an existing water service line.  If this is not 
feasible, the property may be acquired. 
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Preferred Alternative 
No impacts to drinking water resources, and specifically, the Scioto County Regional 
Water Authority's well field, are expected.  Although no small, private wells have been 
reported by the public as within the limits of the preferred alternative, some may be 
identified during the design process and be impacted by the project.  If a residential 
water well is identified to be impacted during detailed design or construction activities, 
the well will be properly closed.  Impacted properties with private water wells may have 
a new well drilled or be connected to an existing water service line.  If this is not 
feasible, the property may be acquired. 
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
A final listing of mitigation measures related to groundwater impacts by the project will 
be reported in the final environmental documentation and will be included in the final 
project design plans, as necessary.  Preliminary mitigation measures (and/or 
commitments) for groundwater resources and potential impacts include: 
 

• Property owners with impacted wells may have a new well drilled or be 
connected to the local public water system  

• Any impacted wells will be removed and properly abandoned in accordance with 
State and local requirements. 

• Mitigation measures addressing potential contamination impacts will be further 
developed and incorporated into the project design plans, if necessary. 

• This project will be coordinated with the Scioto County Regional Water Authority 
regarding the small portion of its drinking water source protection area located 
within the project area 

• Inclusion of a plan note which restricts project-related refueling and maintenance 
activities over the drinking water source protection area 

 
Secondary Impacts 
A secondary impact concern to groundwater resources as a result of the project is the 
potential for contamination due to construction activities and accidental spills of 
hazardous materials from trucks and other vehicles using the highway facility, especially 
adjacent to surficial aquifers.   
 
In general, construction of the project is expected to provide a safer transportation route 
through the project area by improving capacity, reducing congestion and reducing the 
potential for serious accidents, hazardous spills and aquifer contamination.  
Furthermore, the feasible and preferred alternatives would act to shift more traffic away 
from US 23, which crosses the drinking water source protection area for the Scioto 
County Regional Water Authority’s well field, so the risk of well field contamination from 
a hazardous spill also will be reduced by this project.  In addition, minimization and 
mitigation measures addressing potential contamination impacts, which have only been 
developed on a preliminary level to date, will be further developed and incorporated into 
detailed project design plans, as necessary. 
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3.4.4 Wetlands 
 
Wetland determinations were performed by CH2M Hill and presented in the Ecological 
Survey Report, Portsmouth Bypass Project, Scioto County, Ohio, SCI-823-0.00, PID 
19415, May 2004.  The findings are presented through direct excerpts from the CH2M 
Hill report.   
 
Methodology 
The wetlands were identified according to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual (Department of the Army, 1987) with subsequent guidance from the Corps of 
Engineers.  In accordance with the manual, each wetland area was identified based on 
the occurrence of wetland vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. Indicators of 
all three parameters are required to deduce that a regulated wetland is present.  These 
indicators were determined based on methods described in the Ecological Survey 
Report (CH2M Hill, 2004). 
 
The extent of each identified wetland was determined by a noticeable change in the 
vegetation toward an upland community and indicators of better drainage in the soils. 
These changes often corresponded to a topographic gradient. The boundaries were 
annotated on aerial photos and/or topographic maps in the field for later transcription 
into the project GIS. 
 
The connectivity of each wetland to the tributary system (streams) of the study area was 
determined. Those wetlands that had indicators of at least annual surface water 
connection to a stream were considered “tributary,” and those with no apparent surface 
water connection to a stream were considered “isolated.” “Tributary” wetlands were 
typically located adjacent to or at the head of a channel, even though the channel was 
dry during the field investigation. Wetlands within the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) mapped 100-year floodplains of the Scioto, Little Scioto or Ohio Rivers 
were also considered “tributary” wetlands whether or not there was a direct channel 
connection with a stream. “Tributary” wetlands are regulated as waters of the US under 
the Clean Water Act. “Isolated” wetlands are not regulated under the Clean Water Act, 
but are regulated under the Ohio Isolated Wetlands Law. 
 
Each of the identified wetlands was evaluated in accordance with the Ohio Rapid 
Assessment Method (version 5.0), developed by the Ohio EPA.  
 
Existing Conditions 
The field investigation identified 92 wetland areas in the study area with a combined 
area of approximately 30 acres (Table 3-6).  Locations of the wetlands near the 
Feasible Alternatives can be seen on the Feasible Alternative Exhibits (sheets P1-P25) 
at the end of this section.  Wetlands are identified according to the watershed in which 
they occurred (W#), and a wetland number (WL#). As some potential wetlands were 
eliminated or fell outside of the study area, the wetlands are not numbered sequentially.  
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Because the Feasible Alternative Exhibits show only the parts of the study area that are 
in close proximity to the feasible alignments, some wetlands listed in Table 3-6 are not 
on sheets P1-P25 as they were outside the P-sheet area. Owing to the steep 
topography over most of the study area, only five wetlands are larger than one acre and 
only ten are larger than one-half acre.  
 
Approximately one third of the wetlands are driven by groundwater discharge or 
“seeps.” Groundwater frequently springs along the steep slopes in the study area. In 
some cases, the water is not quickly concentrated into a channel or streambed, and 
causes saturation of a substantial area of the soil, leading to the development of hydric 
soils and wetland vegetation. In many cases, the wetlands are drained by a channel at 
their lower ends, mostly manmade, and are therefore linked to the tributary system. In 
some locations, the groundwater percolates at the lower end of the wetland without 
entering a channel. These wetlands are thereby considered isolated. About six percent 
(by area) of the wetlands in the study area are isolated. 
 
About half of the wetlands have formed along open drainageways that are channelized 
natural streams, remnant ditches from drainage attempts or in some cases may be 
eroded gullies. In each case, the channels are small. Many of these wetlands are driven 
by a combination of flow along the channels and groundwater seepage. All of these 
wetlands are connected to the tributary system.  
 
One fifth of the wetlands formed in manmade or natural depressions, including the 
largest wetland in the study area (W21 WL5). A few of the Category 1 wetlands are 
located in small isolated depressions, that is, they have no apparent surface connection 
with the tributary system. Five wetlands are located in and around old farm ponds. Many 
of the farm ponds included some peripheral wetland vegetation. Those that are 
identified as wetlands are only those where the vegetation comprises more than half of 
the area of the pond, due to natural succession in the pond (gradual filling with sediment 
and organic matter), or due to a historical partial failure or drainage of the pond. In any 
case, the wetland condition appeared to be the “normal circumstance” of the area (i.e., 
permanent) and not a temporary condition that resulted from a recent change (such as 
a recent failure of an embankment that may be repaired) or that would foreseeably be 
corrected by maintenance dredging. Typically, the vegetation is dominated by cattails 
(Typha spp.), soft rush (Juncus effusus), and bulrushes (Scirpus spp.).  
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WETLAND1 Total Area 
(acres) 

Area within the 
Study Area 

(acres) 

Cowardin 
Classification2 

Hydrology Isolated or 
tributary to  

surface waters 

ORAM3 
score 

Category4 

W1 WL8 0.64 0.64 PEM drainage Tributary 20 C 1 

W1 WL9 0.07 0.07 PEM depression Tributary 30 C 2 

W1 WL10 0.68 0.68 PF01 oxbow Tributary 39 C 2 

W2 WL1 0.17 0.09 PEM depression Tributary 19 C 1 

W2 WL2 2.98 1.40 PSS1 depression Tributary 46 C 2 

W2 WL3 2.15 2.15 PEM drainage Tributary 43 C 2 

W2 WL4 1.93 0.14 PF01 depression Tributary 42 C 2 

W3 WL1 0.04 0.04 PF01 depression Isolated 35 C 2 

W3 WL3 0.03 0.03 PEM seep Tributary 25 C 1 

W3 WL4 0.23 0.12 PSS1 seep/drainage Tributary 30 C 2 

W3 WL5 0.13 0.04 PEM drainage Tributary 26 C 1 

W3 WL7 0.27 0.27 PEM old pond Isolated 19 C 1 

W3 WL8 0.02 0.02 PEM seep Tributary 17 C 1 

W3 WL13 1.15 1.15 PEM old pond Tributary 37 C 2 

W4 WL1 0.27 0.27 PEM drainage Tributary 23 C 1 

W4 WL2 0.03 0.03 PEM seep Isolated 20 C 1 

W4 WL3 0.17 0.17 PEM depression Tributary 14 C 1 

W4 WL6 0.30 0.30 PEM seep Tributary 26 C 1 

W4 WL7 0.07 0.07 PEM seep Tributary 18 C 1 

W4 WL8 0.39 0.39 PEM seep Tributary 22 C 1 

W4 WL9 0.03 0.03 PSS1 drainage Tributary 54 C 2 

W5 WL1 0.11 0.11 PEM seep Tributary 32 C 2 

W8 WL1 0.24 0.14 PEM seep Tributary 30 C 2 

W8 WL2 0.20 0.20 PEM old pond Isolated 34 C 2 

W8 WL5 0.01 0.01 PEM drainage Tributary 28 C 1 

W8 WL6 0.07 0.03 PEM seep Isolated 29 C 1 

W8 WL7 0.03 0.03 PEM drainage Tributary 26 C 1 

W8 WL8 0.13 0.13 PEM drainage Tributary 28 C 1 
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WETLAND1 Total Area 
(acres) 

Area within the 
Study Area 

(acres) 

Cowardin 
Classification2 

Hydrology Isolated or 
tributary to  

surface waters 

ORAM3 
score 

Category4 

W8 WL9 0.31 0.31 PEM drainage Tributary 30 C 2 

W8 WL10 0.01 0.01 PEM drainage Tributary 26 C 1 

W8 WL11 0.18 0.18 PEM seep Tributary 30 C 2 

W8 WL12 0.07 0.07 PSS1 seep Tributary 36 C 2 

W8 WL13 0.10 0.10 PEM drainage Tributary 27 C 1 

W8 WL14 0.63 0.63 PEM drainage Tributary 43 C 2 

W8 WL15 0.13 0.13 PEM drainage Tributary 26 C 1 

W8 WL16 0.08 0.08 PEM drainage Tributary 24 C 1 

W8 WL17 0.33 0.33 PSS1 drainage Tributary 20 C 1 

W8 WL18 0.11 0.11 PEM old pond Isolated 34 C 2 

W8 WL19 0.16 0.16 PEM drainage/seep Tributary 35 C 2 

W8 WL20 0.03 0.03 PEM drainage Isolated 27 C 1 

W8 WL21 0.09 0.09 PEM seep Tributary 26 C 1 

W8 WL22 0.08 0.08 PEM drainage Tributary 32 C 2 

W8 WL23 0.06 0.06 PEM seep Isolated 27 C 1 

W8 WL24 0.16 0.16 PEM seep Tributary 27 C 1 

W8 WL25 0.13 0.13 PEM drainage/seep Tributary 28 C 1 

W8 WL26 0.14 0.14 PEM drainage Tributary 20 C 1 

W8 WL27 0.03 0.03 PEM Drainage Tributary 27 C 1 

W8 WL28 0.11 0.11 PEM Seep Tributary 24 C 1 

W8 WL29 0.10 0.10 PF01 depression Tributary 24 C 1 

W9 WL1 0.73 0.73 PSS1 depression/ 
drainage 

Tributary 30 C 2 

W9 WL2 0.12 0.12 PEM drainage/seep Tributary 32 C 2 

W9 WL3 0.05 0.05 PEM old pond Isolated 47 C 2 

W9 WL4 0.17 0.17 PEM seep Tributary 21 C 1 

W9 WL5 0.39 0.39 PEM depression Isolated 24 C 1 

W9 WL6 0.17 0.17 PEM depression Tributary 32 C 2 

W12 WL 1 2.61 0.72 PEM seep Tributary 40 C 2 
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WETLAND1 Total Area 
(acres) 

Area within the 
Study Area 

(acres) 

Cowardin 
Classification2 

Hydrology Isolated or 
tributary to  

surface waters 

ORAM3 
score 

Category4 

W12 WL2 0.42 0.42 PEM seep Tributary 51 C 2 

W12 WL3 0.48 0.48 PEM/PSS1 depression Tributary 37 C 2 

W13 WL1 0.09 0.09 PEM drainage Tributary 24 C 1 

W13 WL5 0.52 0.52 PEM seep/drainage Tributary 35 C 2 

W13 WL6 0.07 0.07 PF02 seep Tributary 29 C 1 

W14 WL1 0.02 0.02 PEM drainage Tributary 31 C 2 

W14 WL2 0.03 0.03 PEM drainage Isolated 22 C 1 

W14 WL6 0.21 0.05 PEM seep/drainage Tributary 21 C 1 

W14 WL7 0.08 0.02 PEM seep Isolated 20 C 1 

W14 WL10 0.16 0.16 PF01 Depression Isolated 35 C 2 

W14 WL11 0.05 0.05 PF01 Depression Isolated 23 C 1 

W14 WL12 0.36 0.36 PEM seep/drainage Tributary 30 C 2 

W14 WL13 0.11 0.11 PEM seep/drainage Tributary 24 C 1 

W14 WL14 0.04 0.04 PEM seep/drainage Tributary 20 C 1 

W14 WL16 0.12 0.12 PEM drainage Tributary 23 C 1 

W15 WL1 0.07 0.07 PEM old pond Isolated 22 C 1 

W15 WL2 0.08 0.08 PEM old pond Isolated 26 C 1 

W16 WL3 0.05 0.05 PF01 depression Isolated 29 C 1 

W21 WL1 3.69 3.69 PSS1 drainage Tributary 50 C 2 

W21 WL2 0.14 0.14 PEM drainage Tributary 34 C 2 

W21 WL3 0.26 0.26 PEM drainage Tributary 24 C 1 

W21 WL4 0.59 0.59 PF01 seep Tributary 46 C 2 

W21 WL5 12.35 3.92 PF01/PSS1 oxbow Tributary 54 C 2 

W21 WL6 0.74 0.74 PSS1 drainage Tributary 39 C 2 

W21 WL7 0.19 0.19 PSS1 drainage Tributary 27 C 1 

W21 WL13 0.63 0.63 PF01 seep/drainage Tributary 28 C 1 

W21 WL16 0.35 0.35 PSS1 depression Isolated 42 C 2 

W22 WL2 0.04 0.04 PSS1 drainage Tributary 31 C 2 

W23 WL1 0.41 0.41 PEM depression Tributary 29 C 1 
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WETLAND1 Total Area 
(acres) 

Area within the 
Study Area 

(acres) 

Cowardin 
Classification2 

Hydrology Isolated or 
tributary to  

surface waters 

ORAM3 
score 

Category4 

W23 WL2 0.57 0.57 PF01 depression/ 
drainage 

Tributary 32 C 2 

W23 WL3 0.32 0.32 PEM drainage Tributary 35 C 2 

W23 WL4 0.04 0.04 PEM seep/drainage Tributary 18 C 1 

W23 WL10 0.01 0.01 PEM drainage Tributary 28 C 1 

W24 WL4 1.55 1.55 PSS1 seep/storm 
basin 

Tributary 34 C 2 

W24 WL5 0.17 0.16 PEM drainage Tributary 19 C 1 

W24 WL6 0.24 0.24 PEM drainage Tributary 22 C 1 

TOTAL 45.07 30.73     

 

1 Wetlands are identified by watershed (W#) and a wetland number (WL#). As some potential wetlands were 
eliminated or fell outside the study area, the wetlands are not necessarily numbered sequentially.  These wetlands 
are shown on the P-sheets at the end of this section.  Wetlands not in close proximity to the alignments do not show 
up on the P-sheets as they do not fall within the area covered by the sheets. 
2 Cowardin classification: PEM=palustrine emergent marsh; PSS1 = palustrine scrub-shrub, deciduous; PF01 = 
palustrine forest, broad-leaf deciduous; PF02 = palustrine forest, needle-leaf deciduous. 
3 ORAM = Ohio Rapid Assessment Method for wetlands. 
4 Categorization according to the Ohio Wetland Water Quality Standards. 
 
 
The majority of the wetlands are palustrine emergent marsh (PEM), dominated by 
common emergent species including cattails, fox sedge (Carex vulpinoidea), soft rush 
and rice cut-grass (Leersia oryzoides). A number are scrub-shrub (PSS1), dominated by 
shrubs such as buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), sandbar willow (Salix exigua) 
and elderberry (Sambucus canadensis). Twelve are considered forested or partially 
forested. Most of these are dominated by deciduous trees including silver maple (Acer 
saccharinum), American elm (Ulmus americana), and green ash (Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica). One of the forested wetlands (W13 WL6) is dominated by bald cypress 
(Taxodium distichum).   This forested wetland is located on a horse farm, and it is 
presumed that the bald cypress was planted. 
 
The ORAM scores correlate less to size and more to the consistency of hydrology, the 
width of the buffer, and the intensity of surrounding land use. No Category 3 wetlands 
were identified in the study area. A total of 40 wetlands were assigned Category 2. Only 
seven of the wetlands identified clearly score in the range of Category 2 (45 or greater), 
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as defined by Mack (2000). These wetlands range in size from 0.03 acre to 12.35 acre. 
Four of these seven wetlands are located in the Little Scioto and Scioto River 
floodplains. Fifteen of the Category 2 wetlands scored in the range of Modified Category 
2 (35 to 44), and range in size from 0.04 to 0.74 acres. Eighteen of the Category 2 
wetlands score in the Category 1 to 2 “gray zone” (30 to 34), ranging in size from 0.04 
to 1.55 acres.  
 
A description for each of the inventoried wetlands can be found in the Ecological 
Survey Report (CH2M Hill, 2004). 
 
Project Impacts 
In general, the wetlands within the study area are small and widely dispersed. 
Therefore, impacts to wetlands of any Feasible Alternative are relatively minor (Table 3-
7).  These numbers include the area within the right-of-way.  The habitat quality of the 
wetlands affected by the Feasible Alternatives is also very similar.  No Category 3 
wetlands are affected by the Feasible Alternatives. The alternatives do vary on the 
types of wetlands they affect. Approximately 80% of wetland area impacted by “H” 
segments are wooded wetlands (PF01 and PSS1), while 75% of the wetland area 
impacted by “V” segments are emergent (PEM). 
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 Segments: Number of Wetlands/Total Area within ROW (acres) 

 Segment 
H1 

Segment 
V1 

Segment 
HV2 

Segment 
H3 

Segment 
V3 

Segment 
H4 

Segment 
V4 

Cross-
over 

Category 1 (Isolated) 0/0 1/0.08 0/0 1/0.03 0/0 0/0 2/0.30 0/0 

Category 1 (Tributary) 1/0.04 2/0.16 1/0.17 3/0.20 2/0.24 1/0.09 2/0.36 0/0 

Category 2 (Isolated) 1/0.35 0/0 0/0 1/0.05 0/0 0/0 1/0.03 0/0 

Category 2 (Tributary) 2/0.88 3/1.47 1/0.18 0/0 1/0.138 2/1.973 0/0 0/0 

TOTAL 4//1.27 6/1.71 2/0.35 5/0.28 3/0.31 3/2.06 5/0.69 0/0 

         

 Feasible Alternatives: Number of Wetlands/Total Area within ROW (acres) 

 H1+HV2+
H3+H4 

H1+HV2+
V3+V4 

H1+HV2+
V3+H4 

H1+HV2+
H3+V4 

V1+HV2+
V3+V4 

V1+HV2+H3
+H4 

V1+HV2+V
3+H4 

V1+HV2+
H3+V4 

Category 1 (Isolated) 1/0.03 2/0.30 0/0 3/0.33 3/0.38 2/0.11 1/0.08 4/0.41 

Category 1 (Tributary) 6/0.50 6/0.81 5/0.54 7/0.77 7/0.93 7/0.62 6/0.66 8/0.89 

Category 2 (Isolated) 2/0.40 2/0.38 1/0.35 3/0.43 1/0.03 1/0.05 0/0 2/0.08 

Category 2 (Tributary) 5/3.03 4/1.13 6/3.1 3/1.06 5/1.72 6/3.62 7/3.69 4/1.65 

TOTAL (isolated) 3/0.43 4/0.68 1/0.35 6/0.76 4/0.41 3/0.16 1/0.08 6/0.49 

TOTAL (tributary) 11/3.53 10/1.94 11/3.64 10/1.83 12/2.65 13/4.24 13/4.35 12/2.54 

TOTAL  14/3.96 14/2.62 11/3.99 16/2.59 16/3.06 16/4.40 14/4.43 18/3.03 

 
Preferred Alternative  
The preferred alternative is composed of the H1, HV2, H3 and H4 segments 
(collectively, the Hill Alternative).  Wetland delineation fieldwork was completed by 
TranSystems Corporation between April and June, 2004, for the Hill Alternative.  The 
work followed the procedures outlined in the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the ODOT Ecological Manual (2004).   
 
During the field work, fifteen wetlands identified to be within the Hill Alignment in the 
Ecological Survey Report were examined.  Five of these wetlands were determined not 
to be wetlands during the delineation, but rather drainage ditches through uplands or 
they have been recently effectively drained.  The remaining 10 are listed in Table 3-8 
below. 
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Table 3-8: Wetlands within the SCI-823-0.00 Hill Alignment Project Area 
Wetland Identifier ORAM Score/ 

Category 
Isolated or 
Tributary 

Area (Acres) 

W2WL4 42/2 Tributary 4.30 
W8WL17 20/1 Tributary 0.01 
W8WL6 29/1 Tributary 0.09 
W8WL7 26/1 Tributary 0.05 
W8WL8 28/1 Tributary 0.10 
W9WL2 32/2 Tributary 0.06 
W9WL4 21/1 Tributary 0.13 

W21WL16 42/2 Tributary 0.40 
W23WL2 32/2 Tributary 0.16 
W23WL3 35/2 Tributary 0.25 

 
A total of ten wetlands comprising 5.55 acres were delineated within the construction 
limits of the Portsmouth Bypass Hill Alignment.  Five of these wetlands were considered 
provisional Category 2 and the other five were considered provisional Category 1 
wetlands.  All of the wetlands within the Hill Alignment project area were determined to 
be “tributary” wetlands, meaning they have a surface water connection to another “water 
of the U.S.” and therefore fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Ohio EPA. 
 
A wetland determination was also completed on four vernal pools identified outside the 
project area.  These pools were determined to be high Category 2 isolated wetlands 
with good amphibian breeding habitat.  These vernal pools will not be impacted.  
Additionally, all roadside ditches within the project area have been investigated to 
determine the presence of any of the criteria listed in the Standard Operating 
Procedures for the Regulatory Program (U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, 1999).  It was 
determined that the roadside ditches within the project area did not meet any of the 
required criteria and therefore are considered non-jurisdictional.   
 
During the wetland delineation, it was determined that the area of wetlands affected by 
the preferred alternative was less than predicted in the Ecological Survey Report 
(CH2M Hill 2004).  This was mostly due to the 5 wetlands determined during the 
delineation to be drainage ditches.  1.27 acres of wetlands will be impacted by the 
roadway; 0.23 acres are Category 1 wetlands, while 1.04 acres are Category 2 
wetlands. 
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
All of the streams and wetlands that have a direct water connection to streams or other 
surface waters are regulated as waters of the United States pursuant to the Clean 
Water Act (CWA). Therefore, all crossings of these waters will require permission from 
the Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404, and the Ohio EPA under Section 401 
of this law. Some of the ponds are also regulated under the Clean Water Act, but many 
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that have been created as stock watering ponds or aesthetic pools will not be, provided 
they were not created along a regulated stream. The impacts to all streams and 
tributary wetlands and ponds by the project will likely be considered as a whole under a 
single Individual Section 404/401 permit. Impacts to the Little Scioto River, as a State 
Resource Water, are prohibited from authorization under Nationwide Permits by the 
Ohio EPA. 
 
Isolated wetlands do not have a surface water connection to a stream and are not 
regulated under the Clean Water Act. However, they are regulated under the Ohio 
Isolated Wetlands Law. Impacts to isolated wetlands up to one half acre are permissible 
under a General Permit with notification of the Ohio EPA.  
 
Under both the Clean Water Act and the Ohio Isolated Wetlands Law, permits typically 
require mitigation for the wetland and stream impacts.  The proposed mitigation will be 
developed in consultation with the US Army Corps of Engineers and the Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
The Preferred Alternative, as stated above, is expected to directly impact 1.27 acres of 
wetlands.  However, the project area goes through ten wetlands comprising 5.55 total 
acres.  It is possible that some of these residual wetland areas may not be able to be 
salvaged due to drainage modifications resulting from highway construction.  In this 
event, the wetland impact for the Preferred Alternative could increase.  These impact 
determinations will be made during final project design, once more detailed design and 
drainage information becomes available. 
 
Additionally, impacts to wetlands by secondary development attributable to this project 
are possible.  One of the purposes of this project is to provide access to land suitable 
for industrial development.  If land close to the project area is developed, some impacts 
to wetlands may be expected. 
 
3.4.5 Streams, Rivers, and Water Bodies 
 
Stream surveys were performed by CH2M Hill and presented in the Ecological Survey 
Report, Portsmouth Bypass Project, Scioto County, Ohio, SCI-823-0.00, PID 19415, 
May 2004.  The findings are presented below through direct excerpts from the CH2M 
Hill report.  Please note that the discussion examines the Hill and Valley alternatives, 
but does not discuss impacts by segment.  Impacts by segment can be found in the 
alternative comparison matrix Table 3-32 at the end of this section.  Stream locations 
can be found on Figure 3-3 at the end of Section 3. 
 
Methodology 
Field investigations were performed from October 30, 2001 through August 9, 2002 to 
identify and characterize wetlands, characterize the regulated streams in the project 
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area and to survey vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic biota across the entire the study 
area. Investigations that were centered on the two Feasible Alternatives (mostly as part 
of threatened and endangered species surveys) were performed April through August 
2003.  Details of these investigations can be found in the Ecological Survey Report 
(CH2M Hill, 2004). 
 
Jurisdictional streams were identified as those waters that had an ordinary high water 
mark, definable beds and banks, and evidence of stream flow. Any channel that 
parallels a roadway, was apparently created in a non-hydric soil, and does not represent 
a relocation of a natural channel was eliminated as jurisdictional.  That is, these latter 
channels were considered “drainage ditches” or “ditches through uplands,” which are 
generally not regulated as waters of the US under the Clean Water Act (Department of 
the Army, Corps of Engineers, 1999). 
 
Each identified stream was labeled according to watershed number and a tributary 
alphanumeric code that includes an abbreviation for the named stream to which it drains 
and a tributary number. Stream segments were categorized as perennial, intermittent or 
ephemeral, as defined by the Corps of Engineers (Department of the Army, 2002).  
 
Streams with a drainage area of greater than one square mile were evaluated using the 
Ohio EPA’s Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI). Details of this index can be 
found in the Ecological Survey Report (CH2M Hill, 2004). 
 
Streams with drainage areas less than one square mile were evaluated using the OEPA 
draft Headwater Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI) (Final Draft V2.0 April 2001), which is 
used to determine the status of smaller streams as one of three classes of Primary 
Headwater Habitats (PHWH). Class I streams offer limited aquatic habitat (namely, 
ephemeral streams), Class II offer appreciable but seasonal aquatic habitat (warm 
water adapted community), and Class III stream offer substantial invertebrate, fish and 
amphibian habitat (cool water adapted community).  
 
Existing Conditions 
The project is within two major watersheds: the Scioto River (USGS Hydrologic 
Cataloging Unit 05060002) and the Little Scioto River (USGS Hydrologic Cataloging 
Unit 05090103).  These watersheds discharge directly into the Ohio River.  Additionally, 
there are small intermittent streams, within the study area, that drain directly to the Ohio 
River.  The Ecological Survey Report (CH2M Hill, 2004) presents a summary of the 
stream systems within the study area. 
 
The Scioto River runs generally parallel to US Route 23 approximately 4000 feet from 
the northern termini of the study area. In this area, the Scioto River has a wide 
floodplain which is mostly used for agricultural row crops. Approximately the western 
third of the study area drains to the Scioto River.  Within the study area, there are four 
sub-watersheds of the Scioto River: 
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Little Scioto River – Looking North from Tick Ridge Road 

� Miller Run – northern-most stream system within study area 
� Thomas Hollow – unnamed stream system that flows through Lucasville 
� Lake Margaret System – unnamed stream system that flows to Lake Margaret 
� Candy Run – largest of the Scioto River tributaries within the study area. 
 
The Little Scioto River runs northeast to southwest through the southern portion of the 
study area. The Ohio Water Quality Standards (WQS) includes the Little Scioto River in 
its “South East Ohio River Tribuaries” watershed.  Within the study area, there are 8 
sub-watersheds of the Little Scioto River: 
 
� Blue Run – Northern-most Little Scioto tributary, the Blue Run itself is not in the 

study area 
� Long Run – Large perennial stream which drains the Minford area 
� Shumway/Blake/Dan White Hollows – Steeply sloped and wooded system of 

hollows south of Minford 
� Slab Run – Small intermittent watershed immediately south of Dan White Hollow 
� Shoumberg Hollow – Perennial stream draining a steeply sloped and wooded area 
� Mansfield Hollow – Intermittent stream which joins the Little Scioto River at Tick 

Ridge Road 
� Stout Hollow – Small perennial stream in the vicinity of Highland Bend 
� Wards Run – Large perennial stream draining much of Porter Township, the 

southeast corner of the study area.  The Oven Lick and the Shell Creek are large 
Wards Run tributaries. 

  
The use designations per 
the WQS are shown on 
Table 3-10.  The Little 
Scioto River is identified 
as a State Resource 
Water.  Another State 
Resource Water in the 
vicinity of the study area 
is the Rocky Fork.  While 
the Rocky Fork is not 
within the study area, a 
main tributary to Rocky 
Fork, namely Long Run, 
passes through the 
center of the study area, 
parallel to Lucasville-
Minford Road.  
 
All of the streams in the 
study area that are cited 
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in the WQS have been given a Warm water Habitat use designation, as well as 
designations that they are suitable as agricultural and industrial water supplies and for 
primary contact recreation.   
 
According to the Ohio EPA website, no studies of either the Little Scioto River or the 
Scioto River in the study area have been published by Ohio EPA within the past 10 
years.  
 

TABLE 3-9: Summary of Watershed Structure Used For Portsmouth Bypass 
�

Stream Name Ohio Water Quality 
Standards Aquatic Life Use 

Designation 

Other Use Designations per Water 
Quality Standards1 

Scioto River Basin   

Scioto River near Study Area Warmwater Habitat AWS, IWS, PCR 

Miller Run Warmwater Habitat AWS, IWS, PCR 

Thomas Hollow System No designation No designation 

Lake Margaret System No designation No designation 

Candy Run Warmwater Habitat AWS, IWS, PCR 

Little Scioto River Basin   

Little Scioto River Warmwater Habitat State Resource Water, AWS, IWS, PCR 

Blue Run Warmwater Habitat AWS, IWS, PCR 

Long Run Warmwater Habitat AWS, IWS, PCR 

Shumway/Blake/Dan White Hollows No designation No designation 

Slab Run No designation No designation 

Shoumberg Hollow No designation No designation 

Mansfield Hollow No designation No designation 

Stout Hollow No designation No designation 

Wards Run (Plum Fork) Warmwater Habitat AWS, IWS, PCR 

Small Ohio River Tributaries   

Stewart Hollow and 3 other small 
tributaries 

No designation No designation 

1 AWS = Agricultural Water Supply: IWS = Industrial Water Supply; PCR = Primary Contact Recreation 

 
The stream network through the study area is typified by relatively steep ephemeral 
streams, leading to intermittent and small perennial streams with moderate to low 
gradient, to the larger streams (rivers) that are low gradient. Many of the ephemeral, 
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intermittent and smaller perennial streams typically have substrates comprised of 
cobble, gravel, and bedrock (sandstone and shale). Sand and boulders are lesser 
components of the stream substrates. Except for the rivers, the steepness of the 
adjacent topography and the stream gradients provide high velocity flow conditions that 
minimize the accumulation of silt.  Although embeddedness is locally present (typically 
from sand accumulation instead of silt), it is also somewhat controlled by the higher 
velocity flows in these streams. Given their steepness, many streams appear to be 
subject to extremely low flow conditions during dry periods. 
 
Primary direct impacts to streams in the study area are cattle grazing, canopy removal, 
channelization (particularly near roadways) and debris accumulation. Land development 
and topography may also contribute to the “flashiness” of some streams, which leads to 
greater bank destabilization and greater flow variation. The greatest impact to streams 
from sedimentation occurs in recently logged areas. 
 
The HHEI and QHEI stream habitat evaluations were performed selectively throughout 
the study area to characterize the streams in each watershed. Many of the smallest 
ephemeral streams were not evaluated, simply because they contained no water, and 
therefore almost invariably score in the Class I (lowest) headwater habitat range. Table 
3-10 summarizes the QHEI/HHEI scores by watershed.  The data forms are presented 
in the Ecological Survey Report (CH2M Hill, 2004).  Both scoring methods were 
designed for low flow periods, and the scores are influenced by the average and 
maximum water depths. Thus, forms completed during wet periods may rate some 
streams slightly higher. On the other hand, the scores are also largely dependent on 
parameters that remain consistent throughout the year, such as the abundance of 
coarser substrates (gravel and cobble) and other physical characteristics. The scores 
reflect generally good physical characteristics in the majority of the streams in the study 
area. 
 
The intermittent streams in the study area were typically evaluated using the HHEI 
forms. For those streams where both a QHEI and a HHEI form were completed, the 
HHEI was completed for the upper reach of the stream, and QHEI on the lower reach. 
Streams which contained no water were not evaluated and almost invariably scored in 
the Class I (lowest) headwater habitat range.  The HHEI scores ranged from 11 to 73. 
All but one intermittent stream scored in the Class II to Class III headwater habitat range 
(16 or greater). QHEI scores for most of the lower intermittent streams were in the 
Modified Warm Water Habitat to Warm Water Habitat range 46 or greater).  One 
intermittent tributary of the Long Run scored as a Limited Resource Water, mainly 
because of cattle grazing in and around the stream, leaving almost no stream bank 
vegetation and a nearly ubiquitous bedrock substrate and vertical banks. The small 
Ohio River tributaries also scored low because of heavy (several feet thick) sediment 
accumulation along the river floodplain (compromising the stream banks and substrate 
diversity) and the impacts of adjacent development. 
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Basin/watershed QHEI HHEI 

Scioto River Basin   

   Miller Run Watershed 45 – 61.5 - 

   Thomas Hollow Watershed 52.5 - 66 11 - 52 

   Lake Margaret Watershed 62 16 - 27 

   Candy Run Watershed 54 - 62 26 -61 

Little Scioto River Basin   

   Little Scioto River & direct tributaries 65 – 70 12 – 25 

      Blue Run Watershed - 16 - 34 

      Long Run Watershed 45.5 – 68.5 35 – 60 

      Dan White/Shumway/Blake Hollows 66.5 60 

      Slab Run Watershed 70.5 36 – 42 

      Shoumberg Hollow 53 30 – 41 

      Mansfield Hollow - 44 

      Stout Hollow 66 55 – 57 

      Wards Run Watershed 69 – 74.5 21 

Ohio River Basin   

   Small tributaries to Ohio River 19 -54 30 - 73 

 
The QHEI scores for the perennial streams ranged from 52.5 to 74.5. These scores 
generally indicate that many of the perennial streams in the study area would be able to 
support macroinvertabrates and fish communities typical of a Warm Water Habitat 
(WWH) rating.  One exception, the upper portions of the Thomas Hollow, had a 
Modified Warm Water Habitat (MWH) score of 52.5 because of impacts of adjacent 
developments.   
 
Project Impacts 
Table 3-11 summarizes the impacts to aquatic habitats associated with the Feasible 
Alternatives.  For streams, the total number of crossings and the approximate total 
linear feet of stream within the anticipated project right-of-way are presented. The total 
number of impacted ponds and their total area are also presented. The precise length of 
stream affected may vary depending on the final roadway design. 
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TABLE 3-11: Summary of Aquatic Habitat Impacts 
���������	��� ����� �� � �������� �� ���
� ����������� �� ����� ����� ��
�

 Segments: Number of Crossings/Approximate Length of Impact (feet) 

 Segment 
H1 

Segment 
V1 

Segment 
HV2 

Segment 
H3 

Segment 
V3 

Segment 
H4 

Segment 
V4 

Cross-over 

Ephemeral Streams 16/3,400 23/8,100 12/3,500 13/4,800 10/4,000 15/8,000 9/2,500 2/700 

Intermittent Streams 11/7,500 9/6,400 9/5,200 7/5,000 7/4,300 6/2,800 5/2,000 2/800 

Bridge crossings – 
Little Scioto/Long Run 1/660 1/440 0/0 1/400 1/400 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Perennial Streams  1/400 4/2,400 2/1,400 0/0 1/700 2/200 3/3,600 0/0 

Total Stream 
Impacts 29/11,960 37/17,340 23/10,100 21/10,200 19/9,400 23/11,000 17/8,100 4/1,500 

Ponds (acres) 4/1.9 5/1.6 5/3.2 4/1.2 1/0.4 3/5.6 5/0.6 1/0.1 

         

 Feasible Alternatives: Number of Crossings/Approximate Length of Impact (feet) 

 H1+HV2+
H3+H4 

H1+HV2+
V3+V4 

H1+HV2+
V3+H4 

H1+HV2+
H3+V4 

V1+HV2+
V3+V4 

V1+HV2+H
3+H4 

V1+HV2+V3
+H4 

V1+HV2+H
3+V4 

Ephemeral Streams 56/19,700 47/13,400 55/19,600 52/14,900 54/18,100 63/24,400 62/24,300 59/19,600 

Intermittent Streams 33/20,500 32/19,000 35/20,600 34/20,500 30/17,900 31/19,400 33/19,500 32/19,400 

Bridge crossings – 
Little Scioto/Long Run 2/1,060 2/1,060 2/1,060 2/1,060 2/840 2/840 2/840 2/840 

Perennial Streams  5/2,000 7/6,100 6/2,700 6/5,400 10/8,100 8/4,000 9/4,700 9/7,400 

Total Stream 
Impacts 96/43,260 88/39,560 98/43,960 94/41,860 96/44,940 104/ 48,640 106/ 49,340 102/ 47,240 

Ponds (acres) 16/12.0 
acres 

15/6.0 
acres 

14/11.2 
acres 

19/7.0 
acres 

16/5.8 
acres 

17/11.6 
acres 

15/10.9 
acres 

20/6.7 
acres 

 
In general, the alternatives impact a comparable total length of streams. As their names 
indicate, the Hill segments follow a course higher in the watersheds and the Valley 
segments lower in the watersheds. Consequently, the Hill segments impact a greater 
length of intermittent streams, while the Valley segments impact a greater length of 
perennial streams. Impacts of the two alternatives on the larger perennial streams (Little 
Scioto River and Long Run) and ephemeral streams are comparable. 
 
The largest and most diverse aquatic habitats in the study area are the Little Scioto 
River, Long Run and Candy Run. Depending on the specific stream crossing, the 
construction of road crossings over these streams could impact fairly diverse freshwater 
mussel communities and large fish communities. The Little Scioto River supports a 
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diverse fish and invertebrate community throughout its length in the study area.  The 
presence of a large number of mudpuppies and salamander mussels in the lower 
reaches of the Little Scioto River is both regionally and nationally important, while the 
large numbers of breeding plain pocketbook mussels, and larger species diversity of 
mussels in the upper reaches of the river within the study area, are also regionally 
important.  The occurrence of the Ohio Special Interest sand darter in the upper reach 
of river sampled here also speaks to the importance of this reach of stream.  In addition, 
the occurrence of the Ohio Threatened rosyside dace in Long Run indicates the 
regional importance of the aquatic communities in this stream. 
 
Each Feasible Alternative will require one crossing of the Little Scioto River. The Little 
Scioto River crossing will be a bridge, thereby minimizing impacts. The bridge would 
include concrete abutments stabilized with rock channel protection and possibly piers in 
the river.  The impacts calculations include the entire length of the river within the 
anticipated right-of-way (660 feet for the Hill Alternative, 440 feet for the Valley 
Alternative) even though bridge impacts are generally less severe.  
 
The Long Run crossing is identical for both Feasible Alternatives.  This crossing is also 
expected to be a bridge.  The crossing will occur at the point where State Route 139 
parallels the main stem of the Long Run. The total impacted area for the bridge will be 
approximately 400 feet.  The Feasible Alternatives will also cross several Long Run 
tributaries using standard culvert crossings. 
 
The Candy Run lies within a relatively narrow corridor surrounded by steeply sloped 
woodlands.  Lucasville-Minford Road runs through this corridor.  The Valley Alternative 
will also utilize this corridor, crossing Candy Run once in its upper (intermittent) 
reaches.  Both Alternatives will also cross numerous Candy Run tributaries. All of these 
stream crossings will likely be accomplished via standard culverts.  
 
In addition to the larger systems (Little Scioto, Long Run and Candy Run), each 
Feasible Alternative will also encroach upon many of the other sub-watersheds within 
the study area. As shown on Figure 2-9, the Hill Alternative takes an upland course 
between Lucasville and Minford, while the Valley Alternative generally follows the 
Lucasville-Minford Road corridor. This results in a set of stream encroachments within 
different places of the same watersheds, the Hill Alternative having crossings higher in 
the stream profile and the Valley Alternative lower in the stream profile.  Encroachments 
of this type include Thomas Hollow and the Lake Margaret system. All of these stream 
crossings will likely be accomplished via standard culverts. 
 
South of Long Run, the Feasible Alternatives run almost identical courses for 
approximately 4 miles and would have comparable perpendicular crossings of the 
stream that parallels Swauger Valley Road, Shumway Hollow, Blake Hollow, Dan White 
Hollow, and Slab Run.  
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South of Slab Run, the Hill Alternative follows the hill country, while the Valley 
Alternative follows a course through the Little Scioto River valley. From this point south 
to Sciotodale, the impacts of the alternatives vary considerably.  The Hill Alternative 
encroaches upon the upper reaches of Shoumberg Hollow, Mansfield Hollow, and Stout 
Hollow, all west of the Little Scioto River.  Conversely, the Valley Alternative encroaches 
upon the lower Shoumberg Hollow (prior to crossing the river) and the Wards Run 
system (including Shell Creek and Oven Lick) east of the river. Near Sciotodale, the two 
alternatives vary slightly in their impacts to small Ohio River tributaries. 
 
The non-bridge crossings will include installation of culverts, concrete headwalls/aprons, 
stone stabilization at outlets of the culverts, and possibly channel relocations. Physical 
impacts to the streams will include loss of stream habitat, streambank alterations, 
substrate alteration, and removal of riparian vegetation. The length of each stream 
affected depends on topography and the orientation of the highway alignment relative to 
the stream. The culverts will represent permanent loss of aquatic habitat. Areas of 
stream realignment and stone stabilization at the outfalls will likely revert to viable 
habitat over time with the accumulation of bedload (sand, silt, gravel and cobbles), 
creating a more natural stream substrate. Removal of riparian vegetation will expose 
these aquatic habitats to increased illumination and temperature, possibly adversely 
affecting the aquatic animal populations during the summer months. This impact will 
eventually be lessened with regrowth along the banks. Such regrowth will take several 
years.  
 
The impacts to aquatic communities associated with construction are well known and 
mostly short-lived.  However, some long-term impacts can also be anticipated as a 
result of this project.  Impacts to aquatic species within the primary impact zone will 
include the elimination of some species within the impact area, especially those that are 
sensitive to excessive siltation (lithophilic species) and the rare species if construction 
occurs within the reaches where these species occur. Given that these alterations will 
be localized, they are not expected to result in a permanent change in the diversity of 
the component species of any stream system. However, the loss of habitat could 
theoretically cause a proportional decrease in the populations. 
 
Construction activities in the streams will also cause some sedimentation in 
downstream reaches. These streams currently do not have very high turbidities and any 
increase in turbidity levels could have significant impact on the fish and invertebrate 
communities. The extent of that impact will depend on the implementation of standard 
ODOT erosion control methods. The existing upstream and downstream reaches of 
each stream will provide refugia for the more mobile aquatic species during 
construction, which will lessen the impact to these species. Less mobile and more 
sensitive species, such as freshwater mussel populations, could be smothered if 
sedimentation, albeit temporary, is abundant. However, once the streambanks have 
become re-vegetated and the stream work has ceased, it is anticipated that silt loads 
will return to normal and these impacts would be eliminated. Over the long term, 
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sediment will be flushed from the stream during rain events following completion of the 
construction. It is not anticipated that the smaller streams would be affected as greatly 
as the larger streams in this corridor as they currently do not support the same level of 
community development or diversity of habitats. 
 
The new roadway will include a substantial increase in pavement area and possibly 
traffic volume. Therefore, it will likely lead to an increase in roadway runoff volumes and 
contaminants into the streams. The impact of this contamination will depend on the 
impact of current runoff contamination from current land uses, primarily cattle farming 
and existing roadways. Smaller streams are already subject to some pollution, mostly 
an increase in nutrient loadings, which may impair the aquatic biota in these streams. 
Long Run and Candy Run are generally parallel to existing roadways, and these 
streams are presumably already subject to existing roadway runoff. Despite the 
adjacent roadways, current contamination appears to have only slight affect on Long 
Run and Candy Run, as well as the Little Scioto River, which sustain diverse 
populations of aquatic macroinvertebrates and fish, including pollution intolerant 
species. These streams benefit from dilution of contamination afforded by their higher 
flow volumes. Consequently, while the potential impact to aquatic diversity from runoff 
from the new roadway is greatest for these streams, they may also be buffered from the 
impacts by their sizes. 
 
Each Feasible Alternative will also impact some ponds.  Tables 3-31 and 3-32 show 
impacts to the ponds by segment and by alignment.  Each of the affected ponds would 
be partially or completely filled to accommodate the highway. Given that the water 
quality and habitat quality of many of the ponds are strongly influenced by human 
activities (such as agricultural uses of the ponds and adjacent lands and fish stocking), 
the impact on the local biotic populations from filling of some ponds is expected to be 
minimal.  
 
Preferred Alternative  
All of the streams identified in the Ecological Survey Report (CH2M Hill, 2004) within the 
Hill Alignment construction limits were studied during the wetland delineation field work 
completed by TranSystems Corporation between April and June 2004.  The field work, 
along with studies completed for the Ecological Survey Report, showed that the Hill 
Alignment will cross a total of 37 streams, of which 34 are considered to be primary 
headwater habitat (PHWH) streams with drainage areas generally less than 1 mi2.  Of 
these 34 PHWH streams, six are classified as Class I (one is classified as Modified 
Class I), ten are classified as Class II (three of which are classified as Modified Class II), 
and eighteen are classified as Class III PHWH streams.  The PHWH streams were 
evaluated using the most current version of the HHEI form.  The other three streams 
had drainage areas greater than 1 mi2 upstream of where the proposed roadway will 
bisect the stream, and therefore were either evaluated with the QHEI or data was 
gathered from Ohio EPA.  Two streams were assigned a provisional use designation of 
Exceptional Warmwater Habitat (EWH) and the third stream was given a use 
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designation of Warmwater Habitat (WWH) (Ohio EPA, 1999).  Table 3-12 below shows 
the streams in the Hill Alignment Project Area and characteristics of the streams. 
 
Table 3-12: Streams within the SCI-823-0.00 Hill Alignment Project Area 
Stream 

# 
Name HHEI/

QHEI 
Score Classification Drainage 

Area mi2 
PHWH 

Biological 
Evaluation 
Performed

? 

Fish 
Observed 

Salamanders 
Observed? 
Larvae or 

Juv/Adult or 
both 

Temp 
°C 

DO 
mg/

L 

pH Conduc
tivity 

µmhos/ 
cm 

1 UT to 
Scioto 
River 

HHEI 51 III 0.330 Yes No No 22.93 40.1 8.05 1.167 

2 UT to 
Scioto 
River 

HHEI 50 II 0.025 Yes No Juv 14.89 17.6 6.06 0.156 

3 UT to 
Scioto 
River 

HHEI 52 II 0.043 No No No 17.51 28.7 6.64 0.554 

4 UT to 
Scioto 
River 

HHEI 84 III 0.397 No Yes Both 22.48 39.4 7.31 0.301 

5 UT to 
Scioto 
River 

HHEI 71 III 0.072 Yes No Both 14.60 32.8 7.11 0.236 

6 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 68 III 0.046 Yes No Both 15.92 30.2 7.01 0.398 

7 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 61 III 0.038 No No Larvae 17.33 19.4 6.32 0.389 

8 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 72 III 0.211 No No Larvae 21.05 34.3 7.63 0.377 

9 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 48 II 0.034 No No No 12.85 25.3 6.28 0.256 

10 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 67 III 0.078 No No Larvae 14.84 21.4 6.32 0.208 

11 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 24 I 0.024 No No No na na na na 

12 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 31 I 0.073 Yes No No na na na na 

13 UT to 
Candy 
Run 

HHEI 39 I 0.066 Yes No No na na na na 

14 UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 22 I 0.062 No No No na na na na 

15 UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 52 Modified I 0.101 Yes No No 15.02 27.8 6.96 0.223 

16 UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 46 II 0.039 Yes No No 19.14 31.1 6.78 0.093 

17a UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 66 III 0.300 Yes Yes No 18.81 36.4 6.66 0.126 

17b UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 38 II 0.349 No Yes No 22.51 20.1 7.09 0.229 

17c UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 53 II 0.021 No No No 20.62 27.6 7.45 0.110 

18 Long 
Run 

QHEI 83.5 EWH 14.130 No Yes No 19.69 36.6 7.48 0.179 

19 UT to 
Long 
Run 

 

HHEI 71 II 0.207 Yes Yes Adult 20.40 31.3 7.25 0.131 
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Stream 
# 

Name HHEI/
QHEI 

Score Classification Drainage 
Area mi2 

PHWH 
Biological 
Evaluation 
Performed

? 

Fish 
Observed 

Salamanders 
Observed? 
Larvae or 

Juv/Adult or 
both 

Temp 
°C 

DO 
mg/

L 

pH Conduc
tivity 

µmhos/ 
cm 

20 UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 80 III 0.880 Yes Yes Juv 20.99 36.3 7.22 0.182 

21 UT to 
Long 
Run 

HHEI 70 III 0.139 No No Larvae 17.62 32.6 6.07 0.093 

22a UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 57 Modified II 0.172 Yes Yes No 23.40 35.6 7.09 0.173 

22b UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 67 III 0.103 No Yes Larvae 25.63 40.1 7.54 0.398 

23 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 62 III 0.045 Yes No No 15.87 41.5 7.29 0.006 

24 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 85 III 0.496 No Yes Both 15.60 34.3 7.29 0.156 

25 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 34 Modified II 0.128 No No No 18.83 35.3 6.88 0.103 

25 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI/
QHEI 

84/ 
79.5 

III/EWH 1.479 No Yes Larvae 17.36 35.5 6.49 0.112 

27 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 81 III 0.471 No No Larvae 17.36 29.8 6.09 0.097 

28 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 44 I 0.054 Yes No No na na na na 

29 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 67 III 0.104 No No Both 14.81 30.0 6.09 0.102 

30 UT to 
Little 

Scioto 
River 

HHEI 71 III 0.222 No No Larvae 14.58 23.5 6.00 0.146 

31 Little 
Scioto 
River 

QHEI * WWH 111.00        

32 UT to 
Ohio 
River 

HHEI 67 III 0.155 No No Larvae 20.24 27.0 7.06 0.296 

33 UT to 
Ohio 
River 

HHEI 37 Modified II 0.046 No No No 16.09 29.6 7.01 1.701 

34 UT to 
Ohio 
River 

HHEI 84 III 0.659 No No Larvae 21.59 31.8 7.44 0.311 

* Stream was too high and muddy during every attempt at sampling.  Ohio EPA Water Quality Standards reveal that the Little Scioto River meets the 
Warmwater Habitat (WWH) use designation, and is listed as a State Resource Water, AWS, IWS, PCR. 
na = not applicable (usually due to the lack of water in the stream) 

 
Based on the wetland delineation fieldwork completed in June 2004, the total stream 
impacts of the preferred alignment were less than half of what was predicted in the 
Ecological Survey Report (CH2M Hill 2004).  Several of the ephemeral streams 
identified in that report were determined in the field to be only a dry swale or ravine and 
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not necessarily a stream based on the lack of an ordinary high water mark, definable 
beds and banks and evidence of stream flow.  Table 3-13 below shows the impacts of 
the roadway on perennial, intermittent and ephemeral streams. 
 
Table 3-13: Stream Impacts of Preferred Alternative [Number of Crossings/Approximate Length 

of Impact (feet)] 

 Preferred Alternative 

Ephemeral Streams 5/3,533 

Intermittent Streams 26/14,495 

Perennial Streams  6/2,853 

Total Stream Impacts 37/20,881 

Bridge crossings – Little Scioto/Long Run 2/1,047 

Ponds (acres) 2.93 acres 

 
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
Throughout the alternative development and refinement process for this project, efforts 
have been made to avoid and minimize encroachment on surface stream features to the 
extent practicable, while still meeting engineering design criteria and project Purpose 
and Need, and while considering other environmental impacts and public input.  
Therefore, impacts to the most ecologically valuable stream features have been avoided 
or minimized, to the extent practicable. 
 
No mitigation regarding stream impacts has been developed at this time.  Specific 
stream mitigation measures will be developed during coordination with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and Ohio Environmental Protection Agency during the pre-
application process for Section 404 and Section 401 permits required by the Clean 
Water Act.   
 
Secondary Impacts 
At this time, secondary development impacts to surface streams (through the loss of 
natural channel or through degradation due to riparian clearing and runoff) attributable 
to the proposed project are expected to be minor. 
 
3.4.6 Wildlife, Vegetation and Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Endangered species issues were investigated by CH2M Hill and presented in the 
Ecological Survey Report, Portsmouth Bypass Project, Scioto County, Ohio, SCI-823-
0.00, PID 19415, May 2004.  The findings are presented below through direct excerpts 
from the CH2M Hill report.  Please note that the discussion examines the Hill and Valley 
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alternatives, but does not discuss impacts by segment.  Impacts by segment can be 
found in the alternative comparison matrix Table 3-32 at the end of this section.   
 
In addition, specific studies have been conducted for Indiana Bat and Timber 
Rattlesnake.  Neither of these studies found the presence of these species within the 
project limits.   
 
Methodology 
The potential for endangered species was first determined through contacting the Ohio 
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves regarding 
current and historic records of populations of state and federally listed species or other 
outstanding habitats, features, or preserves in the study area. The locations of the 
Natural Heritage Database records whose target area intersected with the study area 
were searched for in the field.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service list of federally 
protected species was also checked to determine the species whose known ranges 
extend into Scioto County. Species and habitat descriptions provided by these resource 
agencies, various field guides and other references were used during the field 
investigations to identify or eliminate potential specimens or habitats encountered.  
None of the Natural Heritage Database species were found within the feasible 
alternatives.   
 
In response to requests by the USFWS, specific surveys were undertaken along the 
Feasible Alternatives for several federally listed species that have been historically 
recorded in Scioto County: the endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), the 
endangered Small Whorled Pogonia (Isotria medeoloides), the threatened Virginia 
spiraea (Spiraea virginiana), and the timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus horridus), 
which is being given pre-listing consideration. To date, none of these species have been 
identified in the project area. 
 
Indiana Bat surveys were conducted by Environmental Solutions and Innovations, Inc. 
of Cincinnati, Ohio in accordance with the USFWS guidelines (USFWS, 1999), from 
June 9, 2003 through August 6, 2003. Twenty-one survey sites were selected 
throughout the project area in coordination with the USFWS, Reynoldsburg Field Office. 
At each site, two mist net sets were set up across likely migratory routes through 
woodlands (such as a stream corridor, logging road, or trail) and monitored continuously 
for a minimum of five hours per night, beginning at dusk. Each site was netted for two 
nights, for a total of four net-nights at each site. Each captured bat was identified to 
species and gender, measured, and weighed, its reproductive status determined, and 
then released. 
 
Field studies for the Small Whorled Pogonia (SWP) were conducted from June 20 to 
July 16, 2003 (CH2M HILL, 2004). On June 27th, 2003, representatives of OES, 
USFWS and CH2M HILL visited the known Hocking County habitat of the SWP.  During 
May 2003, two specimens of the SWP were present at that site in vegetative state as 
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reported by the ODNR.  These plants had senesced by June 27 and could not be found. 
Therefore, it was agreed by all parties that the Portsmouth Bypass study would continue 
through the remainder of June and early July 2003 to define those woodlands with 
potential habitat for the SWP. As agreed to by ODOT and USFWS, lower and middle 
slope positions were emphasized, as upper slopes are generally considered too dry for 
the species. 
 
Areas of the Feasible Alternatives were selected for study based on the extent of acid 
soil types (CH2M Hill, 2004), and successional, pine or mature woodlands as 
determined during previous fieldwork. This definition included approximately 90% of the 
900 acres of woodlands (excluding active logging areas) along the Feasible 
Alternatives. In each identified area, a meandering search was conducted along the 
Feasible Alternative to search for the SWP or populations of associate species (all of 
which would remain vegetatively identifiable through that period) that might indicate a 
suitable habitat. Where a substantial population (that is, more than a few individuals) of 
associate species were found, a minimum one-quarter acre plot was established and 
recorded. Plots were expanded if the population of the associates extended beyond the 
one-quarter acre. A list of species present in three strata (canopy - greater than 4-inch 
dbh, subcanopy - less than 4-inch dbh and greater than one meter high, and ground 
layer) was assembled for each plot.  Also at each plot, the physical characteristics 
recorded included the slope position (upper, middle, lower), the slope aspect (north, 
northeast, east, southeast, south, southwest, west, northwest), slope angle, and soil 
characteristics in the upper 6 to 12 inches including color, texture, and depth of litter.  
 
Based on this survey, the most likely habitats for the SWP along the Feasible 
Alternatives were identified for revisitation during peak flowering period (Spring 2004) to 
determine the presence or absence of the SWP.  
 
The survey for the Virginia Spiraea was conducted June 30 through July 16, 2003. The 
timing of the survey corresponded to the normal flowering period of this shrub species 
(late June through July). Perennial stream crossings along each Feasible Alternative 
were identified from previous field investigations. Each of these stream crossings was 
searched for the plant, a plant list was assembled, and the streambed, banks and 
canopy closure documented relative to the preferred habitat conditions of the Spiraea.    
 
Timber rattlesnake surveys were conducted for 30 days between March 24 and 
September 27, 2003, by herpetologist Doug Wynn of Lewis Center, Ohio (2003). Maps 
were examined to determine where suitable elevation and aspect were present. In these 
areas, the Feasible Alternatives were surveyed by foot and by car for the snake and 
evaluations made on the suitability of the habitat.  Twenty-four areas within the 
alternatives were identified as likely rattlesnake habitats and were examined more 
closely. 
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Existing Conditions 
The Ecological Survey Report, Portsmouth Bypass Project provides an overview of the 
terrestrial habitats within the study area (CH2M Hill, 2004).  Table 7 in the ESR breaks 
the land use types down by percent of total and by total area.  Figure 7 in the ESR 
provides a map of land use types in the study area.  Standing second growth forest 
comprises approximately 53 percent of the study area, while 10.5 percent is scrub-
shrub and logged forest, 9 percent is in active agricultural use, and another 17.1 percent 
of the study area is urban/ residential.  Less than one third of the standing forest is 
mature, being dominated by sugar maple (Acer saccharum), tulip-tree (Liriodendron 
tulipifera), white oak (Quercus alba), red oak (Q. rubra) and chestnut oak (Q. prinus).  
Immature woodlands are dominated by green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), white ash 
(F. americana), sugar maple, osage orange (Maclura pomifera) and black locust 
(Robinia pseudoacacia), with invasive amur honeysuckle (Lonicera maackii) as a 
frequent shrub layer component, in some places nearly excluding other shrubs and 
herbaceous plants.  Riparian woodlands are mostly dominated by silver maple (Acer 
saccharinum) and American elm (Ulmus americana) and are a very small proportion of 
the study area; this is due to most of the stream valleys being narrow and steep and 
most of the larger flood plains having been cleared for agriculture and/or development, 
with only narrow wooded corridors left along the banks.  Wildlife observed during the 
ecological survey of the study area included 76 bird species, 11 reptile species, 12 
amphibian species and 22 mammal species.  More detail on species present in the 
study area can be found in the ESR. 
 
The Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves 
was contacted regarding records of rare species in the study area. According to their 
records, there are several species that are considered potentially threatened, 
threatened or endangered in the state and that are known to occur in or near the study 
area. These species are listed in Table 3-14 and their locations in the study area are 
identified in Figure 3-3 along with the location for a state threatened species (the 
rosyside dace) found during the survey of the area.  The closest sighting of a species in 
Table 3-14 was Pale Green Panic grass located in the northwestern quadrant of SR 
728/ Flowers-Ison Road intersection.  No state-listed species were found. 
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TABLE 3-14: Natural Heritage Database- Occurrences within Study Area 
Scientific Name Common Name State Status Federal Status Year of 

most 
Recent 
Record 

Panicum laxiflorum Pale-green Panic Grass Potentially 
Threatened 

--- 1993 

Phacelia bipinnatifida Fern-leaf Scorpion Weed Potentially 
Threatened 

--- 1990 

Quercus falcata Spanish Oak Threatened --- 1961 

Simpsonaias ambigua Salamander Mussel Special Interest ---  

Stenanthium gramineum Feather-bells Threatened --- 1989 

Viola pedata Bird-foot Violet Threatened --- 1989 

 
 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service maintains a list of federally listed threatened and 
endangered species in Ohio by county.  According to that list, Scioto County is included 
in the range of five federally listed species, namely the endangered Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalis), the threatened Virginia spiraea, (Spiraea virginiana), the threatened small 
whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides), and two candidate species, the rayed bean 
mussel and the sheepnose mussel. The timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus horridus) 
is not federally listed but it is declining and is receiving pre-listing consideration. 
 
According to the USFWS, Indiana bats hibernate during winter in caves and abandoned 
mines, often along with many other species of bats. Areas in caves that are suitable for 
hibernation are draft free and have a constant winter temperature. After hibernation, 
Indiana bats migrate to their summer habitats. Based on recent trap and release 
studies, suitable summer (roosting and brood-rearing) habitat for the Indiana bat is living 
or standing dead trees or snags with exfoliating, peeling or loose bark, split trunks 
and/or branches, or cavities. There appears to be no tree size threshold, and both 
lowland and upland locations may be utilized.  

 
Habitat for the small whorled pogonia consists of middle-aged, dry hardwood or mixed 
pine-hardwood forests with an open canopy, open understory and sparsely covered 
ground surface. Preferred habitat is near long-term canopy gaps such as streams, vine 
gaps and old roads. This species has been confirmed in Hocking County, approximately 
50 miles north of the study area, and there is a 1985record in Scioto County 
approximately five miles from the study area. 

Habitat for the Virginia spirea is usually rocky, flood scoured banks of high-energy (high 
gradient) streams or rivers. Flood scouring may be important to this species by 
preventing canopy closure and creating river wash deposits, thereby decreasing 
competition from larger trees and providing an appropriate rooting medium. This 
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species is only known in Scioto County along Scioto Brush Creek, west of the Scioto 
River.  

The timber rattlesnake occupies a variety of habitats depending on the time of year. 
Summer ranges include heavily forested areas, rocky hillsides, and fields bordered by 
forests. The nearest known populations of the timber rattlesnake are in Shawnee State 
Forest, 4-5 miles west of the Scioto River. 

To date, no federally listed threatened or endangered species have been observed in 
the project area. The following is a summary of the results of these surveys to date. 
 

The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) survey collected 83 bats of seven species from 21 sites 
located throughout the study area from June 9 through August 6, 2003 (see Ecological 
Survey Report). No Indiana bats have been found. The majority of the bats captured 
were of three species which are commonly found in open/edge, developed areas: big 
brown bats (Eptesicus fuscus), eastern red bats (Lasiurus borealis), and eastern 
pipistrelles (Pipistrellus subflavus). These species do not form maternity colonies in 
large trees as does the Indiana bat. The little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus) and northern 
bat (Myotis septentrionalis) were the only two species caught during this netting effort 
that form maternity colonies in trees and utilize habitat similar to that of the Indiana bat, 
although little brown bats often use man-made structures.  Of these two species, 10 
males and 4 females were captured, which is significantly different than random.  A low 
female capture rate may indicate poor quality habitat.  
 

Although there are some large trees with loose bark in woodlands throughout the study 
area that could be used for roosts, mainly shagbark hickory, sugar maple, and dead 
snags, the habitat within the project area at net sites appeared to be of relatively low 
value for the Indiana bat. In addition to man-made disturbances (such as logging), an 
ice storm during the previous spring destroyed the forest canopy in many areas. In 
these areas, understory clutter was usually high and unfavorable for bat activity. The 
storms also felled many snags that could have served as potential roost sites.   
 
The small whorled pogonia (SWP) survey included re-inspection of most woodland 
habitats along the Feasible Alternatives, except those woodlands that were eliminated 
based on prior investigations (such as forests with dense understory or active logging 
areas). A total of 28 plots were documented at sites where considerable populations of 
associates were found or to document forest communities at sites which otherwise 
appeared to be potential habitats based on previous studies, background information, or 
general forest aspect. None of the study area closely matches the conditions of the 
known SWP site in Hocking County, namely a canopy predominated by Eastern 
hemlock in association with Indian cucumber root (Medeola virginiana) and partridge 
berry (Mitchella repens) at the ground layer. However, ten sites were found which 
supported populations of the large whorled pogonia (Isotria verticillata), which the 
recovery plan (von Oettingen, 1992) reports has been found intermixed with the SWP at 
several locations, and/or one or more of the other associate species. The primary 
associates that were found in abundance at several locations were Indian cucumber 
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root and rattlesnake plantain (Goodyera pubescens). Some of the listed associates 
were absent (namely Gaultheria and Maianthemum) or were fairly widespread and not 
so indicative of specific habitat conditions (such as Vaccinium vacillans). Partridge berry 
was found in abundance at only one site. Nine of the 10 sites are located in the northern 
half of the study area, along both alternatives. A single site, where Indian cucumber root 
was found in abundance, was located near the southern end of the study area along a 
segment common to both alternatives. 
 
9 of the 10 sites where populations of associates were particularly abundant, and 
therefore may indicate the most favorable habitats for the SWP, were revisited on June 
3 and 4, 2004.  The tenth site, referred to as Plot 2, was not re-surveyed because 
permission to enter the property had been denied by the landowner, the property was 
not located within any alternative, and the area has been actively logged and 
substantially cleared since the 2003 SWP survey.   
 
In each plot, the ground layer vegetation was visually re-surveyed by two scientists to 
the extent of the associate species’ populations and suitable habitat.  Most plots were 
found to be in a condition comparable to the 2003 survey, with essentially the same 
species composition as previously noted.  However, two of the plots had been subjected 
to canopy opening after the 2003 survey, making the plots less suitable for the SWP. 
 
While the SWP was not found during either survey year, some areas may still represent 
unoccupied, potentially suitable habitats.  Further, the plant may be present but may not 
have been found because it may lie dormant for several years.  Therefore, there 
remains a possibility for effects to potential unoccupied habitat and dormant individuals 
no matter which alternative is selected.  Consequently, a “May Affect, Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect” determination is appropriate for construction along all alternatives. 
 
The timing of future work will be coordinated with the ODNR personnel who are 
monitoring the known population of the SWP in Hocking County.  
 
Each of the perennial streams that are crossed by each alternative were considered and 
reviewed for habitat for the Virginia spiraea. The conditions along the Little Scioto River 
at the proposed crossings do not appear suitable for the plant. In both locations, the 
river has a silt substrate and silt-laden banks and floodplain, and the river is subject to 
wide fluctuation in flood levels. There are none of the key habitat features of the Virginia 
spiraea as described in the recovery plan (Ogle, 1992), such as stable gravel bars and 
exposed bedrock banks, at these crossing locations. While several of the perennial 
streams appeared to have satisfactory habitat conditions for this shrub species, none of 
the plants were found. This survey was conducted during the peak flowering period. The 
lack of evidence of the plant during this study appears to be adequate documentation 
that this species is not present in the study area. 
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The rayed bean mussel is listed in Scioto County only for Scioto Brush Creek, which is 
on the opposite side of the Scioto River from the project, while the sheepnose mussel is 
listed only for the Ohio River.  As both Scioto Brush Creek and the Ohio River are 
outside the study area, neither of these species would be expected to be present in the 
area. 
 
The nearest known habitat for the timber rattlesnake is Shawnee State Forest, some 4-
5 miles west of the Scioto River. While surveys to date in the Portsmouth Bypass study 
area for the timber rattlesnake have located a number of physically suitable den 
habitats, none of these animals have yet been found in the study area. The degree of 
human activity (including logging and all-terrain-vehicle trails) likely reduces the 
suitability of the area for the rattlesnake.  Of the twenty-four sites closely surveyed, most 
showed signs of human disturbance.  
 
One unusually large but unhealthy specimen of American chestnut (Castanea dentata) 
was found along a fenceline in an actively grazed pasture, between SR 335 and the 
Little Scioto River south of Batterson Cemetery Road. American chestnut is not 
federally listed but is listed as Potentially Threatened in Ohio. The tree was 
approximately 25 feet in height, which is about the maximum size before they are lost to 
the chestnut blight.  Despite its degraded condition, the tree did bear fruit. Several 
chestnut saplings, likely suckers from remnant tree roots, were found at various 
locations in mature woods.  
 
State species encountered during the aquatic study were the Ohio Threatened rosyside 
dace in Long Run, and the Ohio Special Interest eastern sand darter and the Ohio 
Special Interest salamander mussel in the Little Scioto River.  Sanders et al. (1999) 
state that rosyside dace are restricted to 34 stream systems in Ohio and that the 
species is found in small streams (mean drainage area = 9 square miles).  Eastern sand 
darters are known from 15 stream systems in Ohio including the Little Scioto River (Rice 
and Barnes, 1983) and is usually found in large streams (average drainage area = 
3,978 square miles).   This species is currently being evaluated for possible status as a 
candidate for federal listing.  Watters (1988) found the salamander mussel at a few sites 
on the lower Little Scioto River, but not in the same numbers as at Site 7 in the current 
study. 
 
There is a 1987 Natural Heritage Database record for the deertoe mussel, a state 
Species of Concern, approximately 1.1 miles downstream of the proposed crossing of 
the Little Scioto River, and there is a 1988 record for the eastern hellbender, a state 
Endangered species currently being evaluated for possible status as a candidate for 
federal listing, in the Little Scioto River over five river miles upstream of the project area.  
Neither of these species was found during the ecological survey.  The bobcat and black 
bear may occur in the study area but were not confirmed. Both of these species is 
considered Endangered in the state.  However, the rough green snake and the eastern 
box turtle, both Ohio Species of Concern, were found during the terrestrial survey. 
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Project Impacts 
As trees providing suitable roosting habitat for the Indiana bat are present in the project 
area, the potential for impacting the species exists.  Depending upon which alternative 
is selected, the project will require the removal of 360 to 560 acres of potential roosting 
(forest) habitat and 200 to 300 acres of potential foraging (open field) habitat.  However, 
this is small in proportion to the amount of available habitat within the action area (the 
area within a radius of 2.5 miles around the project right-of-way limits) and on a 
landscape scale, and both roosting and foraging habitat will remain plentiful in the area.  
There are no known hibernacula within the action area, so impacts to Indiana bats 
during the winter are not anticipated, and impacts from noise and contaminants will be 
negligible. To minimize possible impacts to this species, potential roost trees (i.e. living 
or standing dead trees or snags with exfoliating, peeling or loose bark, split trunks 
and/or branches, or cavities) will be cleared within the project construction limits and 
ancillary work areas only between September 15 and April 15 when the species would 
not be using such habitat.  USFWS concurred on August 25, 2004 (Appendix A) with 
the determination that the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the 
Indiana bat. 
 
While neither the small whorled pogonia nor the Virginia spiraea were found during the 
ecological survey, potentially suitable habitat for both species exists within the project 
area and the presence of dormant individuals of the first species in the project area is 
possible.  USFWS concurred on August 25, 2004 (Appendix A) with the determination 
that the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect these two species. 
 
As the rayed bean mussel is listed in Scioto County only for Scioto Brush Creek and the 
sheepnose mussel is listed only for the Ohio River, neither would be directly impacted 
by the proposed construction.  Indirect impacts to the rayed bean due to precipitation 
runoff from construction would not occur as Scioto Brush Creek is west of the Scioto 
River while the project is entirely east of the river.  Likewise, the project will have no 
direct impact on the Ohio River from which the sheepnose mussel is known, and 
therefore there will be no direct impacts on that species.  While the southern terminus of 
the project parallels the Ohio River, the proposed construction limits are over 500 feet 
from the river, and any sedimentation and siltation due to storm water runoff into the 
Ohio River via small tributaries during construction would be minimized by strict 
adherence to best management practices, by strict application of erosion and 
sedimentation control items in ODOT’s Construction and Material Specifications 
(ODOT, 2002), and by adherence to the conditions of the required storm water permit.  
Moreover, there are no records for the sheepnose in the portion of the river near the 
southern terminus of the project.  For these reasons, no indirect impacts on this species 
would be expected.  
 
The American chestnut sighted during the field investigation is located some 200 feet 
east of the closest alignment and would not be directly affected by any alternative. 
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However, it is close enough that it should be clearly identified prior to construction to 
avoid inadvertent impacts.  
 
At least two fish species listed as rare in the state were found in study area streams, the 
rosyside dace in Long Run and the eastern sand darter in the Little Scioto River. There 
is potential for the project to affect these species, primarily from siltation during 
construction. It is expected that the project will not have a permanent impact on the 
populations of these species. 
 
The project study area has many sites that would be geologically suitable for timber 
rattlesnake.  However, telemetric studies of the snakes indicate that they are capable of 
movements up to 4.5 miles, and no sightings have occurred within this distance of the 
bypass corridor.  The proximity of humans also suggests that if Timber rattlesnakes 
were present in the area, sightings would be common and often reported.  It is very 
unlikely that the species inhabits or utilizes the surveyed area.  Therefore, no impacts 
are expected from the project.  USFWS concurred with this determination on August 25, 
2004 (Appendix A). 
 
The Rocky Fork mussel bed is outside of the project area.  However, Long Run, a 
tributary to the Rocky Fork, is bridged by the proposed project 3.87 miles upstream of 
the Rocky Fork.  Due to the project area’s great distance from the Rocky Fork, no 
impacts are expected to the mussel bed. 
 
The Little Scioto River will be spanned by the proposed roadway.  No structures will be 
placed below the ordinary high water mark of the Little Scioto River.  At this time, 
preliminary plans indicate that the river at this location will be spanned with piers; 
therefore, only minor impacts are anticipated.  Impacts to the Little Scioto River are 
anticipated to be the least severe primary aquatic impacts which generally occur during 
construction in uplands within a stream watershed and not necessarily within a stream.  
These impacts result from vegetation removal along stream banks that will indirectly 
affect aquatic habitats.  These indirect habitats include stream water temperature 
increases due to removal of shading vegetation, and reduction of stream bank stability 
due to loss of soil-binding tree and shrub roots.  Downstream siltation and 
sedimentation impacts on the deertoe mussel and on any habitat suitable for the 
eastern hellbender will be minimized by strict adherence to best management practices 
and ODOT’s Construction and Material Specifications. 
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
Ecological coordination with USFWS and ODNR has been completed and those 
agencies recommended no specific conservation measures for protection of federally 
and state listed species.  Those agencies did, however, recommend measures to 
minimize impacts on listed species, which are discussed above in Project Impacts.  In 
addition, USFWS recommended tree planting to compensate for lost forest habitat; a 
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response to that recommendation is included in Section 5.3.4 Pre-DEIS Agency 
Comments. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
Secondary impacts to natural terrestrial habitats are expected to be minor.  This is 
based on the fact that most of the developable land that will be opened up by the 
roadway is located in the valley area and is currently used as farmland.  Most of the 
wooded area located in the project area is located on hill terrain and is not suitable for 
large-scale development.  Secondary aquatic impacts will be limited to siltation during 
periods when soils in a stream’s watershed are exposed during construction.  These 
impacts can be limited through installation of temporary erosion protection during 
construction.  However, some permanent aquatic habitats may receive additional silt 
during storms. 
 
3.4.7 Forest Fragmentation 
 
Existing Conditions 
The project study area is located in Scioto County, Ohio, and is dominated by rural 
communities, timberland and small agricultural farms, much like the rest of the county.  
According to the Ohio Department of Development’s 2003 profile of Scioto County, 
71.7% of the county is wooded, while 20.9% is agricultural or open urban space.  The 
Shawnee State Forest also falls mostly in Scioto County, though the project study area 
does not fall within the forest.  According to the Ecological Survey Report (CH2M Hill 
2004), standing forest comprises approximately 53% of the study area.  However, none 
of the forest in the study area can be considered “virgin” or “old growth” forest.  It is 
likely that most or all of the forest in the study area has been logged during the past 
century. 
 
Project Impacts 
When large forested tracts of land are fragmented into smaller tracts, the amount of 
edge habitat is increased.  While this is good for species that prefer open habitats, it 
reduces the amount of habitat available to species that prefer or require interior 
conditions.  In addition, edge habitats tend to favor common opportunistic species, 
many of which are non-native invasive species such as Japanese and amur 
honeysuckles, multiflora rose, and garlic mustard, or native nest parasites such as the 
brown-headed cowbird.  These invasive species tend to dominate areas where they 
become established and out-compete local species for resources.  As a result, the 
compositions of the communities change to more non-native species and diversity is 
reduced. 
 
Depending on which alternative is chosen, between 351 acres and 528 acres of 
woodlands would be impacted.  Additionally, much of the roadway will be adjacent to 
woodland area.  However, all of this land is privately owned, and most of it has been 
logged during the past century and has therefore been disturbed and is not “old growth” 
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forest.  No federally-owned land will be affected.  No state or national forests or parks 
fall within the project area.  Because there are already roads throughout the project 
area, the addition of the bypass will do little to fragment the forested areas more than 
they have already been fragmented.   
 
Mitigation 
ODOT will continue to work with stakeholders to minimize impacts from invasive 
species and to the maximum extent possible use native vegetation in revegetation 
plans. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative utilizes the hill alignment (H1 + HV2 + H3 + H4), which mostly 
passes through wooded areas.  493 acres of woodland area will be impacted by this 
alignment.  However, as stated above, most of this woodland has been logged in the 
past century, and no national or state forests will be affected.  The forest acreage 
impacts for each segment are listed in Table 3-31 while the impacts for each alternative 
are listed in Table 3-32. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
At this time, secondary impacts due to forest fragmentation are expected to be minor 
because there are already roads throughout the project area, and adding a bypass will 
do little to fragment the forested areas more than they have already been fragmented. 
 
3.4.8 Farmlands 
 
Methodology 
Existing land use and land cover data was reviewed in an effort to identify agricultural 
lands within the ArcGIS software platform from the planning phase (Source: Scioto 
County Auditor and Ohio Department of Development).  This information was 
supplemented through interviews with personnel from the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) and Farm Services Administration (FSA).  The NRCS 
provided soil productivity rankings for use in evaluating the alternatives.  The FSA 
provided data regarding which persons are operating farms on the parcels within the 
study area (since much farmland is leased in this area) so that impacts to individual 
farm operations may be better identified.  Neither organization felt that these issues 
warranted eliminating any particular areas from consideration for an alternative, but 
should be considered alongside other factors during the comparison of alternatives.  
However, both organizations identified a particular farming resource, the farm supply 
store/grain elevator near Minford, which is the nearest source of support services for 
farmers in the area.  In addition, this business provides custom-mixed feed, which is not 
commonly available in the area.  
 

Existing Conditions 
Active farmland (cropland and pastureland) and timberland are the dominant land uses 
in the project study area.  Total available farmland in Scioto County is approximately 
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106,000 acres (Ohio Department of Development, Ohio County Profiles), and the 
average farm size is 143 acres.  Large tracts of active farmland are located east of 
existing SR 335 in the project study area, generally south of Portsmouth County Airport 
and north of the Highland Bend area.  Further active farmland is located around the 
Lucasville Correctional Facility just south and east of the Lucasville High School 
campus.  A review of property maps and agricultural land in the project study area 
indicates that there are relatively few larger farms (250+ acres) and moderate sized 
farms (100 to 200 acres), and a majority of smaller farms (up to 100 acres) in the project 
study area.  Overall, the average farm size in the project study area is approximately 60 
acres.  Crops currently grown include corn, wheat, soybeans, and hay, while 
pastureland is grazed primarily by cows and beef cattle.   
 
According to the Scioto County Auditor’s office, farmable land covers approximately 27 
percent of Scioto County (Scioto County Auditor’s Website).  Based on review of Scioto 
County soil surveys (U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service and 
ODNR, compiled 1986), there are three dominant soils in the project study corridor 
(Brownsville Sandy Loam, Shelocta Silt Loam, and Monongahela Silt Loam).  The 
Monongahela Silt Loam is considered as prime farmland. 
 
Land Evaluation Site Assessment (LESA) Scoring 
The National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) uses the Land Evaluation Site 
Assessment/Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (LESA/FCIR) rating system to 
determine the overall agricultural quality of a given tract of land (for example, the land 
located within a proposed highway corridor), and the scoring system determines the 
level of farmland protection warranted, if any. 
 
The land within the feasible alternatives (Hill Alignment and the Valley Alignment) was 
rated by TranSystems and was assigned Site Assessment Criteria.  The Site 
Assessment Criteria for the Hill Alignment and the Valley Alignment were 44 and 42 
points (out of a possible 160 points), respectively.  The Relative Value uses land 
evaluation criteria to complete the farmland impact rating (out of a possible 100 points).  
The Relative Value (using the maximum 100 points) and Site Assessment points were 
then totaled to determine the final LESA/FCIR score for each Alternative. 
 
According to State and Federal guidelines for interpreting these scores, and determining 
the level of farmland protection warranted (if any), total scores of 160 or less (on a scale 
of 0-260) require a minimum level of consideration for protection and do not require the 
consideration of additional alternatives. The total point scores for this project would both 
fall below the 160 point cut-off level for consideration of increased protection.  The Land 
Evaluation Site Assessment/Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form is included in 
Appendix A. 
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Agricultural Districts 
An Agricultural District is an agricultural land enrollment program that, under certain 
circumstances, allows for additional review if land is taken by eminent domain for a 
public purpose (Ohio Revised Code-ORC 929.05).  For a property to qualify, the land 
must be in agricultural production.   
 
The Scioto County Auditor administers the agricultural district program for that county 
and maintains a list of enrolled properties.  These Agricultural Districts are shown 
shaded in light blue on the Feasible Alternatives Exhibits (sheets P1-P25) at the end of 
this section. 
 
Impacts to Active Agricultural Land 
As mentioned above, total available farmland in Scioto County is approximately 106,000 
acres.  The Hill Alignment is expected to impact 769 acres of agricultural cropland, 
timberland and pastureland, which represents approximately 0.7 percent of the total 
farmland available in Scioto County.  The Valley Alignment is expected to impact 
approximately 647 acres of agricultural cropland, timberland and pastureland.  
Therefore, the Valley Alignment would affect approximately 0.6 percent of the total 
available farmland in Scioto County.  The farm supply store/ grain elevator near Minford 
mentioned in the Methodology subsection above, would not be impacted by either 
alignment, directly or indirectly. 
 
It should be noted that the above impact areas were calculated based upon land use 
designations obtained from the Scioto County Auditor and include wooded areas that 
are currently designated agricultural.  The property impacts on the Alternatives 
Comparison matrices (Tables 3-31 and 3-32 at the end of this section) are based upon 
land cover data.  Based upon the land cover information, the Feasible Alternatives will 
impact between 55-123 acres of active and 110-172 acres of passive agricultural land.  
In general, alignments utilizing Segment Valley 1 have the highest impact on non-
wooded agricultural land. 
 
 
Impacts to Agricultural District Properties 
The Hill Alignment impacts a total of 35 Agricultural District registered owners and 
comprises 59 parcels with a combined total area of 2,587 acres.  Only 485 acres of 
Agricultural District land within these 35 ownerships will be converted to a transportation 
use, with the remainder potentially landlocked.  41 of the 59 parcels exceed the 
established threshold for notification of impacts to the Ohio Department of Agriculture, 
as required by Ohio Revised Code 929.05 (B).  The Valley Alignment impacts a total of 
32 Agricultural District registered owners and comprises 49 parcels with a combined 
total area of 2,063 acres.  Only 323 acres of Agricultural District land within these 49 
parcels will be converted to a transportation use, with the remainder potentially 
landlocked.  28 of the 49 Agricultural District parcel impacts exceed the established 
threshold for notification of impacts to the Ohio Department of Agriculture.  The 
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established threshold is either 10 acres or 10 percent of the farm (ownership), 
whichever is greater.  Due to impacts exceeding the 10 acre/10 percent threshold, the 
impacts to properties in Agriculture Districts by this alignment qualify for coordination 
with the Ohio Department of Agriculture.   
 
Farm Bisections 
The common section of the Hill and Valley Alignments is expected to bisect parcels 
currently used as pasture.  A cattle crossing is being included as part of the project to 
connect those parcels of pastureland that are bisected. Bisected Properties in Section 
3.5.2 discusses the bisection of properties in more detail. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
As a result of this project, secondary impacts to farmland properties are possible, but 
will likely be restricted to the area around the Scioto County Airport.  Further impacts 
are not anticipated, however, minimal controls are in place to regulate future land use 
and secondary development pressures in the project study corridor. 
 
Another type of secondary impact to farms and farm operations is the closure of 
portions of the local road network.  For this project, there will be no major impacts to the 
local roads except for minor relocations of SR 728, Shumway Hollow Road, Hansgen-
Morgan Road and Simon-Miller Road.  These minor relocations will not affect the 
connectivity of the local road network nor will they affect daily movements related to 
farm operations. 
 
Overall, it is concluded that impact on farmland by the project, regardless of alternative, 
is not substantial based on the following: 

• The proposed project will not make the remaining farmland non-farmable or 
substantially less farmable  

• The proposed project is not expected to have any negative effects on the 
demand for farm support services. 

• For both alignments, impacts to farmland have been minimized by following the 
existing road networks as much as possible, and by maintaining access to 
farmland through the local road network. 

• Effort has been made during alternative alignment development to minimize 
impacts to on-farm investments. 

• The proposed project use is compatible with existing and continued agricultural 
uses and, being of limited access design, will not generally promote conversion 
of surrounding farmland to non-agricultural use. 

 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
Impacts to Agricultural Districts by any alternative will require coordination with the Ohio 
Department of Agriculture.  A cattle crossing will be provided to connect one bisected 
parcel. This is discussed in more detail in the Bisected Properties subsection of Section 
3.5.2. No additional mitigation for farmland impacts is proposed at this time. 
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Typically, landlocked parcels are either bought outright by the State, or damages are 
paid (a portion of the fair market value) and the owner retains the landlocked parcel.  In 
both cases, the landlocked parcels frequently become available for purchase by 
adjacent landowners with access to the property.  As a result, it is expected that most of 
the landlocked agricultural parcels will remain in production after project construction. 
 
3.4.9 Natural Environment Secondary Impacts 
 
Secondary impacts as they relate to features of the natural environment are discussed 
under individual categories presented in the preceding portions of Section 3.4. 
 
3.5 Social Environment 
 
Known socioeconomic resources are presented in Figure 3-4.   
 
3.5.1 Land Use and Growth Trends 
 
Methodology 
The project team met with local representatives to establish a committee of local 
decision makers and interested agency representatives to consider the land use issues 
associated with the proposed bypass. The project team discussed the use of zoning to 
control development and to encourage appropriate land uses for full realization of the 
project goals as envisioned in the purpose and need while minimizing potential harmful 
environmental consequences.  This committee considered the existing land use policies 
and programs and how those should be changed to accommodate the proposed 
highway to maximize benefits and minimize negative outcomes.  This effort included 
providing information to the committee on strategies for land use, providing mapping of 
the areas of concern (primarily development areas near interchanges and within the 
targeted development valley identified in the feasibility study), assisting the committee 
with securing support and resources for development of a land use plan, if desired, and 
recording the intentions of the committee for use in this document. 
 
ODOT has no authority to mandate any particular action and there is no guarantee that 
any particular jurisdiction will take action.  However, the intentions of each regulating 
body are known, so the impacts of the project may be better predicted. 
The project team met with the Township Trustees from Valley, Jefferson, Madison, 
Harrison, and Porter Townships.  The discussion focused on development, job creation, 
and future infrastructure needs.  It also focused on using planning and zoning as tools 
to support the purpose and need of the project. 
 
Existing Conditions 
The project study area is covered by four city jurisdictions (City of Portsmouth, City of 
Lucasville, City of Minford, and City of Wheelersburg) and nine township jurisdictions 
(Sciotodale, Sciotoville, Slocum, Valley, Jefferson, Madison, Harrison, Porter and Clay 
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Townships).  The project study area is located in a generally rural setting.  The City of 
Lucasville is located at the northern end of the project area while the City of 
Wheelersburg is located at the southern end of the project area. 
 

Figure 3-6 illustrates the existing land uses in the study area.  Active farmland (cropland 
and pastureland) and timberland are the dominant land uses in the project study area.  
The study corridor also includes residential and some commercial land. 
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Figure 3-6: Existing Land Use 
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Project Impacts 
One of the goals of this project is to increase accessibility to the area to promote new 
development.  With cooperation from the jurisdictions, land in the bypass area might be 
developed to include new industrial and manufacturing areas.  This is discussed in more 
detail in Sections 1.5.1 and 1.5.2. 
Residential areas affected by the bypass may require the relocation of some 
landowners.  This is also discussed in greater detail in Section 3.5.2 below. 
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
The project team will continue to work with the local township officials to put them in 
contact with county and state planning agencies who may provide guidance (of funding) 
for land use planning and zoning.   
 
Secondary Impacts 
One of the purposes of this project is to open up areas already zoned industrial along 
the river to development by improving roadway access.  One possible secondary impact 
of the project is this development.  Impacts on land use may occur as desired by the 
project’s purpose and need. 
 
3.5.2 Population, Housing and Residential Property Impacts 

 
Population 
The City of Portsmouth was founded on a location favored for settlement by Native 
Americans due to its strategic location at the mouth of the Scioto River.  European 
settlers were drawn to the area upon completion of the Ohio and Erie Canal in the 
1800s.  Portsmouth grew into a thriving manufacturing town with its peak population of 
over 50,000 occurring in the early 1900s.  Since then the population of Portsmouth has 
declined substantially to its current population of 22,676 as most of the manufacturing 
jobs have left the area.   
 
As Portsmouth has declined, so has Scioto County.  Scioto County’s population has not 
changed considerably since the 1930’s, staying roughly around 80,000 residents.  Most 
recently from 1990 to 2000, the population of Scioto County decreased from 80,327 to 
79,195, a loss of 1.4%, according to US Census Bureau figures.  This is compared to an 
increase in population for the State of Ohio from 10,847,115 to 11,353,140, which 
represents a growth of 4.7%.  Over 15% of the residents in Scioto County lived below 
the poverty level in 2000, while 10.6% of the residents of the State of Ohio lived below 
the poverty level. 
 
The racial make-up of Scioto County is predominantly white, with the white population 
(white alone, or in combination with one or more other races) staying about the same 
from 1990 to 2000, decreasing from 96.2% to 96.1%.  Of the minority populations, 
Black/African American (alone, or in combination with one or more other races) make 
up the largest minority population in Scioto County (3.0% of the total population). This is 
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compared to the racial make-up of Ohio, with a white population (white alone, or in 
combination with one or more other races) of 86.1% in 2000. 
 
Scioto County experiences an above average unemployment rate.  For August 2000, 
unemployment in the County reached 8.3%, over twice the statewide average of 3.9% 
for the same period.  Historically, Scioto County has had consistently higher rates of 
unemployment than in Ohio overall (U.S. Census, 2000).   
 
In addition to an above average unemployment rate, Scioto County has a below 
average per capita income.  Average earnings in Scioto County have been consistently 
behind those of the state as a whole across all employment categories.  Based upon 
poverty and income statistics from the 2000 Census, the average annual income per 
capita in Scioto County was $15,408 in 2000 compared to the statewide average of 
$21,003.  This low income is reflective of the employment mix in the County.  Published 
employment data indicates that “services” and “trade” (wholesale and retail) are the 
largest employment sectors in Scioto County.  This is not unexpected, as these are the 
largest two sectors in Ohio overall, but Scioto County has a relatively low share of 
“manufacturing.”  Manufacturing is a typically higher paying sector that forms the export 
base of a region’s economy.  Low manufacturing share suggests a weakness in the 
County’s economy. 
 
Housing 
An analysis of the 2000 US Census data indicated that there were a total of 34,054 
housing units in Scioto County.  Vacant housing units in Scioto County totaled 3183 
(9.3%).  Of the occupied housing units, 70.1% were owner-occupied and 29.9% were 
renter-occupied.  This compares to an owner-occupied housing rate of 69.1% for 
occupied units for the State of Ohio. 
 
The median home value in Scioto County, according to 2000 US Census data, is 
$63,400.  The median gross rent is $378.  For the State of Ohio, the median home 
value is $103,700, while the median gross rent is $515. 
 
Property Impacts & Relocations 
Table 3-15 lists the impacts of the Feasible Alternatives by Segment. This information 
was calculated using ArcGIS by overlaying the Valley Alignment on an aerial photo and 
utilizing Scioto County Auditor’s data.  Relocations are highlighted on the Feasible 
Alternatives Exhibits (sheets P1-P25) at the end of this section.  For a summary of the 
impacts for the different combinations of segments, see Table 3-32 at the end of this 
section. 
 
An additional interchange toward the north end of the bypass is being considered.  This 
interchange would be part of the Hill 3 or Valley 3 segment, depending on the final 
alignment.  If the interchange is added and the Hill 3 segment is utilized, approximately 
48 additional acres of right-of-way would be required, including 3 houses, 2 barns, and 
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3 unknown structures.  The interchange would be with Lucasville-Minford Road, just 
west of Minford.  
 
If the interchange is added and the Valley 3 segment is utilized, approximately 40 
additional acres of right-of-way would be required, including 5 houses, 3 mobile homes, 
and 4 unknown structures.  The interchange would be with Glendale Road in Clarktown. 
 
Due to right-of-way requirements for the Feasible Alternatives, additional impacts to 
properties in the form of landlocks (remaining land left on either side of a limited access 
right-of-way that cannot be accessed by the owner through his/her property or a public 
road) have been determined using a minimum of 400 foot right-of-way (elevation 
changes may require further right-of-way).  These areas are illustrated with cross-
hatching on the Feasible Alternatives Exhibit (sheets P1-P25) at the end of this section.   
 
 

Table 3-15: Property Impacts by Segment 
SECTION 1 SECTION 

2 SECTION 3 SECTION 4 

       ISSUE/CONCERN 

Hill
1 

Valley 
1 

Hill/Valley 
2 

Hill 
3 

Valley 
3 

Hill 
4 

Valley 
4 

Relocations Residential total 46 46 4 8 8 0 5 

Single-Family Residences   21 31 3 6 7 0 5 

Apartments (1 building)   16 16 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Residences   8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobile Homes   7 5 1 2 1 0 0 

Other Relocations church, business 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

  barns & farm 
buildings 4 10 2 7 12 1 5 

Property Impacts by 
Alternative 

Right of Way 
Required 286 311 216 168 162 271 199 

Active Agricultural (acres) 7 59 20 2 3 26 41 

Passive Agricultural (acres) 53 45 44 16 23 5 52 

Scrub/Logged (acres) 54 15 54 27 3 15 7 

Urban/Developed (acres) 63 59 11 9 8 42 58 

Woodland (acres) 109 133 87 114 125 183 41 

Potential Landlocked Properties*               

Number of Parcels (number) 31 44 9 20 32 20 8 

PR
O

PE
R

T
Y

 IM
PA

C
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S 

Acreage Landlocked Acreage 649 547 165 226 425 399 175 
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Bisected Properties 
A consequence of limited access highway construction is the bisection of properties 
which are defined as residual pieces of a property that have been separated from one 
another by a highway alignment corridor.  Unlike landlocked parcels, the owner does 
have access to the bisected remnants, but must travel alternative routes using local 
roads to access the bisected portions of the property.  The common section of both the 
Hill and Valley Alignments is expected to bisect parcels owned by Ken Rase, who 
grazes cattle on pastureland.  However, it has been proposed that a cattle crossing will 
be constructed beneath the alignment to allow continuous movement of animals and 
machinery.  
 
Secondary Impacts 
As a result of this project, secondary impacts to properties are possible, but will likely be 
restricted to the area within and around new interchanges, including potential industrial 
development around the Scioto County Airport.  Substantial impacts are not anticipated, 
however, minimal controls are in place to regulate future land use and secondary 
development pressures in the project study corridor. 
 
Another type of secondary impact to Hill Alignment properties is the closure of portions 
of the local road network.  For this project, there will be no major impacts to the local 
roads except for minor relocations of SR 728, Shumway Hollow Road, Hansgen-Morgan 
Road and Simon-Miller Road.  These minor relocations will not affect the connectivity of 
the local road network nor will they affect daily movements. 
 
Mitigation 
The acquisition and relocation for all residences displaced for new highway right-of-way 
will be conducted in accordance with state and federal directives, in compliance with the 
Federal Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act and 49 CFR Part 24. 
 
During right-of-way acquisition, a relocation agent will be available to assist the 
relocates in finding adequate replacement housing, in contacting lending agencies, 
approved moving firms, and in processing claims for payment and appeals.  The 
relocation agent will assist the relocate in any way, within the law and capability, to 
relocate into adequate replacement housing with a minimum of disruption to family or 
farming routine. 
 
It is expected that the relocations can be made with no divisive or disruptive effect on 
the community or the separation of residences from community facilities and that the 
relocates can be relocated into decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing within 
their financial means and without regard to race, color, religion, sex, national origin or 
handicap, if sufficient lead time is provided.  According to 2000 US Census Data, of the 
3183 vacant homes in Scioto County, 929 were for rent and 451 were for sale.  The 
median asking price of the homes for sale was $46,000, which was below the median 
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owner-occupied home value of $63,400.  The houses for sale ranged in asking price 
from less than $10,000 to $199,000.  67% of the homes for sale had an asking price 
between $25,000 and $100,000. 
 
The largest number of residences will be displaced if the Valley alternatives are chosen 
for each segment.  If this is the case, 63 residences will need to be acquired.  In any 
alternative, most of the properties that would be affected are valued by the Scioto 
County Auditor to fall in the range of $25,000 to $100,000.  Therefore, in comparing the 
number of displacements to the number of homes for sale, it appears that there is 
adequate available housing to meet the needs of the displacees. 
 
Typically, landlocked parcels are either bought outright by the State, or damages are 
paid (a portion of the fair market value) and the owner retains the landlocked parcel.  In 
both cases, the landlocked parcels frequently become available for purchase by 
adjacent landowners with access to the property.  As a result, it is expected that most of 
the landlocked agricultural parcels will remain in production after project construction. 
 
Preferred Alternative Property Impacts & Relocations 
The preferred alternative utilizes the Hill Alignments in all four sections.  Based on this 
alternative, ODOT prepared a Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) Conceptual Stage 
Survey Report in June 2004.  Results of a visual survey estimated the following 
dwellings to be within the proposed right-of-way limits of this project alignment: 30 
single-family dwellings, 1 multi-family dwelling with 16 possible tenants, 8 other 
residences, 10 mobile homes, and 14 other relocations (barn and farm buildings).  
Table 3-16 below shows property impacts of the preferred alternative. 
 
Landlocked Properties 
The preferred alternative would landlock 45 parcels comprising 435 acres.  Under the 
Uniform Act, the State is required to “offer” to purchase these landlocked parcels from 
the owners; however, the owner is not required to sell them to the State.  In either 
event, most of the landlocked agricultural properties will be purchased by adjacent 
owners that have access and thus be put back into production.  Table 3-16 shows 
impacts to landlocked properties. 
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Table 3-16: Property Impacts of the Preferred Alignment 

ISSUE/CONCERN Preferred Alternative 

Relocations Residential total 64 

Single-Family Residences   30 

Apartments (1 building)   16 

Other Residences   8 

Mobile Homes   10 

Other Relocations church, business 0 

  barns & farm buildings 14 

Property Impacts by Alternative Right of Way Required 941 

Active Agricultural (acres) 55 

Passive Agricultural (acres) 118 

Scrub/Logged (acres) 150 

Urban/Developed (acres) 125 

Woodland (acres) 493 

Potential Landlocked Properties*   

Number of Parcels (number) 45 

PR
O
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Acreage Landlocked Acreage 435 

 
 
The project impact is fairly evenly divided between rural home sites and small 
subdivisions.  The appearance, style and age of the residences are indicative of a broad 
economic spectrum in the project area with a concentration in the low to middle income 
range.  The total estimated relocation cost of the preferred alternative is $767,350.   
 
An estimate of the residential values in the project alignment and the probable 
availability of decent, safe and sanitary replacement housing at any given time were 
also completed as part of the RAP survey.  Table 3-17 below shows the number of 
properties within the project alignment and the probable availability of replacement 
housing at any given time within price ranges. 
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Table 3-17: RAP Survey Results 

Price Range # of Properties in Project 
Area 

Probable Availability of 
Decent, Safe and Sanitary 

Housing 
Under $50,000 5 88 

$50,000 - $60,000 3 21 
$60,001 - $70,000 2 17 
$70,001 - $80,000 1 20 
$80,001 - $90,000 1 8 
$90,001 - $100,000 1 8 

$100,001 - $110,000 2 0 
$110,001 - $120,000 4 6 
$120,001 - $130,000 1 7 
$130,001 - $140,000 1 5 
$140,001 - $150,000 3 6 
$150,001 and Above 3 8 

Sources: Scioto County Auditor, Realtor.com®, Scioto County Planning Commission 
 
The above table shows that sufficient numbers of available housing are available in all 
price ranges.  Additionally, based on a two week sampling of local newspapers, there 
appears to be a rental market sufficient to absorb the tenants displaced by this project.  
There is also housing available through Portsmouth Metropolitan Housing (Section 8).  
Their director of Housing Management indicated that they have 886 units in the area, an 
average wait of six months and they will give preference to those displaced by eminent 
domain takings. 
 
It is estimated that, with no negative trend in the housing market in this area, project 
clearance, including the necessary relocations, could be accomplished in 18 to 24 
months. 
 
3.5.3 Economy and Employment / Business Relocations 
 
An analysis of existing economic conditions for the needs study revealed that Scioto 
County has consistently experienced higher unemployment and poverty rates than Ohio 
as a whole.  Scioto County's elevated unemployment levels afford the County an 
unprecedented opportunity to attract new and expanding employers provided these 
employers can find sites with the desired access and land characteristics.  However, the 
regional geography is currently an impediment; there is very little available land with 
good highway access that is not in a floodway or floodplain, or too steeply sloped.  A 
transportation project that improves access to developable land has the potential to 
promote industrial development in Scioto County.  
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Economic Development Opportunity Areas 
As reported in the Feasibility Study Report for US Route 23 Portsmouth Transportation 
Study (April 2001), there are a number of existing Industrial sites along the Ohio River 
near the southern terminus the proposed Bypass that are being marketed for industrial 
development.  There are no sites with particularly good road access in all directions.  
Over 1,000 acres of land south of Wheelersburg, between Route 52 and the Ohio River, 
are marketed for industrial development.  All of these sites are along the Norfolk 
Southern Rail line and some of them have the potential for barge access as well.  
Highway access to points south, east, and west (on Interstate 64) are very good.  
However, access to the north is poor.   
 
The rail and barge potential enhances the suitability of these southern sites for heavy 
industrial uses.  A substantial portion of the Haverhill site is being targeted to industries 
that would be rail dependent.  In fact, County officials are currently working with Sun 
Coke to bring a modern coke-making facility to part of this tract.  While the coke plant 
and other occupants would be rail-dependent, the marketability of half of this 1,000-acre 
tract is assumed to depend on highway access.  
 
In addition to the marketed sites described above, there is a great deal of land with 
good development characteristics in the Little Scioto River valley. The Scioto County 
Airport is located in this area, as well as a Norfolk Southern Rail Line; but road access is 
poor.  Route 335 to the south contains narrow roadways with sharp turns and height 
limits.  Minford Road, which provides the connection to Route 23 and points north, is 
also ill-suited for heavy truck traffic.   With an interchange near the county airport, any of 
the Feasible Alternatives would provide improved access to this valley.  
 
No direct or secondary impact on employment can be established for the proposed 
project.  Other conditions must also be in place for additional manufacturing or other 
development to occur, such as national economic growth, extension of required 
infrastructure and transportation connections, retention of required labor force, and 
provision of adequate tax incentives compared to competing locations.  The proposed 
project will only provide one component to assist in the marketing of the area for 
economic investment. 
 
Business Relocations 
There are currently no identified relocations of businesses for either alternative.  
However, Segment V4 of the Valley alternative would impact the Lucasville Branch of 
the Portsmouth Public Library.  Alignment shifts to avoid the library would impact one 
small doctor’s office, which is not currently anticipated for relocation.  Ultimately, if 
Segment V4 is part of the preferred alternative, additional design efforts will confirm 
whether the doctor’s office may be avoided. 
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Effects on Existing Businesses 
The prospect of a bypass often arouses concern that sales will fall drastically at retail 
establishments located on the bypassed route.  A review of the literature on 
experiences at other communities and an examination of some traffic and sales 
statistics for Portsmouth suggest that a bypass would have little impact on local 
commerce in Portsmouth.  
 
A comparison of published retail trade statistics for Portsmouth to those of comparable 
communities and to the state overall, gives a measure of the importance of highway-
oriented retail trade to the local economy. As shown in Figure 3-7, in 1997, sales per 
capita (resident) at foodservices and drinking places were close to the median for Ohio 
communities of similar size and slightly above the state average.  These statistics 
suggest that sales to non-residents (e.g., through travelers) at foodservice and drinking 
places are not especially high in Portsmouth. 
 

 
 
 
As shown in Figure 3-8, in 1997, gasoline service station sales per capita were slightly  
above the median for communities of a similar size and well above the state average.  
The comparison to the state average suggests that there may be a small role for the 
transportation network through the area in boosting gasoline sales compared to the 
state overall.  However, the sales per capita are not considerably different than those for 
other communities of similar size.  On balance, gasoline service stations are not 
interpreted to have a noteworthy dependence on through traffic.  
 
 

FIGURE 3-7: Foodservices and Drinking 
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FIGURE 3-8: Gasoline Service Stations 
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The concern that sales will fall at businesses along the bypassed route stems from the 
expectation that traffic on the route will be greatly reduced.  A bypass for Portsmouth, 
however, is an unusual case in that the new route would divert traffic from a number of 
routes that carry north/south traffic through the area.  Consequently, traffic is not 
projected to substantially decrease as a result of any of the alternatives on road 
segments with the greatest amount of retail establishments.  
 
Review of Literature on Bypass Studies 
While no two situations are alike, a review of findings on other communities provides a 
useful starting point.  The major conclusions that have some relevance to the 
Portsmouth situation are as follows: 
 

• Bypasses can have adverse consequences for some local businesses, 
particularly traveler-oriented businesses, and particularly in communities with 
populations under 1,000. 

• Adverse effects do not occur in a majority of traveler-oriented businesses.  Sales 
at traffic-serving businesses along the bypassed route declined in less than 30% 
of cases studied. (NCHRP 1996) 

• In the majority of cases studied, overall business activity grows more rapidly 
where bypasses have been constructed than in comparable "control" 
communities that are not bypassed. (NCHRP 1996) Some of this growth may be 
a reason for construction of the bypass, rather than an effect of the bypass.   

• In almost all cases studied in Wisconsin, the combined traffic on the old and new 
routes showed growth trends well above the average for the state and for the 



����������	�
��	�������� �����	����������
��	��������
��	����������������

�����������	���
�����������	������

�

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� �������������������� �!"�

�����

comparable control group.  (Wisconsin DOT 1998) As stated above, some of this 
growth may be a reason for construction of the bypass, rather than an effect of 
the bypass. 

• In most of the cases in Wisconsin for medium to larger communities, traffic on 
the old (bypassed) route is greater than traffic on the bypass.  (Wisconsin DOT 
1998) 

• In nearly all of the communities studied, the amount of land in commercial or 
industrial use increased along both existing routes (93 of 98 cases) and new 
bypasses (11 of 13 cases). (NCHRP 1996) 

• Land values were found to increase along the new bypass in all 68 of the cases 
reviewed. The increases were generally substantial but only substantially 
exceeded the increase along the old route in one case. (NCHRP 1996)  

• Land values were found to increase along the old route in 47 of 50 cases.  The 
rates of decline were no greater than 2.4% for the remaining three cases. 
(NCHRP 1996)  

 
In the Wisconsin case studies, less than five percent of retail, lodging, and amusement 
businesses in bypassed communities were located within one-half mile of a bypass 
interchange or intersection.  Many traffic-oriented businesses built after bypass 
construction were located inside the communities rather than near the bypass. The vast 
majority of retail businesses had not moved from their pre-bypass locations. (Wisconsin 
DOT 1998) 
 
Portsmouth fits the profile of a community that will not experience notable retail sales 
loss from a highway bypass.  The city is of moderate size, which means it has a 
substantial base of retail customers and is therefore not likely to be reliant on through 
travelers for retail sales.  Published sales statistics support this conclusion.  Moreover, 
the traffic model projects only modest declines in traffic along the retail-oriented 
segments of Route 23.  While a few isolated establishments might notice a decrease in 
sales, there is no reason to expect any of the bypass alternatives to have a notable 
impact on the overall retail trade in Portsmouth. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
The Preferred Alternative is not expected to substantially impact existing local 
businesses.  However, it is expected to increase competitive advantage for securing 
new businesses within the area. 
 
3.5.4 Municipal Finance 
 
Methodology 
Research on Scioto County’s finance and employment was conducted using several 
resources.  The existing conditions of Scioto County were determined from 2000 US 
census data, information from the Ohio Department of Development and the Ohio 
Department of Education.  Property value information was gathered from the Scioto 
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County Auditor, and the Feasibility Study Report for US Route 23 Portsmouth 
Transportation Study (April 2001) by Gannett Fleming Engineers and Architects also 
provided economic analysis data and information. 
 
Existing Conditions 
An analysis of property values and tax revenues for Scioto County showed that Scioto 
County has property values that are lower on average than those of the State of Ohio as 
a whole.  According to 2000 census data, the median house value in Scioto County is 
$63,400, while the median house value in the State of Ohio is $100,500.  This data 
reveals that property values in Scioto County are lower, on average, than property 
values in the State of Ohio overall.  This is not unexpected, as property values in rural 
areas such as Scioto County tend to be lower than those in more populous urban areas.  
However, lower property values tend to mean a lower tax base for the county.  Table 3-
18 shows taxable values of residential, commercial and industrial properties in Scioto 
County.  The median amount of real estate taxes paid each year per household was 
$583. 
 

Table 3-18: Taxable Property Values by Type for Scioto County (Ohio Dept. of Development) 
Property Type Taxable Value 

Residential $429,349,100 
Agricultural $61,263,370 
Industrial $10,070,920 

Commercial $109,169,410 
Mineral $37,420 
TOTAL $609,890,220 

 
According to 2000 census data, there are 34,054 housing units in Scioto County.  
Approximately 72% of the population lives in owner-occupied units, while the other 28% 
of the population rents. 
 
School districts in Scioto County also generate revenues through property taxes.  The 
three school districts in the county closest to the proposed bypass are the Valley Local 
School District, the Minford Local School District and the Portsmouth City School 
District.  The revenues brought in through property taxes in 2003 by school district are 
shown in Table 3-19.    
  

Table 3-19:  2003 Property Tax Revenues by School District (Ohio Dept. of Education) 
School District Prop Tax Revenue Total Revenue Percentage 

Valley Local $915,532 $9,048,985 10.12% 
Minford Local $1,174,902 $10,174,861 11.55% 

Portsmouth City $3,636,187 $19,085,111 19.05% 
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Most of the remaining revenue is brought in through state and federal grants.  However, 
each of these districts depends on property tax income for a substantial portion of its 
revenue. 
 
Tax revenues in the Village of New Boston and Portsmouth City are also generated 
through income taxes.  According to 2000 census data, in 1999, Scioto County had an 
average per capita income of $15,408, while Ohio overall had an average per capita 
income of $21,003.  The lower average per capita income in Scioto County means 
lower income tax revenue.  One possible reason for the lower average income is the 
types of businesses in Scioto County.  In 1996, 38.2% of the work force held jobs in the 
service sector, while 32.2% held jobs in retail.  These are generally lower paying fields 
than manufacturing, which had only a 13.1% share of the work force.   
 
Unemployment is also higher in Scioto County than it is in Ohio overall.  In 2002, Scioto 
County had an unemployment rate of 7.8%, while Ohio had an unemployment rate of 
5.7%.  This means that, of the 34,100 residents in Scioto County that make up the labor 
force, 2,700 were unemployed and bringing home no income.  However, this also 
means that the labor force is large enough to accommodate new businesses that might 
relocate to Scioto County. 
 
Project Impacts 
The proposed Portsmouth Bypass would most likely have a strong positive effect on 
finance issues in Scioto County.  According to a literature review conducted by Gannett 
Fleming, the National Cooperative Highway Research Program in 1996, in 68 out of 68 
cases reviewed, land values along a new bypass increased.  It was also found that, in 
47 out of 50 cases, land values along the bypassed route also increased.  It was also 
found that, in the majority of the reviewed cases, the amount of land in commercial and 
industrial use increased in the bypass area. This may provide a reasonable indication of 
what could happen in the Portsmouth case.   
 
An increase in property values in Scioto County and an increase in the land used for 
commercial or industrial business would both be positive for the county’s financial 
situation and for the economic condition of the county.  If property values increase, 
property taxes would also increase, meaning higher incomes for both the county and its 
school districts.  This would allow for more services for the residents of Scioto County. 
 
An increase in commercial and industrial land use would also be a positive economic 
impact for Scioto County.  The proposed bypass would open up new areas for industrial 
development by providing companies with better highway access, an important factor 
for drawing new industry to the area.  Any new industrial development in the county 
would mean an increase in jobs.  Industrial jobs are generally higher-paying than retail 
or service jobs.  This would mean a decrease in unemployment and an increase in the 
revenue the county takes in through income taxes. 
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An increase in property values (both residential and industrial) would also mean larger 
revenues for school districts in the bypass area.  These larger revenues could have an 
impact on the quality of education that is delivered by the school districts.   
 
In the short-term, there could be minor negative effects on Scioto County’s municipal 
finances.  Table 3-20 shows the potential decrease in property tax income to the County 
and to the school districts overall by segment. 
 

Table 3-20: Approximate Property Taxes Loss by Segment (Scioto County Auditor) 

Alignment Section Lost Property Taxes ($/year) 
Hill 1 9345.09 

Valley 1 19403.95 
Hill/Valley 2 3740.14 

Hill 3 4109.98 
Valley 3 7137.64 

Hill 4 467.00 
Valley 4 8715.54 

 
From the above table, it can be seen that the most property taxes would be lost if the 
Valley segments were chosen for the final alignment.  The largest amount of property 
tax revenue that would be lost annually would occur if all segments chosen were the 
Valley segments.  This would mean a $38,997.27 decrease in property tax revenue 
annually.  However, if property values and commercial and industrial land use increase, 
this loss would only be temporary.  Based upon research of similar projects, the county 
and its residents would be expected to benefit economically from the proposed bypass 
over time.  Any initial financial losses would be outweighed by future property value 
increases as well as increases in jobs for county residents. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
In the long run, the preferred alternative is not expected to negatively impact the local 
economy or local tax rolls through secondary development.  Any secondary 
development that takes place in the project area will likely result in the creation of new 
businesses, and employment opportunities will ultimately increase the local tax base. 
 
3.5.5 Community Facilities and Services 
 
Methodology 
In the project planning phase a thorough accumulation of pictures of community 
facilities and services was taken to avoid any of theses structures or facilities.  Careful 
documentation of all of the areas discussed above was taken to help determine the 
location of the alignments to avoid and minimize impacts.   Anticipated impacts by the 
Hill and Valley Alignments are discussed and summarized below.  
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Project Impacts 
Several cemeteries and churches are located adjacent to the Feasible Alternatives.  
The resources that have been identified are listed on Table 3-21.  One church, the 
Adams Memorial Church, would be impacted by Segment Valley 1.  The Lucasville 
Branch of the Portsmouth Public Library would be relocated by Segment Valley 4.  
These properties are identified on the Feasible Alternative Exhibits (P1-P25) at the end 
of this section. 
 
As the project does not affect connectivity to neighborhoods and residences, there are 
no impacts expected on fire and emergency services or school transportation. 
 

Table 3-21: Community Resources by Segment 
SECTION 1 SECTION 2 SECTION 3 SECTION 4 

  
Hill 1 Valley 1 Hill/Valley 2 Hill 3 Valley 3 Hill 4 Valley 4 

Cemeteries 
Adjacent 

to 
Alignment 

Rawley 
Cemetery, 
Highland 

Bend 
Cemetery 

Marshall 
Cemetery, 
Stockham 
Cemetery 

Ketter Cemetery Glendale 
Cemetery   

McConnell 
Farm 

Cemetery 

Jones 
Cemetery, 
Stony Hill 
Cemetery 

Churches Within 
Boundaries   

Adams 
Memorial 
Church 

          

 Churches 
Adjacent 

to 
Alignment 

Church of 
Jesus Christ, 
Riverview 

Baptist 
Church 

  Sunshine 
Congregational     Community 

Bible Church 

Candy Run 
Tabernacle, 
Community 

Bible Church 

Schools 
Adjacent 

to 
Alignment 

            
Valley Local 

Middle 
School 

Libraries Within 
Boundaries              

Portsmouth 
Public 

Library- 
Lucasville 

Branch 

 
 

Preferred Alternative 
No churches, schools, cemeteries, or libraries fall within the right-of-way for the 
preferred alignment.  However, 4 churches and 5 cemeteries will be within 400 feet of 
the right-of-way for this alternative.  Additionally, 305 residences will fall within 400 feet 
of the right-of-way. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
No secondary impacts to community facilities and services are expected from this 
project. 
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3.5.6 Visual Resources 
 
Existing Conditions 
Scioto County is mostly rural and contains a small urban area consisting of the City of 
Portsmouth and several surrounding towns.  Much of the remaining county is hilly and 
forested, but there are areas within river valleys that are mostly agricultural.  The 
proposed bypass route would be located on a corridor that would avoid the most 
populated areas of the county, such as Portsmouth, Minford, and the most populated 
portions of Lucasville.   
 
Project Impacts 
The two proposed alternatives within each segment, the Hill route and the Valley route, 
would have two very different views for the roadway user.  The hill route would, as the 
name implies, pass through the hilly area north of Lucasville and northwest of the Little 
Scioto River.  This area is mostly wooded and would provide a rural setting with some 
scenic views of the valley areas to the south and east.  While this route mostly avoids 
residential areas, there are some roadway sections that are adjacent to these areas, 
especially in the segment referred to as “Hill 3”.  See Figure 3-6 for a land use map that 
includes both the hill and valley alignments. 
 
The valley route would pass through the flatter areas at the north end of Lucasville and 
would cross the Little Scioto River.  This area is mostly farmland and would also provide 
a rural setting, though the views would be mostly of farms.  This route would also pass 
over many streams and rivers.  While still avoiding the heavily populated areas of 
Lucasville, Minford and Portsmouth, the valley route would pass through more 
residential areas than the hill route, especially in the “Valley 3” and “Valley 1” segments  
 
The hill and valley alignments would have different visual impacts on the residents of 
the project area.  If the proposed bypass follows the hill alignment,   very few local 
residents will be continuously exposed to the roadway facility.  Most of the area 
surrounding the hill alignment is wooded, and there are few homes in this area.  
However, the valley alignment would have a higher visual impact.  This alignment would 
pass through more residential areas and closer to more public buildings and commercial 
areas. 
 
Both the hill and the valley alternatives would have visual impacts on residences and 
public areas.  These impacts would vary depending on the final alignment.  Each 
alignment has been divided into 4 segments.  Any combination of the segments could 
potentially become the preferred alignment.  Table 3-22 shows numbers of public 
buildings and residences that fall within 400 feet of the right-of-way for each alignment 
combination. 
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Table 3-22: Buildings Close to Roadway Alignments 

��� � � � ��� � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �
� �� � � � � �

� �� � � �

� � � �� � � � � � �� �� � ����
��� � ��  � 290 320 315 295 375 345 370 350 

! � " � �� � �� � �� � #� � � � ��
���� �$ � " � � �� 5 5 6 4 5 5 6 4 

! % & � � % � � ����% �� �� ����� 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
! % & � � % � � �� � #� � � � �����

� �$ � " � � �� 4 5 5 4 3 2 3 2 
' � % ��� �� � #� � � � �����

� �$ � " � � �� 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 
��( � � � �� � ����% �� �� ����� 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 
 
The above table shows that the largest number of residences would be visually 
impacted by a route that was composed of all valley segments.  If this were the case, 
375 residences would be within 400 feet of the roadway right-of-way.  The smallest 
number of residences would be impacted if the route was composed of all hill segments.  
290 residences would be within 400’ of the roadway right-of-way.  Between 4 and 6 
cemeteries will be visually impacted by the bypass on whatever alignment is chosen.  
One church falls within the right-of-way on the “Valley 1” segment and would have to be 
removed if that segment was part of the alignment.  Between 2 and 5 churches would 
be visually impacted by the roadway regardless of the route chosen.  One school would 
be visually impacted by the bypass if the “Valley 4” segment was used, and one library 
would fall within the right-of-way of the bypass if the “Valley 4” segment is used.  
Overall, the visual impacts of any alignment combination would be expected to be 
minimal to the most populated areas of Scioto County. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alignment, which mostly follows the hill segments, has 305 residences 
within 400 feet of the right-of-way.  However, due to the wooded terrain present 
throughout much of the alignment, the visual impact should be minimal to most of these 
residences. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
The Preferred Alternative may impact visual resources through secondary development.  
However, most secondary development is expected to take place in areas already 
developing or in the valley near the county airport where visual impacts would be 
minimal. 
 
3.5.7 Utility Coordination  

 
Methodology 
A study was conducted by the TranSystems Corporation in which all utility companies 
were contacted to assemble information regarding utility lines (gas, electric, water, fiber 
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optic lines, towers, etc.) in or near the proposed alignments.  These companies supplied 
exact locations of utility lines above and below ground level.  Coordinates of utility 
towers were also provided.  Representatives from the following companies were invited 
to attend a utility coordination meeting on May 14, 2003: 
 

• American Electric Power 
• Columbia Gas 
• Adelphia Communications 
• Minford Telephone/ Sprint 
• Pike Natural Gas 
• Scioto County Regional Water Authority 
• Scioto County Sanitary Sewer Department 
• Scioto Water Inc 
• Tennessee Gas Pipeline 
• Texas Eastern 
• Time Warner 
• City of Portsmouth 
• Ohio Oil Gathering 
• Verizon 

 
Existing Conditions 
Currently, there are several utility lines that cross one of the proposed alignments and 
poles and towers that would lie in one of the proposed alignments.  Sixteen AEP power 
lines, twelve Columbia Gas lines, nine Sprint utility lines, forty-one Scioto County water 
lines, five Scioto County sanitary sewer lines, thirty-one Verizon utility lines, and 
nineteen Adelphia/ Time Warner cable lines are in or near the study area.  The AEP 
lines are listed and discussed below.  The other affected utility lines are listed in tables 
located in Appendix F.   
 
Project Impacts 
 
American Electric Power. Coordinates of high voltage power line towers and minimum 
high voltage wire clearances were provided by AEP.  It is estimated that the relocation 
of the AEP Transmission Lines to meet required minimum clearance above road right-
of-way for the Portsmouth Bypass would cost as follows for each crossing station: 
 
Southpoint Valley – 142+92.15, Section V1, 138 kV – No impact, relocation most likely 
not required.  Existing towers 288 feet left of center at about 115 feet above grade and 
486 feet right of center at about 85 feet above grade.  Cut here is about 60 feet below 
grade. 
 
Baker Valley – 230+60.58, Section V1, 765kV – Existing towers are 284 feet left of 
center and 795 feet right of center.  Fill is to be added to raise grade 25 feet to 30 feet.  
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The addition of two more towers to approximately 100 feet above grade will be needed 
to meet minimum required height of 66 feet for lines.  The estimated cost is $2 million. 
 
Sporn Valley – 296+66.96, Section V1, 138kV – This is a cut and fill location varying +/- 
5 feet on cuts and fills and 25 feet on slope.  One existing tower is located in the right-
of-way 92 feet left of center and will have to be relocated and most likely extended an 
additional 10 to 15 feet to meet the minimum 30 feet of clearance.  The other two towers 
in the plan are 931 feet left of center and 802 feet right of center.  The estimated cost is 
$1 million. 
 
Baker Valley – 642+65.17, Section V3, 765kV – This is a fill location with fill ranging 
from 25 to 45 feet.  One existing tower is 1087 feet left of center and is less than 50 feet 
above the proposed road grade at its top.  The other tower is 849 feet right of center 
and approximately 100 feet above the proposed road grade at its top.  It is anticipated 
that an additional tower approximately 120 feet to 140 feet in height will be needed 
approximately 150 feet left of center to raise lines to the required 66 feet of clearance 
above the road.  The estimated cost is $1 million. 
 
Oertels Valley – 649+82.19, Section V3, 34kV – This location is a minimum cut and fill 
varying only a few feet in the proposed right-of-way.  Existing towers are 168 feet left of 
center and 137 feet right of center at approximately 75 feet in height.   It is anticipated 
that the existing towers will be sufficient to allow for the minimum required clearance of 
28 feet for the transmission lines. 
 
Lucasville Valley – 887+22.71, Section V4, 138kV – There are three towers located 
within this plan.  One tower is located 56 feet left of center and located within the right-
of-way.  It will have to be relocated approximately 50 to 75 feet left of center at a height 
of about 90 feet to allow for the required clearance of 30 feet for the transmission lines 
above the proposed roadway.  This will create a span of about 920 feet to the first right-
of-center tower.  The other two existing towers are 559 feet left of center and 819 feet 
right of center and should be of sufficient height to provide the required clearance.  The 
cost estimate to relocate the one tower is $1 million. 
 
Southpoint Hill – 157+09.44, Section H1, 138kV – This location is a cut location.  The 
cut average is 200 feet below existing grade.  One tower is located 52 feet right of 
center and is located within the proposed right of way.  Two other towers are located 
1926 feet left of center and 1311 feet right of center.  It is most likely that the tower 
within the proposed right-of-way will need to be removed and two additional towers 
erected approximately 300 feet left- and right-of-center at a height of about 85 feet left 
and about 75 feet right to meet the minimum requirement of a 30 foot clearance above 
the highest grade of the proposed cut.  The span between the two towers is anticipated 
to be 600 feet.  The estimated cost is $2.2 million. 
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Sporn Hill – 173+25.18, Section H1, 138kV – This location is a fill area with filling 
ranging up to about 75 feet in height.  Three towers are on this plan with one being 
located within the proposed right-of-way.  This tower will have to be relocated.  An 
evaluation indicates that a tower about 90 feet in height would be best located up-
gradient of the proposed right of way to the left of center approximately 125 feet.  This 
would create a span of about 1210 feet to the first right-of-center tower.  This is 
compared to relocating the tower to the right of center about 225 feet at a height of 
more than 175 feet and creating a span to the first left-of-center tower of more than 
1400 feet at an increased cost of an estimated $0.5 million.  The required minimum 
clearance is 30 feet.  The estimated cost is $0.8 million. 
 
Baker Hill – 203+92.18, Section H1, 765kV – This is a cut location with the average cut 
at 75 to 80 feet.  Three towers are shown on this plan; one is 58 feet left of center at 
175 feet in height, one is 1,000 feet left of center at about 225 feet in height, and one is 
831 feet right of center at 200 feet in height.  The tower that is 58 feet left of center is 
located within the right-of-way and will need to be relocated.  A new tower located at 
about 200 feet left of center at a height of about 200 feet will match the height of the two 
existing towers and provide the minimum height requirement of 66 feet for the 
transmission lines.  The transmission line height above the roadway is not an issue 
here, but the height of the existing towers is.  The estimated cost is $1.5 million. 
 
Unknown Hill – 609+62.96, Section H3, 34kV – This location is a cut ranging from 100 
feet to 35 feet in depth below the existing grade.  The minimum required height of the 
transmission lines above the roadway is 28 feet.  Existing towers are located 243 feet 
left of center and 470 feet right of center.  Existing towers should be sufficient to 
maintain the required height of the lines above the proposed right-of-way.  No cost is 
anticipated. 
 
Baker Hill – 628+90.27, Section H3, 765kV – This location is a minimal cut with a 
maximum fill of about 50 feet on the down-gradient side of the slope.  One existing 
tower is located 1029 feet left of center at a height of about 150 feet and the other is 
located 505 feet right of center at a height of  about 125 feet.  It is anticipated that the 
left-of-center tower will not support the lines over the proposed roadway at the minimum 
height of 66 feet.  An additional tower will need to be constructed about 200 feet left of 
center at a height of about 150 feet to support the lines at the required 66 feet above the 
road.  The estimated cost is $1 million. 
 
Lucasville Hill – 875+77.06, Section H4, 138kV – Three towers are shown on this 
drawing.  One is 189 feet right of center at a height of about 75 feet and is in the 
proposed fill area, one is 579 feet right of center at a height of about 120 feet, and one 
is 942 feet left of center at a height of  about 120 feet.  The distance between the towers 
is not specified.  The fill depth will be about 100 feet, and the height of all three towers is 
insufficient to provide for the minimum height requirements of the transmission lines 
above the proposed roadway.  It is anticipated that the best practice would be to bury 
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the transmission lines under the new fill prior to movement of the fill into place.  
Removal of the first right of center tower will be required, as will modifications and 
renovations to the other two existing towers.  The estimated cost is $1.2 million.   
 
Mitigation/Additional Coordination Required 
Mitigation measures for utility relocation have included contacting representatives from 
utility companies to inform them of the project and holding a coordination meeting.  
Future measures include continuing coordination with utility companies for utility 
relocation when the final alignment is chosen. 
 
Several utility lines, poles and towers may be affected by the final project alignment.  
Some of these utilities will need to be relocated during project construction.  
Coordination with the utility companies is ongoing and should continue to be so 
throughout the project. 

 
3.5.8 Environmental Justice 
 
Methodology 
The Executive Order on Environmental Justice (Order Number 12898) states the 
following:  “Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the 
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and 
policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or a 
socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative 
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial 
operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. 
Meaningful involvement means that: (1) potentially affected community residents have 
an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions about a proposed activity that will 
affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public's contribution can influence the 
regulatory agency's decision; (3) the concerns of all participants involved will be 
considered in the decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and 
facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected (NEPA). “ 
 
While the order specifically focuses on minority and low-income populations, ODOT 
extends this evaluation to include elderly populations as well. 
 
Census data from 2000 was reviewed to determine the presence of any low-income, 
minority, or elderly populations within the project area.  The alternatives were evaluated 
to determine whether any disproportionately high and adverse impacts would be 
expected to such populations.  Lastly, the public involvement process was developed to 
encourage input from the target populations. 
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Area Characteristics 
Socio-economic data were compiled for all the 2000 Census tract block groups that 
have some portion of their areas lying within the two proposed alignments of the 
Portsmouth Bypass to determine the location of minority and low-income communities.  
Field visits were conducted to ensure that the block group data were representative of 
homogenous socio-economic conditions and identified any pockets of minority or low-
income populations that exist in the study area.  Figure 3-9 shows census tracts and 
block groups in the project area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3-23 shows the minority and low-income composition of the block groups 
adjacent to the proposed alignments and the countywide numbers.  A block group with 
a minority composition of fifty percent or more is considered “predominantly minority.”  
Scioto County’s minority population is considered to be roughly five percent (5.1%).  
Within the proposed alignments, no block group had a “predominantly minority” 
population.  It should be noted that Block Group 4 in Census Tract 9922 has a large 
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minority population which attributes to a 38.1% rate.  This population is almost entirely 
made up of the incarcerated at the Lucasville State Penitentiary.  
 
Low-Income Population 
A census tract block group is considered low-income if (a) the percentage of low-income 
households in the block group exceeds fifty percent, as defined by the US Census 
Bureau, or (b) the block group median household income is eighty percent or less of the 
county’s median household income, as defined by the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development poverty guidelines.   
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Geography 
Total 

populati
on 

White 

Black or 
African 
America

n 

America
n Indian 

and 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiia
n and 
Other 
Pacific 

Islander 

Some 
other 
race 

alone 

Two or 
more 
races 

Total 
Minority 

Percent 
Minority 

Predomi
nately 

Minority 

  

Scioto County 79,195 75,139 2,163 502 189 19 144 1,039 4,056 5.1% No 

  
Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 

9921 
1,694 1,678 0 5 2 0 0 9 16 0.9% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 

9921 
2,272 2,232 1 14 1 0 6 18 40 1.8% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 

9922 
1,069 1,044 1 2 4 2 3 13 25 2.3% No 

Block Group 4, 
Census Tract 

9922 
2,551 1,578 921 8 2 0 5 37 973 38.1% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 

9925 
607 582 1 4 3 1 3 13 25 4.1% No 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 

9925 
899 886 2 3 1 0 0 7 13 1.4% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 

9925 
653 641 0 8 1 0 2 1 12 1.8% No 

Block Group 4, 
Census Tract 

9925 
1,029 973 1 9 0 0 4 42 56 5.4% No 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 

9926 
876 863 0 0 1 0 0 12 13 1.5% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 

9927 
843 827 0 4 0 2 0 10 16 1.9% No 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 

9927 
1,760 1,749 1 1 1 0 0 8 11 0.6% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 

9929 
718 713 1 1 0 0 0 3 5 0.7% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 

9930 
1,252 1,214 2 6 8 2 2 18 38 3.0% No 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 

9930 
1,049 1,020 1 13 2 0 3 10 29 2.8% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 

9930 
691 677 0 1 1 1 2 9 14 2.0% No 

Block Group 4, 
Census Tract 

9930 
886 868 2 4 1 0 0 11 18 2.0% No 

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 2000.  Compiled by TranSystems, August 2003. 
 

Table 3-23: 2000 Census Data by Block Group 
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 This assessment uses Scioto County as the comparison area because the alignments 
pass through several smaller communities and the countywide numbers would provide 
a more efficient comparison.  Roughly twenty percent (19.9%) of Scioto County 
households are considered below poverty.  Eighty percent of Scioto County’s median 
household income is $22,406.  Block groups which fall above the county average of 
households below poverty and below the county median household income are 
considered low-income.  Table 3-24 identifies the median household income and the 
percentage of persons living below the poverty level in the study area by census tract 
block group and Scioto County.  As noted in the table, there are a few block groups that 
meet the definition of low-income based on the 2000 Census. 
 

TABLE 3-24: Low-Income Households by Census Tract Block Group, 2000 

Geography Households: 
Total 

Median 
Household 

Income 
Low-Income 

Households 
Below 

Poverty Level 

Households 
Below 

Poverty Level 
(%) 

Greater % 
than the 
County 
Average 

Scioto County 30,834  $      28,008  * 6,128 19.9% * 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 9921 605  $      37,122  No 76 12.6% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 9921 859  $      33,424  No 137 15.9% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 9922 415  $      39,010  No 26 6.3% No 

Block Group 4, 
Census Tract 9922 412  $      20,990  No 66 16.0% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 9925 221  $      26,696  Yes 50 22.6% Yes 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 9925 336  $      24,091  No 65 19.3% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 9925 250  $      32,609  No 32 12.8% No 

Block Group 4, 
Census Tract 9925 383  $      34,107  No 85 22.2% Yes 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 9926 316  $      37,778  No 37 11.7% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 9927 301  $      33,558  No 53 17.6% No 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 9927 625  $      39,777  No 57 9.1% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 9929 325  $      34,479  No 32 9.8% No 

Block Group 1, 
Census Tract 9930 440  $      26,129  Yes 112 25.5% Yes 

Block Group 2, 
Census Tract 9930 439  $      25,573  No 79 18.0% No 

Block Group 3, 
Census Tract 9930 307  $      23,036  No 46 15.0% No 

Block Group 4, 
Census Tract 9930 345  $      32,375  No 74 21.4% Yes 

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 2000.  Compiled by TranSystems, August 2003. 
 
  
Summary 
The above data indicates that the project is unlikely to have any disproportionately high 
impacts upon minority populations, as the presence of such persons is rare within the 
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study area.  However, data does indicate the presence of low-income populations within 
the study vicinity.  Individual residents were not interviewed to determine their income 
status, but the potential for impacts was estimated based upon housing characteristics 
within the impact areas of the Feasible Alternatives.   
 
Within the potentially impacted areas, there is limited housing where low-income 
persons would be expected to reside.  Some potential areas include the Highland Bend 
neighborhood, where property owners have indicated that some homes are renter-
occupied.  This area is impacted by Segment H1.  There is also one additional renter-
occupied property, the Lindsay School Apartments, which contains ten units, and would 
be impacted by either alternative (Segments H1 and V1).   
 
With a total number of residential relocations ranging from 58 to 63, depending on the 
combination of Segments used, the 27 relocations from Lindsay School and the 
Highland Bend area would represent a small percentage of the overall residential 
relocations and property owner impacts of the Feasible Alternatives.  The majority of 
residential relocations are residents that are not classified as low income.  Similarly, the 
impacts of proximity of the highway to remaining residences would affect substantially 
more area of non-low-income residents than areas potentially housing low-income 
persons.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to have disproportionately 
high impacts on Environmental Justice populations. 
 
Public Involvement for Environmental Justice 
Substantial public involvement activities were held during the planning phase from 
1999-2000 and during the preparation of the current studies from 2001-present.  These 
activities are summarized in Section 5.0 Comments and Coordination.  These activities 
consisted of news coverage (print and radio), a stakeholder committee, open house 
public involvement meetings, a project website, periodic mailings to property owners 
and identified residents, e-mail and phone response to questions, as well as posters 
announcing the 2003 public meeting within neighborhoods believed to contain target 
populations.  This includes the Highland Bend area, where posters were displayed prior 
to the meeting to encourage participation by residents.  Even though these efforts to 
encourage participation were made, no comments were received from residents of the 
Highland Bend area.  There are no indications that this neighborhood is a close-knit 
community that would be ruined due to the displacement of some residents.  During the 
public involvement process, at no time were issues raised concerning Environmental 
Justice as it relates to the alternatives under consideration for the project. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
No environmental Justice impacts are expected to result from any secondary 
development that occurs as a result of the proposed project. 
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3.5.9 Social Environment Secondary Impacts 
 
Secondary impacts as they relate to features of the social environment are discussed 
under individual categories presented in the preceding portions of Section 3.5. 
 
3.6 Cultural Resources 
 
3.6.1 Archaeological Resources 
 
Methodology 
A predictive model developed during the scoping process will be used to assist in 
developing the field program for determining the presence or absence of archaeological 
sites within the impact area of the preferred alternative.  Based upon previous 
experience with projects in this area, ODOT did not anticipate encountering sites that 
would warrant preservation in place and be subject to protection under Section 4(f).  
Therefore, archaeological resources were not anticipated to substantially influence the 
comparison of alternatives.  On this basis, and to avoid unnecessary disruption to 
property owners, the archaeological field studies were scheduled for after the 
identification of a preferred alternative.  The results of the survey may be found below. 
 
Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey 
A Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey was conducted between March and 
June 2004 for the Bypass Study Area by The Mannik & Smith Group (MSG).  The 
objective of the study was to identify, delineate and characterize any archaeological 
components that might be present within the project area.  An archaeological 
component is defined as any site location that contains material remains of the past 
(prehistoric or historic) human life or activities. 
 
The project corridor was divided into 99 areas based on physiography.  All areas were 
subjected to pedestrian walkover, and areas of high probability for archaeological sites 
were subjected to either surface survey or shovel test survey.  MSG identified a total of 
seven previously unrecorded archaeological sites in the Hill Alignment.  Six sites did not 
have the information potential to meet the eligibility criteria for NRHP listing.  The other 
site was subjected to additional work to clarify its eligibility; however, while the site 
yielded numerous artifacts, few were diagnostic and there was no evidence for 
subsurface features.  Therefore, it does not appear likely that this site meets the 
eligibility criteria for NRHP listing.  No further work is recommended.  Coordination with 
the Ohio Historic Preservation Office is pending. 
 
Additional Coordination Required 
Tribal coordination was initiated with the pertinent tribes on February 2, 2004.  To date, 
two tribes, the Wyandotte Nation, Wyandotte, Oklahoma, and the Peoria Tribe of 
Indians of Oklahoma, Miami, Oklahoma, have responded.  The Wyandotte Nation 
responded that their files contain no properties documented with the project area that 
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meet criteria of traditional value, and the Peoria Tribe responded that they are currently 
unaware of any documentation directly linking Indian Religious Sites to the proposed 
construction.  (See copy of February 5, 2004, response from Wyandotte Nation and the 
February 13, 2004, response from the Peoria Tribe in Section 5.0 Comments and 
Coordination).  Both tribes requested that they be contacted should inadvertent cultural 
remains pertaining to NAGPRA be located during construction for the bypass. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
No secondary impacts are expected as a result of this project. 
 
3.6.2 Historical Resources 
A large study area defined by the 
environmental scoping process was utilized 
as the initial area of investigation for 
history/architecture resources.  The area 
was approximately 16 miles long and 1 to 2 
miles in width, and goes from US 23 to US 
52 west of Wheelersburg.  Approximately 
800 properties fifty years old and older were 
identified using the History/Architecture 
Resources Table as a planning tool.  Of 
these, 84 properties were recorded on Ohio 
Historic Inventory forms as examples of 
common property types in the study area, and these were forwarded to the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office. 
 
Following the development of the feasible alternatives, ODOT/OES prepared a 
History/Architecture Resources Table for properties fifty years old and older for each 
alignment and a photolog accompanied each table.  ODOT/OES included a context with 
brief information about each township that the proposed alignments would enter.  The 
context indicated that the rural areas through which the proposed alignments would go 
were active in mining and hillside farming. 
 
The consultant performed the literature review at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
and found four previously recorded properties (SCI-93-14, SCI-94-14, SCI-473-9, and 
SCI-474-9).  Another recorded property, SCI-69-14, has been demolished.  Two bridges 
were also recorded in the study area (Warren Polygonal Chord Through Truss, SFN 
7330464, Reserve Pool; and Bowstring Arch Through Truss, SFN 7334303, Selected 
Bridge).  None of these properties are within the feasible alternatives.   
 
ODOT/OES conducted a literature review on October 4, 2001 at the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office and the State Library of Ohio.  No National Register of Historic 
Places nor National Historic Landmark nominations, nor Determinations of Eligibility 

V1747: 532 Fairgrounds Road 
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were found for the study area.  At the State Library, county and township histories were 
located and copied. 
 
By using the History/Architecture Resources Table, a list of properties retaining integrity 
and with few alterations and additions was compiled for the area within or in close 
proximity to the feasible alternatives.  Based on this list and the contextual information, 
ODOT/OES compiled Table 3-25 below. 
 

TABLE 3-25 Potential Historical Resources within the Bypass Study Area 
Alignment Photo Address Date/Description Recommendation 

Hill  V1747 532 Fairgrounds 
Road (SCI-600-

03) 

1849 brick 
farmhouse 

If in final alignment 
when chosen, further 

investigation 
recommended to 

determine eligibility 
Valley  J2901, 

J2824 
295 Lucasville-
Minford Road 

c. 1907 Same as above 

Hill  M3424, 
M3425 

4140 Lucasville-
Minford Rd 

c.1907 Same as above 

Hill  M3420, 
M3421 

4009 Lucasville-
Minford Rd 

c. 1925 Same as above 

Valley  J2905 Stoney Hill 
Cemetery 

c. 1840-1970 Same as above 

 
The two bridges that are identified within the Hill and Valley alignments, the N&W 
Railroad bridge over SR 728 in the Valley alignment (SFN 7306164, type 321), are a 
type not eligible for the National Register per the Programmatic Agreement Among the 
Federal Highway Administration, Ohio Division, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, Ohio Department of Transportation, Ohio State Historic Preservation 
Officer, Regarding Federally Funded or Approved Highway Bridge Projects (Agreement 
Number 10978), dated April 3, 2002, and the Blake Hollow Road tunnel, SFN 7336551, 
included on both the Hill and Valley alignments, which received a score of 15 (out of 
100) when evaluated, are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

 
The remaining properties on the tables 
do not retain the qualities nor have 
characteristics that would make them 
eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
 
Of the properties recorded on the 
History/Architecture Resources Table, 
and in conjunction with the context 
prepared for this project, five 
properties as listed above are 

J2905: Stoney Hill Cemetery 
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recommended for further investigation if in the preferred alternative.  Of these 
properties, the Stoney Hill Cemetery and 295 Lucasville-Minford Road are both within 
boundaries for the Valley option.  The other three properties are not currently within 
boundaries of either alignment.  The two identified bridges (SFN 7306164, SFN 
7336551) are not eligible for the National Register, and no further investigations are 
recommended. 
 
By letter dated July 29, 2003, ODOT requested concurrence with these findings.  The 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office concurred with ODOT/ OES’s finding of ‘no historic 
properties affected’.  A final determination of effect was sent to OHPO for concurrence 
in November 2004.  A copy of the coordination letter is included in Appendix A.  OHPO 
concurred with the November 1, 2004, finding of “no historic properties affected” on 
December 3, 2004. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative is composed of segments H1, HV2, H3 and H4.  Therefore, of 
the initial potential Historical Resources within the Portsmouth Bypass Study Area, only 
two were further evaluated in the Phase II history/architecture study: 4009 and 4140 
Lucasville-Minford Road (assigned Ohio Historic Inventory numbers SCI-607-5 and SCI-
608-5, respectively).  While neither property is within the mainline boundaries, both fall 
within the boundaries of a potential interchange. 
 
The purpose of the Phase II history/architecture study is to present additional 
information on the two above-mentioned farmsteads to identify possible associations 
with the history and development of agriculture in the area and to make 
recommendations of the properties as eligible or ineligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places based on National Register eligibility criteria.   
 
Field reconnaissance was carried out between April 19 and 21, 2004, by Patricia 
Croninger, a Cultural Resource Specialist with The Mannik & Smith Group.  Research 
was also conducted at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office and the Ohio Historical 
Society.  After researching both farmsteads, it was determined that neither property met 
eligibility requirements for the National Register, and no further investigations were 
recommended.  The Ohio Historic Preservation Office concurred with this finding on 
July 1, 2004.  Their response is included in Appendix A. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
At this time, no secondary development impacts are expected to properties in the 
project area vicinity.  Most secondary development is expected to occur in undeveloped 
areas that are not likely to contain any historic resources. 
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3.7 Section 4f 
 
Parks/ Recreations Land/ Natural and Wildlife Areas 
Based upon a review of existing land use, property ownership, and park mapping, there 
are currently no existing or planned parks, recreation lands, nor natural and wildlife 
areas within the limits of the alternatives.  The closest park to the study area is the Tan-
Lan Swim Club and Park, located in Wheelersburg, 1.5 miles south of the proposed 
bypass interchange with US 52.  This is shown on a map issued by the Scioto County 
Engineer in 1999. 
 
School property from the Valley Local School District may be impacted by the Valley 
alignment in Segment 4.  This property serves only as front lawn for the school, as all 
recreation fields are located behind or beside the school buildings.  In addition, no 
impacts are expected on parking and no access changes to the school property are 
proposed as part of this alternative.  The majority of the proposed project would be 
construction on new location with minimal disruption to existing roadway facilities.  
Access would be maintained to the school property during construction, so no 
temporary impacts are anticipated to access to recreation areas located on school 
grounds that would constitute a “use” under Section 4(f). 
 
Because no existing or planned parks, recreation lands, nor natural and wildlife areas 
are within the limits of the alternatives, no Section 6(f) sites are within the study area. 
 
Preferred Alternative There are no existing or planned parks, recreation lands, or 
natural and wildlife areas within or adjacent to the project area, so Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
do not apply.  No school grounds are located adjacent to the preferred alternative. 
 
Secondary Impacts  Currently, no parks, recreation area, or natural and wildlife 
areas are located in the project area.  Therefore, no secondary impacts are expected. 
 
Historic Properties 
Cultural resource studies were conducted as a part of the development of the project.  
The studies and their findings were discussed in detail in Section 3.6 of this document.  
These studies concluded that there were no properties identified that would be eligible 
for inclusion on or are listed in the National Register of Historic Places.  Therefore, there 
are no known historic properties within or adjacent to the proposed roadway.  Therefore, 
there are no impacts under Section 4(f) with respect to historic properties, nor are any 
secondary impacts expected to result from the project. 
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3.8 Technical Issues 
 
3.8.1 Air Quality 
 
The proposed project is located within Scioto County, Ohio, which is not an air quality 
nonattainment or maintenance area for any regulated pollutants.  The project is located 
on a new right-of-way and will not result in an increase in Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 
more than 20,000 vehicles between opening day and 20 years following.  This type of 
project has been evaluated and found to have no substantial effect on air quality.  
Therefore, a detailed air quality analysis is not considered necessary for an individual 
highway project of this type.  All “Build” Alternatives will have the same potential impacts 
on air quality.  For short-term air quality issues related to construction, see Section 3.7.5 
Short-term Construction Impacts. 
 
3.8.2 Noise 
 
Existing Conditions 
Short-term ambient noise level measurements (15 minutes in duration) were conducted 
within the project area by CH2M Hill staff, with an ODOT observer, on December 19th 
and 20th, 2002. CH2M Hill Staff conducted subsequent short-term and ambient noise 
level measurements on January 8th and 9th, and May 1st, 2003 in order to determine 
the existing traffic and ambient noise levels throughout the project area. Measurement 
equipment consisted of a Bruel & Kjaer (B&K) 2236 precision sound level meter 
equipped with a B&K Type 4188 half-inch condenser microphone. The instrumentation 
was calibrated in the field, prior to each measurement, using a B&K 4130 acoustical 
calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measured noise levels.  All instrumentation 
complies with the requirements of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and 
International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) for Type I (precision) sound-level 
equipment. 
 
Short-term ambient noise level measurements were conducted at a total of 60 locations 
along the two Feasible Alternatives. The monitoring locations are representative of the 
closest homes to the proposed roadway and were selected to provide full coverage and 
representation of homes within the noise study areas. The Noise Analysis Report 
(CH2M Hill 2003) shows a summary of the field data and Table 3-26 summarizes the 
results of the measured existing noise levels and compares them to the noise 
abatement criteria (NAC), noise levels that, when approached or exceeded, require the 
consideration of traffic noise abatement measures (USDOT 1995).  
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TABLE 3-26 
Measured Existing Noise Levels (Leq, dBA) 

Noise Receiver 
Location 

Section/Feasible 
Alternative 

Measured Existing 
Noise Level (Leq) Approach/Exceed NAC? 

1 Section1/Hill 61 NO 

H1 Section1/Hill 44 NO 

3 Section1/Hill 46 NO 

H2 Section2/Hill 47 NO 

H3 Section2/Hill 44 NO 

N6 Section2/Hill 43 NO 

N7 Section2/Hill 52 NO 

N8 Section2/Hill 59 NO 

H5 Section3/Hill 55 NO 

N11 Section3/Hill 56 NO 

16 Section3/Hill 45 NO 

N12 Section4/Hill 40 NO 

N13 Section7/Hill 41 NO 

H6 Section7/Hill 64 NO 

44 Section8/Hill 50 NO 

41 Section9/Hill 54 NO 

42 Section9/Hill 52 NO 

43 Section9/Hill 50 NO 

H8 Section9/Hill 54 NO 

H9 Section10/Hill 47 NO 

2 Section1a/Valley 58 NO 

3 Section1a/Valley 46 NO 

4 Section1a/Valley 53 NO 

5 Section1a/Valley 51 NO 

6 Section1a/Valley 63 NO 

7 Section1a/Valley 59 NO 

7a Section1a/Valley 57 NO 

8a Section1a/Valley 52 NO 

V2 Section1a/Valley 46 NO 
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TABLE 3-26 
Measured Existing Noise Levels (Leq, dBA) 

Noise Receiver 
Location 

Section/Feasible 
Alternative 

Measured Existing 
Noise Level (Leq) Approach/Exceed NAC? 

9 Section2/Valley 62 NO 

10 Section2/Valley 62 NO 

11 Section2/Valley 61 NO 

12 Section2/Valley 53 NO 

12a Section2/Valley 53 NO 

13 Section2/Valley 62 NO 

V3 Section3/Valley 46 NO 

V4 Section3/Valley 47 NO 

V5 Section3/Valley 44 NO 

18 Section3/Valley 49 NO 

20 Section4/Hill + 3/Valley 62 NO 

21 Section4/Hill + 3/Valley 56 NO 

22 Section5/Hill + 3/Valley 51 NO 

23 Section6/Hill + 4/Valley 48 NO 

24 Section6/Hill + 4/Valley 48 NO 

24a Section6/Hill + 4/Valley 58 NO 

26 Section5/Valley 56 NO 

27 Section5/Valley 58 NO 

29 Section6/Valley 43 NO 

30 Section6/Valley 56 NO 

31 Section6/Valley 56 NO 

32 Section6/Valley 52 NO 

33 Section7/Valley 56 NO 

34 Section7/Valley 56 NO 

35 Section7/Valley 48 NO 

35a Section7/Valley 43 NO 

V6 Section8/Valley 43 NO 

37 Section8/Valley 48 NO 

38 Section8/Valley 45 NO 
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TABLE 3-26 
Measured Existing Noise Levels (Leq, dBA) 

Noise Receiver 
Location 

Section/Feasible 
Alternative 

Measured Existing 
Noise Level (Leq) Approach/Exceed NAC? 

39 Section10/Hill + 9/Valley 53 NO 

45 Section9/Valley 72 YES 

 

From data presented in Table 3-26, it is apparent that existing noise levels throughout 
the project corridor are generally well below the NAC.  The only locations where existing 
noise levels exceed the NAC are the receivers at the south end of the corridor, where 
the proposed Portsmouth Bypass would meet US-52 (represented by receiver location 
45). 

 
In order to assess existing peak-hour traffic noise levels at receiver locations near 
existing roadways, TNM input files were developed for such locations.  Noise model 
predictions were validated by using the traffic counts obtained at subject noise 
monitoring locations in the TNM files, as described in Appendix C of the Noise Analysis 
Report.  Existing peak-hour traffic volumes were then input in the validated TNM files to 
predict existing peak-hour traffic noise levels at receiver locations in the vicinity of US-
23, US-52, and Lucasville-Minford Road.  Table 3-27 summarizes the peak-hour traffic 
noise levels at receivers in close proximity to existing traffic. 
 
TABLE 3-27 
Existing Peak-hour Traffic Noise Levels (Leq, dBA) 

Location Description 

Peak-hour 
Noise 
Level 

Approach/Exceed 
NAC? 

1 627 Fairgrounds Road 61 NO 

4 Behind house at end of Indian Drive 53 NO 

6 Next to 41 JoEtta Road 63 NO 

9 Next to 1054 Lucasville-Minford Rd. 62 NO 

11 Front Yard of the Chaney Residence 61 NO 

13 Beside 2658 Lucasville-Minford Rd. 62 NO 

45 At Alley Chiropractic Clinic on Ohio River Rd. 72 YES 
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Methodology 
To predict future traffic noise levels throughout the project area, future (2028) traffic 
volume and truck percentage data were compiled from the ODOT provided traffic data 
for the Portsmouth Bypass.  Appendix D of the Noise Analysis Report shows the future 
peak-hour traffic data used in the noise analysis.  
 
The TNM program was used to calculate future (2028) (Build) traffic noise levels in 
terms of peak-hour Leq. The 60 sites representing residential receiver locations were 
analyzed for both Feasible Alternatives.  Table 3-28 compares the future Build traffic 
noise levels to the NAC and existing noise levels at the selected receiver locations and 
summarizes the type of noise impact expected at each receiver location. 

 
Project Impacts 

Table 3-28 

Existing and Future (2028) Peak-Hour Noise Levels (in dBA) – Portsmouth Bypass Hill and Valley 
Alternatives 

Noise Receiver 
Location 

Section/Feasible 
Alternative 

Existing Noise 
Level 

Predicted Future 
(2028) Noise Level  Impact Type 

1 Section1/Hill 61 * * 

H1 Section1/Hill 44 * * 

3 Section1/Hill 46 * * 

H2 Section2/Hill 47 58 ~ 

H3 Section2/Hill 44 54 Substantial Increase 

N6 Section2/Hill 43 57 ~ 

N7 Section2/Hill 52 54 ~ 

N8 Section2/Hill 59 59 ~ 

H5 Section3/Hill 55 66 Substantial Increase 

N11 Section3/Hill 56 64 ~ 

16 Section3/Hill 45 52 ~ 

N12 Section4/Hill 40 61 Substantial Increase 

N13 Section7/Hill 41 62 Substantial Increase 

H6 Section7/Hill 64 61 ~ 

44 Section8/Hill 50 68 Both 

41 Section9/Hill 54 64 Substantial Increase 

42 Section9/Hill 52 65 Substantial Increase 

43 Section9/Hill 50 66 Both 

H8 Section9/Hill 54 64 Substantial Increase 
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Table 3-28 

Existing and Future (2028) Peak-Hour Noise Levels (in dBA) – Portsmouth Bypass Hill and Valley 
Alternatives 

Noise Receiver 
Location 

Section/Feasible 
Alternative 

Existing Noise 
Level 

Predicted Future 
(2028) Noise Level  Impact Type 

H9 Section10/Hill 47 65 Substantial Increase 

2 Section1a/Valley 58 65 ~ 

3 Section1a/Valley 46 60 Substantial Increase 

4 Section1a/Valley 53 68 Both 

5 Section1a/Valley 51 66 Both 

6 Section1a/Valley 63 65 ~ 

7 Section1a/Valley 59 68 Sound Level 

7a Section1a/Valley 57 65 ~ 

8a Section1a/Valley 52 60 ~ 

V2 Section1a/Valley 46 65 Substantial Increase 

9 Section2/Valley 62 63 ~ 

10 Section2/Valley 62 63 ~ 

11 Section2/Valley 61 63 ~ 

12 Section2/Valley 53 57 ~ 

12a Section2/Valley 53 65 Substantial Increase 

13 Section2/Valley 62 64 ~ 

V3 Section3/Valley 46 66 Both 

V4 Section3/Valley 47 63 Substantial Increase 

V5 Section3/Valley 44 61 Substantial Increase 

18 Section3/Valley 49 69 Both 

20 Section4/Hill + 3/Valley 62 65 ~ 

21 Section4/Hill + 3/Valley 56 66 Both 

22 Section5/Hill + 3/Valley 51 72 Both 

23 Section6/Hill + 4/Valley 48 68 Both 

24 Section6/Hill + 4/Valley 48 62 Substantial Increase 

24a Section6/Hill + 4/Valley 58 62 ~ 

26 Section5/Valley 56 69 Both 

27 Section5/Valley 58 67 Sound Level 

29 Section6/Valley 43 69 Both 
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Table 3-28 

Existing and Future (2028) Peak-Hour Noise Levels (in dBA) – Portsmouth Bypass Hill and Valley 
Alternatives 

Noise Receiver 
Location 

Section/Feasible 
Alternative 

Existing Noise 
Level 

Predicted Future 
(2028) Noise Level  Impact Type 

30 Section6/Valley 56 67 Both 

31 Section6/Valley 56 66 Both 

32 Section6/Valley 52 64 Substantial Increase 

33 Section7/Valley 56 69 Both 

34 Section7/Valley 56 68 Both 

35 Section7/Valley 48 52 ~ 

35a Section7/Valley 43 58 Substantial Increase 

V6 Section8/Valley 43 * * 

37 Section8/Valley 48 * * 

38 Section8/Valley 45 * * 

39 Section10/Hill + 9/Valley 53 * * 

45 Section9/Valley 72 * * 

Bold noise levels approach or exceed the FHWA/ODOT NAC. 
*  Indicates interchange location where data is unavailable to complete.  
~  Indicates noise level does not exceed NAC and there is no substantial increase over existing levels. 
Substantial increase = a 10-dBA increase over existing sound level.  
Sound level = exceeds the FHWA/ODOT NAC.  
Both = Sound level exceeds the NAC and is higher than the existing sound level by 10-dBA or more. 

From the data in Table 3-28, projected future (2028) peak-hour traffic noise levels, at 
homes nearest the proposed Portsmouth Bypass, for both Feasible Alternatives, would 
result in noise impacts. 
 
Mitigation 
Potential traffic noise abatement measures which may be considered for the project, 
include the following: 

• Construction of noise barriers within the proposed right-of-way  

• Modifying the proposed horizontal and/or vertical alignment of the roadway  

• Acquisition of property to serve as a buffer zone to adversely impacted 
receptors 

• Modifying speed limits 

• Restricting truck traffic  
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• Noise insulation of public use or non-profit institutional structures, such as churches 
and public schools 

Of the above mitigation measures, the noise barrier option is usually the most practical 
choice. The Portsmouth Bypass has undergone a very detailed grading exercise to 
develop acceptable vertical and horizontal alignments. Therefore, additional 
modification of roadway horizontal or vertical alignments for the purpose of noise 
reduction is not practical for the project.  Most areas adjacent to the proposed bypass 
are relatively under-developed. Acquiring private property to act as buffer zones is not 
seen as a practical means of mitigation. For existing impacted users, berms or other 
barriers would be necessary to mitigate noise. Earthen berms will increase 
displacement impacts. Lowering speed limits or restricting truck traffic would be 
inconsistent with the project purpose since, to some degree, this project is an effort to 
re-route truck traffic away from downtown Portsmouth. Noise insulation of public use or 
non-profit institutional structures could work for churches and public schools within the 
project area, if deemed necessary. 
 
FHWA TNM was used to determine the noise level reduction provided by noise barriers 
located within the proposed right-of-way for each Feasible Alternative.  TNM calculates 
barrier insertion loss by accounting for variables such as distance from source to 
barrier, distance from barrier to receiver, source and receiver heights and barrier height, 
and shielding from other structures and terrain features.  Per standard assumptions, 
effective heights of automobiles, medium trucks and heavy trucks are at pavement 
level, 0.6 meters (2 feet) and 2.4 meters (8 feet) above the road, respectively.  Receiver 
height is assumed to be about 1.5 meters (5 feet) above the ground. 
 
Noise barriers within the proposed right-of-way were modeled based on the locations of 
residential areas exposed to future peak-hour noise levels approaching or exceeding 
the NAC, or experiencing a substantial increase over existing noise levels, or both. 
Recommended barrier locations and heights were determined using the barrier 
perturbation feature of TNM and based on the barriers meeting the following 
requirements: 1) achieving a minimum 3 to 5 dBA noise reduction, and (2) where 
possible, reducing peak-hour noise level below the NAC or below substantial increase.   
 
The barriers evaluated are listed below. Station numbers are also referenced (Station 
0+00 is the project’s south termini, at US- 52). 
 
Hill Alternative 

Section 2:  Barrier H2-1:  Follows the eastbound lanes of the bypass extending from 
Station 756+00 to Station 737+60. The total length of Barrier 1 is 1,848 feet. 

Section 3:  Barrier H3-1:  Follows the eastbound lane of the bypass extending from Station 
600+00 to 589+00. The total length of this barrier is 1,088 feet. 
Barrier H3-2:  Follows the westbound lanes extending 1,511 feet from Station 606+00 
to Station 592+00. 

Section 4:  Barrier H4-1:  Follows the westbound lanes for 2,699 feet. Beginning at station 
500+00 and ending at station 540+00. 
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Section 5:  Barrier H5-1:  Follows the westbound lanes as it crosses Swauger Valley 
Road. It starts at Station 458+00 and ends at Station 465+00. Total length of this barrier 
is 698 feet. 
Barrier H5-2:  Follows the eastbound lanes as it crosses Swauger Valley Road. It starts 
at Station 464+00 and ends at station 454+00. Total length of this barrier is 993 feet. 

Section 6:  Barrier H6-1:  Follows the westbound lanes for 2,535 feet crossing Shumway 
Hollow Road and ending before Crossing Blake Hollow Rd. The barrier begins at Station 
370+00 and extends to station 395+00. 

Section 7:   Barrier H7-1:  Follows the westbound lanes stretching from station 283+00 to 
243+00. The barrier is 4,357 feet in length. 

Section 8:  Barrier H8-1:  Follows the eastbound lanes as it crosses Stout Hollow Road. 
The length of this barrier is 1,906 feet and begins at station 190+00 and ends at station 
171+00. 

Section 9:   Barrier H9-1:  Follows the eastbound lanes as it crosses the Little Scioto River. 
Length of the barrier is 2,404 feet and it begins at Station 140+00 and ends at Station 
116+00. 
Barrier H9-2:  Follows the westbound lanes as they cross the Happy Hours Addition 
community. The length of this barrier is 2,404 feet and begins at station 121+00 and 
ends at station 143+00.  

 
Valley Alternative 

Section 1a:  Barrier V1a-1:  Stretches 595 feet from Station 927+00 to 921+00 as it follows 
the westbound lanes. 
Barrier V1a-2:  Stretches 1,323 feet from Station 919+00 to 906+00 as it follows the    
westbound lanes. 
Barrier V1a-3:  Stretches 2,601 feet from Station 837+00 to 810+00 as it follows the    
westbound lanes. 
Barrier V1a-4:  Stretches 6,490 feet from Station 899+00 to 834+00 as it follows the    
westbound lanes. 

Section 2:  Barrier V2-1:  Stretches 684 feet from Station 765+00 to 758+00 as it follows 
the eastbound lanes. 

Section 3:   Barrier V3-1:  Extends for 2,910 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 
661+00 to station 632+00. 
Barrier V3-2:  Extends for 1,605 feet. Follows the westbound lanes from station 650+00 
to station 634+00. 
Barrier V3-3: Extends for 900 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 629+00 
to station 620+00. 
Barrier V3-4: Extends for 3,082 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 598+00 
to station 567+00. 
Barrier V3-5: Extends for 1,390 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 529+00 
to station 515+00. 

Section 4:   Barrier V4-1:  Follows the westbound lanes and is 1,605 feet. It begins at 
station 432+00 and ends at station 463+00. 

Section 5:  Barrier V5-1:  Extends for 1,400 feet. Beginning at station 313+00 and ending 
at station 327+00. 
Barrier V5-2: Extends for 1,503 feet. Beginning at station 309+00 and ending at station 
324+00. 

Section 6:  Barrier V6-1:  Stretches for 1,400 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from 
station 231+00 to station 227+00. 
Barrier V6-2: Stretches for 1,100 feet. Follows the westbound lanes from station 
214+00 to station 225+00. 
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Barrier V6-3: Stretches for 1,097 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 
235+00 to station 246+00. 
Barrier V6-4: Stretches for 3,105 feet. Follows the westbound lanes from station 
229+00 to station 260+00. 

Section 7:  Barrier V7-1: Stretches for 716 feet. Follows the westbound lanes from station 
128+00 to station 135+00. 
Barrier V7-2: Stretches for 1,277 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 
147+00 to station 160+00. 
Barrier V7-3: Stretches for 1,523 feet. Follows the westbound lanes from station 
171+00 to station 186+00. 
Barrier V7-4: Stretches for 989 feet. Follows the eastbound lanes from station 178+00 
to station 188+00. 

 
11 barriers were analyzed for the Hill alternative, and 22 barriers were analyzed for the 
Valley alternative.  Only barrier H902 meets the cost criteria and is recommended.  The 
preferred alternative follows the Hill alignment.  Tables 3-29 and 3-30 show the noise 
reduction effects of the proposed noise barriers at the receiver locations affected by the 
barriers.    
 

TABLE 3-29 

Hill Alternative: Barrier Noise Level Reductions (in dBA) 

Section of 
Bypass 

Barrier # 
Receiver Location  Without Barrier With Barrier Noise Level Reduction 

Section 2 H2-1 H2 58 58 0 

  N6 57 52 5 

  H3 54 51 3 

Section 3 H3-1 H5 66 61 5 

 H3-2 H5 66 58 8 

Section 4 H4-1 N12 61 54 7 

  21 66 56 10 

Section 5 H5-1 22 68 57 11 

 H5-2 22 68 62 6 

Section 6 H6-1 23 67 59 8 

  24 62 57 5 

Section 7 H7-1 N13 62 52 10 

Section 8 H8-1 44 68 62 6 

Section 9 H9-1 H8 64 58 6 

  42 65 60 5 

 H9-2 41 64 59 5 
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TABLE 3-29 

Hill Alternative: Barrier Noise Level Reductions (in dBA) 

Section of 
Bypass 

Barrier # 
Receiver Location  Without Barrier With Barrier Noise Level Reduction 

  43 66 59 7 

 
 

TABLE 3-30 
Valley Alternative: Barrier Noise Level Reductions (in dBA) 

Section of Bypass Barrier # Receiver Location  Without Barrier With Barrier Noise Level Reduction 

Section 1a V1a-1 2 65 61 4 

 V1a-2 3 60 54 6 

 V1a-3 8a 60 52 8 

 V1a-4 5 66 59 7 

  6 65 59 6 

  7 68 61 7 

  7a 65 59 6 

Section 2 V2-1 R-15 (tnm) 66 61 5 

 V2-2 12A 65 58 7 

  R-62 (tnm) 66 61 5 

Section 3 V3-1 R-11 (tnm) 54 50 4 

  R-14 (tnm) 66 59 7 

 V3-2 R-4 (tnm) 64 59 5 

  R-8 (tnm) 67 60 7 

 V3-3 V-4 63 57 6 

  R-36 (tnm) 61 56 5 

 V3-4 V-5 61 54 7 

  20 66 59 7 

 V3-5 22 72 61 11 

  R-87 (tnm) 62 53 9 

Section 4 V4-1 23 54 49 5 

  R-9 (tnm) 66 57 9 

Section 5 V5-1 R-8 (tnm) 60 55 5 

  R-9 (tnm) 63 57 6 
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TABLE 3-30 
Valley Alternative: Barrier Noise Level Reductions (in dBA) 

Section of Bypass Barrier # Receiver Location  Without Barrier With Barrier Noise Level Reduction 

 V5-2 26 68 62 6 

  R-10 (tnm) 63 58 5 

Section 6 V6-1 32 70 61 9 

 V6-2 R-55 (tnm) 70 62 8 

 V6-3 R-37 (tnm) 67 61 6 

  R-38 (tnm) 69 61 8 

 V6-4 29 69 56 13 

  31 66 54 12 

Section 7 V7-1 R-5 (tnm) 58 52 6 

 V7-2 35A 58 53 5 

 V7-3 34 68 59 9 

 V7-4 33 69 64 5 

 
Barrier cost reasonableness was calculated for each proposed barrier location.  The 
results of the analysis showed that, for the Valley segments, only one proposed barrier 
(V1a-4) was cost-effective.  Similarly, for the Hill segments, only one proposed barrier 
(H9-2) was cost-effective.   
 
Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative mostly follows the hill alignment.    Therefore, only one noise 
barrier (H9-2) is recommended.  A public meeting will be held in this area to determine if 
the residents wish to have a noise wall. 
 
3.8.3 Energy 
 
Methodology 
In order to evaluate the potential impact of the project on energy consumption, the effect 
of the project on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) was examined.  As the proposed project 
is predicted to divert traffic from several different existing routes (See Section 1.4.4), the 
energy consumption resulting from VMT must be estimated for the overall roadway 
network.  As part of the Feasibility Study, VMT savings were estimated for the 
benefit/cost calculations which can be used for this purpose. 
 
Project Impacts 
The Feasibility Study concluded that the construction of the Airport Bypass concept 
would result in a decrease of 10,557 vehicle miles traveled per day in the opening year 
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over the highway network studied.  Over time, this benefit would gradually decrease 
until there was a net increase in VMT of 2,265 vehicle miles traveled per day in the 25th 
year.  Over the 25-year planning horizon used for the study, there was a net benefit in 
reduction of VMT.  Therefore, it can be assumed that the proposed project will result in 
a decrease in energy consumption during this period. 
 
The Feasible Alternatives, regardless of which combination of segments are used, are 
of a similar length to the 16-mile Airport Bypass concept evaluated in the planning study 
and would be expected to have a similar benefit on energy consumption.  The shorter 
the alternative, the greater this expected benefit. 
 
3.8.4 Municipal, Industrial and Hazardous Waste 
 
An Environmental Site Assessment Screening and Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) was conducted to support the Preliminary Development of the 
Portsmouth Bypass Project (SCI-823, PID No. 19415). 
 
The findings of the ESA Screening (TranSystems, August 2002) identified particular 
sites within the alignment corridors that may have on-site or off-site impacts caused by 
deleterious wastes or hazardous materials. Based on the ESA Screening, seven (7) 
sites were included in the Phase I ESA: Keller’s Collision, Turner’s Automotive Repair 
Shop, Lucasville Junior High School Bus site, Harwood’s Gas Station, Buster’s Bi-Lo, 
the McGuire property, and the Trowbridge Print Shop.  
 
Based on the activities conducted under this Phase I ESA, the following conclusions 
were drawn: 
 
Keller’s Collision (PID 080401012) Three (3) plastic, 55-gallon drums were observed 
in the rear of the garage, along with miscellaneous automobile parts, vinyl siding, 
concrete block, pallets and sawhorse. According to Mr. Keller, the drums were partially 
filled with water. No evidence of staining was evident within the gravel parking lot or the 
rear of the building. Since the Phase I ESA was conducted, the roadway alignment near 
this parcel has shifted further south; as such, this parcel is now approximately 525 feet 
north of the alignment. As such, no further investigation is warranted. 
Terry Turner (Superior Collision, PID 080401002) Superior Collision generates small 
amounts of hazardous wastes consisting of paint thinners and solvents which are 
produced by cleaning paint guns and oil removed from automobiles.  Open trenches 
located under the garage bays drain to the ground surface north of the building. Staining 
at these outlets was observed and is believed to be dry paint overspray drained when 
the trenches are cleaned with water. Since the Phase I ESA was conducted, the 
roadway alignment near this parcel has shifted further south; as such, this parcel is now 
approximately 35 feet north of the alignment. No further investigation is warranted. 
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Lucasville Junior High School (PIDs 241601000, 241603000) The UST, lines and 
fuel dispenser were removed on June 24, 1996. Soil samples collected from the 
excavation, under the dispenser, and from the stockpiled soils were below Category 1 
Action Levels, and the site was recommended for No Further Action status. BUSTR 
concurred in their letter dated May 21, 1997.  ROW is not required from this site, and 
proposed “Valley” ROW is located 236 feet south of the former UST system. As such, 
no further investigation is recommended. 
 
Harwood’s Gas & Snack (PID 240824000) The number of tanks currently operating on 
site are three (3), 8000-gallon, double-walled gasoline tanks with electronic line leak 
detection and automatic tank gauging that were installed on June 1, 1987. The total 
tank system was upgraded in June 1999 in accordance with BUSTR. No contamination 
was found by the inspector during the upgrades. ROW is not required from this site, and 
the parcel is located 218 feet north of the proposed “Valley” ROW. As such, no further 
investigation is recommended. 
 
Buster’s Bi-Lo Gas Station (PIDs 161471000, 161064000, 161063000, 161065000). 
The gasoline station currently operates 3, 8,000-gallon, cathodically-protected gasoline 
USTs that were originally installed on October 1, 1970. The total UST system was 
upgraded in October 1994 with electronic line leak detection and automatic tank 
gauging in accordance with BUSTR.  ROW is not required from this site; a retaining wall 
will be constructed on the south side of Gallia Pike for the proposed “Hill” and “Valley” 
ROWs. As such, no further investigation is recommended. 
 
McGuire Property (PIDs 160841000, 160840000, 160845000, 160838000, 
160846000, 160837000, 160847000). The parcels are occupied by a barn and storage 
sheds that border the southern parcel boundary. The remainder of the property is 
occupied by scrap wood, 55-gallon drums, vehicles, tires, railroad ties, and equipment 
that have accumulated over several years. The 55-gallon drums throughout the property 
are thought to be empty; however, the drums near the barn have oil in them. No surficial 
staining or stressed vegetation was noted; however, it is possible that leaks from the 
vehicles, equipment or drums have occurred. Approximately 218 feet of ROW from the 
southwestern parcels will be required on the “Hill” alignment. While this wooded area is 
currently free of stored items, the possibility of contamination exists. Phase II ESA was 
recommended to address potential contamination within the required ROW. 
From approximately 1984 through 1986, Mr. McGuire operated a creosote dipping tank 
for logs that were then sold to the highway department as guardrail posts. The process 
consisted of dipping logs in an aboveground dipping tank that held approximately 1,000-
1,500 gallons of creosote. The logs were then allowed to ‘drip-dry’ overnight above the 
tank. Mr. McGuire indicated that there were no leaks or spills from the tank while it was 
in operation. Mr. McGuire sold the tank and related equipment approximately 10 years 
ago. The creosote tank was located in the shed adjacent to (west of) the sawmill 
operations, approximately 220 feet from the “Hill” ROW. Therefore, Phase II ESA is not 
recommended to address potential contamination from the creosote operation. 
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Trowbridge Print Shop (PID 071063000) The parcel is occupied by one (1) residence 
with a detached garage, the print shop, a shed, and two (2) mobile homes. Since 1970, 
a print shop has been in operation at the parcel. According to Mr. Trowbridge, the print 
shop is used for paper printing. The ink is consumed in the process and water solution 
is used and absorbed by the paper. Coleman fuel is used as cleaning fluid and is 
absorbed by cotton pads that are disposed as solid waste and/or evaporates. Old ink is 
allowed to solidify and is disposed as solid waste. No further investigation is 
recommended. 
 
Additional Studies Required 
Phase II ESA investigation is warranted for the McGuire Property within the right-of-way 
required for the Hill Alternative.  Phase II ESA investigation is also warranted for the 
Cremeans Property within the right-of-way required for the Hill Alternative.  If the Hill 
Alternative is selected, the Phase II ESA should consist of two soil borings taken within 
the proposed right-of-way to a depth of ten feet.  Should the “Hill” alignment be shifted 
east to include the area of the former creosote operations, two soil borings should be 
installed at the former location of the aboveground creosote dipping tank. Soil samples 
from each 2.5-foot interval will be field screened throughout the boring until reaching a 
terminal depth of 10 feet. The sample exhibiting the highest field screening 
measurement will be submitted for laboratory analysis for hazardous waste 
characteristics including TCLP. 
 
Secondary Impacts 
No secondary impacts to any potential hazardous material sites are expected for the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
3.8.5 Long-Term Construction Impacts/Irreversible and Irretrievable Resources 
 
Conversion of Land to Highway Use 
Both the Hill Alignment and the Valley Alignment for this project are expected to require 
similar irreversible and irretrievable commitments of environmental resources.  In 
general, implementation of the proposed action involves the commitment of a variety of 
natural, physical, human and fiscal resources.  Land use within the proposed right-of-
way is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period that the land is 
used for a highway facility.  However, if a greater need arises for use of the land, or if 
the highway is no longer needed, the land could be converted to another use.  At 
present, there is no reason to believe such a conversion would ever be necessary or 
desirable. 
 
Construction Materials 
Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor and highway construction materials (such as 
cement, aggregate and bituminous materials) will be expended by the project.  
Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural resources will be used in the fabrication 
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and preparation of construction materials.  While these materials are generally not 
retrievable, they are not in short supply, and their use for this project will not have an 
adverse effect upon their continued availability. 
 
Cost 
Construction of the project will also require a substantial expenditure of both State and 
Federal funds, which are generally not retrievable.  Estimated costs for the project have 
not been fully developed, though initial estimates indicate the total project, depending 
on the alignment chosen, will cost between $200 and 240 million (2003 dollars). 
 
Project Impacts 
The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources by the project as described 
above are expected to be similar, overall, for both the Hill Alignment and Valley 
Alignment or any combination of segments between them. 
 
3.8.6 Short-term Construction Impacts 
 
Methodology 
Construction of the proposed Portsmouth Bypass is a temporary activity, expected to 
last several years.  However, the construction activities can be disruptive to the natural 
and social environment in the immediate project vicinity. 
 
Short-term impacts expected due to construction have been identified by reviewing the 
types of activities undertaken (per ODOT standard specifications for earthwork, culvert 
placement, bridge construction and general roadway construction) during the main 
phases of project construction and evaluating the potential effects that these activities 
may have on the natural and social environments present. 
 
The proposed project, regardless of alternative, is expected to result in similar types of 
potential construction-related impacts, as further described below. 
 
Air Quality 
Adverse impacts to air quality due to temporary increases in particulate matter (dust) 
are expected due to excavation and earth moving, cement, aggregate and asphalt 
handling, heavy equipment operation, use of haul roads and wind erosion of exposed 
areas.  Emissions from construction equipment, such as smoke, odor, nitrous oxides, 
and unburned hydrocarbons, will also contribute to short-term adverse air quality 
impacts during construction.  In general, these impacts are expected to be minor and 
can be minimized through adherence to ODOT standard specifications (ODOT, 2002) 
for Environmental Protection (ODOT Item 107.21) and Dust Control (ODOT Item 616). 
 
Noise 
Noise levels during construction are expected to exceed current typical conditions, and 
may cause short-term, nuisance-level adverse impacts in the immediate project vicinity.  
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The generation of noise will vary in intensity, duration and time of occurrence.  
Normally, construction activities take place during regular daylight work hours. 
 
Operation of equipment powered by internal combustion engines (including earth 
moving, materials handling and stationary equipment), impact equipment (including pile 
drivers and jack hammers), and miscellaneous tools (such as saws and compactors) 
typically generate noise levels ranging from 69 dBA to 106 dBA at a distance of 50.0 
feet from the source.  Impact equipment will generate the highest noise levels.  Pile 
drivers, jack hammers and drills produce noise levels ranging from 82 dBA to 106 dBA 
at a distance of 50.0 feet. 
 
In general, construction noise impacts are considered to be minor since they are 
temporary and predominantly intermittent in nature, and will occur during normal 
working hours. 
 
Water Quality/ Aquatic Habitat and Biota (Streams) 
Earthwork and general road construction activities will result in short-term adverse 
impacts to the water quality of surface streams due to erosion from excavation and 
placement of fill and construction materials, including temporary increases in dissolved 
solids, suspended solids, settleable solids, turbidity and conductivity.  These impacts 
will primarily be localized (i.e., limited to the construction limit footprint), but may extend 
for some distance downstream, depending on intensity of disturbance and field 
conditions at the time of construction. 
 
Culvert placement and bridge construction will result in these same water quality 
impacts and will also include the following: 1) direct destruction of stream bottom and 
other aquatic habitat for the placement of culverts or piers, and 2) destruction or 
displacement of aquatic biota (depending on the mobility of the fish and benthic 
organisms inhabiting the construction site) due to the placement of these structures. 
 
Construction fuel storage, re-fueling activities and location of staging areas may 
adversely affect water quality of surface streams if a spill occurs and hazardous 
materials are not contained. 
 
In general, adverse impacts to the water quality of streams during construction are not 
expected to be substantial and can be minimized through strict adherence to Best 
Management Practices (BMP’s) during daily construction activities, rigid application of 
the ODOT’s Construction and Materials Specifications for soil erosion and sediment 
control (Item 670 Erosion Protection; ODOT, 2002) and adherence to provisions of the 
Ohio Water Pollution Control Act (OWPCA) by obtaining a storm water permit, as 
necessary (ODOT, 2002). 
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Groundwater (Aquifer) and Floodplains 
As described in Section 3.4.3, no Sole-Source Aquifers exist in the project study area, 
and no Ohio EPA endorsed Wellhead Protection Areas exist within the project study 
area at this time. 
 
The primary concern to groundwater resources during construction is the potential for 
contamination due to an accidental spill of hazardous materials (such as fuel) or from 
erosion materials exposed during earthwork.  Another impact concern to groundwater 
resources as a result of the project is the potential for contamination due to construction 
activities (particularly when encountering small, private wells in unknown locations), 
especially adjacent to designated wellhead isolation zones and local aquifers, which 
supply water for public and commercial use.  Minimization and mitigation measures 
related to potential construction impacts have been developed on a preliminary scale 
(see Section 3.4.3) and will be further developed during detailed project design. 
 
Traffic Maintenance 
Due to the nature of the proposed project (new highway facility on new and existing 
alignment), traffic congestion during construction is a concern for this project.  Existing 
roadways will be affected during construction at the location of over/ underpasses and 
tie-ins at the project termini, requiring temporary closing and re-routing.  These 
activities, however, are expected to occur at different times during the construction 
period and areas served by affected roads are generally accessible through other 
existing routes, precluding the need for the construction of temporary roads for traffic 
maintenance.  Minor conflicts may arise during construction on local roads, but impacts 
are not expected to be substantial since these would be temporary and short in 
duration.  As part of the detailed design studies, a maintenance of traffic plan will be 
prepared in accordance with ODOT standard specifications (ODOT, 2002) for 
Maintenance of Traffic (ODOT Item 104.04), Public Convenience and Safety (ODOT 
Item 107.07) and Maintaining Traffic (ODOT Item 614). 
 
Mitigation 
In general, short-term impacts during project construction are expected to be minor and 
minimized through adherence to ODOT standard specifications for protection of air 
quality, water quality (erosion control) and traffic maintenance as described above and 
no other mitigation is proposed. 
 
Specific mitigation measures for groundwater protection during construction have not 
yet been completed, and final plans for the project will outline specific measures the 
contractor must follow during construction to protect groundwater resources. 
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4.0 Environmental Commitments 
 
A preliminary summary of environmental commitments for the project and disposition at 
the time of this report are presented below in Table 4-1.  The list of commitments will be 
updated as the project progresses through detailed design, agency review and permit 
application.  Specific commitment items that are developed during this time will be 
incorporated into the final environmental document and design plans, as necessary. 
 
 

Table 4-1:  Preliminary Summary of Environmental Commitments 
Environmental Impact or Issue Environmental Commitment Disposition 

Floodplain Impacts Coordination will be conducted with the 
local community floodplain administrator 
during development of the preferred 
alternative.  A description and mapping of 
the preferred alternative, including 
available details on any fill material to be 
placed in the floodplain, will be provided to 
the local community Floodplain 
Administrator for review and comment.  
This coordination will determine if a Flood 
Hazard Development Permit will be 
required prior to construction activities. 

Groundwater/ Aquifer Protection Property owners with impacted wells may 
have a new well drilled or be connected to 
the local public water system.  Any 
impacted wells will be removed and 
properly abandoned in accordance with 
State and local requirements. 

This project will be coordinated with the 
Scioto County Regional Water Authority 
regarding the small portion of its drinking 
water source protection area located 
within the project area. 

A plan note restricting project-related 
refueling and maintenance activities over 
the drinking water source protection area 
will be included. 
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Table 4-1:  Preliminary Summary of Environmental Commitments 
Environmental Impact or Issue Environmental Commitment Disposition 

Stream Impact Mitigation 

 

 

 

 

Specific stream mitigation measures will be 
developed during coordination with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency during the 
pre-application process for Section 404 and 
Section 401 permits required by the Clean 
Water Act.  All of the streams that have a direct 
water connection to streams or other surface 
waters are regulated as waters of the United 
States pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
Therefore, all crossings of these waters will 
require permission from the Army Corps of 
Engineers under Section 404, and the Ohio EPA 
under Section 401 of this law. The impacts to all 
streams by the project will likely be considered 
as a whole under a single Individual Section 
404/401 permit. Impacts to the Little Scioto 
River, as a State Resource Water, are 
prohibited from authorization under Nationwide 
Permits 

Wetland Impact Mitigation All of the wetlands that have a direct water 
connection to streams or other surface waters 
are regulated as waters of the United States 
pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
Therefore, all crossings of these waters will 
require permission from the Army Corps of 
Engineers under Section 404, and the Ohio EPA 
under Section 401 of this law. Some of the 
ponds are also regulated under the Clean Water 
Act, but many that have been created as stock 
watering ponds or aesthetic pools will not be, 
provided they were not created along a 
regulated stream. The impacts to all tributary 
wetlands and ponds by the project will likely be 
considered as a whole under a single Individual 
Section 404/401 permit. Impacts to the Little 
Scioto River, as a State Resource Water, are 
prohibited from authorization under Nationwide 
Permits by the Ohio EPA. 
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Table 4-1:  Preliminary Summary of Environmental Commitments 
Environmental Impact or Issue Environmental Commitment Disposition 

Wildlife and Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

The timing of future small whorled 
pogonia (SWP) surveys will be 
coordinated with the ODNR personnel 
who are monitoring the known population 
of the SWP in Hocking County. 

To minimize potential impacts to Indiana 
bats, potential roost trees will be cleared 
within the project construction limits and 
ancillary work areas only between 
September 15 and April 15.  There will 
also be strict adherence to BMPs, erosion 
and sediment control and the conditions in 
the storm water permit to minimize 
impacts to the Little Scioto River and the 
Ohio River where federally and state listed 
species may be present. 

Though not directly affected by the 
preferred alternative, the American 
Chestnut tree in the study area will be 
clearly identified prior to construction to 
avoid inadvertent impacts. 

ODOT will plan the project such that in-
stream work may be avoided between 
April 15th and June 15th and will be 
conducted in a way that does not impact 
freshwater mussels that may be in the 
area. 

Any other threatened and endangered 
species mitigation deemed necessary for 
this project will be documented in the 
404/401 permit process and incorporated 
into final project design plans. 

Terrestrial Habitats Any mitigation measures required, 
including tree planting to compensate for 
lost forest habitat, will be reported in the 
final environmental documentation 
prepared for the project and incorporated 
into final project design plans. 
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Table 4-1:  Preliminary Summary of Environmental Commitments 
Environmental Impact or Issue Environmental Commitment Disposition 

Farmland Impacts to agricultural districts have been 
coordinated with the Ohio Department of 
Agriculture. 

A cattle crossing will be constructed under 
the preferred alternative on the bisected 
property of Ken Rase. 

Hazardous Materials Handling 
and Containment 

A Phase II ESA will be conducted and 
potential contaminated materials will be 
dealt with during construction at both the 

McGuire property and the Cremeans 
property, both located within the Preferred 

Alternative right-of-way. 

Residential/ Business 
Relocations and Property 

Impacts 

The acquisition and relocation for all 
residences displaced for right-of-way will 
be conducted in accordance with all 
applicable state and federal laws.  
Landlocked parcels will either be bought 
outright by the State or damages are paid 
(a portion of the fair market value) and the 
owner retains the landlocked parcel. 

Environmental Justice/ 
Community Issues 

No environmental commitments at this 
time. 

Archaeology Sites/ Section 4(f) No environmental commitments at this 
time. 

Historic Architecture Sites/ 
Section 4(f) 

The preliminary findings of the Phase II 
studies have resulted in the determination 
that no properties meet the eligibility 
criteria for NRHP listing.  The Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office concurred 
with this finding July 1, 2004.  There are 
no environmental commitments at this 
time. 

Section 4(f) Public Lands No environmental commitments at this 
time. 
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Table 4-1:  Preliminary Summary of Environmental Commitments 
Environmental Impact or Issue Environmental Commitment Disposition 

Air Quality No environmental commitments at this 
time. 

Noise Impacts and Abatement Only one noise barrier (H9-2) is 
recommended.  A public meeting will 
be held in this area to determine if the 
residents wish to have a noise wall. 

Construction Impacts Final mitigation measures developed 
during detailed design will be reported in 
the final environmental documentation 
prepared for the project and incorporated 
into final project design plans. 

Traffic Maintenance As part of the detailed design studies, a 
maintenance of traffic plan will be 
prepared in accordance with ODOT 
standard specifications (ODOT, 1997) for 
Maintenance of Traffic (ODOT Item 
104.04), Public Convenience and Safety 
(ODOT Item 107.07) and Maintaining 
Traffic (ODOT Item 614). 

Public Involvement A Public Hearing will be conducted after 
public review of the DEIS.  The results of 
this Public Hearing will be included in the 
final environmental documentation 
prepared for the project. 

Utilities Mitigation measures for utility relocation 
have included contacting representatives 
from utility companies to inform them of 
the project and holding a coordination 
meeting.  Future measures include 
continuing coordination with utility 
companies for utility relocation when the 
final alignment is chosen. 

Coordination With Other 
Transportation Modes 

No environmental commitments at this 
time. 
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5.0 Comments and Coordination 
 
5.1 Summary of Involved Agencies and Organizations 
 
As early as 35 years ago, various major highway improvements, including a bypass 
around Portsmouth, were proposed.  The proposed action has been under 
consideration since November of 1998, when The Southeastern Ohio Highway 
Compact specified federal earmarks, Appalachian Regional Commission funding, and 
ODOT monies to be allocated across four highway initiatives in the region, including the 
proposed Portsmouth Bypass project.  A stakeholder group was formed of local officials, 
businesses and community groups, and several meetings were held.  Two public 
meetings have also been held to discuss the proposed action.  Fifteen agencies 
(federal, state and local) were contacted as shown in Table 5-1.  Table 5-2 lists 
agencies and organizations involved in the process as stakeholders. 
 

Table 5-1: Agencies Contacted 
 Agency 
Federal • Federal Highway Administration 

• US Environmental Protection Agency 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service 
• US Army Corps of Engineers 
• US Department of Agriculture,  
     Natural Resources Conservation Service 
• Appalachian Regional Commission 
• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
 

State • Ohio Department of Transportation 
• Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
• Ohio Department of Development 
• Governor’s Office of Appalachia 
• Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
• Ohio Department of Agriculture 
• Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
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Table 5-2: Stakeholder Agencies and Organizations 
 

Stakeholder Organizations 
Scioto County Commissioners 
Southern Ohio Growth Partnership 
City of Portsmouth 
AAA- Central Ohio 
Southern Ohio Port Authority 
Scioto County Economic Development 
City of New Boston 
Scioto County Engineer 
University of Rio Grande 
Ohio Valley Regional Development Commission 
Scioto County Joint Vocational School 
Greater Portsmouth Regional Airport Authority 
FIVCO Area Development District 
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Community Action Organization 
Office of Community Development 
Clay Township 
Scioto Chamber of Commerce 
AEP 
League of Women Voters 
Porter Township 
Washington Township 
Jefferson Township 
Harrison Township 
Valley Schools 
Columbia Gas 
Madison Township 
Valley Township 
Scioto County Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Scioto County FSA 
Ohio Farm Bureau 

 
 
 
Contacted agencies and stakeholders were requested to provide information on social, 
economic, and environmental factors that may influence the proposed action.  
Presented here is a summary of the coordination to date and comments which have 
been provided on the proposed action.  Review of early coordination comments 
received indicated that the proposed action is consistent with state, local and federal 
plans, programs and objectives. 
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5.2  Public Involvement 
 
An extensive public involvement program has been established to involve citizens in the 
planning and decision making process for the proposed action.  To date, the program 
has consisted of public mailings and notifications, three public meetings, media 
releases, a website, a stakeholder group and a Public Hearing.  Letters of support from 
members of the community, public officials, and public and private agencies and 
organizations have been sent to the Ohio Department of Transportation over the lifetime 
of the project.  Additional mailings, a public hearing, and continued website updates are 
planned as future public involvement.  Public Involvement has been inclusive to show 
involvement by those likely covered by Environmental Justice. 
 
5.2.1 Stakeholder Group 
 
A stakeholder group composed of representatives from community groups, public and 
private organizations, businesses and local government officials was created to provide 
input on the proposed project over the course of the study.  Several stakeholder 
meetings were held throughout the study, and comments from the stakeholders were 
received after both of the public meetings.  A list of stakeholder organizations can be 
found in Table 5-2. 
 
5.2.2 Public Mailings and Notifications 
 
In September of 2001, a notification letter was sent to residents of Scioto County 
explaining that a feasibility study would be conducted for a proposed bypass of US 23 
through Portsmouth.  It explained that field studies would be conducted over the course 
of two and a half years and gave contact information for the consultant.   
 
In November of 2001, property owners in or near the study area were again contacted 
with an update of the study’s progress, with further updates mailed to property owners 
in January and May of 2002.   
 
In October of 2002, residents within or near the study area were notified of the Public 
Meeting held in November of 2002.  After the public meeting, another letter was sent to 
property owners indicating that ODOT was not yet ready to choose a location for the 
new roadway and that more studies would be conducted. 
 
In April, June and July 2003, property owners were again notified that field staff would 
be out completing studies in the study area and might be on their property. 
 
In November of 2003, property owners were notified of the third public meeting.  Letters 
were sent to all residents in or near the study area.  A follow-up letter was sent in March 
2004 to notify property owners of additional field studies to be conducted in their area. 
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In August of 2004, property owners were notified of the fourth public meeting to present 
the preferred alternative.  Letters were sent to all residents in or near the study area.   
 
5.2.3 Public Meetings 
 
Four public involvement meetings have been held to date (June 22, 2000; November 
13, 2002; November 19, 2003; August 19, 2004).  The first meeting was held during the 
development of the Feasibility Study, with the 2002, 2003 and 2004 meetings held 
during the environmental phase of the project.  The November 13, 2002, meeting and 
the August 19, 2004, meeting were held at Minford High School, Minford, Ohio, and the 
November 19, 2003, meeting was held at Valley Middle School in Lucasville, Ohio.  All 
of the public meetings were conducted by the Ohio Department of Transportation.  
TranSystems, ODOT’s consultant, attended the second, third and fourth meetings to 
answer any questions from the public.  Representatives from the Federal Highway 
Administration also attended the meetings.  The general format of the public meetings 
was an open house where representatives from ODOT and TranSystems were 
available to answer questions and to listen to concerns, ideas and general comments 
from the public.   
 
June 2000 Meeting 
The first public involvement meeting was held on June 22, 2000, to obtain input on the 
needs assessment and the conceptual alternatives under consideration during the 
Feasibility Study. As a result of the public meeting, 29 comment sheets were received. 
Twenty-one (21) comment sheets expressed support for the Airport Bypass Concept. A 
variety of reasons were given to support this preference, including the fact that the route 
will open up the area to north-south traffic, provide a link to the eastern part of the 
county, tie in the I-64 corridor, and open up developable land that could encourage 
economic development through industrial growth. Along with the comments sheets 
received at the public meeting, 869 signatures from local citizens supporting the Airport 
Bypass Concept and 43 letters from businesses and public agencies were received. All 
of the letters supported the Airport Bypass Concept and stressed the need for economic 
development in the area.  This information is summarized and is available along with 
copies of all comments received in the Feasibility Study Report for US Route 23 
Portsmouth Transportation Study (April 2001). 
 
November 2002 Meeting 
At the second meeting in November of 2002, displays showing the Preliminary Feasible 
Alternatives were presented to the public, along with handouts explaining these 
alternatives including design issues, property impacts, and ecological resources 
affected.  These handouts also explained the study progress and gave updates on 
funding and the schedule.  These handouts are included in Appendix B.  Written 
comments were accepted at the meeting and for a two-week time period following the 
meeting. Additional comments were received following the comment deadline and were 
also included within the results.  Approximately 380 comments were received during this 
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time.  The comments were taken into consideration, and changes were made to the 
feasible alignments. 
 
Comment Summary  The comments received after the 2002 public meeting were 
diverse in nature.  Among the top concerns were school traffic/ bus safety, the proximity 
of the bypass to schools, the effect on businesses along bypassed routes, property 
values in the area, emergency vehicle access, noise from the proposed highway, and 
the destruction of farmland.  While many comments noted that the bypass plan was 
good and would help economic growth, others questioned the necessity of the bypass.  
Many commented that the proposed bypass should go through the hilly area instead of 
through farmland.    
 
November 2003 Meeting 
At the third public meeting in 
November of 2003, the revised 
Feasible Alternatives were 
shown in displays.  Two 
feasible alignments, one named 
the Hill Alternative and the other 
called the Valley Alternative, 
were presented.  Each 
alternative was divided into four 
segments, and each segment 
could be used with any other 
combination of segments.  
Handouts clarifying the Feasible 
Alternatives explained project 
impacts and included funding 
and schedule updates.  These 
handouts are included in Appendix B.  Along with displays of the alternatives, ODOT 
provided real estate specialists to answer questions pertaining to right-of-way 
acquisition.  Written comments were accepted at the meeting and for a three-week time 
period following the meeting.   
 
Comment Summary  Comment sheets were received at the meeting and for a 
period which extended to December 19, 2003.  The public was asked to pick a preferred 
alignment.  Approximately 235 comments were received during this period.  The table 
below summarizes the choices made in the comment sheets. 
 

Segment Hill Valley Either Neither No Comment 
1 86 35 2 9 103 
3 109 23 3 7 93 
4 136 27 1 7 64 

 

Public Meeting November 17, 2003 
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Many citizens also had comments in addition to the selection of a preferred alignment.  
The following list summarizes these comments. 
 

• The hill option will affect fewer people and less land.  
• The Valley-4 alternative passes too close to the Valley Local Schools. 
• The Valley-4 alternative passes too close to the Southern Ohio Correctional 

Facility. 
• The Valley route uses too much developable land and takes valuable property in 

Lucasville. 
• ODOT should choose the least expensive alternative. 
• The positives of the bypass override the negatives/ the bypass is a good thing for 

the community. 
• The bypass will not benefit the community. 
• The Hill alternative will take my property/ devalue my property. 
• The Valley alternative will take my property/ devalue my property. 

 
 
August 2004 Meeting 
At the fourth public meeting in August of 2004, the preferred alternative was presented 
to the public.  Handouts describing the impacts of the preferred alignment and 
answering frequently asked questions were made available at this meeting.  These 
handouts are included in Appendix B.  Along with displays of the preferred alternative, 
ODOT provided real estate specialists to answer questions pertaining to right-of-way 
acquisition.   
 
Comment Summary  Comment sheets were received at the meeting and for a 
period that extended to September 3, 2004.  The public was asked to give any 
comments they had regarding the preferred alternative and the project as a whole.  
Forty-six comment sheets were received during the comment period.  Most comments 
indicated that citizens were happy with the chosen preferred alignment and felt that the 
bypass was a good idea that would help the community.  While a few comments 
expressed displeasure with the route (mostly from those with homes adjacent to the 
proposed bypass), the majority of comments were positive. 
 
The second, third and fourth meetings were well attended by the public, with over 500 
people signing in at each meeting.  Comments from the second, third and fourth public 
meetings are included as Appendix C as PDF files on a CD.  Most of these comments 
were supportive of at least one of the proposed alternatives.   
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5.2.4 Scioto County Fair Booth 
 
The Ohio Department of Transportation District 9 office regularly sets up a booth at the 
Scioto County Fair.   In August of 2002 and 2003, ODOT used this as an opportunity to 
offer an update to citizens in attendance.  A large map of the county with the July 2002 
Feasible Corridors was displayed at the fair in August of 2002.  No special handouts 
were created, but previous project updates developed for mailing were made available.   
 
In August 2003, ODOT posted a map of the Feasible Alternatives as they existing while 
under development at that time.  A handout was available as well, giving a project 
update, showing how public comments impacted the decisions of the alignments 
chosen thus far, reiterating the fact that a final alignment had not been chosen as of yet.  
The funding schedule for the project was also in the handout.  This handout is also 
included in Appendix B. 
 
5.2.5 Media Coverage 
 
Informational news releases and project bulletins relating to study progress were 
provided to the public, local media, and local public officials throughout the study.  
These news releases and project bulletins are provided in Appendix B.  In response to 
the news releases, the media was present at each of the public meetings.  The 
coverage helped promote the public meetings.  The following is a list of articles and 
editorials published to date. 
 

• Emeritus Corner by Robert L. Morton, editorial written by Susan Swartz of 
TranSystems Corporation, AAA Motorist January/February 2001 Ohio-West 
Virginia. 

• Making Sense out of Highway Construction Costs editorial by Robert L. Morton, 
AAA Motorist May/June 2003 Ohio-West Virginia. 

• ODOT Looking at Portsmouth Bypass, The Ironton Tribune 9/02/01. 

• Plans for Bypass Moving Along, The Portsmouth Daily Times 9/02/01. 

• ODOT Contracts With Consultants For Portsmouth Bypass Studies and 
Engineering, The Community Common 9/12/01. 

• ODOT Offers Citizens Look at Bypass Routes, The Portsmouth Daily Times 
11/20/03. 

• Corridor Options at Hand, The Portsmouth Daily Times 11/19/03. 

• ODOT funds available for projects, The Chillicothe Gazette 11/19/03 

• ODOT to Have Public Meeting, The Portsmouth Daily Times 11/06/03. 

• Portsmouth Bypass Meeting Set, Independent 11/06/03. 
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• ODOT Bypass Meeting, Portsmouth Daily Times 11/20/03 

• ODOT offers citizens look at bypass routes, Portsmouth Daily Times 11/20/03 

• Public Interest in Bypass Strong, The Community Common 11/23/03. 
• State earmarks $8M for bypass, Portsmouth Daily Times 12/11/03 
• Bypass Project Gets $8 Million, Community Common 12/14/03 
• Public comments for Portsmouth Bypass options due this week, Ironton Tribune 

12/18/03 
• Public comments due for bypass options, The Independent 12/18/03 
• Bypass comment period ending, Portsmouth Daily Times 12/18/03 
• Wellston Rotary hosts ODOT Real Estate Administrator, Times-Journal 2/22/04 
• Commuters will face new detour along U.S. 52, Ledger-Independent 3/19/04 
• Bridge project creates traffic restrictions, Portsmouth Daily Times 3/19/04 
• State approves bypass millions, Portsmouth Daily Times 5/8/04 
• Proposed Portsmouth bypass alternative to be unveiled, The Independent 

8/12/04 
• Proposed bypass meeting scheduled, Portsmouth Daily Times 8/17/04 
• Public meeting set for Portsmouth bypass project, The Ironton Tribune 8/18/04 
• Portsmouth Bypass Alternative Meeting Slated Thursday, The Community 

Common 8/18/04 
• Ohio 823 bypass meeting Thursday, Scioto Voice 8/19/04 
• State chooses hill alternative for Bypass 823, Portsmouth Daily Times 8/20/04 

 
5.2.6 Website 
 
A website, www.PortsmouthBypass.com, was created in late 2001 to provide 
information and project updates about progress of the study.  The website also 
accepted comments after the public meetings.  This website is anticipated to remain 
active through issuance of the Record of Decision for the project. 
 
5.2.7 Public Officials/Letters of Support 
 
Additional letters of support have been received throughout the study.  These include 
letters from residents, political leaders and local officials.  On December 11, 2003, the 
president of the Ohio Senate, the Honorable Todd White, and 89th district Ohio House of 
Representatives member, the Honorable Todd Book, wrote a joint letter expressing 
concern about the Valley alignment, but giving support to the project overall.  The Valley 
Local School District in Lucasville, Ohio, also expressed concern over the Valley 
alignment, passing a resolution on November 26, 2003, in opposition to the Valley 
route.  The Scioto County Farm Bureau passed a resolution on September 14, 2003, 
supporting the project as long as it did not destroy active farmland.  Letters of support 
were also received from the Scioto County Board of Commissioners, the Southern Ohio 
Port Authority, the Portsmouth City Council, the Community Action Organization of 
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Scioto County, the Village of New Boston, and the Scioto County Engineer.  The above-
mentioned letters of support are included as Appendix B. 
 
5.2.8  Public Hearing 
 
A public hearing is to be held after the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 
approved and made available for review and comment by reviewing agencies and 
citizens.  Comments and issues raised at the public hearing will be taken into account in 
preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
5.3 Agency Coordination 
 
5.3.1 Notice of Intent/Environmental Scoping 
 
In July of 2001, the Federal Highway Administration, in cooperation with ODOT, issued 
a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
Portsmouth Bypass.  After the Notice of Intent was issued, affected agencies were 
notified by mail of an Environmental Scoping Meeting, which is part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act process.  The contacted agencies were asked to send 
representatives to the scoping meeting, which was held on October 3, 2001.  These 
agencies included the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and numerous local officials.  A summary of the attendees and the results of this 
meeting are included in Section 4.0 Scoping Process. 
 
5.3.2 Cultural Resources Tribal Consultation 
 
Coordination will be conducted with Native American tribes who have potential interest 
in the area affected by the proposed project, for compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (36CFR 800.2(c)(3)(i)).   
 
Early coordination was initiated February 2, 2004.  To date, two responses have been 
received from the Wyandotte Nation of Wyandotte, Oklahoma, and the Peoria Tribe of 
Indians of Miami, Oklahoma, by the Ohio Department of Transportation Office of 
Environmental Services on February 9, 2004 and February 23, 2004, respectively.  The 
Wyandotte Nation noted that their files found no properties documented within the 
project area that meet criteria of traditional value.  However, should any archaeological 
materials be encountered during construction, the above tribe has requested that they 
be notified.  The Peoria Tribe stated that they were currently unaware of any 
documentation directly linking Indian Religious Sites to the proposed construction.  
However, in the event that any items falling under the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) are discovered during construction, they 
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wish to be notified.  A tribal coordination and consultation report and the above-
mentioned letters are included as Appendix A.  
 
5.3.3 Interagency Coordination 
 
Agency coordination conducted during the Feasibility Study is summarized in the 
Feasibility Study Report for US Route 23 Portsmouth Transportation Study (April 2001).   
 
The next agency contact involved issuance of a Notice of Intent (See Section 5.3.1) and 
the Environmental Scoping Meeting, held October 3, 2001.  A summary of this event is 
included in Section 3.0 Affected Environment. 
 
Additional agency coordination that has occurred since the Scoping Meeting is 
summarized below.  (Note:  Tribal Consultation is discussed separately in Section 
3.3.2.) 
 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
By letter of July 29, 2003, the Ohio Department of Transportation requested the 
concurrence of the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) concerning their findings 
from the Phase I History/Architecture Survey.  OHPO concurred on January 16, 2004.  
A copy of this letter is included in Appendix A. 
 
By letter of June 30, 2004, the Ohio Department of Transportation requested the 
concurrence of the OHPO concerning their findings from the Phase II 
History/Architecture Survey.  OHPO concurred on July 1, 2004.  A copy of this letter is 
also included in Appendix A. 
 
Additional Agency Coordination Conducted 
The Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement was provided to the following 
agencies for review and comment, along with the Ecological Survey Report, if 
applicable:   
 
US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) 
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA) 
Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) 
 
The Ohio Department of Transportation identified a tentative Preferred Alternative 
during the process based upon experience with similar projects and the likely outcome 
of agency coordination regarding impact evaluations. However, ODOT and FHWA will 
not make a final decision on the proposed action or any alternative until agency 
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comments have been evaluated.  Ultimately, no decision will be finalized until a public 
hearing has been held on this project and all comments received have been taken into 
consideration. 
 
5.3.4 Pre-DEIS Agency Comments 
 
This Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Pre-DEIS) was provided to 
agencies for review and comment according to ODOT’s Project Development Process.  
Comments from the agencies were evaluated and weighed in the decision of a 
recommended preferred alternative along with public involvement and other factors 
described in this document.  Table 5-3 below includes comments received from the 
agencies listed above regarding the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
along with responses to the comments. 
 

Table 5-3: Agency Pre-DEIS Comments 
Agency Comment Response 

Ohio EPA 
(Comments 
dated June 
24, 2004) 

• We encourage ODOT to minimize the construction of 
new crossings over waters and encourage the 
development of alignment designs that allow for the 
use of existing bridge crossings, especially crossings 
on high-quality waters such as the Little Scioto River. 

 
 
• We realize that ODOT has systematically and 

diligently selected the best route for further 
consideration but we would like to know if ODOT 
considered the feasibility of using SR 139 as an 
independent conceptual alternative or integrating it 
with the current Airport Bypass option.  In looking at 
the layout of the study area, the vertical alignment 
(northeast/ southwest) and location of SR 139 about 
midway in the study area would appear to make this 
route an ideal connector and bypass, with the 
necessary modifications, between populated areas 
on the north portion of the study area and the 
populated areas on the south portion of the study 
area.  SR 139 primarily follows a valley corridor in the 
study area and it generally does not run through 
densely populated areas, and it does not appear to 
cross through many high-quality streams and 
valuable floodplain habitat. 

 
• With respect to ecological resources and the feasible 

alternatives and segments presented, we believe 
Feasible Alternative H1 (Section 1), Hill/Valley 2 
(Section 2), H3 (Section 3), and V4 or H4 (Section 4) 
appear to have fewer significant impacts and should 
be moved forward in the review process.  Although 
segment V4 has less overall stream impacts than 
segment H4, it has substantially more impacts to 
perennial streams than segment H4.  Whereas, 
segment H4 would impact more woodland and 
wetland (Category 2) habitats than segment V4 in this 

• The preferred alternative will 
require one crossing of the Little 
Scioto River.  The crossing will 
be a bridge to minimize impacts.  
The total stream impacts are 
comparable for all alignments. 

 
• SR 139 was considered as an 

independent conceptual 
alternative (called the “Inner 
Bypass”) in the Feasibility Study 
(Gannett Fleming 2001).  
However, when compared to the 
alternatives selected for further 
consideration, it was determined 
not to be prudent.  It had lower 
travel time and accident savings 
as well as a lower benefit/cost 
ratio.  It also had a much lower 
economic development 
potential.  Additionally, this 
option would require a crossing 
of the Ohio River and its flood 
plains. 

 
 
• This comment has been noted.  

The preferred alternative 
chosen includes segments H1, 
HV2, H3 and H4, all of which 
were favored by the OEPA. 
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section.  Minimizing disturbance to forested and 
riparian habitat in the project area may be an 
important issue to consider because of the important 
role trees may serve in minimizing soil erosion, 
especially in view of several locations identified in the 
study area in which the soils are prone to landslides.  
While many of the streams in the upper portion of hill 
segments are probably ephemeral or headwater 
streams and individually may not be comparable to 
perennial, larger streams in the lower reaches or 
valleys, we cannot dismiss the important ecological 
functions that that headwater or smaller streams may 
impart at the watershed scale.  As more detailed 
ecological and impact data become available we will 
have a better understanding of the overall magnitude 
of the impacts and better able to determine whether 
segment H4 or segment V4 is a better option. 

 
• Segment V1 contains considerably more perennial 

stream impacts than segment H1 and appears to 
contain substantially more impacts to high-quality 
surface waters in the Little Scioto River Watershed 
(e.g. Little Scioto River and its tributaries).  Efforts 
should be made to prevent or minimize impacts to the 
Little Scioto River, to the best extent practicable. 

 
• Because of its close proximity to major populated 

areas such as Lucasville and Clarktown, segments 
V3/V4 would appear to be a better or more efficient 
access route at these points than segments H3/H4.  It 
also appears to cover a shorter distance and have 
less curvature than segments H3/H4.  The tradeoff is 
that V3 has more impacts to perennial streams than 
H3.  If the streams in V3 are predominantly low-
quality and do not contain endangered or sensitive 
species we would not be in dispute in using V3.  In 
this point in the review we prefer H3 over V3 (as 
noted above). 

 
• In a project this size it is likely that culverts will be 

used.  We would appreciate consideration given to 
using culvert designs, especially on high-quality 
waters, that allow natural movement of bedload to 
establish a stable sediment layer within the culvert 
and designs that facilitate the passage of aquatic 
fauna through the culvert. 

 
• Ohio EPA would like to make arrangements with 

ODOT and other officials to tour the Portsmouth 
Bypass site at a later date, ideally after the Preferred 
Alternative is selected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Segment H1 has been chosen 

over segment V1 for the 
preferred alternative.  Efforts will 
be made to minimize impacts to 
the Little Scioto River, though 
one crossing of the river will be 
necessary.   

 
• This comment has been noted.  

H3 has been chosen over V3 for 
the preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• The issue of culvert design will 

be resolved during the design 
phase of the project. 

 
 
 
 
 
• Arrangements for a tour of the 

preferred alternative will be 
made. 
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US EPA 
(Comments 
dated July 
1, 2004) 

• The PDEIS contained a few unquantified and 
speculative statements, perhaps because it refers to 
information in the earlier feasibility study (FS).  For 
example: “If all through trips were concentrated on 
US 23, it would function at a level of service F, with 
frequent traffic jams” (page 1-18).  This is not the 
case, however, since traffic distributes itself over a 
network of roads, as explained elsewhere in the 
PDEIS.  There are also references to “considerable” 
and “substantial” volumes of traffic that are perhaps 
explained and quantified in the FS, but not in the 
PDEIS.  Furthermore, most alternate routes handling 
the current traffic load are expected to operate at 
LOS of C or better for design year 2025.  The result is 
that the traffic related evidence for a build alternative 
is difficult to follow.  We recommend summarizing the 
traffic information, whether presented here or in the 
FS, in the draft environmental impact statement 
(DEIS) in such a way as to make the claims clearer. 

 
• On page 1-8, the document describes one 

intersection currently at Level of Service F and 
mentions that an additional nine intersections will 
degrade to Level of Service D, E or F by 2025.  The 
alternatives analysis does not include an alternative 
that would address these intersections and segments 
specifically.  We recommend determining whether 
such an alternative should be added. (We note that 
one alternative, under section 2.1.1.2, discusses a 
specific intersection improvement, but it is not clear 
how this relates to the intersection described on page 
1-8).  If there are reasons why intersection 
improvement (of all intersections described in 1-8) is 
not forwarded as an alternative, the DEIS should 
include the explanation.  Otherwise, the question of 
improving these intersections to manage traffic needs 
(and address overall mobility issues in the purpose 
and need) is not addressed sufficiently. 

 
• It is not clear how the segments in Table 2-3: Level of 

Service Results are related to the various segments 
discussed elsewhere in the Alternatives section.  That 
is, it is not clear if segments in the table correspond 
to a specific corridor or a theoretical generic corridor. 

 
• On page 2-4, two construction alternatives are named 

that do not appear on Figure 2-1: Conceptual 
Alternatives.  They are the SR 104 Arterial and the 
Airport Arterial.  If they are part of any of the 
conceptual alternatives pictured, it is not obvious from 
the picture or the text.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• This information is summarized 
in the DEIS to the best of our 
ability.  The details necessary to 
fully understand the traffic 
issues are substantial and 
should be obtained directly from 
the Feasibility Study. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• The alternative of upgrading the 

existing routes was examined 
and dismissed during the 
planning study (see the 
Feasibility Study Report, which 
is on file with the US EPA 
(Gannett Fleming 2001)).  
Congestion of these particular 
intersections had little bearing 
on travel time which is the 
measure used to estimate 
improvement to regional 
mobility.  This alternative also 
had no predicted benefits in 
terms of economic 
development, one of the primary 
missions of the Appalachian 
Development Highway System. 

 
• These results apply to existing 

routes.  The text has been 
clarified. 

 
 
 
• These routes are upgrades of 

existing routes explained in the 
text and simply highlighted on 
the exhibit.  However, all the 
conceptual alternatives have 
been more clearly labeled in the 
text. 
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• The PDEIS states that each feasible alternative 
requires one bridge crossing of the Little Scioto River.  
We recommend the DEIS discuss site-specific 
environmental impacts of each crossing alternative.  
The Long Run will also be crossed; the DEIS should 
describe site-specific impacts for this crossing as 
well. 

 
• We recommend discussing mitigation for increased 

runoff into streams and rivers in the DEIS.  As the 
PDEIS states, many of the surface water bodies in 
the area do not have high turbidity conditions and 
may be sensitive to increased runoff.  In addition, we 
suggest the DEIS include mitigation for other known 
or potential roadway activities that could impact water 
quality, such as weed control.   

 
• The PDEIS does not include discussion of noise, 

secondary environmental impacts or cumulative 
environmental impacts, so we were not able to 
provide assistance on these areas.  We anticipate 
reviewing these analyses in the DEIS. 

• Site specific impacts cannot be 
fully determined until design 
commences.  However, bridges 
are anticipated.  It is anticipated 
that no in-stream or channel 
work would be required. 

 
 
• Run-off issues are addresses 

during design.  Appropriate 
detention or retention is 
expected, along with 
appropriate Best Management 
Practices as specified in the 
Construction Materials 
Specifications. 

 
• This comment has been noted, 

and discussions of noise, 
secondary environmental 
impacts and cumulative 
environmental impacts have 
been included in the DEIS. 

 
Army Corps 

of 
Engineers 

(Comments 
dated July 
6, 2004) 

• Section 1.0- Purpose & Need: The PDEIS clearly 
defines the purpose and need for the proposed 
bypass.  Seven preliminary alternatives were 
developed based on the projects defined purpose 
and need and included new location (bypass) 
alternatives, two arterial improvement alternatives, 
and one alternative that would improve the existing 
US 23/ US 52 alignment. 

 
• Section 2.0- Alternatives: The alternatives mentioned 

above were discussed in some detail in the 
September 2000 Feasibility Study Report (FSR).  The 
PDEIS indicated two of the bypass alternatives (West 
Bypass, Inner Bypass), the two arterial improvement 
alternatives (SR 104 Arterial and Airport Arterial), and 
the improve existing US 23/ US 52 alignment were 
eliminated from consideration as they did not meet 
the project’s stated purpose and need.  However, a 
description of how these alternatives were eliminated 
from consideration was not included in the PDEIS.  
This information can be found in the September 2000 
FSR.  The Draft EIS should either incorporate the 
September 2000 FSR as an addendum and provide 
reference to the report when discussing why these 
alternatives were eliminated or a separate subsection 
should be included under the Alternatives discussion 
that describes in more detail how and why these 
alternatives were eliminated.  A comparative table, 
such as Table 1X-1 in the September 2000 FSR, 
should also be included in the Draft EIS under the 
Alternatives section.  The PDEIS recommended the 
Feurt Hill Bypass and Airport Bypass Alternatives be 
carried forward for further study.  While a 
comparative table describing financial, logistical and 

• This comment has been noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
•  This comment has been noted.  

Due to the size of the Feasibility 
Study Report (FSR), it will not 
be added as an addendum, but 
will be kept as a separate 
document.  Modifications to the 
DEIS have been made to better 
reference the FSR, which is on 
file with USACE.  The incorrect 
figure reference (on page 2-24) 
to Figure 3-7 has been changed 
to a reference to Figure 2-8. 
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economic benefits associated with the two 
alternatives was included in the PDEIS (Table 2-1), it 
would be beneficial to include a comparative table 
describing environmental consequences associated 
with each alternative.  This information would be 
helpful in justifying the elimination of the Feurt Hill 
Bypass from consideration.  You should also more 
clearly describe how the Feurt Hill Bypass failed to 
meet the project’s purpose and need.  Is the failure of 
the Feurt Hill Bypass based solely on economic 
development?  Table 2-4 defines the preliminary 
project impacts for two alternatives developed in 
November 2002.  However, no explanation is given 
as to how these two alternatives were developed 
from the July 2002 Study Corridors.  An explanation 
of how each alternative was developed would be 
helpful.  The narrative under Section 2.2.3 refers to 
Figure 3-7 on page 2-24.  The figure on page 2-24 is 
actually Figure 2-8. 

 
• Section 3.3- Revisions to the Study Corridor: This 

section was difficult to review as a result of the 
inconsistency in how the tables were labeled and a 
lack of discussion of how the different segments, 
sections, and alternatives were developed and how 
they relate to one another (See Tables 2-4, 3-1, 3-2, 
3-3, 3-4, 3-8 and 3-11).  The PDEIS indicated that 
several revisions were made to the initial study area 
to come up with feasible alternatives.  However, the 
feasible alternatives that were finally developed as a 
result of the revisions are not described in this 
section.  The ESR contains a good discussion on 
how the individual segments were combined to form 
the eight feasible alternatives.  This discussion 
should be included under this section of the DEIS.  It 
would also be helpful to name the actual alternative 
and then describe what segments comprise the 
alternative i.e. Alternative 1 (H1, HV2, H3, H4). 

 
• As you are aware, this office’s main priority is to 

review the environmental impacts associated with 
each alternative.  Overall, it appears that impacts to 
aquatic resources associated with each of the eight 
alternatives are comparable and, at this point, no 
alternative stands out as the best alternative.  For 
example, while Alternative 2 (H1 + HV2 + V3 + V4) 
has the lowest overall stream impacts, it has the 
highest amount of impacts to perennial streams.  In 
comparison, Alternative 1 (H1 + HV2 + H3 + H4) has 
the lowest amount of impacts to perennial streams 
but has high impacts to ephemeral and intermittent 
streams.  Wetland Impacts appear to be consistent 
for all of the alternatives.  The quality of the streams 
and wetlands to be impacted, as well as other factors 
such as costs, relocations, cultural/ historical 
resources, endangered species concerns, and public 
input will probably be the determining factors as to 
which alternative is selected.  Upon selection of the 
preferred alternative, we will be able to provide more 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• This comment has been noted 

and corrections have been 
made.  The alternatives in Table 
2-4 refer to alternative 
alignments from earlier in the 
process and are different from 
the alternatives discussed in 
Section 3.0.  These segments 
are mapped in Figure 2-8.  The 
discussion from the ESR on 
how the segments were 
combined was added to Section 
2.2.4, where the feasible 
alternatives are first introduced. 

 
 
 
 
 
• This comment has been noted.   
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detailed comments regarding the proposal. 
 

Ohio 
Department 
of Natural 
Resources 
(Comments 
dated July 
6, 2004) 

• Rare and Endangered Species: The Natural Heritage 
Database was consulted for this project by a data 
request from CH2M Hill (the response letter of 9-24-
2001 is included in Volume II: Appendix C) and a list 
of species we reported in our response letter is given 
many different places in the report (for example, 
Table 3-12 on page 3-39 and Table 4 on page 15 of 
the ESR).  However, these species are not discussed 
beyond being mentioned.  There is no discussion as 
to whether the locations we gave for these species 
were searched during the surveys, or whether these 
species were searched for anywhere within the 
project area.  At a minimum, the locations for the 
species we reported should have been surveyed to 
determine if they were still present and a discussion 
given as to whether those locations would be 
impacted by any of the project alternatives. 

 
• Species incidentally found during surveys were 

mentioned and discussed (such as the American 
chestnut, rosyside dace and eastern sand darter).  
Two species on the reptile and amphibian list given in 
the Volume II: Appendices portion of the 
documentation are listed by the Division of Wildlife as 
special interest species [the rough green 
snake(Opheodrys aestivus) and the eastern box turtle 
(Terrapene carolina)] but they are not recognized as 
such in the report. 

 
• Data given for this project is from 2001.  Since that 

time we have dropped Champion Trees from the 
database and no longer track them, and the Division 
of Wildlife no longer lists the silver lamprey 
(Ichthyomyzon unicuspis).  In addition, we have since 
added a record for a mollusk bed (within Rocky Fork 
which may be outside of the project area) and for the 
deertoe (Truncilla truncate), a species of concern (in 
the Little Scioto River, 1.3 miles from the mouth, 
1987).  The Little Scioto River also supports the 
eastern hellbender, a state endangered salamander.  
The project should be designed as to minimize 
impacts to this stream and its tributaries. 

 
 
• Fish and Wildlife: The DOW recommends that no in-

water work be conducted between April 15 and June 
15 to reduce impacts to fish reproduction.  In addition, 
in-water work should be conducted in such a way that 
it does not impact freshwater mussels that may be in 
the area.  The DOW recommends the alternative that 
would have the least impact on aquatic and terrestrial 
wildlife and unique wildlife habitat, including forested 
areas, wetlands and streams.  From a preliminary 
review this appears to be alternative H1 + HV2 + V3 
+ V4. 

 

• None of these locations were 
located within the impact areas 
of the feasible alternatives.  This 
discussion has been added to 
Section 3.4.6, under 
Methodology and Existing 
Conditions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• This comment is on the 

Ecological Survey Report.  
However, the rough green 
snake and the eastern box turtle 
and their state listing status 
have been added to Section 
3.4.6 Existing Conditions. 

 
 
 
 
• This comment has been noted.  

Neither the champion trees or 
the silver lamprey is mentioned 
in the DEIS.  The Rocky Fork 
mollusk bed is outside the 
project area, as mentioned in 
Section 3.4.6 Existing 
Conditions.  The deertoe and 
eastern hellbender, also found 
outside the project area, are 
also discussed in Existing 
Conditions.  Project impacts and 
mitigation methods are 
discussed in Section 3.4.6. 

 
• ODOT will plan the project such 

that in-stream work may be 
avoided between April 15th and 
June 15th.  In-water work will be 
conducted in a way that does 
not impact freshwater mussels 
that may be in the area.  As 
none of the bridge or culvert 
structures have yet been 
designed, the specifics for 
accomplishing this goal have 
not been defined.  
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• Special Flood Hazard Area: The proposed project 

may or may not be located in a Special Flood Hazard 
Area.  To assist you in this determination, please 
contact the community’s floodplain administrator.  A 
list of community floodplain administrators can be 
found on the ODNR- Division of Water website at 
http://www.dnr.state.oh.us/water/floodpln/.  To view a 
copy of a Flood Insurance Rate Map for your project 
area, you can either contact the community floodplain 
administrator, or obtain a copy online from the FEMA 
Flood Map Store at http://store.msc.fema.gov/. 

 

Specifications regarding 
methods to accomplish this 
commitment will be developed 
during preparation of plans for 
the project.  In addition, stream 
impacts will be minimized by 
strict adherence to best 
management practices and the 
conditions of the required storm 
water permit and by strict 
application of erosion and 
sedimentation control items in 
ODOT’s Construction and 
Material Specifications (ODOT, 
2002).The preferred alternative 
is anticipated to be comprised of 
sections H1 + HV2 + H3 + H4 
based upon consideration of all 
impacts.   

 
 
• This comment has been noted.  

A review of the FIRM does not 
indicate that the project is within 
a special flood hazard area.  
Appropriate coordination will 
take place with the floodplain 
administrator during the design 
phase. 

 
 

US Fish & 
Wildlife 

Services 
(Comments 

dated 
08/25/04) 

• Relative to Federally listed species in Scioto County, 
the PDEIS addresses the three species (Indiana bat- 
Miotis sodalist, Virginia spiraea- Spiraea virginiana, 
and small whorled pogonia- Isotria medeoloides) and 
concludes that the project may affect but is unlikely to 
adversely affect the three listed species.  We concur 
with this determination.  We understand that no 
Indiana bats were found during surveys in the project 
area.  Nevertheless, we recommend adherence to 
our standard guidance for avoiding or minimizing 
impacts to Indiana bats and their habitat. 

 
• The timber rattlesnake- Crotalus horridus horridus- 

was given consideration relative to a pre-listing 
conservation plan, and no impacts on this species are 
expected. 

 
• Since the publication of the PDEIS, two mussel 

species (rayed bean- Villosa fabalis and sheepnose- 
Plethobasus cyphyus) have officially been added in 
Scioto County as Federal candidate species.  We 
recommend that these two species be addressed in 
the draft EIS. 

 
• In addition to significant effects of major road 

• This comment has been noted.  
Guidelines for minimizing 
impacts to Indiana bats and 
their habitats will be followed.  
Please see the Project Impacts 
section in Section 3.4.6. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
• This comment has been noted. 
 
 
 
 
• This comment has been noted.  

These species are addressed in 
Section 3.4.6, in Existing 
Conditions and in Project 
Impacts. 

 
 
• ODOT understands the concern 
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construction, such as the Portsmouth Bypass, these 
projects have many secondary impacts, not only to 
the environment, but also to the economy and society 
in the project area.  Areas adjacent to the road 
alignment are frequently changed from basically 
undeveloped, rural settings to residential and 
commercial developments with large areas of 
impervious surfaces.  Areas near interchanges are 
particularly vulnerable.  Economic development with 
transportation elements should be pursued which 
would rejuvenate old, economically dying 
neighborhoods in cities such as Portsmouth.  We are 
concerned that this project would not only destroy 
many natural resources in the project area, but also 
could promote further deterioration of the city’s core.  
Unfortunately, this type of project promotes the so-
called urban sprawl.  We recommend that Ohio 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) work with local 
governments in the project vicinity to initiate local 
zoning which would result in controlled developments 
that protect the natural resources rather than destroy 
them. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

over social, economic and 
environmental consequences of 
construction of new roadways.  
However, in the economically 
depressed region of Appalachia 
that includes Scioto County, the 
urban areas are stagnant 
partially due to a lack of regional 
transportation infrastructure to 
promote regional growth and job 
creation.  As discussed in detail 
in the Purpose and Need, the 
proposed project is intended to 
improve economic conditions of 
Scioto County as a whole, which 
in turn may assist in the 
revitalization of Portsmouth 
itself.  Traffic studies for the 
project indicate that much of the 
traffic anticipated to utilize the 
bypass currently bypasses the 
city core via multiple routes, 
including substandard county 
and township roads.  Traffic 
volumes on the routes through 
Portsmouth are not anticipated 
to be reduced by any large 
percentage.  Therefore, no long-
term economic consequences 
are anticipated to traffic-oriented 
businesses.  ODOT cannot 
guarantee that no businesses 
will relocate from urban 
locations to the bypass in order 
to take advantage of improved 
transportation efficiencies; 
however, none have been 
identified by ODOT or the 
consulting team through four 
years of project planning and 
numerous contacts with citizens, 
community leaders and local 
business interests.  In this case, 
with the substantial distance 
and severe terrain that 
separates the bypass location 
from the urban limits of 
Portsmouth, traditional “urban 
sprawl” concerns are not likely 
to occur.  It is true that 
additional development may be 
encouraged by the bypass 
construction.  ODOT has 
contacted and the project team 
has met with the township 
trustees of the affected areas to 
encourage development of land 
use planning and zoning.  
However, ODOT has no 
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• We are also concerned with impacts to forest habitat 

which result in increased fragmentation to large tracts 
of forests.  While the percentage of forest in Ohio has 
increased during the past decades, the number of 
large blocks of uninterrupted forest has decreased.  
To some degree the Portsmouth Bypass would 
further fragment forest in the Portsmouth area.  This 
is an issue that should be addressed in the draft EIS, 
along with more attention to project-caused impacts 
to forest habitat, in general. 

 
• As in other bypass projects in southeast Ohio, new 

roads are commonly routed through forested areas.  
Also, most of the forested areas are hilly.  Therefore, 
additional terrain is needed to have a cut or fill 
segment with stable slopes.  To minimize those 
impacts, we recommend that the median and 
shoulder areas be reduced to that which is necessary 
for safety and maintenance.  If necessary, median 
width should be reduced with the use of “Jersey” 
barriers. 

 
• On page 16 of the Ecological Survey Report Vol. 1, in 

the second paragraph the last sentence should be 
modified to read, “This species has been confirmed in 
Hocking County (approximately 50 miles north of the 
study area), and there is a 1985 record in Scioto 
County (approximately 5 miles from the study area).  
The same comment pertains to the second paragraph 
on page 63, which addresses the small whorled 
pogonia (SWP). 

 
• On page 38 of the Ecological Survey Report Vol. 1, in 

the second paragraph, the second sentence should 
be modified to read, “The timing of this work will be 
coordinated with Paul Knoop, a private naturalist, 
who is monitoring the known population of the SWP 
in Hocking and Scioto counties. . .”  The same 
change should be made in Volume III, Tab K, Page 1 
and Appendix A, sixth page, Field visit, Small 
Whorled Pogonia site, Hocking County. 

 

authority to mandate that this 
land use or zoning will occur.  
Unfortunately, as of this date, 
ODOT is not aware of any 
current activities taking place 
regarding this issue at the 
township level.  Scioto County 
Planning Commission has been 
made aware of this concern and 
has been encouraged to take a 
lead role in working with the 
townships to best reap the 
benefits of the project while 
protecting their most important 
natural and social resources. 

 
• Section 3.4.7, Forest 

Fragmentation, has been added 
to the DEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• This issue will be addressed 

during the design phase of the 
project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• The changes regarding the 

small whorled pogonia have 
also been made in the DEIS, in 
the Existing Conditions 
discussion in Section 3.4.6. 

 
 
 
 
 
• This comment has been noted.  

The field reviews have been 
completed as described in the 
Methodology discussion in 
Section 3.4.6. 
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• Page 3-25, Mitigation/ Additional Coordination 
Required:    We note that the Little Scioto River is 
designated State Resource Waters.  As such, the 
Ohio EPA prohibits authorization of impacts to the 
river and adjacent wetlands under the Nationwide 
Permit Program of Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act.  Therefore, we recommend that established best 
construction and management practices be exceeded 
in portions of this project that are near this river.  In 
addition to all the standard practices, adequately 
sized sediment control structures should be 
constructed, used and maintained during the entire 
project construction period to prevent project 
originated silt from entering the stream(s). 

 
• Page 3-35, Mitigation/ Additional Coordination 

Required:  The second paragraph states that specific 
stream mitigation measures will be developed during 
coordination with the Corps and Ohio EPA in the pre-
application process for Sections 404 and 401 permits.  
In accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act, we ask that the above agencies include both the 
State and Federal fish and wildlife agencies in the 
above deliberation.  We recommend the same for 
development of the wetland mitigation plan, as 
required by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Guidance and Ohio’s Revised Code, 
primarily in the Little Scioto River watershed. 

 
• Page 3-41, Wildlife, Vegetation and Threatened and 

Endangered Species: Existing Conditions:   It should 
be noted that the eastern sand darter is on a list of 
species for which status assessments will be done in 
the next few years.  Also, another species, for which 
a relatively recent record (1988) exists in Little Scioto 
River, is the eastern hellbender (Cryptobranchus 
alleganiensis).  This species is currently under 
evaluation for possible Federal candidate status.  
This information should be included in the draft EIS. 

 
 
 
• Page 3-48, Natural Environment Secondary Impacts:  

We note that this section has not been included in the 
above document but will be in the subsequent draft 
EIS.  We appreciate this heads-up comment, since 
we understand that a primary purpose of the project 
is to stimulate economic development in the Bypass 
corridor.  Considering this, habitat impacts beyond 
the construction of the Portsmouth bypass could be, 
and predictably will be, substantial.  Your treatment of 
secondary impacts should include discussions of 
economic goals by local governments. 

 
• Page 3-50, Figure 3-6: Existing Land Use: This figure 

should be revised to show a land use for forest.  We 
assume this is included with “Agricultural” in the 
current figure.  It should be categorized as in Table 3-

• Best management practices will 
be employed during 
construction of this project.  
Additionally, sediment control 
for the construction phase will 
be addressed during design. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• State and Federal Fish and 

Wildlife agencies will be 
included in the waterway permit 
application process for Sections 
404 and 401 and will be 
coordinated with through the 
OEPA and USACE Public 
Notice processes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
• According to the Ecological 

Survey Report (CH2M Hill 
2004), the eastern sand darter 
was observed in the project 
area in the Little Scioto River.  
However, the eastern 
hellbender was not observed 
during field studies.  Information 
regarding these species has 
been added to the Existing 
Conditions discussion in Section 
3.4.6. 

 
• This section has been added to 

the DEIS but merely refers back 
to the secondary impacts 
discussion at the end of the 
section preceding it.  A 
discussion of economic goals is 
presented in the project purpose 
and need section. 

 
 
 
 
• The Legend of Figure 3-6 has 

been revised to indicate that 
forest land is included with 
agricultural land.  Forest land is 
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13 on page 3-53. (Refer to our comments on forest 
habitat).  Much emphasis has been placed on 
impacts to streams, wetlands and federally listed 
species, since impacts to such are regulated.  
Unfortunately, upland forest habitat receives relatively 
little attention.  In recent years, we observe that 
ODOT has placed considerable effort on the planting 
of woody vegetation along constructed roads and 
adjacent impacted areas.  We recommend the same 
be done for this project to mitigate the significant loss 
of forest habitat.  The general project vicinity should 
be scanned for possible opportunities to replace the 
many acres of forest habitat.  Furthermore, 
conservation easements should be used where 
feasible to protect reforestation efforts in perpetuity.  
The focus should be made on hillsides, as well as 
bottomlands and riparian areas. 

 
• Page 2-10, 2.2.1.2 Evaluation Process and Criteria:  

The second paragraph lists the resources that should 
be considered during the impact analyses.  Among 
other resources, we noted wetlands, streams, and 
floodplains.  We recommend that you add another 
very important resource relative to everyone’s 
interest: forest. 

 
• Table 3-22, Preliminary Project Impacts by Section:  

After careful evaluation of data in this table, based on 
lower levels of impacts to priority habitats, we 
recommend the following segments for the three 
sections of this project where there is a choice. 

 
• Section 1, Segment Hill 
• Section 2, no choice 
• Section 3, Segment Hill (actually both segments 

are very similar in terms of impacts to various 
habitats) 
• Section 4, Segment Valley 

 

shown specifically on Figure 3-
3, and Section 3.4.7, Forest 
Fragmentation, refers to Tables 
3-31 and 3-32 for the forest 
acreage impacts of the 
segments and alternatives.  The 
planting of woody vegetation 
along constructed roads will be 
incorporated into the final 
design plans and is listed under 
the Terrestrial Habitats section 
of Section 4.0 Environmental 
Commitments. 

 
 
 
 
 
• The resources listed on Page 2-

10 were developed during a 
scoping meeting prior to the 
writing of this document.  
However, this does not mean 
that forests were not considered 
important during the study. 

 
• These recommendations have 

been noted.  The preferred 
alternative utilizes segments H1, 
HV2, H3, and H4. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
5.3.5 Subsequent Agency Coordination 
 
Upon approval by FHWA, the DEIS will be circulated according to federal regulations 
and a public hearing will be held.  Comments received from the public review and 
circulation of the DEIS will be evaluated and responses provided in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), along with any additional available information 
regarding the impacts of the Preferred Alternative.  The FEIS will be circulated 
according to federal regulations.  ODOT will summarize the comments received on the 
FEIS and then request a Record of Decision from FHWA. 
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6.0 Identification of the Preferred Alternative 
 
6.1 Background 
 
In 1999, ODOT began a Feasibility Study for the Portsmouth Bypass project.  A 
thorough traffic survey was conducted and several alternatives were considered to meet 
regional transportation and economic development needs, including upgrading the 
existing routes and several bypass concepts.  Based upon the findings of the study, 
ODOT determined that a bypass in the area of the county airport would provide the best 
transportation benefits and the greatest opportunity for economic development – it 
would provide roadway access to flat, developable property that already possessed an 
airport, rail line and close proximity to ports along the Ohio River.  The study further 
found that this new highway would reduce the travel time between Wheelersburg and 
Lucasville by approximately 16 minutes.  A motorist making that trip twice each workday 
would save nearly 140 hours per year.  With over 17,000 vehicles per day currently 
making this trip, that would add up to more than 1.5 million hours saved by motorists 
each year.   
 
The proposed bypass is part of the Appalachian Highways Program, with dedicated 
funding through the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC).  This program is 
intended to open up impoverished areas with transportation facilities that will facilitate 
economic development.  Its purpose is to fund projects that, because of their cost, 
would normally show a low benefit/cost ratio and not be able to compete with higher 
benefit/cost ratio projects in non-impoverished areas.  The proposed bypass would be 
part of a designated Appalachian Corridor from Columbus, Ohio, to Asheville, North 
Carolina.  This corridor is located parallel and approximately one-half way between I-75 
and I-77.  It is designated as part of Corridor “C”, shown in Figure 6-1 on the next page. 
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Figure 6-1 

 
 
The proposed Portsmouth Bypass meets the goals of the Appalachian Highways 
Program by providing an improved transportation system that could improve economic 
development potential. The Feasibility Study concluded that the proposed bypass would 
provide access to potential development areas and would increase Scioto County’s 
chances in attracting new business investments.  While acknowledging that economic 
development and job creation depend upon many factors – such as an available, skilled 
workforce and appropriate land with access to utilities – the feasibility study concluded 
that an improved transportation system would provide one important component 
currently lacking within the area.  The economic development potential of the bypass 
was a critical issue during the planning study due to the high unemployment and 
poverty rates in Scioto County and the region. 
 
In August 2001, ODOT began the current study to determine the best location for the 
new roadway.  At the start of the study, the project team met with representatives from 
the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and numerous 
local officials.  None of these agencies have raised any substantial issues or concerns 
with the project or any specific alternative. Field studies have been conducted to 
determine the locations of critical resources like schools and community buildings, 
neighborhoods, farm support services, wetlands, and historic bridges and buildings.  
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Mapping was created to show the topography and the locations of homes and 
businesses.  Geotechnical borings were conducted to provide information on the soil 
conditions so the planners could better estimate construction costs and how steep the 
slopes can be cut.  This information is the foundation upon which the roadway planning 
was conducted. 
 
In late 2001, with the mapping, environmental information and stakeholder guidance 
already on hand, the project team began to develop preliminary concepts for the 
location of the new roadway.  Many conceptual roadway segments were drawn on the 
base maps and could be pieced together into thousands of combinations to make up a 
complete roadway.  As detailed mapping and the results of the field studies for 
environmental and soils information became available, the project team worked to 
improve the initial segments based upon the more detailed information that had been 
collected, while searching for options to reduce costs and impacts.  The segments of 
the Preliminary Alternatives were evaluated, based upon costs and impacts, in order to 
determine which would be carried forward.  This information was presented at a Public 
Involvement Meeting on November 13, 2002.  Based upon comments received from the 
public, the alternatives were studied and revised through 2003.  Several of the corridors 
were revised throughout this time period to come up with better alignments that 
addressed the original public comments. 
 
A second Public Involvement Meeting was held on November 19, 2003, to obtain input 
on the revised alternatives.  The proposed Portsmouth Bypass was divided into four 
sections with two alternatives in three of the four sections – one generally passed 
through the valley, while the other generally passed through the hills.   Mapping 
showing the alternatives and segment names is attached.  The potential environmental 
impacts of the alternatives in each segment are shown in the attached matrix.  A second 
matrix is attached that shows the impacts of the eight potential combinations of these 
segments.     
 
The public was provided these materials and asked to comment on the choices in each 
section.   
 
6.2 Public & Stakeholder Comments 
Public comments received following the November 2003 meeting were in favor of the 
Hill Alignment in each section.  Of the 222 total public comments, over 80% (of those 
who commented) chose the Hill Alignment in segments 3 & 4 (Lucasville and western 
Minford) and over 60% in segment 1 (Wheelersburg area).  Figure 6-2 below shows the 
breakdown by Segment: 
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The chart displays a heavy number of “No Comment” responses.  Of the 222 total 
comments, a large majority of those who did not live in the vicinity of the Segment “in 
question” chose not to comment on the alignment within that section.  For example, the 
high “No Comment” response to Segment 1 (Wheelersburg area) can be attributed to a 
larger number of respondents from the Lucasville and Minford area who did not wish to 
comment on that segment.  Overall, the Hill Alignment was the most popular choice of 
the general public in each section. 
 
Stakeholder comments, while not as large in size as the public comments, were in favor 
of the Hill Alignment in a 10 to 1 ratio over the alternative.   (Summaries of the public 
comments and copies of the letters and comment forms will be available in the 
appendices of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.) 
 
6.3 Preliminary Identification of the Preferred Alternative 
 
Throughout the Portsmouth Bypass Project period, “areas of concern” have been 
consistently raised by the public and local officials.  These areas can be summarized as 
important elements of the community and include relocations (particularly residential), 
proximity impacts of the roadway, farmland impacts and additional facilities that Scioto 
County holds in high regard.  These potential impacts are compared below to illustrate 
the differences among the alternatives in these critical areas.   
 
6.4 Relocation Impacts 
 
Throughout the process of planning the Portsmouth Bypass, the impact on homes and 
other residential structures has been an important deciding factor related to particular 
alternatives, just as in most projects.  However, citizens in Lucasville (even those not 
directly impacted by the roadway) have felt especially strongly that the Valley Alignment 
would bisect the city in a way that would be detrimental to the cohesion of the 
community. Additionally, the Hill Alignment within each section provides benefits over 
the Valley Alignment in single-family home impacts.  Sixteen fewer single-family homes 

Figure 6-2: Comment Responses 
from 11/19/03 Public Meeting 
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will be affected by the proposed Hill Alignment.  That breaks down to ten fewer homes 
on Segment 1 (Wheelersburg area), one less on Segment 3 (west of Minford), and five 
fewer on Segment 4 (Lucasville).  It should be noted that Segment 4 does not affect any 
structures, residential, business or farm, along the Hill Alignment.  The relocation 
impacts by alignment are shown in Figure 6-3 below. 
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Including single-family residences, apartments, mobile homes and farm structures, the 
Hill Alignment would affect 64 structures, where the Valley Alignment would affect 92 
structures.  Included in those 92 structures is the Lucasville Branch of the Portsmouth 
Public Library.  The library would not be affected by the Hill alternative.  As can be seen 
on the impact matrix, other combinations of segments from the Hill Alignment and 
Valley Alignments would have varying impacts within this range. 
 
6.5 Community/Social Impacts 
 
A four-lane divided highway not only affects those properties that lie within or alongside 
of the proposed right-of-way, but also is visible to those within a certain distance of the 
road.  For that reason, the project team further researched adjacent housing impacts, 
defined for this analysis as those residences and community resources within 400 feet 
of the proposed alignments.  The breakdown is shown in Figure 6-4. 
 

Figure 6-3: Relocation Impacts by Alignment 
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Fewer homes will be in close proximity to the Hill alignment as compared to the Valley 
alignment in each section:  55 fewer in Segment 1, 5 fewer in Segment 3, and 25 fewer 
homes in Segment 4 will be within 400 feet of the new right-of-way.   
 
In addition, the Hill alignment will not be in close proximity to any school buildings, 
compared to the Valley alignment in Segment 4 that would have passed within 500 feet 
of the Valley Local Middle School. 
 
6.6 Farmland Impacts 
 
According to the Scioto County Auditor’s office, farmable land covers approximately 27 
percent of Scioto County (Scioto County Auditor’s Website).  Total available farmland in 
Scioto County is approximately 106,000 acres (Ohio Department of Development, Ohio 
County Profiles), and the average farm size is 143 acres.  Within the project study area, 
active farmland (cropland and pastureland) is the dominant land use.  Large tracts of 
active farmland are located east of existing SR 335 in the project study area, generally 
south of Scioto County Airport and north of the Highland Bend area.  Further active 
farmland is located around the Lucasville Correctional Facility just south and east of the 
Lucasville High School campus.   
 
The Hill Alignment provides noteworthy benefits over the Valley alternative in the 
amount of active (and passive) farmland that is possibly affected.  The Hill Alignment 
would possibly have an effect on 55 acres of active farmland and 118 acres of passive 
farmland, for a total of 173 acres.  The Valley Alignment would affect 125 acres of active 
farmland and 164 acres of passive farmland, therefore totaling over 289 acres of 

Figure 6-4: 
Adjacent 
Housing 
Impacts 
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farmland.  The public and stakeholders were particularly worried about the affect on 
active farmland within the Little Scioto River Valley, south of the Scioto County Airport, 
along the proposed Valley Alignment.  In addition, more Century farmland, those long-
standing farms, is affected by the Valley Alignment within this area. 
 
6.7 Appalachian Highways Program 
 
Throughout the Portsmouth Bypass Project, one of the primary goals has been to 
provide access to potential development areas and increase Scioto County’s chances in 
attracting new business investments.  The economic development potential of the 
bypass has been a critical issue due to high unemployment and poverty rates.  The Hill 
Alignment provides this economic development potential while being the least disruptive 
to the surrounding community.  One of the goals of the Appalachian Regional 
Commission is to provide “the physical infrastructure necessary for self-sustaining 
economic development and improved quality of life” (Setting a Regional Agenda: ARC 
Strategic Plan 1997-2002).  The Hill Alignment provides additional physical 
infrastructure in the form of a new highway that will provide better access to 
developable land.  It also affects fewer residential properties, less farmland, and fewer 
public buildings, such as the Lucasville Branch of the Portsmouth Public Library, Valley 
Middle School, and the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility.  Overall, it is less divisive to 
the community. 
 
6.8 Additional Considerations 
 
Throughout the Portsmouth Bypass Project, from the feasibility study to the planning 
study to the current decision on the proposed alignment, the question has been: “We 
see what you could possibly impact, but what do you avoid?”   
 
First, the Lucasville Branch of the Portsmouth Public Library was a resource that would 
be relocated if the Valley Alignment is chosen.  The general public displayed 
overwhelming support to keep this structure at its current location adjacent to State 
Route 728.  This resource is not only important to those residents of surrounding 
Lucasville, but also the northern reaches of Scioto County.   
 
The Southern Ohio Correctional Facility south of Lucasville and located along SR 728 
would be slightly affected by the Valley Alignment.  Their access and parking areas 
would be relocated adjacent to single-family homes, creating concerns for the 
surrounding community. 
 
The Valley Middle School would be located roughly 500 feet from the proposed Valley 
Alignment.  Throughout Ohio and across the country, schools are located adjacent to 
major freeways; however, the community expressed concerns about this issue as 
compared to the Hill Alignment which would not have this effect. 
 
 



����������	�
��	�������� ����	�����	�������	���������������	����	����

�����������	���
�����������	������

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� ����������������������� �

��	�

Additional impacts that were weighed to make the preferred alternative decision include; 
 

� Hill Alignment is 7,500 feet shorter than the alternative, 
� Possible Church relocation in the Valley alternative, 
� Valley Alignment would affect 100-year floodplain (Little Scioto River), 

 
Other environmental impacts are considered in the decision on a preferred alternative.  
This includes loss of habitat, impacts on streams and wetlands, historic resources, and 
other areas of study.  The findings regarding these impacts are listed on the attached 
matrices.  It should be noted that the potential impacts in other areas are not 
substantially different for one alternative compared to another in most areas.   
 
6.9 Why Limited Access? 
 
The Portsmouth Bypass will be a limited access highway.  The road will be in close 
proximity to people, but they won’t be able to directly access it.  This issue exacerbates 
the community’s concerns about the impacts of the project on their area.  Making it non-
limited access is not an option for several reasons.  First, there are safety problems with 
facilities such as this one that have at-grade intersections.  There is a history of fatal 
crashes on other Appalachian roadways with at-grade intersections.  Second, the 
topography and other constraints make at-grade intersections less feasible to build.  
Third, the freeway concept – with access provided for long term development goals – is 
important in meeting the purpose and need.  At-grade intersections would eventually 
become signalized, degrading the operation of the roadway and its ability to meet its 
intended purpose.   
 
6.10 Cost and Funding 
 
The Hill Alignment is predicted to be more expensive than the Valley Alignment in each 
segment studied.  The probable costs of each of the alternative combinations are listed 
in the Impacts by Alternative matrix at the end of this document.  The total probable cost 
of the Hill Alignment is $240 million, while the total probable cost of the Valley Alignment 
is $197 million.  Other alternative combinations of the segments have probable costs 
that fall in between these two estimates. 
 
6.11 Summary 
 
With a decision made on the preferred alternative, Scioto County will no longer have to 
ask the question “where will it go?”  The design team will concentrate on trying to 
improve the recommended option by addressing concerns and suggestions of property 
owners and environmental reviewers.  For example, the project team will work with the 
owners of potentially landlocked property to determine if a solution can be developed 
that would provide access to the property.  Similarly, other suggestions may be received 
from citizens or environmental agencies that would improve the project and reduce 
impacts to people and property.   



����������	�
��	�������� ���	���������������

�����������	���
�����������	������

�

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� ����������������������� �

����

7.0 List of References 
 
ASC Group, Inc. 2002. Phase I History/ Architecture Report. Columbus, Ohio. 
 
CH2M Hill. August 1, 2003. Technical Memorandum: Status of Rare Plant Survey, 
Portsmouth Bypass, SCI-823-0.00, PID 19415. Dublin, Ohio. 
 
CH2M Hill. October 2003. Noise Analysis Report, SCI-823-0.00, PID No. 19415. Dublin, 
Ohio. 
 
CH2M Hill. May 2004. Ecological Survey Report, Portsmouth Bypass Project, Scioto 
County, Ohio, SCI-823-0.00, PID 19415. Dublin, Ohio. 
 
CH2M Hill. June 7, 2004. Technical Memorandum: Small Whorled Pogonia Survey, 
2004 Portsmouth Bypass, SCI-823-0.00, PID 19415. Dublin, Ohio. 
 
Department of the Army. 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. 
Washington, D.C. 
 
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers. 1999. Army Corps of Engineers 
Standard Operating Procedures for the Regulatory Program.  Washington, D.C. 
 
Department of the Army. 2002. “Issuance of Nationwide Permits; Notice.” Federal 
Register Vol. 67, No. 10, Tuesday, January 15, 2002.  Washington, D.C. 
 
DLZ, Inc. 2001. Stage I Subsurface Investigation Report. Columbus, Ohio. 
 
Gannett Fleming Engineers and Architects. April 2001. Feasibility Study Report for 
US Route 23 Portsmouth Transportation Study. Columbus, Ohio. 
 
Lewis & Zimmerman Associates, Inc. 2002. Value Engineering Study. Florida. 
 
Mack, J. 2000. ORAM v. 5.0 Quantitative Score Calibration. Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency, Columbus, Ohio. 
 
The Mannik & Smith Group, Inc. September 28, 2001. Technical Memorandum: 
Methodology Model for the Proposed SCI-823-0.00 Transportation Study, Valley, 
Jefferson, Clay, Harrison, Madison, and Porter Townships, Scioto County, Ohio. 
Maumee, Ohio. 
 
 
 
 



����������	�
��	�������� ���	���������������

�����������	���
�����������	������

�

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� ����������������������� �

����

The Mannik & Smith Group, Inc. June 2004. Phase II History/ Architecture Evaluation 
of 4009 Lucasville-Minford Road (SCI-607-5) and 4140 Lucasville-Minford Road (SCI-
608-5) for the Proposed Portsmouth Bypass (SCI-823-0.00; PID 19415) in Porter, 
Harrison, Madison, Jefferson, and Valley Townships, Scioto County, Ohio. Maumee, 
Ohio. 
 
The Mannik & Smith Group, Inc. July 2004. Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance 
Survey for the Proposed Portsmouth Bypass (SCI-823-0.00 [PID 19415]) in Porter, 
Harrison, Madison, Jefferson and Valley Townships, Scioto County, Ohio. Maumee, 
Ohio. 
 
Ogle, Douglas. 1992. Virginia Spiraea (Spiraea virginiana, Britton) Recovery Plan. US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5, Newton Corners, MA. 
 
Ohio Department of Development. www.odod.state.oh.us. March 2004. 
 
Ohio Department of Education. www.ode.state.oh.us. March 2004. 
 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water. 2001. Ground Water 
Resources of Scioto County. Columbus, Ohio. 
 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water. 2001. Water Well Log 
and Drilling Report. Columbus, Ohio. 
 
Ohio Department of Transportation, District 9. June 29, 2004. Relocation Assistance 
Program Conceptual Stage Survey Report. Chillicothe, Ohio. 
 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. 1999. Volume 1: Regulations. Water 
Standards, Air Standards, Solid Waste, Permits, Procedural and Miscellaneous. 
Anderson Publishing, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
 
Porter Township. 1998. Porter Township, Scioto County, Ohio, Land Use Plan. Porter 
Township, Ohio. 
 
Rice, D.L. and M.D. Barnes. 1983. Field Notes for the Little Scioto River for 15 August 
Personal Communication. 1984. 
 
Sanders, R.E., C. Staudt, D. Mishne, M. Smith, E.T. Rankin, C.O. Yoder, R. Thoma, 
D. Altfater, C. Boucher, K. Capuzzi, R. Miltner, B. Aldsorf, D.L. Rice, and T.M. 
Cavender. 1999. “The Frequency of Occurrence and Relative Abundance of Ohio 
Stream Fishes: 1979 Through 1995.” Ohio Biological Survey Notes, 2: 53- 62. 
 
Scioto County Auditor’s Office. www.sciotocountyauditor.org. April 2001. Columbus, 
Ohio. 



����������	�
��	�������� ���	���������������

�����������	���
�����������	������

�

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� ����������������������� �

����

TranSystems Corporation. July 1, 2004. Wetland Delineation and Stream Evaluation 
Addendum for the Portsmouth Bypass, Hill Alignment SCI-823-0.00 (PID 19415). 
Cleveland, Ohio. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation. June, 1995. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and 
Abatement Policy and Guidance. Washington, D.C. 
 
U.S. Census Bureau. www.census.gov. March 2004. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1999. Agency Draft Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalist) 
Revised Recovery Plan. USFWS Region 3, Ft. Snelling, Minnesota. 
 
Watters, G.T. 1988. The Naiad Fauna of Selected Streams in Ohio: I. Stillwater River of 
Miami River; II. Stream Systems of South Central Ohio from the Little Miami River to the 
Hocking River, excluding the Scioto River proper. Final Report to the Ohio Department 
of Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife. Columbus, Ohio.  
 
Wynn, Doug. 2003. “A Survey for Timber Rattlesnakes (Crotalus horridus) along the 
Portsmouth bYpass Project, Scioto County, Ohio.” Progress Report, Part 1. March 
2003- July 2003. Lewis Center, Ohio. 
 
 
 
 
 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































����������	�
��	�������� ���	����������������������������

�����������	���
�����������	������

�

����	��������
��	����
���	��	�	�
��	� ���������������������� !�

����

APPENDIX D – LIST OF PREPARERS AND REVIEWERS 
 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
 
Dave Snyder, Environmental Program Coordinator, Federal Highway Administration- B.S. in 
Civil Engineering, 9 years experience in environmental document preparation and review. 
 
OHIO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Office of Environmental Services 
 
Noel A. Alcala, Major New Coordinator, ODOT, P.E.- B.S. in Civil Engineering, 12 years 
experience in ESA studies.  4 years experience as environmental coordinator of major new 
projects. 
 
John R. Baird, Environmental Specialist, ODOT- B.S. in Biology, 13 years experience in 
ecological field investigations and coordination, including wetland mitigation design and 
monitoring. 
 
Deborah L. Brown, Environmental Specialist, ODOT- B.S. in Agriculture, 8 years experience as 
horticulturalist; 6 years experience as landscape technician.  3 years experience environmental 
document preparation and review. 
 
William R. Cody, Assistant Environmental Administrator, ODOT- B.S. in Landscape 
Architecture, 21 years experience in landscape architectural design with 5 years in waterway 
permit coordination. 
 
Julie Denniss, Environmental Supervisor, ODOT- B.A. in Geology, 16 years of experience in 
ESA. 
 
Paul B. Graham, Assistant Environmental Administrator, ODOT- B.A. in Anthropology, M.A. 
level Certificate in Public Service Archaeology- 24 years experience in archaeological 
investigations, environmental document preparation and review. 
 
Timothy M. Hill, Administrator, ODOT- B.S. in Design Technology- Architectural/ 
Environmental Design- 12 years experience in project management/ development, environmental 
document preparation, review and oversight. 
 
Elvin W. Pinckney, Environmental Specialist, ODOT- B.A. in Business Management, 31 years 
experience in air quality and noise impact assessment. 
 
Mary Anne Reeves, Environmental Specialist, ODOT- M.A. Art History; B.A. Humanities; B.A. 
Art History; Minor History- 17 years with Ohio Historic Preservation Office; 3 years with 
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Florida Department of Transportation; identification of historic properties, document preparation 
(reports, National Register Nominations, OHI forms), and 106 reviews. 
 
Donald E. Rostofer, Environmental Specialist, ODOT- B.S. in Natural Resources- 16 years 
experience in civil engineering, 10 years experience in natural resource management, 7 years 
experience in environmental reviews, permit coordination, stream investigations, mitigation, 
restoration designs and monitoring. 
 
Fredric K. Steck, Environmental Supervisor, ODOT- B.S. in Life Science- M.S. in Forest 
Ecology, Doctoral Studies in Plant Ecology- 29 years experience in identification, assessment 
and coordination of ecological impacts, farmland impacts and Section 4(f) impacts. 
 
Susan J. Wyant, Public Involvement Specialist, ODOT- B.A. in Communications- 22 years 
experience in public service: 10 years in transportation, 6 years experience in environmental 
document preparation and review. 
 
District 9 
 
Kathleen Fuller, Public Information Officer, ODOT- B.A. in English- 12 years experience in 
communications and writing, including 4 years with the Ohio Department of Transportation. 
 
 
ODOT- DISTRICT 9 CONSULTANTS 
 
TranSystems Corporation 
 
Kelley C. Daniels, TranSystems – B.A. in Professional Writing- 5 years experience in marketing, 
technical writing, and graphic design. 
 
Cary L. Ehrman, TranSystems – B.A. in Geology, M.S. in Environmental Science- 18 years 
experience in environmental analysis related to Ohio Department of Transportation’s (ODOT) 
preliminary development process. 
 
Stacey C. Forman, TranSystems, EIT – B.S. in Civil Engineering, M.S. in Civil Engineering- 1 
year experience in transportation and environmental planning. 
 
Annette N. Marquez, TranSystems, EIT – B.S. in Civil Engineering- 2 years experience in 
transportation and environmental planning. 
 
Bryan G. Newell, TranSystems, AICP – B.S. in Architecture, M.S. in City and Regional 
Planning- 5 years experience in transportation planning and traffic engineering. 
 
Greg F. Parsons, TranSystems, P.E. – B.S. in Civil Engineering- 17 years experience on 
highway projects, including preliminary layouts, feasibility and corridor studies. 
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Terry Shaw, TranSystems – B.S. in Civil Engineering, M.S. in Civil Engineering- 13 years 
experience in transportation and planning. 
 
David F. Shipps, TranSystems – B.A. in Geography, M.S. in City and Regional Planning- 2 years 
experience in environmental planning. 
 
Susan C. Swartz, TranSystems, P.E., AICP – B.S. in Civil Engineering- 11 years experience in 
transportation planning and environmental analysis, including 7 years with the Ohio Department 
of Transportation. 
 
 
CH2M Hill 
 
Robert Hook, Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL - M.S. in Biology- 18 years experience in 
ecological field investigations, including wetlands delineation, wetlands mitigation, habitat 
surveys, and rare species surveys. 
  
Stuart C. Jennings, Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL - M.A. in Biology- 3 years experience 
in ecological field studies. 
  
Frank Orr, GIS Analyst, CH2MHILL - M.S. in GIS- 7 years experience in GIS data collection 
and creation, GIS application development, spatial analysis, and cartographic production. 
  
Rob Miller, AICP, Environmental Planner, CH2MHILL - M.S. in Forest Management- 16 years 
experience in ecological and planning studies, including wetland delineation/mitigation, NEPA 
documentation and impact analysis. 
 
 
DLZ, Inc. 
 
Arthur (Pete) Nix, P.E., Geotechnical Division Manager, DLZ Ohio, Inc.- B.S. in Civil 
Engineering, 20 years experience in subsurface investigations and geotechnical evaluations, 
including roadway and bridge projects, water resource projects, and landslide rehabilitations. 
  
Martin R. Shumway, Geotechnical Engineer, DLZ Ohio, Inc.- B.S. and M.S. in Civil 
Engineering, 4 years experience in geotechnical engineering, 3 years experience in mining 
geology. 
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APPENDIX E – Distribution List 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be distributed to the following agencies 
for review: 
 
 
Agency 
 
 
Federal Agencies 
 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Environmental Protection Agency- Chicago 
Environmental Protection Agency- Washington, D.C. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Huntington District 
Department of the Interior 
 
State Agencies 
 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Ohio Department of Agriculture 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
 
Local Agencies 
 
Portsmouth Public Library- Portsmouth Branch 
Portsmouth Public Library- Lucasville Branch 
Scioto County Engineer’s Office 
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APPENDIX F – AFFECTED UTILITY LINES 
 
Columbia Gas of Ohio. The following table lists the locations of gas lines that may be 
affected by the project alignments. 
 

TABLE F-1:   Columbia Gas- Affected Lines 

Location Beginning 
Station Ending Station 

Length 
Affected 
(ft) 

H1 30+00.00(NB) 45+67.51(NB) 1620 
H1 41+32.39(NB) 43+06.49(NB) 205 
H1 43+16.29(NB) 46+20.12(NB) 420 
H1 63+70.21 68+39.56 1050 
V1 30+00.00(NB) 45+67.51(NB) 1620 
V1 41+32.39(NB) 43+06.49(NB) 205 
V1 43+16.29(NB) 46+20.12(NB) 420 
V1 65+96.62 68+81.86 600 
V3 694+69.64 699+62.22 630 
V4 808+53.62 814+83.12 740 
V4 824+58.63 853+69.65 2945 
V4 869+34.07 876+68.04 815 

 
Minford/ Sprint Telephone Company. The following table lists the locations of Sprint 
telephone utility lines that may be impacted by one of the alignments. 
 

TABLE F-2:   Minford/ Sprint Telephone- Affected Lines 

Location Beginning 
Station Ending Station Description 

Length 
Affected 
(ft) 

H2 363+33.07 364+41.46 1-12 pair aerial cable 710 
H2 391+87.74 396+65.28 1-6 pair aerial cable 2130 

H2 460+45.18 461+37.47 

1-18 fiber buried, 1-50 
pair aerial, and 1-150 pair 
aerial cable **(@ bridge 
structure) 

410 

H3 504+36.44 505+59.54 1-200 pair aerial cable 
**(@ bridge structure) 420 

H3 555+69.76 557+45.11 
2-12 fiber aerial and 1-
200 pair aerial cable **(@ 
bridge structure) 

435 

V2 427+02.86 427+41.49 1-12 pair aerial cable 465 
V2 455+87.57 458+45.34 1-6 pair buried cable 475 

V2 523+55.14 524+47.28 
1-18 fiber buried, 1-50 
pair aerial, and 1-150 pair 
aerial cable 

410 

V3 567+92.18 570+56.38 1-200 pair aerial cable 475 
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Scioto County Regional Water Authority. The following table lists the locations of 
water lines that may be impacted by one of the alignments. 
 

TABLE F-3:   Scioto County Regional Water Authority- Affected Lines 

Location Beginning 
Station 

Ending 
Station Description Length 

Affected (ft) 
H1 126+10.68 128+47.00 3" PVC 375 
H1 170+28.10 172+69.86 8" AC 230 
H1 249+31.52 249+30.12 2" PVC 540 
H2 392+20.23 396+23.37 2" PVC 740 

H2 400+34.28 405+31.20 8" PVC *(Shumway Hollow 
Rd/exit ramp impact) 495 

H2 400+71.01 401+86.60 8" PVC *(Shumway Hollow 
Rd/exit ramp impact) 260 

H2 460+98.35 461+82.70 4" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 410 

H3 503+75.19 505+08.76 8" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 420 

H3 556+25.15 558+03.31 5" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 435 

H3 597+82.77 598+76.34 4" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 420 

H4 737+56.86 737+58.64 3" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 400 

H4 774+48.25 775+06.09   405 

H4 909+92.16 911+26.59 8" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 465 

H4 910+11.85 911+54.87 3" PVC **(@ bridge 
structure) 485 

V1 132+85.89 134+25.76 2" PVC 425 
V1 155+86.48 157+62.90 3" PVC 445 
V1 178+26.04 181+72.84 3" PVC 535 
V1 186+20.66 186+72.26 6" AC 400 
V1 219+87.67 220+19.46 2.5" PVC 400 
V1 239+48.59 241+07.62 4" PVC 435 
V1 312+41.82 315+15.95 12" PI 485 
V1 315+96.30 319+01.33 3" PVC 515 
V2 456+40.45 459+08.57 2" PVC 480 
V2 524+08.35 524+92.17 4" PVC 410 
V3 567+28.31 569+87.50 8" PVC 475 
V3 645+08.16 645+11.68 10" AC 400 
V3 694+66.64 699+46.22 10" AC 630 

V4 787+98.04 788+48.49 12" C-900 *(SR 728 
relocation impact) 75 

V4 792+21.52 792+61.60 12" C-900 *(SR 728 
relocation impact) 75 

V4 807+31.04 813+10.87 12" C-900 715 
V4 809+28.53 818+96.80 8" AC 1085 
V4 816+64.09 816+74.64 8" AC *(SR 728 relocation 40 
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TABLE F-3:   Scioto County Regional Water Authority- Affected Lines 

Location Beginning 
Station 

Ending 
Station Description Length 

Affected (ft) 
impact) 

V4 816+69.51 817+73.75 12" C-900 *(SR 728 
relocation impact) 115 

V4 819+09.10 822+26.82 8" AC *(SR 728 relocation 
impact) 365 

V4 826+07.38 827+14.82 8" AC 330 
V4 827+16.38 854+47.20 12" C-900 2755 

V4 834+39.62 834+52.80 Unknown (distribution line 
for prison) 300 

V4 868+18.48 876+45.09 12" C-900 915 
V4 872+89.42 878+52.11 12" AC 665 
V4 925+50.49 926+59.92 8" PVC 430 
V4 925+64.02 926+89.04 3" PVC 440 

 
Scioto County Sanitary Sewer. The following table lists the locations of sanitary sewer 
lines that may be impacted by one of the alignments. 
 

TABLE F-4:   Scioto County Sanitary Sewer- Affected Lines 

Location Beginning Station Ending Station Description Length 
Affected (ft) 

H1 39+73.94(NB) 46+84.44(NB) 8" Gravity Sewer 651 

H4 910+14.10 911+71.21 
6" Force Main w/ 12" 
casing**(@ bridge 
structure) 

500 

V1 41+18.51(NB) 43+57.44(NB) 8" Gravity Sewer 245 
V4 826+52.12 851+36.91 6"/8" Force Main 2675 

V4 923+15.22 927+04.22 8"/10" Gravity Sewer, 6" 
Force Main w/ 12" casing 495 

 
Verizon Telephone Company. The following table lists the locations of Verizon 
telephone lines that may be affected by one of the proposed alignments. 
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TABLE F-5:   Verizon Telephone Co- Affected Lines 

Location Beginning 
Station 

Ending 
Station Description Length 

(ft) 

H1 40+74.21(NB) 48+13.85(NB) Under Ground (UG) conduits, fiber 
optic, MH, possible junction box(?) 837 

H1 44+01.21(NB) 48+32.31(NB) UG conduits, fiber optic, MH, possible 
junction box(?) 435 

H1 64+15.58 69+64.32 Above Ground (AG) Fiber optic, copper 
lines on AEP poles 1659 

H1 67+69.10 76+75.74 AG copper distribution lines 923 
H1 69+21.07 69+42.76 AG copper dist. lines 25 

H1 126+11.90 129+47.77 AG copper dist. Lines **(@ bridge 
structure) 525 

H1 127+15.83 128+12.65 AG copper dist. lines 160 
H1 169+64.11 171+99.83 AG copper dist. lines 465 

H4 737+35.82 737+40.92 UG copper dist. lines**(@ bridge 
structure) 400 

H4 774+71.39 775+29.32 UG and AG copper dist. lines 405 
H4 910+27.95 911+89.83 UG fiber lines **(@ bridge structure) 505 

V1 42+82.29(NB) 46+95.21(NB) UG conduits, fiber optic, MH, possible 
junction box(?) 470 

V1 44+01.21(NB) 44+19.90(NB) UG conduits, fiber optic, MH, possible 
junction box(?) 20 

V1 67+31.52 67+63.80 AG fiber and copper dist. lines **(@ 
bridge structure) 1030 

V1 68+71.45 70+11.40 AG copper dist. lines 925 
V1 111+52.18 112+71.27 AG fiber and copper dist. lines 625 
V1 156+20.54 157+89.50 AG copper dist. lines 445 
V1 178+60.58 182+00.87 AG copper dist. lines 535 
V1 185+30.24 185+93.86 AG copper dist. lines 400 
V1 219+63.38 219+94.52 AG copper dist. lines 400 
V1 239+19.51 240+76.43 AG copper dist. lines 435 
V1 315+46.76 318+20.49 AG fiber and copper dist. lines 500 
V3 645+34.66 645+37.61 AG fiber and copper dist. lines 400 

V3 694+57.92 699+32.50 AG fiber and copper dist. Lines (along 
SR 139, lines share AEP power poles) 630 

V4 808+70.08 815+06.87 AG fiber and copper dist. lines 745 

V4 817+78.06 818+39.61 AG fiber and copper dist. Lines *(SR 
728 relocation impact) 95 

V4 829+54.64 848+21.93 AG fiber and copper dist. lines 1900 
V4 871+69.21 877+72.84 AG fiber and copper dist. lines 700 
V4 872+41.32 872+59.06 AG copper dist. lines 40 
V4 920+77.72 926+65.49 UG fiber lines 605 
V4 926+15.76 927+17.14 UG fiber lines 465 
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Time Warner/ Adelphia Cable. The following table lists the locations of Time Warner/ 
Adelphia Cable utilities that may be affected by one of the alignments. 
 

TABLE F-6:   Time Warner/ Adelphia Cable- Affected 
Lines 

Location Beginning 
Station Ending Station Length 

Affected (ft) 
H1 249+48.61 249+37.58 210 
H2 400+36.78 NA 490 
H2 461+26.99 462+00.71 410 
H3 503+54.16 504+81.72 420 
H3 556+48.34 558+23.36 435 
H3 598+69.49 599+33.29 450 
H4 910+19.72 911+80.64 500 
V1 220+15.58 220+46.01 400 
V1 240+15.64 241+80.61 435 
V1 316+05.56 319+05.67 525 
V2 524+37.03 525+10.19 410 
V3 567+00.55 569+50.92 475 
V3 644+83.65 644+96.05 400 
V3 694+95.26 699+81.15 630 
V4 808+95.11 815+47.74 745 
V4 822+95.10 854+47.07 3265 
V4 869+58.11 876+82.99 825 
V4 921+95.45 926+81.87 500 
V4 926+21.33 927+31.35 470 
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