FR

Environmental
Assessment

SRO080 Section 365

I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Project

Beaver Township, Clarion County

April 2022

Prepared by:
District 10-0
2550 Oakland Avenue
Indiana, PA 15701

pennsylvania

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

(‘ US.Department of Transportation
o

Federal Highway Administration



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

for the
SR 0080 SECTION 365 CLARION COUNTY

INTERSTATE 80 CANOE CREEK BRIDGES PROJECT

MPMS #90021

Prepared by:
US Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration
and
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
Engineering District 10-0

Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)and, as applicable:
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands; Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management;
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice; and 49 U.S.C. Section 303(c), Section 4(f)

Approved by: CQMM )4* Date:—4/13/2022————————

Camille A. Otto, Director of Planning, Environment, and Finance
Federal Highway Administration, Pennsylvania Division

The following persons can be contacted for information regarding this project:

Jason E. Layman, P.E., Consultant Design Project Manager, PennDOT District 10-0, 2250
Oakland Avenue, Indiana, PA 15701; Telephone: (724) 357-7614; email: jlayman@pa.gov

Jonathan P. Crum, Senior Environmental Specialist, US Department of Transportation
(USDOT); Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Pennsylvania Division Office, 228
Walnut Street, Room 508, Harrisburg, PA 17101; Telephone: (717) 221 -3735; email:
jonathan.crum@dot.gov

You can also visit the project web page:
https://www.penndot.pa.gov/Regional Offices/district-
10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Pages/I-80-Canoe-Creek.aspx


mailto:jonathan.crum@dot.gov
KMARKOWI
Text Box
1


Table of Contents

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS . ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaaeaaeaeaaeaens 4
1.0 INTRODUGCTION ...eeetiittttttttttttttetteteeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeaeeeeeaaeeaeeeaeeeaeaeaeaeseseseseseaeeesesesesesesesesestsesesesesesesenesnnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnnnnnnns 7
1.1 Purpose and Need for BridZE TOHING.......uiiiuiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt e e ssiee e e s serte e e s satae e s sntaeeesnsaeeesans 7
1.2 Summary of Potential Bridge FINancing AILErNatiVeS.........ueeiiiiiieeecieee et e e e e e e e 8
1.3 How were bridges selected for the initial tolling Program?........c.eei i 9
2.0 1-80 CANOE CREEK BRIDGES PROJECT OVERVIEW ....cceviiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeteeteeeteeeeeeeeseeesesesesesesesesesesesesesesesesenesesenens 10
2.1 oY [=Tot g2 e =L SRR 10
2.2 oY [=Totfl U g o To I T T g o N N =TT £ SR 10
2.3 Project Setting and DistinCt ProjeCt FEAtUIES......c..viiiiiiiie ettt e e e saare e e e bae e e s saaeeessanaeee s 10
3.0 ALTERNATIVES ..ttt ettt sttt ettt et e b e b e s bt e s at e st e bt e bt e bt e e bt e s bt e s a et em b e et e e bt e sheesaeesabesabeeabeebeenneesneas 11
3.1 NO-BUIIA AREINATIVE ..eeeeee ettt e sb e st e e bt e e st e e s bteesabeesbeeesabeesabaeenteesabeeennsens 11
3.2 [ o] eTe 1Y =T 1Yot o] o HFU PSR 11
3.2.1. S gTo oo 2 (T o] ol =T 0 o 1T o N A RS PRTS 11
3.2.2, B o111 g =28 o= ol 11 YA TP TSP 12
3.2.3. Transportation and Travel Patterns.........ee it e e e s s re e e s sereee s 14

3.3 [aaYoF [t YU o Ve =TV 11 o] [ USRI 19
4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES ..ottt 24
4.1 PN [UE Lo Tol 2 =T YU T ol = PPN 24
4.2 (12 o o PO TO PR ORI 28

L T V1 o 11 TP S PROPPPPRPR 32
4.4 CUIUIAI RESOUICES ... ueiieieiiieteeetteeite ettt ettt ettt si et sttt e bt e bt e s b e sae e st e s bt e bt e e be e s meesaee et e et e enbeesaeesanesanesane 32
4.5 SECHION 4(F) RESOUICES .....eveiieeciiee e eettee ettt ettt e e e et e e e e et e e e e e bte e e e ebeeeeeaabaeeeeasbaeeeeaabasaeeanseeeeeanseneeeanseneeennsens 34
4.6 LN O TUE: iV Ta Yo I Lo 1 1Y SRR 34
4.7 Yo ol [o]=Tole] aTe] s a1 o AN =T TP PP PROPROPR 35
4.8 [ L= <A PP PP PP PP PP PP PP P P PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPRS 37
4.9 CUMUIATIVE EFfECES ...eiieiiieeee ettt ettt et sb e s e sanesanesr e e b e e neesnees 38
49.1. Boundaries and TimMe Framie. . oo ettt ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s nnneeeeeeeaaanssnnneeaaeeesaannnes 38
4.9.2. P ST ettt et e ab et e 4 ta e e e et te e e et e et e et an b seeeeeebenanaan 38
4.9.3. o =211 o PSRRI 44
49.4. U LU= TP PP PP PP PPRPRPPPRPTPPON 45
4.9.5. CUMUIAtIVE EffECtS SUMMIAIY . ... et seannsnsannnseannn 45
O =T 0 o 11 £ @ g 1= Tol 1 TSP URTOUSR PR 50
5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e et bttt e e e e e e s annseeteaeeee s ansbeeeaeaeeesaanssneneeeaeannn 51
6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ...oneiiiitiieeieesieesie ettt ettt st sttt e sbe e she e set e st s st e b e e seesmeesmeeemeeenneenneens 54
7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS AND MITIGATION ....otiiiiiiiiiiieieereeniee sttt st enee e 57



Figures

FIGUre 1 — ProjeCt LOCAtION IMIAP .. . eiiiiiiiiei ettt ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e s st bt e e e e e e e e s asbeeeeeeesesaansraeaaaeeenns 13
Figure 2 — Proposed Traffic IMProVEMENTS .........uiii ittt et e e e e ete e e e e bte e e e sbteeeesrtaeeesntaeeesanraeasanns 15
FigUre 3 — SR 66/SR 322 INTEISECLION ....veeeieieeiiieeiee ettt ettt ettt e et e e et e et e e e beeeeteeesabeeebaeesaseesnbeeesaseesnbasensbeesabesenseeas 17
Figure 4 — SR 338/SR 3007 (Canoe Ripple ROad) INtErSECION.....c.cciieiiiiiiiiiiecie et e steesee e teeste e beesteestae b e eabeebeeseens 18
Figure 5 — 1958 Aerial Photograph of the ProjECt Area ........coocuieiiieciiie ettt et e e e s eate e e e e nreeeeeans 40
Figure 6— 1968 Aerial Photograph of the ProjECt Ar€a ........eeiieuiiiiicieie ettt etree e e et e e e e ate e e s snte e e e s nraaeeeans 41
Figure 7 — 1994 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area .......cui ittt e e s nreeeeeans 42
Figure 8 — 2019 Aerial Photograph of the ProjECt Ar€a ........oooccuieii ittt e esre e s s rte e e e e nraeeeeans 43
Tables

Table 1 — Candidate Bridge PrOjJECLS. .. .cii e e ictiee ettt eette e e ee e e e e ebte e e e ebee e e seabeeeesenbaeeeeanbeeeeeanseeeeeanseneeennsens 9
Table 2 — Construction Station aNd LENGEN ...cco.eeeiii i e s et e e e srtee e e ssaraeeesans 12
Table 3 — IMPact SUMMANY TaDIE ..ot e e e et e e e e et e e e e sbteeeeebteeeeebtaseeesteseesstaeaeenstanaeanns 19
Table 4 — Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation ProJECLS .....c.uuiiiccuiiieeeiiiie ettt etre e e e erte e e e esaraee e 45
Table 5 — Potential CUMUIGLIVE IMPACES ......uiiiiiiiiee et e e st e e s s sate e e e s sbteeessasteeeesastaeeessssaeaesnns 48
Table 6 — PUDBIIC QULIEACKH ACTIVITIES ..eiuviieieeesiee ettt ettt ste e et e e st e s te e e s te e e beeessaeessbeeessseesnseesneeesnseeenseens 53
Appendices

Appendix A — Engineering Information

Appendix B — Project Design Exhibit

Appendix C — Design Plans

Appendix D — Toll Facility Design Plans

Appendix E — Stream and Wetland Mitigation
Appendix F — Threatened and Endangered Species
Appendix G — Technical Support Data Index
Appendix H — Distribution List

Appendix | — List of Preparers

Appendix J — References



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ALPP Agricultural Land Preservation Policy
AOC Areas of Concern

APE Area of Potential Effects

ATON Aids to Navigation

BMPs Best Management Practices

CCCD Clarion Country Conservation District

CE Categorical Exclusion

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CRPs Cultural Resource Professionals

CWF Cold Water Fishery

DCNR Department of Conservation & Natural Resources
DEP Department of Environmental Protection
DHS Department of Human Services

E&S Erosion & Sedimentation

EA Environmental Assessment

EB Eastbound

ECMTS Environmental Commitments & Mitigation Tracking System
EDD Environmental Due Diligence

ESA Environmental Site Assessment

ESF Environmental Stewardship Fund Act

EV Exceptional Value

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act

GFS Girder—Floorbeam-Stringer

GG2 Growing Greener Bond Fund

H&H Hydrology and Hydraulics

HOV High Occupancy Vehicle

HQ High Quality



HQ-CWF
I-79

I-80

1-99

Key 93
LIHEAP
LOD
LWCF
MF

MIT
MPMS IQ
MPO
MSATs
NAC
NAAQS
NEPA
NESHAP
NPDES
NPS
NRCS
NRHP
OSHA
P3

PA
PADEP
PAGWIS
PASPGP
PCSM
PEL
PEM

PennDOT

High Quality-Cold Water Fishes

Interstate 79

Interstate 80

Interstate 99

Keystone Recreation, Park and Conservation Fund

Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
Limits-of-Disturbance

Land and Water Conservation Fund

Migratory Fishery

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Multimodal Project Management System Intelligent Query
Metropolitan Planning Organization

Mobile Source Air Toxics

Noise Abatement Criteria

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Environmental Policy Act

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Park Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service

The National Register of Historic Places

Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Public Private Partnership

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Pennsylvania Groundwater Information System
Pennsylvania State Programmatic General Permit

Post Construction Stormwater Management

Alternative Funding Planning and Environmental Linkages Study
Palustrine Emergent

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation



PFBC Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission

PFO Palustrine forested

PNDI Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory
PSA Project Study Area

RFFAs Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
RIRA Recreational Improvement and Rehabilitation Act
ROW Right-of-Way

SB Southbound

SNAP Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
SR State Route

TCE Temporary Construction Easements

TIP Traffic Improvement Program

TMC Traffic Management Center

TNM Traffic Noise Model

TOYRs Time-of-Year Restrictions

TSF Trout Stock Fishery

UE United Electric REA

USACE US Army Corps of Engineers

USDA United States Department of Agriculture
usboT U.S. Department of Transportation
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

USTs Underground Storage Tanks

UNT Unnamed Tributary

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled

WB Westbound

WSE Water Surface Evaluation

WWEF Warm Water Fishery



1.0 INTRODUCTION Supporting documentation for

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) has an $8.1 Chapter 1 includes:

billion (and growing) funding gap between its current funding levels * Alternative Funding:

Planning and

Environmental Linkages
state of good repair. To fill this funding gap, PennDOT developed an Study (September 2021)

alternative funding program called PennDOT Pathways and prepared
an Alternative Funding Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) Study to identify potential near- and long-
term solutions for highway and bridge funding.

and what it needs to provide a system of highways and bridges in a

A PEL Study is a flexible tool that can be used to connect the planning process with the environmental process
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The analyses conducted for the PEL Study can be
incorporated by reference into the subsequent NEPA process, which can facilitate completion of the NEPA
process.

In the case of the Alternative Funding PEL Study, PennDOT used the PEL Study to:
e Establish the purpose and needs for additional highway and bridge funding.
e |dentify potential funding sources and analyze them for meeting the near-term and longer-term funding
needs.
e Develop a plan for implementation, which identified alternative bridge funding as an immediately needed
priority and bridge tolling as the reasonable means for financing priority bridge improvements. The Major
Bridge Public-Private Partnership (P3) Initiative resulted from this conclusion.

PennDOT developed the Alternative Funding PEL Study with input and oversight from Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and undertook an extensive public and agency outreach program via the PennDOT
website, social media, e-newsletters, and public meetings. PennDOT provided opportunities for public input on
the PEL Study via a public engagement platform on the Pathway Program’s website which ran between
November 17 and December 17, 2020. In addition, comments were solicited during a virtual public meeting held
from February 19 to March 23, 2021, when the nine candidate bridges for major bridge tolling were announced.
Finally, the Draft PEL Study was made available for formal public comment from April 29 to June 1, 2021. The PEL
Study contains details on the outreach activities and the comments received.

1.1  Purpose and Need for Bridge Tolling

The PEL Study documents the purpose and needs for alternative sources of highway and bridge funding. The
results are summarized below and the full results from the PEL Study are incorporated herein by reference.

As discussed in the PEL Study, highways and bridges represent the largest PennDOT transportation expenditure.
Moreover, maintaining and improving highways and bridges in Pennsylvania is highly dependent (approximately
75% of funding) on gas taxes for funding—the funding source that is at greatest risk of decline. In recent years,
gas taxes have become a less predictable source of revenue for transportation agencies across the country. As
passenger vehicles become more fuel-efficient, and all-electric vehicle technology continues to evolve, gas tax
revenues are being reduced. The continued trend toward more electric vehicles, both for personal and
commercial transportation, will further reduce gas consumption and revenue from gas taxes.

The result is that the gap between available transportation revenue and the projected funding required to
adequately maintain and improve reliable highways and bridges in the Commonwealth is substantial. Available


https://www.penndot.pa.gov/about-us/funding/Documents/PennDOT-Pathways_PEL-Study.pdf

budgeted funding for highways and bridges is currently $6.9 billion per year, while the identified current (2020-
2021) funding need is $15 billion, resulting in a current funding gap of $8.1 billion. This funding gap is projected
to increase by about $400 million per year to $12.6 billion in 2030.

Subsequent to the completion of the PEL Study, the new 2021 federal transportation act (Infrastructure
Investment and Jobs Act), the largest federal infrastructure investment in decades, was passed and is expected
to bring $4 billion in new federal highway and bridge funds to Pennsylvania spread over 5 years. Because
federally funded projects usually require a 20 percent state match, PennDOT will need approximately $1 billion
in additional state funds to be able to fully leverage the new federal funds. With roughly $2.2 billion in
construction value, if federal funds were committed to the nine candidate bridge projects in the Major Bridge P3
Initiative, those projects would take up more than half of the new federal funding. This means that these much-
needed funds will only benefit a handful of projects, minimizing the bill’s overall effect for Pennsylvania. While
the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act investment is a huge step in the right direction, it does not fully
address Pennsylvania’s highway and bridge funding challenges, and therefore PennDOT is continuing to advance
the Major Bridge P3 Initiative.

Insufficient funding for critical maintenance work and for expanding the capacity of roadways in the
Commonwealth places a burden on taxpayers and drivers. Inadequate timely maintenance results in more
extensive and more expensive repairs in the long run, increasing the overall cost to taxpayers. Poor asset
conditions and congestion translate into additional costs to roadway users, including more time spent driving in
congested conditions, higher vehicle maintenance costs, and increased emissions. Additional delay experienced
by freight transportation can also translate to higher prices to consumers.

1.2  Summary of Potential Bridge Financing Alternatives

PennDOT evaluated a number of potential funding options to fill their highway and bridge funding gap as
summarized below. The full analysis of highway and bridge funding alternatives is contained in the PEL Study and
is incorporated herein by reference.

PennDOT evaluated the following mechanisms to fill their highway and bridge funding gap: sales taxes, personal
income taxes, real estate and property taxes, fuel tax increases, road user charges, other taxes and fees, and
various forms of tolling. Based on the analysis in the PEL Study, each of the potential funding options has some
merit and could be considered as part of PennDOT’s long-term strategy in securing sustainable and dedicated
revenue for highways and bridges. However, without action by the legislature and/or others, PennDOT only has
the ability to implement the following potential solutions: (1) Bridge Tolling and (2) Managed Lanes. To support
bridge improvement needs, like those evaluated in the accompanying NEPA document, PennDOT identified
bridge tolling as the reasonable near-term financing mechanism for the following reasons:

o Those that use the bridge will pay for it.

e It provides dedicated funding that is used to construct and maintain the bridge from which the toll was

collected.

e It helps keep the regional transportation funding program from being diverted to the interstate program.

e Toll collection systems already exist in Pennsylvania, thereby lowering the cost of collection.

e PennDOT has mechanisms in place to implement and collect bridge tolls.

Today, PennDOT must divert funding away from regional projects across the state to fund critical interstate and
bridge needs. Moving forward with bridge tolling will allow critical bridges to pay for themselves through tolls,



keeping funds available for other regional projects to also move forward. Bridge tolling is also being considered
as a solution due to the proven success of toll collections throughout the country as a funding strategy for the
replacement or rehabilitation of bridges.

1.3  How were bridges selected for the initial tolling program?

To meet critical bridge funding needs, PennDOT created the first initiative of the PennDOT Pathways Alternative
Funding Program — The Major Bridge P3 Initiative. The Major Bridge P3 Initiative is designed to raise revenue
through tolling to address the state’s growing backlog of replacement and rehabilitation needs for major bridges
that are approaching the end of their useful lives. At the end of a bridge’s useful life, substantial repairs and
emergency lane closures become more frequent.

PennDOT is considering nine candidate bridges across the state of Pennsylvania for tolling through the Major
Bridge P3 Initiative. These candidate bridges are being considered because they meet the following criteria:

e Located on the interstate or expressway

e Structures of significance based on size, location, and cost to replace or rehabilitate

e Structural conditions that warrant timely attention to enhance safety and avoid disruption and community

impacts if closure or weight restrictions were imposed

e Geographic balance across the state

e Can begin construction in two to four years for near-term benefit

e The ability for the project to be financially viable with a reasonable toll rate

Table 1 identifies the initial list of candidate bridge projects meeting these criteria.

Table 1
Candidate Bridge Projects
PennDOT . . Year(s
District Bridge Project Buil(t)
4 [-81 Susquehanna Bridges Project 1961
4 I-80 Nescopeck Creek Bridges 1965
5 I—7§ Lenhartsville Bridge Replacement 1955
Project
5 I-80 Over Lehigh River Bridges Project 1965
6 [-95 Girard Point Bridge Improvement | Late 1960s-
Project 1970s
8 I-83 South Bridge Project 1960
10 [-80 Canoe Creek Bridges 1966
10 I-80 North Fork Bridges Project 1962
11 I-79 Widening, Brid'ges ar?d Bridgeville 1965
Interchange Reconfiguration

Each candidate bridge project is undergoing environmental studies in accordance with the NEPA and other
applicable environmental laws and regulations. This includes an assessment of the potential effects of tolling on
low-income and minority populations in accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12898 on Environmental
Justice. This Environmental Assessment (EA) is the NEPA documentation for the I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
Project. Effects on communities due to traffic choosing to avoid the toll are considered in the 1-80 Canoe Creek

Environmental Justice Analysis Technical Memorandum, February 2022, which is summarized in Chapter 6 of this
EA.



2.0 |-80 CANOE CREEK BRIDGES PROJECT OVERVIEW
2.1  Project Bridges

The I-80 Canoe Creek bridges are dual multi-span structures, one eastbound (EB) and one westbound (WB), that
were built in 1966, were extended in 1985 and underwent multiple retrofits for fatigue-induced cracking since
2013. These bridges cross over Canoe Creek and SR (State Route) 4005 (Tippecanoe Road) in Beaver Township,
Clarion County. Combined, they will carry an estimated average of 30,075 vehicles per day by 2025. About 44
percent of the traffic on the bridges is truck traffic.

2.2 Project Purpose and Needs

Purpose: The purpose of the project is to provide a safe, reliable, and efficient crossing of I-80 over SR 4005
(Tippecanoe Road) and Canoe Creek that addresses the project needs and meets applicable design requirements
along with appropriate upgrades to the surrounding roadway network.

Needs: The EB and WB Canoe Creek bridges were originally constructed in 1966. In 1985, additional spans were
added to each end of the bridges. The bridges are functionally obsolete due to their curb-to-curb width and are
considered -nonredundant critical elements based on the original Girder-Floorbeam-Stringer (GFS)
superstructure limits. Both structures possess problematic fatigue details which have received multiple retrofits
during the service lives of the structures. Standard inspection frequency for bridge structures is 24 months.
Recent bridge inspection data indicates the EB bridge to be in fair condition and is on a 12-month inspection
frequency schedule. The WB bridge is listed as poor condition and on a 6-month inspection frequency schedule.
The existing structure type, fatigue details and frequency of inspection further underline the urgency to address
these issues.

The Purpose and Need for tolling these bridges is discussed in Chapter 1.1 of this EA.
2.3  Project Setting and Distinct Project Features

The general site topography is forested rural woodlands with rolling hills. The bridge structures are located along
a horizontal tangent bound by reverse horizontal curves. The western curvature is substandard by current design
criteria. The EB and WB alignments are vertically bifurcated with elevation differences in excess of 20 feet and
exhibit varying vertical curvatures and grades. The variable geometry presents significant design challenges with
respect to balancing cuts and fills and resolution of the proposed geometry within design criteria for both final
design and maintenance of traffic. The Tippecanoe Furnace is a documented cultural resource located along the
northwest corner of the WB structure. The design approach will prioritize avoidance as the primary means of
minimizing impacts to the resource. In addition, Canoe Creek has a High-Quality, Cold Water Fishery designation
and is listed as both stocked and wild trout waters.

Describe the involvement with utilities with this project:

Minor involvement with utilities, public and private, is anticipated in the immediate vicinity of the bridge
structures and the proximity of SR 4005 beneath the 1-80 structure.

Describe the involvement with any railroad (active or inactive) including all rail lines, crossings, bridges, or
signals:
There would be no involvement with active or inactive railroads.
Describe changes to access control:
No changes to access control are needed.
10



3.0 ALTERNATIVES Supporting documentation for

Chapter 3 includes:

3.1 No-Build Alternative e 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
CE 1b Evaluation
(Approved April 2020)

e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
Diversion Traffic
Evaluation Report
(February 2022)

Under the no-build alternative, regular maintenance would be assumed
to occur. This alternative would fail to address other project needs such
as fixing the nonredundant critical elements of the bridge and addressing
the identified bridge and roadway deficiencies. The 1-80 Canoe Creek
Bridges are nearing the end of their useful life. Currently, the EB bridge is

in fair condition, and the WB bridge is in poor condition, and both require
more frequent inspections than the standard 24-month schedule. Without replacement, these bridge structures
will need more frequent maintenance and repairs. However, such maintenance can only extend the service life
of these bridges for so long before they are at risk of failure.

[-80 is the longest east-west interstate in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Within Pennsylvania, [-80 extends
311 miles across the northern tier of Pennsylvania, providing access to Ohio and Midwestern states to the west
and New Jersey, the New York City Metropolitan Area and New England to the east. In the project area, the 1-80
corridor is the only interstate serving the local area. Interstate 79 (I-79) is about a 45-minute drive west and
Interstate 99 (1-99) is about an hour and half drive east of the project area. As a critical link in daily travel and the
regional and national highway network, allowing the deterioration of these bridges to reach a level of failure is
not reasonable; therefore, due to the project needs, the no-build alternative would not be a reasonable
alternative.

The no-build alternative is presented in this EA as a baseline for comparison purposes only.
3.2  Proposed Action

3.2.1.Bridge Replacement

The project will consist of the replacement of the I1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges EB & WB (SR 0080 Section 365) in
Beaver Township, Clarion County over SR 4005 (Tippecanoe Rd) and Canoe Creek. During the replacement of the
bridges, two lanes of traffic EB and WB must be maintained at all times. The anticipated limit of project is
approximately three miles along Interstate 80 bound between the Knox interchange and the weigh stations
(mile marker 53.5 to mile marker 56.5) featuring the two parallel structures (~1,160’ each) that carry the
interstate over SR 4005 (Tippecanoe Road) and Canoe Creek.

The proposed bridges will include two parallel 5-span steel girder structures having a length of 1,160 feet each
measured between centerline of bearings for each abutment. The proposed structures will have a 59’-4 %" out
to out width and 56’-0” curb-to-curb width including two 12-foot traffic lanes, a 24-foot right shoulder and an 8-
foot left shoulder. Both structures will have a total clear span width of 1153’-0” measured between faces of each
substructure units. The WB structure will be placed at the same location as existing. The EB structure will be
moved approximately 40 feet upstream with respect to the existing structure. The proposed I-80 roadway
typical section is comprised of two 12-foot lanes, a 12-foot outside shoulder and an 8-foot inside shoulder (4
feet paved, 4 feet graded).

The proposed project will also include the rehabilitation of an existing 17’x10’ reinforced concrete arch culvert
that carries an Unnamed Tributary to Canoe Creek under 1-80. The existing wingwalls at the inlet and outlet of

11
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the culvert will be replaced with new reinforced cast-in-place wingwalls and permanent soldier piles,
respectively.

Additional information is provided in Table 2, Appendix A — Engineering Information, Appendix B — Project
Design Exhibit, and Appendix C — Design Plans.

Table 2
Construction Station and Length
Limits of Work (Segment/Offset) Construction Stations
Start: End: Start: End:
0534/2517 0570/1477 221+00 (EB) 356+58 (EB)
0541/0578 0565/1556 220+00 (WB) 355+07 (WB)

Total Length:

13,558 feet (EB); 13,507 feet (WB)

3.2.2.Tolling Facility

The Categorical Exclusion (CE) for I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges project was approved in April 2020. After the CE for
the project was approved, the project was identified as a candidate for bridge tolling through PennDOT
Pathways Program: The Major Bridge P3 Initiative. With the addition of tolling, the Project Study Area (PSA) was
expanded for construction of toll gantries and the associated utility shed, utility connections, and advance “toll
ahead” signs. Figure 1 — Project Location Map shows the Original PSA for the bridge replacement/roadway
improvement project and the Expanded PSA that includes the toll facility. The tolling facility (gantry, utility
building, and utility connections) will be constructed east of the bridge replacements with the toll gantry
spanning across I-80 EB roadway only in the area of the existing weigh station. The utility building along the 1-80
EB shoulder includes installation of a small driveway/parking area for maintenance pull-out and access. In
addition, advanced tolling signs will be placed about 2 miles prior to the tolling facility along the approaching EB
direction of 1-80 to inform drivers about the toll bridge, as well as at the nearest interchange for Exit 53, Knox,
and its respective local roadway network (along SR 338). All work associated with the tolling facility will occur
within existing Commonwealth-owned ROW. Design plans for the toll facility are in Appendix D.

Based on feedback received from the public and at stakeholder workshops, and because of the close proximity of
the two candidate bridges on the western end of the I-80 and the two on the eastern end, PennDOT has decided
to pursue one-way tolling on four bridge projects: Canoe Creek, North Fork, Nescopeck, and Lehigh River bridges.
Traffic would be tolled EB at Canoe Creek, WB at North Fork, and EB at Lehigh River, WB at Nescopeck. The one-
way tolling will reduce the number of tolls drivers would have to pay on 1-80, as well as overall diversions and the
need for additional tolling infrastructure.

12
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3.2.3.Transportation and Travel Patterns

A primary diversion route consisting of SR 66, SR 322, SR 208, SR 338, and SR 3007 was identified. Traffic
modeling indicated that with bi-directional tolling, approximately 615 vehicles EB and 644 vehicles WB would
divert from [-80 onto this primary diversion route. However, a subsequent decision was made to implement
tolling only in the EB direction. Traffic modeling indicated that with currently proposed EB-only tolling, between
750 and 820 vehicles, 5% of I-80 EB traffic, would divert daily onto the primary diversion route. Highway capacity
analysis and crash analysis was conducted to identify areas of existing and anticipated concern. A stakeholder
workshop was conducted on July 26, 2021 to gather additional information on potential issues along the
diversion routes. From this, a matrix of issues was identified, and further analysis was conducted to determine
the impact of toll diversion traffic, and to identify mitigation measures if appropriate.

Based upon this evaluation, the following improvements along the diversion route are proposed to
accommodate the effects of tolling diversion:

e Construct safety improvements at the SR 66/SR 322 intersection, potentially including signal upgrades,
geometric improvements, or a roundabout, with improvements to be determined following additional
study. See Figure 3 for more details.

e Signalize intersection of SR 208/Railroad Street and SR 322 in Shippenville Borough to reduce delays
caused by turning trucks.

e Upgrade traffic signals at three signalized intersections (SR 208/SR 338, SR 208 (School Street)/SR 322,
and SR 66/SR 322), including installation of emergency vehicles signal preemption to improve response
times.

e Repave SR 3007 and SR 338 from 1-80 to SR 208 to accommodate increased truck traffic.

e Remove vegetation at SR 338/SR 3007 intersection to improve sight distance issues at stop sign. See
Figure 4 for more details.

The locations of these proposed traffic improvements are shown on Figure 2 — Proposed Traffic Improvements.

Additionally, a before/after study to evaluate actual toll diversion volumes and roadway performance was
recommended and will be conducted to evaluate actual volumes, including truck traffic, and compare it to the
projections in this study.
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Of the six proposed traffic improvements, four involve traffic signal work and roadway paving within
Commonwealth-owned existing legal Right-of-Way (ROW). It is anticipated that due to the limited scope of
work, these four improvements will not have a “design footprint” (or limit of disturbances) with potential to
impact environmental resources.

The remaining two proposed traffic improvements, while anticipated to be constructed within PennDOT’s
existing legal ROW, have potential to encroach on undisturbed land that is not already incorporated into the
existing roadway/shoulder. These proposed improvement areas are shown below in Figure 3 - SR 66/SR 322
Intersection and Figure 4 - SR 338/SR 3007 (Canoe Ripple Road) Intersection.

Based on conceptual design, it is anticipated that these improvements could be implemented within

Commonwealth-owned existing legal ROW. The P3 development entity will be responsible for final design of the

traffic improvements. If area is required outside of Commonwealth-owned existing legal ROW for construction
of the traffic improvements, the P3 development entity is required to coordinate with PennDOT to determine
necessary NEPA Reevaluation studies and documentation (Chapter 7, Environmental Commitments and
Mitigation).

The 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Diversion Route Traffic Evaluation report, February 2022, is included in the project

technical files and is incorporated by reference to this EA.

In summary, as a result of the addition of tolling per the Major Bridge P3 Initiative, the I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges

Project encompasses the bridge replacements, the tolling facility and associated infrastructure, and the
diversion route improvements, as identified in the sections above.
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Shippenville Healthcare andiRehabilitation Center

Figure 3 - SR 66/SR 322 Intersection
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3.3 Impact Summary Table

Table 3
Impact Summary Table

Environmental
Resource Category

No-Build Alternative®

Proposed Action

Mitigation for Proposed Action

Aquatic Resources

Streams, Rivers, &
Watercourses

No Impact

Streams: HQ-CWEF, stocked trout, wild
trout
1,954 linear feet permanent impact

Proposed stream mitigation will be
accomplished both on-site and off-site.

Stream banking credits have been

Sedimentation

will be implemented during construction.

2,182 linear feet temporary impact | purchased.
Wild & Scenic Rivers and | Not Present Not Present None
Streams
Navigable Waterways Not Present Not Present None
Groundwater No Impact No Impact None
No Impact Wetlands: 0.085 acre permanent impact | For permanent impact, credits debited from
PennDOT’s Clarion County Wetland Bank
0.36 acre temporary impact i
Wetlands p y imp Site.
All temporarily impacted wetlands will be
restored and reseeded.
Floodplains No Impact No significant floodplain encroachment None
would occur.
Soil Erosion and No Impact Erosion and Sediment (E&S) Control Plan | All disturbed areas will be stabilized upon

completion of the project.
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Environmental
Resource Category

No-Build Alternative®

Proposed Action

Mitigation for Proposed Action

The E&S Control Plan and Post Construction
Stormwater Management (PCSM) Plan will
be incorporated into the construction
contract.

Agricultural Resources

No Impact

No Impact

None

Vegetation

No Impact

Minor impacts to herbaceous rangeland,
deciduous forest land and roadside

vegetation.

Care will be taken not to transplant roots or
seeds of noted invasive, non-native plants
during earth moving operations.

All disturbed areas will be restored and
revegetated with non-invasive vegetation
species as part of construction.

Wild Areas

Geologic Resources Not Present Not Present None
Parks and Recreation Not Present Not Present None
Facilities
State Forest and Not Present Not Present None
Gamelands
Wilderness, Natural, & | Not Present Not Present None
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Environmental
Resource Category

No-Build Alternative®

Proposed Action

Mitigation for Proposed Action

Hazardous or Residual | No Impact No Impact None
Waste Sites
Wildlife Refuges & Not Present Not Present None
Critical Habitat
Threatened & Not Present Not Present None

Endangered Species

Cultural Resources

Archaeological
Resources

No Historic Properties
Affected

No Historic Properties Affected

Tippecanoe Furnace site remains will be
fenced off and avoided.

The portion of the Edenburg Well site
beyond the APE will be fenced off and
avoided.

Historic Resources

Section 4(f) Resources

Air Quality and Noise

Air Quality

No Historic Properties No Historic Properties Affected None
Affected

Not Present Not Present None
No Impact Exempt; no impact None
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Environmental
Resource Category

No-Build Alternative®

Proposed Action

Mitigation for Proposed Action

Noise No Impact Type Il Project; Noise analysis not None
required
Regional & Community | No Impact No Impact None
Growth
No Impact Positive Impacts: Proposed traffic improvements along the
Access for public facilities and services toll diversion route are intended to enhance
will be improved due to design the existing transportation system.
improvements resulting from the project.
Public Facilities & Emergency services vehicles will be exempt
Services from paying toll.
Emergency responders when traveling to an
incident in their own vehicles will be
reimbursed for tolling.
Community Cohesion No Impact No impact None
Right-of-Way No Impact 4 parcels: sliver takes for Temporary None
Acquisitions Construction Easements (TCEs)
. No Impact No relocation of people, businesses, or None
Displacements
farms
Aesthetics No Impact No impact None
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Environmental No-Build Alternative? Proposed Action Mitigation for Proposed Action
Resource Category

Energy Higher energy usage Reduced energy usage None

Cumulative Impacts No Impact No adverse cumulative effects None

No Impact No disproportionately high and adverse PennDOT will implement toll-free bridge
Environmental Justice effects on low-income or minority access to low-income persons and reassess
populations have been identified program 5 years after completion of project.

Footnote:

While the No-Build Alternative would not directly affect resources, should the bridge deteriorate to the point where it would have to be
weight-posted, closed, or should it experience a partial collapse, there would be impacts to the resources below the bridge. A full or partial
closure would have a profound effect on commerce reliant on 1-80 and would detour vehicles onto the toll diversion route. With the No-
Build Alternative, the traffic improvements proposed to enhance safety and mobility along the toll diversion route would not be completed.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1  Aquatic Resources

PRESENCE IMPACTS
STREAMS, RIVERS & WATERCOURSES Z) Not Present ® Present
Intermittent (streamsonly) ) Not Present ® Present i’ No ® Yes
Perennial ) Not Present ® Present 22 No @ Yes
Wild trout streams ) Not Present ® Present 22 No @ Yes
Stocked trout streams Z) Not Present ® Present 21 No ® Yes

Identify all streams and their classifications per Chapter 93 of 25 PA Code (e.g. CWF, WWF, HQ, EV)
Field investigations conducted September 24, September 26, 2019, April 6, 2021, and April 7, 2021 identified
twenty jurisdictional watercourses within the project study area. These streams included Canoe Creek and

unnamed tributaries to Canoe Creek. ) )
Supporting documentation for

The Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Chapter 93 Water Quality Standards, Chapter 4.1 includes:
identifies the management designation for Canoe Creek is High Quality- e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
Cold Water Fishes (HQ-CWF). All unnamed tributaries to Canoe Creek will Aquatic Resource Report
also carry the same management designation as Canoe Creek (HQ-CWF). (May 2021)
e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
Linear feet of Streams permanently impacted: 1,954 Wetlands and
Describe Any Permanent Impacts Watercourses
Approximately 160 linear feet of permanent impacts to Canoe Creek are .Z’I\r/leas\jr;;ez/l/\)bsence survey

anticipated due to I-80 bridges spanning over Canoe Creek. .
e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges

H&H report (August 2020)

e [|-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
placement, and culvert extensions. ESC Plan (December 2021)

Approximately 1,794 linear feet of permanent impacts to unnamed
tributaries to Canoe Creek are anticipated due to fill placement, pier

Describe Any Temporary Impacts
Approximately 2,182 linear feet of temporary impacts to streams are anticipated. These impacts will include
temporary roads/stream crossings for construction access, installation of temporary erosion and sediment
controls, construction activities associated with the I-80 bridge structures, temporary stream relocations,
roadway drainage updates under I-80, and construction activities associated with replacement of existing
pipe structures.

Is mitigation incorporated? i) No i® Yes

Proposed Project Specific Restoration/Enhancement: 670 linear feet
Advanced Compensation/Banking: 95 linear feet

Mitigation Remarks
Proposed stream mitigation will be accomplished both on-site and off-site. On-site mitigation will include
channel relocation with stream improvements such as streambank stabilization, enhanced floodplain
connectivity, riparian buffer improvements, and flow diversity. In addition to the on-site stream mitigation,
stream banking credits will be purchased from an accredited stream mitigation bank to account for impacts that

could not be made up on-site due to the location and available reclamation space within the project boundaries.
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https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Documents/I-80%20Canoe%20Creek%20Bridges%20Aquatic%20Resource%20Report%20-%20May%202021.pdf
https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Documents/I-80%20Canoe%20Creek%20Bridges%20Wetlands%20and%20Watercourses%20Presence%20Absence%20Survey%20-%20November%202021.pdf
https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Documents/I-80%20Canoe%20Creek%20Bridges%20H-H%20report%20-%20August%202020.pdf
https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Documents/I-80%20Canoe%20Creek%20Bridges%20ESC%20Plan%20-%20August%202021.pdf

Stream mitigation plans are included in the waterway permit application for the project. The details of
mitigation have been determined through consultation with permitting agencies.

Canoe Creek is identified by the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) as both a "Stocked Trout Water"
and a "Wild Trout Water" (naturally reproducing) within the project area. As a result, no work will be permitted in
the stream from February 15th to June 1st (for stocked trout) and October 1st to December 31st (for wild trout).

PRESENCE IMPACTS

FEDERAL WILD & SCENIC RIVERS &
STREAMS i® Not Present '_' Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
Review of the USGS Quadrangle and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers System website has confirmed there are no
Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers and Streams within the project area.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
STATE SCENIC RIVERS & STREAMS i® Not Present _' Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
Review of the USGS Quadrangle and Department of Conservation & Natural Resources (DCNR) Scenic Rivers
website has confirmed there are no State Wild and Scenic Rivers and Streams within the project area.

PRESENCE IMPACTS

NAVIGABLE WATERWAYS ® Not Present ' Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
Review of the PFBC website confirmed that there are no water trails located within the project study area. There
are no navigable watercourses which require U.S. Coast Guard Coordination within the project area. PFBC has
confirmed that Aids to Navigation (ATON) Plan is not required.
PRESENCE IMPACTS
OTHER SURFACE WATERS ® Not Present _ Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
Review of google earth aerial mapping and a field investigation conducted on February 28, 2018 confirmed that
there are no other surface waters within the project area.

PRESENCE IMPACTS

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ) Not Present ® Present

State, County, Municipal, or

Local Public Supply Wells ® Not Present (' Present ® No I Yes
Residential Well ) Not Present ® Present ® No ) Yes
Well Head Protection Area ® Not Present (' Present ® No ' Yes
Springs, Seeps ® Not Present (_' Present ® No I Yes
Potable Water Source ® Not Present (' Present ® No ) Yes
Sole Source and/or

Exceptional Value Aquifers ® Not Present (' Present ® No ! Yes
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Describe Any Permanent and Temporary Impacts
None anticipated

Is mitigation incorporated? ® No ! Yes

Remarks
Review of the PaGWIS website has confirmed that three private residential wells are located within close
proximity of the project area. All three wells are located on the north side of Interstate 80. However, due to the
project scope associated with the project, the residential wells are not expected be impacted by the proposed
project. The three wells are located at the following coordinates: (41.18361 -79.5275) (41.1975 -79.5014) (41.19
-79.5167)

PRESENCE IMPACTS
WETLANDS ) Not Present ® Present

Open Water ® Not Present _ Present ® No ' Yes
Vegetated

Emergent ) Not Present ® Present Z'No ® Yes

Scrub Shrub ® Not Present [ Present ® No ' Yes

Forested ® Not Present ' Present i® No ' Yes
Exceptional Value ) Not Present ® Present ' No @ Yes

Documentation
X Data Forms
XWetland Identification and Delineation Report

[OConceptual Mitigation Plan

(1404 (b)(1) Alternative Analysis
[(Jurisdictional Determination Functional
[JAssessment Analysis

Methodology
Field investigations conducted September 24, 2019, September 26, 2019, April 6, 2021, and April 7, 2021
identified and delineated eighteen wetlands within the project study area. All wetlands were classified as
palustrine emergent (PEM) wetlands. Field investigations were conducted in accordance with the methodology
described in the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE Corp of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (Technical
Report Y-81-1) and the USACE Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual:
Eastern Mountains and Piedmont Region Version 2.0), Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(PADEP), Chapter 105 regulations, Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act, and the Pennsylvania Department
of Transportation (PennDOT) Publication No. 325.

Number of Wetlands permanently impacted: 5
Acreage of Wetlands permanently impacted: 0.085

Describe Any Permanent Impacts
Overall, the proposed project will result in approximately 0.085 acres of permanent wetland impacts. Generally,
the impact is due to fill material encroachments associated with I-80 roadwork, Thompson Hill culvert extension,
and new ROW fence.
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Describe Any Temporary Impacts

Overall, the proposed project will result in approximately 0.36 acres of temporary wetland impacts. Temporary
impacts will occur due to the necessity of temporary access through wetland boundaries, implementation of E&S
controls within wetlands, and roadway cut slopes and drainage activities. These impacts will be minimized to the
greatest extent possible through the implementation of an approved E&S control plan.

Is mitigation incorporated? 2 No ® Yes
Banking: 0.085 acre
Bank to be Debited: PennDOT's Clarion County Wetland Bank Site (Appendix E)
Mitigation Remarks

e Permanent impacts to wetlands will be mitigated by utilizing credits from PennDOT's Clarion County
Wetland Bank Site.

e Wetlands within the project study area not impacted by the project will be delineated with protective
orange construction fence.

e Upon completion of construction, all temporarily impacted wetlands will be restored and reseeded.

Executive Order 11990 Compliance
Compliance requires the determination that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in
wetlands and the proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may
result from such use.
Options/design modifications were investigated to avoid impacts to wetlands: & Yes 'No ' N/A
There are no practicable alternatives to construction within the wetlands: ®Yes T'No Z'N/A
Alternative chosen (proposed project) includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands:
®Yes T'No 'N/A
PRESENCE IMPACTS
COASTAL ZONE ® Not Present _ Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
There are no coastal zones located within the project area.

PRESENCE IMPACTS

FLOODPLAINS Zl Not Present ® Present ® No T Yes
No significant floodplain encroachment would occur.

Describe Any Permanent and Temporary Impacts
Review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the project

determined that a FEMA 100-year floodplain (Zone A) has been established for Canoe Creek and an unnamed

tributary to Canoe Creek within the project area.

Based on the Hydrology and Hydraulics (H&H) analysis conducted for the project, the project will have no
significant floodplain encroachment, as defined in 23 CFR Part 650, Subpart A, Section 650.105(q), since the project
will not: (1) Have a significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility which is needed
for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation route, (2) Have a significant risk, (3) Have a
significant adverse impact on natural and beneficial flood plain values. The H&H report is in the project technical

files.

27



Is mitigation incorporated? ® No ! Yes

SOIL EROSION & SEDIMENTATION
Are there activities that could cause erosion or sedimentation and would require E&S Controls?
® Yes ZINo Z' N/A

Documentation

X Coordination w/County Conservation
X District E&S Control Plan
XINPDES Stormwater Construction Permit

Is mitigation incorporated? ® No ! Yes

Remarks
A NPDES permit application was developed and submitted to the Clarion County Conservation District (CCCD) for
review and approval. The Erosion and Sedimentation (E&S) Control Plan and Post Construction Stormwater
Management (PCSM) Plan will be incorporated into the construction contract. PCSM controls will be evaluated
in final design and included in the NPDES permit application, if required.

4.2 land
PRESENCE IMPACTS
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES Z) Not Present ® Present

Productive Agricultural Land ® Not Present (' Present ® No ' Yes
Agricultural Security Areas ® Not Present (' Present ® No ' Yes
Prime Agricultural Land ® Not Present ) Present ® No ' Yes
Agricultural Conservation ® Not Present (' Present ® No ' Yes
Easements
Farmland Enrolled in Preferential ® Not Present i_i Present ® No ' Yes
Tax Assessments
Agricultural Zoning ® Not Present ) Present ® No ' Yes
Soil Capability Classes I, Il 11, IV @® Not Present i_! Present ® No ' Yes
Prime or Unique Soil _) Not Present ® Present 22 No ® Yes
Statewide or Locally Important
Soils ) Not Present ® Present Z'No ® Yes

Describe Any Permanent and Temporary Impacts
None anticipated

Is mitigation incorporated? i® No I Yes

Remarks
Examination of USDA NRCS web soil survey mapping for the project study area identified four (4) Prime
Farmland soil types and eight Farmland of Statewide Importance soil types that will be impacted. These soil
classifications are protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). However, bridge replacements on
alignment are exempt from FPPA provisions as per Farmland Protection Policy Manual, 523.11, C. Activities Not
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Subject to Provisions of FPPA, (10) Restoration, maintenance, renovation, or replacement of existing structures
prior to the time of Federal Assistance.

Site visits have confirmed that no active agricultural land is present within the project study area; therefore,
there will be no impact to Agricultural Land Preservation Policy (ALPP) Prime Agricultural Land. This project is in
conformance with 4 Pa Code Chapter7, Section 7.301 et seq., ALPP. Additionally, this project is an upgrade of
existing transportation facility and is exempt from Acts 43 and 100 per the Pennsylvania Agricultural Resources
Handbook, Publication 324, Table 2.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
VEGETATION ) Not Present ® Present
Landscaped ® Not Present (' Present ® No ' Yes
Agricultural ® Not Present _ Present ® No ' Yes
Forest Land ) Not Present ® Present ' No ® Yes
Rangeland ) Not Present ® Present Z'No @ Yes
Other (describe in remarks) ) Not Present ® Present Z'No ® Yes

Describe Any Permanent and Temporary Impacts

Vegetation within the project corridor primarily consists of herbaceous rangeland, deciduous forest land and
roadside vegetation along Interstate 80. Permanent and Temporary impacts will occur to the project corridor
vegetation to construct project improvements. This includes roadside vegetation as well as land below and
adjacent to the I-80 bridges for crane placement and other construction vehicle access.

Invasive Non-Native Plants are Present

Mitigation:
Are measures being taken to minimize movement of invasive plant parts (roots, tubers, seeds)? ® Yes Z' No

Will native plants be used in project landscaping or mitigation? ® Yes _' No
Other? ' Yes ® No

Describe Mitigation

In accordance with PennDOT's invasive species guidance (Publication 756, 2014), care will be taken not to
transplant roots or seeds of noted invasive, non-native plants during earth moving operations. Re-vegetation of
impacted areas will be implemented through the E&S plan. Prior to completion of construction, all remaining
areas of earth disturbance will be restored by re-seeding with standard PennDOT seed formulas. These seed
formulas may contain native plant species; but per Executive Order 13112, will avoid those plant species that are
listed on the Noxious Weed Control List.

Remarks
Herbaceous rangeland, deciduous forest land, and roadside vegetation are present along the project corridor.
Invasive species were noted during field delineation of wetlands and streams. The following invasive species
were observed: Multiflora Rose (Rosa multiflora), Autumn Olive (Elaeagnus umbellate), Canada Thistle (Cirsium
arvense), Reed Canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), and Common reed (Phragmites australis).

PRESENCE IMPACTS

GEOLOGIC RESOURCES i® Not Present _' Present
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Remarks
According to the DCNR Heritage Geology Sites website, there are no Heritage Geology Sites in the project area.
Additionally, the project area is not located near an Outstanding Scenic Geological Feature according to review
of the Outstanding Scenic Geological Features of Pennsylvania Part 2.

PRESENCE IMPACTS

PARKS & RECREATION FACILITIES ® Not Present _' Present

Remarks
There are no properties within the project area afforded protection under one or more federal and/or state
recreation grants.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
FOREST & GAMELANDS ® Not Present ! Present

Remarks
A review of Google Maps, the PA Gazetteer (DeLorme 2012), aerial imagery, PennDOT One Map (formerly MPMS
1Q), and the results of the field reconnaissance did not identify any State Forests or State Gamelands within the
PSA.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
WILDERNESS, NATURAL & WILD AREAS = Not Present © Present

Remarks
Review of USGS mapping, PADEP eMap, and site investigations confirmed there are no Federal and/or State
Wilderness, Natural or Wild Areas within the project area.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
NATIONAL NATURAL LANDMARKS ® Not Present _ Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
There are no national natural landmarks present within the project area.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
HAZARDOUS OR RESIDUALWASTE ' Not Present ® Present ® No ' Yes
SITES Supporting documentation for
Documentation Chapter 4.2 includes:
Phase | e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
CPhase Il Phase | Waste Site
CPhase I Investigation
0th (November 2019)
er ) ) e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
[JNo Documentation Required Phase | ESA Addendum
Describe Any Permanent and Temporary Impacts Report for Toll Facility
None anticipated (November 2021)

Is remediation/mitigation incorporated? ® No ZiYes Z) Unknown at thistime
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https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Documents/SR0080-550_Phase1ESA_Draft.pdf
https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Documents/I-80%20Canoe%20Creek%20Phase%20I%20Waste%20Site%20Investigation%20-%20November%202019.pdf

Remarks
A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted in accordance with PennDOT Publication 281,
"Waste Site Evaluation Procedures for the Highway Development Process" to determine if hazardous, residual,
or municipal waste sites exist within the study area. Three potential Areas of Concern (AOC) that were identified
in the Alternatives Analysis phase of the project were investigated. The Phase | ESA included site reconnaissance
on September 27, 2019, environmental database review, historical data review, and personal interviews. The
Phase | ESA findings and conclusions resulted in recommendations of no further action required at this time.

RECOMMENDATION 1: AOC-1 (north of I-80 WB between STA 239+00 and STA 242+00)
The site conditions at the two private properties located within the AOC indicate a significant likelihood of

contamination exists outside the proposed ROW that may impact soil or groundwater within the ROW. However,
no excavations are planned for the area and application of fill will be limited to the ROW. Therefore, no further
action is required at this time. However, if future design includes excavations within the ROW, a Phase Il will be
required to investigate any impacts from the adjacent properties prior to construction activities.

RECOMMENDATION 2: AOC-2 (Canoe Creek valley under |-80 EB bridge between STA 287+00 and STA 289+00)
No indications of contamination were present within the AOC that would necessitate any further investigation.

Therefore, no further action is required.

RECOMMENDATION 3: AOC-3 (north of I-80 WB between STA 309+00 and STA 310+50)
The orange-stained water within the perennial stream is indicative of acid mine drainage. As required in Section

6.0 of Pub. 281, the district environmental manager should notify the district geotechnical manager of the field
observations. Other than the orange-stained water within the stream, there are no indications of contamination
within the ROW. Therefore, no further action is required at this time.

A Phase | ESA was completed for the expanded PSA for the toll facility and documented in an addendum to the
Phase | report for the bridge replacement project. Based on the findings and conclusions of the Phase | ESA for
the toll facility, the following additional recommendations were included in the addendum report:

RECOMMENDATION 1: JIFFY MINI MART
The site conditions at the Jiffy Mini Mart located on Paint Boulevard north of I-80 interchange indicate that
contamination exists impacting soil and groundwater within the ROW. At this time there is no anticipated

intrusive work for this area. Therefore, no further action is required at this time. If future design includes
excavations within the ROW adjacent to the property, HDR recommends a Soil Management Plan be created to
provide documentation during design for proper management of impacted soil and groundwater. This could be
created and included as part of the contract documents or as a Special Provision.

RECOMMENDATION 2: WENTLINGS CORNERS

The orange-stained water within the culvert and channel west of Canoe Ripple Road is indicative of AMD. As
required in Section 6.0 of Pub. 281, the District Environmental Manager should notify the District Geotechnical
Manager of the field observations. Other than the orange-stained water within the culvert, there are no
indications of contamination within the ROW. Therefore, no further action is required at this time. If AMD is
encountered, follow up with the project environmental lead should be conducted to ensure proper management
of AMD.

RECOMMENDATION 3: DON HARTZELL MOTORS
The site conditions at the Don Hartzell Motors site (former BP Qil Station No. 07279) located along Canoe Ripple
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Road north of I-80 interchange indicate a significant likelihood of contamination within the proposed ROW that
may impact soil or groundwater. However, no excavations are planned for the area. Therefore, no further action
is required at this time. If future design includes excavations within the ROW adjacent to the property, a Phase Il
ESA will be required to investigate any impacts from the adjacent properties prior to construction activities.

4.3  Wildlife
PRESENCE IMPACTS
WILDLIFE & HABITAT ® Not Present ' Present
Remarks

The results of the field reconnaissance and review of the Pennsylvania Gazetteer (DeLorme 2015), US Fish and
Wildlife Service and Nature Conservancy Map Portals did not identify any wildlife sanctuaries, wildlife refuges,
unique or critical habitat, or wildlife preserves in the vicinity of the PSA.

PRESENCE IMPACTS
THREATENED & ENDANGERED {w) Not Present No Potential Impacts
PLANTS & ANIMALS ) Present O Potential Impacts with Avoidance Measures
(U No Coordination O Potential Impacts with Conservation Measures
Needed [IPotential Impacts

Documentation
PNDI ER Receipt

The Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) reviews for the bridge/roadway project PSA and two
proposed traffic improvements determined that there are no known impacts anticipated to threatened and
endangered species and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. No further review is
required at this time. The PNDI receipts are valid for two years. PNDI receipts are included in Appendix F.

- PNDI 739742, 8/4/2021. 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Project (including expanded PSA for tollfacility)

- PNDI 748777, 12/20/2021. SR 3007/SR 338 Intersection Improvement

- PNDI 744257, 10/12/2021. SR 322/SR 66 Intersection Improvement

4.4  Cultural Resources
Were Cultural Resource Professionals (CRPs) needed for project scoping? ® Yes Z) No
CRP Scoping Field View Date: 07/26/17
CRP Architectural Historian in Attendance: CRP Architectural Historian was not present at scoping field view.
CRP Archaeologist in Attendance: Susanne Haney
Was a Project Early Notification / Scoping Results Form completed? ' Yes ® No

Is the project exempted from review by the District Designee or CRP as per Appendix C of the Z'Yes ® No
Statewide Section 106 Programmatic Agreement?

Is the project exempted from review by the District Designee or CRP as per Stipulation lll of the 'Yes @& No
Emergency Relief Projects Programmatic Agreement (2005)?
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PRESENCE LEVEL OF EFFECTS

Potentially No
Eligible Eligible Listed Historic Mo
Not Reszource Rezource Reszource Properties Adverse Adverse
Present Present Present Present Affected Effect Effect
CULTURAL RESOURCES O 1 O O O
Archaeology

Pre-Contact: ] [l O L L

Contact Native American: O (] (] O O

Historic: M [l O O O
Above-Ground Historic Properties

Structure/Building: O ] O O (]

District: O (] O O O

Documentation
For projects not having a known adverse effect, one from each column:

Above-Ground Historic Properties Archaeology

Above-Ground Histeric Properties Field Azsessment and Finding Archaesclegy Field Aszessment and Finding

O above-Ground Historic Properties Finding Lefter D.‘:';rﬁhaﬂﬂll}gj' Finding Letter

O section 106 (Above-Ground Hisforic Properiies) Effect Concurrence Letter O section 106 (Archaeology) Effect Concurrence Letier
OTe Project Field Assessment and Finding Checklist Ove Project Field Assessment and Finding Checklist

O pefemred Archaeclogical Testing Form
O Project Specific Programmatic Agreement

Supplemental documentation should be completed as warranted:
(Historic Structures Survey / Determination of Eligibility Report

[(OPhase IA Archaeological Sensitivity Report
[OGeomorphological Survey Report

JArchaeological Disturbance Report

X Archaeology Identification (Phase 1) Report
JArchaeology Negative Survey Form

[JArchaeology Evaluation (Phase Il) Report

OCombined Archaeology Identification/Evaluation Report
[ODetermination of Effects Report

[J (Bridge) Feasibility Report

[JOther

Are mitigation and/or standard treatments required? ' No '® Yes
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Describe Mitigation / Standard Treatments
One previous recorded historic industrial site, 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace was re-located via pedestrian
survey. The 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace site is located almost entirely within Commonwealth-owned existing
ROW; however, during construction the furnace remains will be fenced off and avoided. Any intact soils at the
site or in the immediate vicinity will either be fenced off and avoided or protected using geotextile and the
appropriate amount of fill.
Of the areas with intact soils, there are two areas, designated Area A and Area B, that are going to be impacted
and were deemed to contain intact soils with archaeological potential. A Phase | survey consisting of sub-surface
excavation was conducted within these areas. One previously unrecorded site with pre-contact and historic
components, 36CL0211 Edenburg Well site identified. However, the portion of the site within the Area of
Potential Effects (APE) does not contribute to the site’s overall eligibility. During construction, in order to
prevent inadvertent disturbance, the portion of the site beyond the APE will be fenced off and avoided.

Remarks, Footnotes, Supplemental Data
Section 106 cultural resource documentation is located in Project Path at
https://path.penndot.gov/ProjectDetails.aspx?ProjectiD=51252. The combined findings document was posted to
Project Path on 4/10/2020. Cultural resources findings addendums were posted 1/26/2022 for the toll facility
and proposed traffic improvements along the diversion route.

4.5 Section 4(f) Resources
PRESENCE USE
SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES ® Not Present (' Present ® No ' Yes

Remarks
Review of on-line resources Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) EMapPA website,
PADCNR website, PGC website) and field investigations conducted on February 28, 2018 confirmed there are no
resources protected under Section 4(f)/Section 2002 within the projectarea.

4.6  Air Quality and Noise
AIR QUALITY

Is the project exempt from regional ozone conformity analysis and a ®Yes I No
CO, PM10 & PM2.5 Hot- Spot analysis?

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs)

Is the project exempt from an analysis for MSATs based on Pub #321? ® Yes 'No

Remarks
The project is a bridge replacement with safety improvements including bridge and shoulder widening. The
project will not add travel lanes and will not result in changes in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, location of existing
facility or other factor that would cause an increase in emissions relative to existing conditions.

The cashless tolling facility will not require drivers to stop or slow to pay a toll at the tolling gantry. The tolling
system will record vehicles as they pass under the gantry sensor.
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NOISE Supporting documentation for

Is the project a: Chapter 4.6 includes:
A.Type | Project? Z'Yes ® No e |-80 Canoe Creek Toll
B. Type Il Project? ' Yes ® No Diversion Noise Analysis

c.Type lll Project? ® Yes Z'No Report (January 2022)

The project meets the criteria for a Type Il project established in 23 CFR 772. Therefore, the project
requires no analysis for highway traffic noise impacts. Type lll projects do not involve added capacity,
construction of new through lanes or auxiliary lanes, changes in the horizontal or vertical alignment of
the roadway or exposure of noise sensitive land uses to a new or existing highway noise source.
PennDOT acknowledges that a noise analysis is required if changes to the proposed project result in
reclassification to a Type | project.

Noise Remarks
In accordance with the Federal Noise regulations in 23 CFR 772 and PennDOT Publication #24, this project is a
Type lll noise project, and therefore, noise analysis is not required and abatement is not eligible for federal
funding. As a result of proposed tolling, traffic studies suggest that portions of the local traveling public would
seek alternate travel routes to reach destinations in order to avoid toll facilities. In response to the unusual
circumstance of likely increases in diversion route traffic volumes due to traffic diversion, PennDOT and FHWA
agreed to perform a qualitative assessment of noise to inform the public of the potential effects. This diversion
route runs north of the 1-80 mainline and uses the following roadways: Canoe Ripple Road, SR 0338, SR 0208, US
0322, and SR 0066. Noise modeling of peak-hour, worst-case noise levels on the local roadway network indicates
that noise levels are anticipated to exceed PennDOT/FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) at 82 receptors in
the existing condition. In the future no-toll condition, those same 82 receptors are anticipated to exceed the
NAC. In the future toll condition, the same 82 receptors are anticipated to exceed the NAC. Differences in traffic
noise levels between the future no-toll and future toll conditions are predicted to be no greater than 1 dBA.

The I-80 Canoe Creek Toll Diversion Noise Analysis Report, January 2022, is included in the project technical files
and incorporated by reference to this EA.

4.7 Socioeconomic Areas
REGIONAL & COMMUNITY GROWTH

Will the project induce impacts (positive and negative) on planned growth, 'Yes ® No
land use, or development patterns for the area?

Is the project consistent with planned growth? ® Yes ' No

Basis of this determination:
The project is listed on the Interstate TIP program years 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024, and 2™ 4 years.

Will the project induce secondary growth? Z'Yes ® No
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PUBLIC FACILITIES & SERVICES
Will the project induce negative impacts on health and educational facilities;
public utilities; fire, police, and emergency services; civil defense; religious

Z'Yes ® No
institutions; or public transportation?

Emergency medical services (EMS) representatives were at the traffic diversion workshops. Emergency services
vehicles will be exempt from paying toll. EMS dispatchers are accustomed to assigning response teams based on
current roadway conditions and other factors. Traffic modeling projects that only 5% of traffic will divert and
that the primary diversion route is capable of absorbing the additional traffic. Improvements proposed along the
diversion route would also mitigate for increased traffic due to diversion. Emergency response vehicles, such as
ambulances and fire trucks, will be exempt from paying the toll. Emergency responders traveling to an incident
in their own vehicle will be reimbursed for tolling.

Does the project incorporate bicycle or pedestrian facilities into the overall Z'Yes ® No
design or operations (including construction)?

A review of the PA Gazetteer (DeLorme 2015), aerial imagery, PennDOT OneMap, and the results of the field
reconnaissance did not identify any bicycle or pedestrian facilities within or adjacent to the Project Study Area.
Increased traffic diverting to avoid the tolls is not anticipated to interfere or impact the safety or mobility of
bicyclists and pedestrians along these routes. The 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Diversion Route Traffic Evaluation
report, February 2022, is included in the project technical files and is incorporated by reference to this EA.

Will the project have a positive impact to the public facilities and services ® Yes _'No

listed above?

The proposed bridge replacement project will maintain a reliable crossing over SR 4005 and Canoe Creek, while
also widening bridge curb- to-curb width and roadway shoulders, having a positive impact to public facilities and
services.

COMMUNITY COHESION
Will the project induce impacts to community cohesion? Z'Yes ® No

Will the project induce impacts to the local tax base or property values? ' Yes ® No

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE (See Chapter 6 of this EA)
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITIONS OR DISPLACEMENTS OF PEOPLE, BUSINESSES OR FARMS

How many parcels require right-of-way acquisition, either partial or total? 4 parcels

The P3 development entity will be responsible for final design of the diversion route traffic improvements. If
area is required outside of Commonwealth-owned existing legal ROW for construction of the traffic
improvements, the P3 development entity is required to coordinate with PennDOT to determine necessary NEPA
Reevaluation studies and documentation (Chapter 7, Environmental Commitments and Mitigation).

Describe the extent and locations of acquisitions. Indicate for each acquisition whether it is temporary or
permanent.
All ROW acquisition is expected to be sliver takes or for purposes of Temporary Construction Easements (TCE)

except one take (0.28 acre) near the southeast quadrant of the EB bridge — no relocation or displacements.

Will the project require the relocation of people, businesses, or farms? ) Yes @ No
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Will the project induce impacts to economic activity, including employment gainsand losses? ' Yes ® No
Mitigation
Property acquisitions conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970, as amended; Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and the Pennsylvania
Eminent Domain Code of 1964.
e  While no residential relocations are anticipated, any individual or family displaced by the project would
be offered the full extent of benefits and payments.
e Provisions would be made to ensure that any person with a disability who is displaced is offered
replacement housing that meets any special needs. Based on current design plans, no displacements
are anticipated

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATING COSTS OF THE PROJECT AND RELATED FACILITIES

Will the project induce increases of operating or maintenance costs? Z'Yes ® No

AESTHETIC AND OTHER VALUES

Will the project be visually intrusive to the surrounding environment? ) Yes ® No

Will the project include "multiple use" opportunities? ) Yes ® No

Will the project involve "joint development” activities? Z'Yes ® No
4.8 Energy

Energy usage is generally a function of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (volume x distance traveled), speed, vehicle
mix, and congestion. Vehicles consume greater amounts of energy in congested, stop and go, and idling conditions.
Additional energy use is associated with lighting, and operations and maintenance activities. Indirect energy use
can be attributable to out-of-direction travel associated with toll diversion or detours for incidents, bridge
inspections, maintenance, and repairs. A Transportation Research Board study found that traffic congestion
typically led to an increase of fuel consumption on the order of 80 percent, and a study by Massachusetts Institute
of Technology (MIT) indicates that for congested traffic conditions, fuel consumption is up to 3.5 times higher than
in free-flowing traffic.

Absent traffic incidents, construction, or closing of lanes for maintenance activities and repairs, the interstate is
typically free flowing and relatively energy-efficient.

Under the no build alternative, more frequent inspections and more frequent maintenance and repairs would
result in lane closures and associated detours and congested conditions leading to higher energy expenditures.
Should the bridge have to be weight-posted or closed, the associated detours would result in longer travel routes,
congestion, and higher expenditures of energy.

The build alternative would require expenditures of energy for the construction of the project but would result in
a new bridge requiring less frequent inspections and maintenance/repairs. The cashless tolling facility will record
vehicles as they pass under the gantry sensor and will not require drivers to stop or slow to pay a toll, and therefore
would not result in increased energy expenditure. Proposed tolls assessed on the bridge would cause some traffic
to divert, which would increase the VMT for those diverting drivers and increase energy use. However, traffic
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modeling conducted for the bridge project predicts that only 5% of traffic is anticipated to divert, a relatively small
percentage of the overall traffic.

49  Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects include “the proposed project’s direct and indirect effects in combination with the effects
due to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities or actions of Federal, non-federal, public, and
private entities” (PennDOT 2008). This analysis was conducted in accordance with Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation (PennDOT) Publication 640 Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Desk Reference (PennDOT,
March 2008). No significant cumulative effects resulting from this project together with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions were identified.

The first step in performing the cumulative effects analysis is to identify which resources to consider in the
analysis. The no-build alternative would not contribute to cumulative effects and is not discussed. Cumulative
effects are considered only for resources with a direct or indirect effect from the I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
Replacement Project. Resources not evaluated within this EA are not included in this cumulative effects analysis
because they are not present. Similarly, resources that are present, but not affected either directly or indirectly
by the proposed project, are also not included in the cumulative effects analysis. Because of the potential for
direct or indirect effects that could contribute to cumulative impacts, the following resources are evaluated:
streams, wetlands, vegetation, cultural resources, environmental justice, and indirect traffic effects.

4.9.1. Boundaries and Time Frame

Cumulative effects are considered within geographic boundaries that provide context to help understand the
health of the resource. The following summarizes the areas used in assessing cumulative effects on resources
impacted by the project:

e Aquatic Resources (streams, wetlands) — Canoe Creek watershed

e Vegetation — Project area municipalities

e Cultural Resources — Tippecanoe Furnace site

e Environmental Justice - A one-hour drive time from the bridge

e Indirect Traffic Impacts — Traffic Diversion Route Area
The time frame for analysis goes back to 1958, prior to the construction of the Canoe Creek bridges in 1966. The
following subsections provide information on the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future conditions
and provides context for understanding the potential cumulative effects.

4.9.2. Past

The Clarion County Association of Townships provides information for understanding the context of past
development in the area in which the project is located. The following is a synopsis of the pertinent history.
According to the book History of Clarion County, Pennsylvania (1887), provided on the Clarion County website:

Originally the land was covered with a heavy growth of oak timber. The principal part of the township
has been cleared, though a number of good tracts of timber yet remain. Much of the present standing
timber, however, is of second growth; the original forests having been cut off for charcoal.

The lands lying west of Canoe Creek produce fine crops of wheat, corn, and oats. This more than
ordinary yield of grain is not due to the natural fertility of the soil, but rather to the energy of the
thrifty land owners, who have made a special effort to fertilize their farms. East of this creek are
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some good farms; the enterprising land owners on that side having many more difficulties to contend
with in procuring fertilizers than their more favored neighbors to the west of them.

The principal productions of Beaver are the usual farm products, petroleum, coal, ore, limestone, and
lumber. In early days when the iron industry was the principal industry of the county, large quantities
of iron ore were mined. When the iron excitement died away the people generally gave their
attention to farming, but little progress was marked for a number of years. In 1865 the production
of oil at Deer Creek introduced a new element into the commerce of the township. But as the field
was soon abandoned, this element had little influence on the wealth or progress of the people, till
the developments in the western part of the township, which began in 1872. The excitement ran high
for about six years; probably being at its zenith in 1877. The production was large. Many land owners
became wealthy from the oil produced on their farms. At present the yield of oil is somewhat limited.
Since the oil excitement has subsided the farmers seem to vie with each other in the improvement of
their lands.

Furnaces. — There were four furnaces in the township — Jefferson, Eagle, Beaver, and Tippecanoe.
Beaver was the first. It was erected in 1837 by Leonard & Sample. Jefferson was erected in 1839 by
Plummer & Co. Eagle was erected by Curll, Kribbs & Co., and Tippecanoe by Black & Maxwell.
Jefferson was called the “Quaking Asp Furnace.” Being in a hurry to get the furnace in blast the stack
was surrounded by a temporary wall of quaking asp poles filled in with clay. The iron from these
furnaces was boated to Pittsburgh on the Clarion and Allegheny Rivers.

The aerial photograph from 1958 (Figure 5 — 1958 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area) shows the project
area before the 1-80, and therefore the bridges, were constructed. As can be seen in the photo, the area around
Canoe Creek bridges where the bridge replacements would occur, is rural and relatively undeveloped. Similarly,
the diversion route through Elk City, Knox, and Wentlings Corners is largely undeveloped. Tippecanoe Road,
which is located north of the Canoe Creek bridges and is part of the diversion route, is present at this time.

The aerial photograph from 1968 (Figure 6 — 1968 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area) depicts I-80 2 years
after construction, with the Canoe Creek bridges in the lower left corner of the photo. The areas adjacent to I-80
are not fully vegetated. The surrounding area continues to be shown as rural, with large tracks of woodland
intermixed with some agricultural land use.

By 1994, additional streets are shown in the area of Knox, there is a smaller tract of woodland (although a
significant amount still exists), and there continues to be a large amount of agricultural land use in the vicinity
(Figure 7 — 1994 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area). Wentlings Corners has now been developed adjacent
to the 1-80/Canoe Ripple Road Interchange, including the Wolf’s Camping Resort, northeast of the interchange.

The current aerial photograph of the area, taken in 2019 (Figure 8 — 2019 Aerial Photograph of the Project
Area), is largely the same as in 1994. An exact account of what resources were impacted over the study
timeframe to the present is not easily discernible from aerial photography. However, it does appear that the
river itself (and associated floodplains) is largely similar from the 1958 aerial to the current (2019) aerial.
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Figure 5 — 1958 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area
Source: Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator, Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator and Download Tool (psu.edu), accessed March 2021
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Figure 6 — 1968 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area
Source: Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator, Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator and Download Tool (psu.edu), accessed March 2021
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Figure 7 — 1994 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area
Source: Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator, Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator and Download Tool (psu.edu), accessed March 2021
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Figure 8 — 2019 Aerial Photograph of the Project Area
Source: Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator, Pennsylvania Imagery Navigator and Download Tool (psu.edu), accessed March 2021




4.9.3. Present

Current conditions of each resource are summarized below. Details are described in the corresponding affected
environment sections in Chapter 4 of this EA and in technical reports cited in those sections—details are not
repeated here

Streams, Rivers, and Watercourses: Field investigations conducted on September 24, 2019; September 26,
2019; April 6, 2021; and April 7, 2021, identified 20 jurisdictional watercourses within the project study area.
These streams included Canoe Creek and unnamed tributaries to Canoe Creek. The Pennsylvania Code Title 25,
Chapter 93 Water Quality Standards, identifies that the management designation for Canoe Creek is High
Quality-Cold Water Fishes (HQ-CWF). All unnamed tributaries to Canoe Creek also carry the same management
designation as Canoe Creek.

Wetlands: Field investigations conducted on September 24, 2019; September 26, 2019; April 6, 2021; and April
7, 2021, identified and delineated 18 wetlands within the project study area. All wetlands were classified as PEM
wetlands. Field investigations were conducted in accordance with the methodology described in the USACE
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (Technical Report Y-81-1) and Regional Supplement to the
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Eastern Mountains and Piedmont Region (Version 2.0), the
PADEP Chapter 105 regulations, Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act, and PennDOT Publication No. 325.

Vegetation: Vegetation within the project corridor consists primarily of herbaceous rangeland, deciduous forest
land, and roadside vegetation along I-80. Permanent and temporary impacts will occur to the project corridor
vegetation from construction of project improvements. This includes roadside vegetation as well as land below
and adjacent to the I-80 bridges for crane placement and other construction vehicle access.

Cultural Resources: One previously recorded historic industrial site, 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace, was
identified in the field via pedestrian survey. The 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace site is located almost entirely
within existing PennDOT ROW; however, during construction, the furnace remains will be fenced off and
avoided. Any intact soils at the site or in the immediate vicinity will either be fenced off and avoided or
protected using geotextile and the appropriate amount of fill.

Of the areas with intact soils, there are two areas, designated Area A and Area B, that will be impacted and were
deemed to contain intact soils with archaeological potential. A Phase | survey consisting of sub-surface
excavation was conducted within these areas. One previously unrecorded site with pre-contact and historic
components, 36CL0211 Edenburg Well, was identified. However, the portion of the site within the APE does not
contribute to the site’s overall eligibility. During construction, in order to prevent inadvertent disturbance, the
portion of the site beyond the APE will be fenced off and avoided.

Environmental Justice: The minority population within a one-hour drive of the bridge is 7.4 percent, well below
that of Ohio’s at 21.1 percent and Pennsylvania’s at 23.6 percent. Those persons living below the poverty level
are 13 percent, higher than that of Pennsylvania at 12 percent but lower than that of Ohio at 13.6 percent.

Indirect Traffic Impacts: With the introduction of tolls on the Canoe Creek Bridge, there is potential for traffic to
divert off 1-80 to avoid paying the tolls. A primary diversion route consisting of SR 66, SR 322, SR 208, SR 338, and
SR 3007 was identified. Traffic modeling indicated that with bi-directional tolling, approximately 615 EB vehicles
and 644 WB vehicles would divert from 1-80 onto this primary diversion route daily.
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4.9.4. Future

This section identifies reasonably foreseeable future actions anticipated to occur over a 30-year period (the
anticipated length that tolls will be in place).

Growth Trends: The project is not anticipated to result in substantial project-related growth, so no substantial
indirect effects or induced growth are expected. Growth or land use changes in the project area are mostly
related to preservation of existing infrastructure and would not be caused by the project.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions (RFFAs): Two transportation projects that are programmed to be
completed within the indirect study area of the Canoe Creek bridges were evaluated for potential contributions
to cumulative impacts. Notable improvements from the PennDOT 12-year Transportation Improvement Program
include the projects listed in Table 4.

Table 4
Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Projects
Locale Name Land Use Description
Route 79 in District 10 Guiderail Upgrade of Guiderail End Treatments to Manual for Assessing
Cranberry Interstate Improvement | Safety Hardware compliance along 1-79 from 0.2 mile south of
Township Guiderail Exit 76 north to 0.3 mile north of Exit 88 in Cranberry and

Jackson Townships, Butler Co, and 1-80 from 0.3 mile west of
Exit 42 west to 0.2 mile west of Exit 105.

1-80 Clarion Bridge Bridge preservation project including epoxy overlay of bridge
County Preservation decks and the repair of the approaches on the I-80 Beaver
Bridge Creek Structure EB and the WB far approach to the 1-80 Clarion
Preservation River Structure.

The project team coordinated with Clarion County and Beaver Township to identify anticipated land
development projects in the project area vicinity that could contribute to cumulative impacts. No potential
future developments were identified.

As previously mentioned, the traffic modeling completed for the project was based on the approved traffic
model, which incorporates approved land uses and zoning densities. This means that the anticipated traffic
generated by potential development is already accounted for in the traffic forecast for the project area.
Therefore, the noise, air quality, and other traffic-related cumulative impacts are incorporated into the traffic
model and are described in the respective sections of this EA if applicable.

4.9.5. Cumulative Effects Summary

This section presents the cumulative effects analysis of the project on each evaluated resource when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The analysis identifies whether the cumulative
impacts would be significant. Table 2, at the end of this section, shows the effects of past actions combined with
present conditions, the proposed action, and reasonably foreseeable projects/actions in the cumulative effects
study area. The final column presents the cumulative impacts of this project and a finding of significance related
to the cumulative effects for each examined resource category. No significant cumulative effects resulting from
this project are identified.

Waterways: The project will cause approximately 1,954 linear feet of permanent stream impacts. Of the total
permanent impacts, 160 linear feet will be to Canoe Creek, while the remaining impacts are to unnamed
tributaries. The impacts would be mitigated for on-site through streambank stabilization, enhanced floodplain
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connectivity, riparian buffer improvements, and flow diversity. Stream banking credits would also be purchased
to mitigate for the permanent stream impacts to account for the impacts that would not be able to be mitigated
on-site due to available space within the project boundaries. There are no other known projects that would have
an effect on Canoe Creek. Significant cumulative effects to waterways are not anticipated.

Wetlands: Field investigations identified 18 wetlands within the project study area. All wetlands were classified
as PEM wetlands. There will be approximately 0.085 acre of permanent wetland impacts and 0.36 acre of
temporary wetland impacts. Mitigation would occur through the purchase of credits at the PennDOT Clarion
County Wetland Bank Site. There are no other known projects that would impact wetlands within the vicinity.
There are sufficient credits available from wetland banks and/or areas where wetland replacement sites can be
constructed to mitigate any potential effects. Significant cumulative effects to wetlands are not anticipated.

Vegetation: Vegetation within the project corridor consists primarily of herbaceous rangeland, deciduous forest
land, and roadside vegetation along I-80. Invasive species were noted during field delineation of wetlands and
streams. The following invasive species were observed: multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), autumn olive
(Elaeagnus umbellate), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), and common
reed (Phragmites australis). Permanent and temporary impacts will occur to the project corridor vegetation to
construct project improvements. This includes roadside vegetation as well as land below and adjacent to the I-80
bridges for crane placement and other construction vehicle access. Revegetation of impacted areas will be
implemented through the erosion and sediment control plan. Prior to completion of construction, all remaining
areas of earth disturbance will be restored by reseeding with standard PennDOT seed formulas. These seed
formulas may contain native plant species but will avoid those plant species that are listed on the Noxious Weed
Control List. Significant cumulative impacts are not expected, as there are no other known projects that would
have an impact on vegetation.

Cultural Resources: One previous recorded historic industrial site, 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace, was relocated
via pedestrian survey. The 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace site is located almost entirely within existing PennDOT
ROW; however, during construction, the furnace remains will be fenced off and avoided. Any intact soils at the
site or in the immediate vicinity will be either fenced off and avoided or protected using geotextile and the
appropriate amount of fill.

Of the areas with intact soils, there are two areas, designated Area A and Area B, that will be impacted and were
deemed to contain intact soils with archaeological potential. A Phase | survey consisting of sub-surface
excavation was conducted within these areas. One previously unrecorded site with pre-contact and historic
components, 36CL0211 Edenburg Well, identified. However, the portion of the site within the APE does not
contribute to the site’s overall eligibility. During construction, in order to prevent inadvertent disturbance, the
portion of the site beyond the APE will be fenced off and avoided. The Tippecanoe Furnace is located almost
entirely within the PennDOT ROW and therefore is unlikely to be disturbed by any known projects. Significant
cumulative effects to cultural resources are not anticipated.

Environmental Justice: Potential implementation of a toll would affect all bridge users regardless of income and
minority status. Because tolls would comprise a larger percentage of a low-income bridge user's income, tolls
would have a greater effect on these users, particularly if they depend on the bridge for daily travel to work or
other destinations. Due to the availability of the diversion route and the discount program offered under the
PennDOT tolling policy, the effects on low-income travel patterns would be minimal and would not constitute an
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adverse impact on low-income or minority populations. Significant cumulative effects to environmental justice
populations are not anticipated.

Indirect Traffic Impacts: Based upon the field investigation, stakeholder input, and traffic analysis, potential
traffic and roadway issues were identified along the primary diversion route, including one congested
intersection, pedestrian and bike safety, truck turning and speeds, and potential crashes. To address the issues
at select locations, PennDOT will construct intersection safety and signal improvements, repave, and conduct
additional “before and after” traffic studies as part of the project. Projects identified in Table 1 would not
contribute to cumulative effects. Significant cumulative from indirect traffic diversion are not anticipated.
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Table 5

Potential Cumulative Impacts

Topic Past Actions/Impacts Present Conditions RFFA Impacts Summary

Waterways Canoe Creek has been Canoe Creek and tributaries are HQ- | Identified RFFAs are | On-site mitigation will minimize
bridged since 1966. Past CWEF and are identified as both a not anticipated to the impacts to Canoe Creek from
construction activities “Stocked Trout Water” and a “Wild | affect the creek and | the project. RFFAs are not
impacted the creek. Trout Water” by the PFBC. its tributaries. expected to contribute to

Permanent impacts from the project cumulative impacts.
will be mitigated through on-site

enhancement and the purchase of

stream mitigation credits.

Wetlands Past wetland impacts Little development pressure occurs, | ldentified RFFAs are | Project wetland impacts will be
from the highway and few if any recent wetland not anticipated to mitigated by debit from
development occurred impacts have occurred because affect wetlands. PennDOT’s Clarion County
during construction. development pressure is so low. Wetland Bank Site. RFFAs are not
Impacts from farming expected to contribute to
date to prior to cumulative impacts.
construction of the bridge
in 1966.

Vegetation Invasive plant species Herbaceous rangeland, deciduous Identified RFFAs are | Impacted areas will be

have likely been present
within the area since
European settlement.
Impacts likely increased as
development increased.

forest land, and roadside vegetation
are present along the project
corridor. Invasive species were
noted during field delineation of
wetlands and streams. The
following invasive species were
observed: multiflora rose (Rosa
multiflora), autumn olive (Elaeagnus
umbellate), Canada thistle (Cirsium
arvense), reed canary grass (Phalaris
arundinacea), and common reed
(Phragmites australis).

not anticipated to
affect vegetation.

revegetated with non-invasive
vegetation, per the erosion and
sediment control plan. Prior to
completion of construction, all
remaining areas of earth
disturbance will be restored by
reseeding. RFFAs are not
expected to contribute to
cumulative impacts.
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Topic Past Actions/Impacts Present Conditions RFFA Impacts Summary
Cultural The original construction One previously recorded historic Identified RFFAs are | The Tippecanoe Furnace is
Resources of 1-80 and the Canoe industrial site, 36CL0198 not anticipated to located almost entirely within

Creek Bridges likely was
within the vicinity of the
Tippecanoe Furnace.

Tippecanoe Furnace, was relocated
via pedestrian survey. The site is
located almost entirely within
existing PennDOT ROW; however,
during construction, the furnace
remains will be fenced off and
avoided.

affect cultural
resources.

the PennDOT ROW and
therefore is unlikely to be
disturbed by any RFFA projects.
During construction, the furnace
remains will be fenced off and
avoided.

Environmental
Justice

Past settlement patterns
have resulted in a study
area population with 7.4%
minorities and 13 percent
living below the poverty
level compared to
statewide statistics of
23.6% and 12%,
respectively.

The 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges
Project would not result in
disproportionately high and adverse
effects on low-income and minority
populations because no adverse
effects would result from project
implementation.

Identified RFFAs are
not anticipated to
contribute to
environmental
justice effects.

The project is not expected to
result in disproportionately high
and adverse effects on low-
income and minority
populations. RFFA’s are not
anticipated to contribute to
environmental justice effects.

Indirect Traffic
Impacts

Bypass routes have been
in place since I-80 was
built. Traffic generally has
been local and low-
volume on diversion
routes in the past.

Traffic on potential bypass routes
has been low. Diversion traffic could
contribute to some congestion and
safety issues, but improvements are
proposed as part of the project to
minimize these effects.

RFFAs do not
contribute to
indirect traffic
impacts.

The project diversion route
improvements will minimize
adverse effects of diversion
route traffic and RFFAs do not
contribute to cumulative effects.

In summary, no significant cumulative effects resulting from this project together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions

were identified.
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4.10 Permits Checklist

[ No Permits Required
United States Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 and/or Section 10 Permit

] Individual 1 Nationwide PASPGP

DEP Waterway Encroachment (105) Permit

Standard [ Small Project ] General [ Other

DEP 401 Water Quality Certification
(] Coast Guard Permit
NPDES Permit

J General Individual ] Exempt

] Other Permits

Remarks, Footnotes, Supplemental Data

Permit applications have been submitted to permitting agencies. Permit applications did not include the toll
facility. The P3 Development Entity will be required to amend the permits as appropriate to include additional
impacted areas and/or aquatic resources due to the addition of the toll facility.

Permit conditions will be added to ECMTS as mitigation commitments.
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5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Plans Display

Public Officials Meetings

Public Meetings

Public Hearing

Special Purpose Meetings (specify)

[ Section 106 Public Involvement / Consulting Parties
(specify)

[] Section 106 Tribal Consultation
(specify Tribe(s) contacted and Tribal response)

Environmental Justice Community Involvement

[J Other information dissemination activities (specify)

Commitment for Further Public Involvement

Supporting documentation for
Chapter 5 includes:

e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Project
Public Meeting Summary
(September 2019)

e |-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Project
Virtual Public Meeting
(November 1 to December 1,
2021)

e |-80 Canoe Creek Public Meeting
Summary (January 2022)

Comments

See Remarks

See Remarks

See Remarks

A Hearing will be held.

Diversion Route Workshop
11/1/2021, see Remarks

Knowledgeable Parties emails
and flyers, see Remarks

The contractor will continue to

coordinate with local municipalities

and the public.
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Remarks

A Public Officials /Public Plans Display meeting was held September 5, 2019 at the Knox Volunteer Fire Company,
Knox, PA. The Public Officials Meeting was held from 4:00-5:00 PM, followed by the general public meeting from
5:30-7:30 PM. The project team was available to describe the project including scope of work, construction

sequence, traffic control, and bridge construction techniques, and answer questions. Display boards were
provided, and comments requested.

Public outreach activities were conducted beginning in November 2020 for the PennDOT Pathways program
under an Alternative Funding PEL Study. After the CE for the I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges project was approved, the
project was identified as a candidate for bridge tolling through PennDOT Pathways Program: The Major Bridge

P3 Initiative in February 2021. Additional public outreach effort was conducted for the I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges

project.

Prior to

Project information was posted on a project-specific website in February 2021 at
https://www.penndot.pa.gov/RegionalOffices/district-10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Pages/I|-
80-Canoe-Creek.aspx

A diversion route workshop was conducted on July 26, 2021 to gather additional information regarding
potential issues along the diversion routes.

The diversion route workshop attendees were invited to attend a follow-up briefing on November 1,
2021, to review the proposed diversion route improvements included in the public meeting materials.
A project-specific virtual public meeting was held from November 1, 2021 to December 1, 2021. The
online meeting was comprised of text, graphics and videos that provided a project overview and
explained the project purpose and need, project design, proposed funding, traffic studies and associated
diversion route improvements, environmental studies, comment process and next steps. The online
meeting website provided a comment form that allowed individuals to submit their comments directly
within the virtual public meeting. The website also noted other ways in which comments could be
submitted, including the comment form on the general project website, project phone number, project
email and a physical mailing address.

An in-person public open house was held on Monday November 8, 2021 at Keystone Elementary School
in Knox, PA. At the in-person public open house display boards were provided for project purpose and
need, project design, proposed funding, traffic studies and associated diversion route improvements,
environmental studies, and schedule. Comment forms were provided for individuals to submit their
comment while in attendance or at their convenience. While the comment period for the public meeting
has closed, the online meeting materials are available for reference via the project website. In-person
meeting materials were printed versions of the online content. Public involvement documentation is
located in the project's technical file.

and during the public comment period for the second public meeting, the project team executed several

outreach strategies to maximize public participation at the public meeting or online consultation of the Virtual

Public Meeting on project website. The outreach activities are listed in Table 6.
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Table 6

Public Outreach Activities for Public Meeting

Outreach Type Number of Type of Recipients Date Sent
Recipients
Virtual Public N/A -General Public via Launched
Meeting Website https://www.penndot.pa.gov/Regional Offices/district{11/1/21
10/ConstructionsProjectsAndRoadwork/Pages/I-80-
North-Fork-Bridges-VPM.aspx
Postcard 4,438 - General Public Mailed week
- Mailed via Every Door Direct Mail Service of 10/25/21
- Sent to all postal routes within the direct project
area and along the diversion route.
Legal Ad Print circulation|- General Public Ran
approx. 6,800 |- Placed in The Clarion News 10/21/21
Stakeholder & 148 - Key stakeholders, legislators and those who 11/1/21
Public Mailing List requested to be put on the project’s mailing list.
Email - Email with information about the virtual public
meeting and in-person open house.
Knowledgeable 8 - Knowledgeable parties identified in environmental {11/1/21
Parties Email & justice analysis
Flyer - Email with information about virtual and in-person
meetings, along with a flyer to be distributed in the
community and copies of social media art for sharing
News Release N/A - Sent to area media to distribute via news stories and [11/1/21
calendars of events for the general public.
Public Officials N/A - Invited public officials to a pre-launch briefing to get |11/1/21 at
Briefing a first look at the materials to launch in the virtual 9:30 a.m.
public meeting
Social Media Posts | 23,516 people |- Social media posts on PennDOT social media 11/1/21,
reached regarding how to participate in the public meeting 11/8/21,
and comment period 11/29/21
- 257 engagements across three posts

The I-80 Canoe Creek Environmental Justice Analysis, February 2022, and the I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Diversion
Route Traffic Evaluation, February 2022, are included in the project technical files and incorporated by reference

to this EA. Public involvement documentation is located in the project technical files.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTALJUSTICE Supporting documentation for

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994), directs federal

Chapter 6 includes:
e [-80 Canoe Creek
Environmental Justice

agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high Analysis (February 2022)

and adverse human health or environmental effects of programs, policies,

and activities on minority and low-income populations. To achieve effective and equitable decision-making, the

U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) identifies three fundamental principles of environmental justice to

consider in all USDOT programs, policies, and activities:

To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental
effects, including social and economic effects, on environmental justice communities of concern.

To ensure the opportunity for full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process.

To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or substantial delay in the receipt of benefits by any
environmental justice community of concern.

The I-80 Canoe Creek Environmental Justice Analysis, February 2022, is included in the project technical files and is

incorporated by reference to this summary.

The Environmental Justice analysis for the project was performed by completing the following process:

Step 1: Define the Study Area. Consistent with NEPA practices, identify the reasonable and logical
boundaries by considering the potential for direct and indirect impacts related to the implementation
of the toll and increased traffic on routes that may be used to avoid the toll.

Step 2: Identify Low-income and Minority Populations. Collect recent data on race, color, national
origin, income, tribal governments, and seasonal and migrant workers in the study area, and apply
FHWA and PennDOT methodology to identify low-income and minority populations.

Step 3: Solicit Input from Low-income and Minority Populations. Using PennDOT’s Public Involvement
Handbook and other environmental justice outreach guidance, identify appropriate outreach
techniques. Through targeted outreach to potentially affected low-income and minority populations,
identify transportation needs and concerns about the project to inform Steps 4, 5, and 6.

Step 4: Evaluate Adverse and Beneficial Effects. Analyze whether the project would create impacts to
communities or populations in the near, medium, or long term. Then, with input from the community,
assess whether the impacts are adverse, beneficial, or both.

Step 5: Identify Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects. Determine whether adverse effects are
predominately borne by low-income persons and minorities, and if these effects are more or greater
than those effects borne by the general population.

Step 6. Evaluate Mitigation Measures. If adverse effects would be predominately borne by low-
income and minority populations and are more or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that
would be suffered by the general population, consult with the community to identify measures to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate the impacts. Determine whether the mitigation measures are practical.
Practical mitigation measures are those that are: effective and do not create other adverse effects that
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are more severe; feasible in terms of implementation and operation; and cost effective, while
maintaining the financial viability of the project.

e Step 7: Re-evaluate Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects and Document Decision. If practical
mitigation measures have been identified, re-evaluate whether adverse effects borne by low-income
and minority populations are appreciably more severe or greater than those effects borne by non-
environmental justice populations.

As a result of the PEL Study, PennDOT developed a plan for implementation, which identified alternative bridge
funding as an immediately needed priority and bridge tolling as the reasonable means for financing priority
bridge improvements. PennDOT began engaging the community, stakeholders, and legislators in the Pathways
Program’s Major Bridge P3 Initiative, which included announcing nine interstate bridges as candidates for tolling
in February 2021, including the 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges. Early outreach activities for the 1-80 Canoe Creek
Bridges project included: a public engagement program conducted throughout the PEL process; targeted
outreach to knowledgeable parties; a traffic diversion route workshop; targeted outreach to low-income and
minority populations in the Canoe Creek Regional Study Area; on-demand public meetings (virtual) over a 30-day
period between November 1 and December 1, 2021; and an in-person meeting held on November 8, 2021 at
Keystone Elementary School.

Potential implementation of a toll would affect all bridge users regardless of income and minority status.
Because tolls would comprise a larger percentage of a low-income bridge user's income, tolls would have a
greater effect on these users, particularly if they depend on the bridge for daily travel to work or other
destinations. As a result, and in keeping with other Department of Human Services (DHS) financial assistance
programs offered in Pennsylvania (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Medicaid, Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)), PennDOT is proposing to offer toll-free bridge access to low-income
persons qualifying for one or more of these DHS programs. The DHS financial assistance programs use a
progressive income limit based on the number of people in a household (equivalent to approximately $35,000
for a family of four, but it varies slightly by DHS program). Individuals who qualify for toll-free bridge access
would be able to select one toll bridge from the Major Bridge P3 Initiative to apply these benefits. Because of
their proximity, the Canoe Creek and North Fork bridges could be selected as “one bridge.” PennDOT's tolling
policy would also include toll-free bridge access for emergency vehicles and emergency medical service
volunteers when responding to emergencies.

As a result of this analysis and associated outreach effort, no disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-
income or minority populations have been identified for the 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Project since adverse
effects to these populations are not anticipated as a result of the project and/or tolling implementation.
Considering the availability of acceptable options for toll avoidance, PennDOT’s toll policy that offers a toll-free
ride for low-income drivers and others who meet the eligibility criteria, and a diversion route that has the
capacity to accommodate projected traffic increases, with minor improvements proposed, adverse
socioeconomic effects on low-income and minority populations would be minimized.

Additionally, PennDOT commits to:

e Reassess the low-income toll program 5 years after substantial completion of the project. The purpose
of this reassessment will be to determine the effectiveness of the low-income toll program for
reducing the burden of tolls on low-income households and, depending upon the outcome of the
reassessment, identify alternative solutions for reducing the burden on low-income households.
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e Perform a before and after study on the primary diversion route to identify if additional traffic and/or
safety improvements are needed to mitigate the effects of the toll.

As a result, evaluation of additional mitigation measures to off-set adverse effects and the re-evaluation of
disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income and minority populations is not warranted.
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS AND MITIGATION

The mitigation measures summarized in this section shall be incorporated into the project's design documents. In
order to track and transfer mitigation commitments through the project development process, Environmental
Commitments & Mitigation Tracking System (ECMTS) documentation shall be prepared and submitted through the
appropriate channels as the project moves through Final Design and Construction.

Impacts and mitigation commitments are based on Preliminary Design and may change as the project moves
through Final Design and Construction. Final design information and final mitigation commitments will be included
in the ECMTS documentation.

STREAMS
Permanent Stream Impacts: 1,954 linear feet
Proposed Project Specific Restoration/Enhancement: 670 linear feet

Advanced Compensation/Banking: 95 linear feet

Mitigation Remarks:
Proposed stream mitigation will be accomplished both on-site and off-site. On-site mitigation will include
channel relocation with stream improvements such as streambank stabilization, enhanced floodplain
connectivity, riparian buffer improvements, and flow diversity. In addition to the on-site stream
mitigation, stream banking credits have been purchased from an accredited stream mitigation bank to
account for impacts that could not be made up on-site due to the location and available reclamation
space within the project boundaries.
Stream mitigation plans are included in the waterway permit application for the project. The details of
mitigation have been determined through consultation with permitting agencies.

WETLANDS

Permanent Wetland Impacts: 0.085 acre

Project Specific Replacement/Construction: 0 acres
Banking: 0.085 acre
Bank to be Debited: PennDOT's Clarion County Wetland Bank Site

Mitigation Remarks:

e Permanent impacts to wetlands will be mitigated by utilizing credits from PennDOT's Clarion

County Wetland Bank Site.

e Wetlands within the project study area not impacted by the project will be delineated with
protective orange construction fence.

e Upon completion of construction, all temporarily impacted wetlands will be restored and
reseeded.

COMMITMENTS FOR FURTHER PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
The contractor will continue to coordinate with local municipalities and the public.

VEGETATION

In accordance with PennDOT's invasive species guidance (Publication 756, 2014), care will be taken not to
transplant roots or seeds of noted invasive, non-native plants during earth moving operations. Re-vegetation
of impacted areas will be implemented through the E&S plan. Prior to completion of construction, all
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remaining areas of earth disturbance will be restored by re-seeding with standard PennDOT seed formulas.
These seed formulas may contain native plant species; but per Executive Order 13112, will avoid those plant
species that are listed on the Noxious Weed Control List.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

One previous recorded historic industrial site, 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace was re-located via pedestrian
survey. The 36CL0198 Tippecanoe Furnace site is located almost entirely within Commonwealth-owned existing
ROW; however, during construction the furnace remains will be fenced off and avoided. Any intact soils at the
site or in the immediate vicinity will either be fenced off and avoided or protected using geotextile and the
appropriate amount of fill.

Of the areas with intact soils, there are two areas, designated Area A and Area B, that are going to be
impacted and were deemed to contain intact soils with archaeological potential. A Phase | survey consisting of
sub-surface excavation was conducted within these areas. One previously unrecorded site with pre-contact
and historic components, 36CL0211 Edenburg Well site identified.

However, the portion of the site within the APE does not contribute to the site’s overall eligibility. During
construction, in order to prevent inadvertent disturbance, the portion of the site beyond the APE will be
fenced off and avoided.

NON-RESOURCE SPECIFIC MITIGATION COMMITMENTS
e  PennDOT will offer toll-free bridge access to low-income persons qualifying for one or more DHS financial
assistance programs. Individuals who qualify for toll-free bridge access would be able to select one toll
bridge from the Major Bridge P3 Initiative to apply these benefits. PennDOT’s tolling policy would also
include a toll-free bridge access for emergency vehicles and emergency medical service volunteers when
responding to emergencies; and a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) discount program.

e PennDOT will reassess the low-income toll program 5 years after substantial completion of the project.
The purpose of this reassessment will be to determine the effectiveness of the low-income toll program
for reducing the burden of tolls on low-income households and, depending upon the outcome of the
reassessment, identify alternative solutions for reducing the burden on low-income households.

e PennDOT will conduct a before/after traffic study to evaluate actual toll diversion volumes and roadway
performance to evaluate actual volumes, including truck traffic, compare it to the projections in the 1-80
Canoe Creek Bridges Diversion Route Traffic Evaluation, if appropriate, identify and evaluate additional
mitigation measures. This study will identify if additional traffic and/or safety improvements are needed
to mitigate the effects of the toll.

e NPDES and Joint Permit Applications did not include the toll facility. The P3 Development Entity will be
required to amend the permits as appropriate to include additional impacted areas and/or aquatic
resources due to the addition of the toll facility.

e  When approved, the permit conditions will be added to ECMTS as mitigation commitments.

o If the P3 Development Entity requires area outside of the Project PSA delineated in this EA, including the
Original PSA and Expanded PSA which includes the areas delineated for the proposed diversion route
improvements, the P3 Development Entity is required to coordinate with PennDOT to determine
necessary NEPA Reevaluation studies and documentation.
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This NEPA Reevaluation may include but not be limited to:
- Delineation of aquatic resources in accordance with USACE protocol;
« Phase | ESA or Environmental Due Diligence (EDD) statement;
« PNDI review and coordination with resource protection agencies;
« Section 106 Consultation; and

« Public outreach.
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Appendix A
Engineering Information



Project Identification

Originating Office: District 10-0

Federal Project Number: N/A
Township/Municipality: Beaver Township

Local Name: 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges

Limits of Work (Segment/Offset)

Start: End:
0534/2517 0570/1477
0541/0578 0565/1556

Total Length: 13,558 EB; 13,507 WB ft

Date of First Federal Authorization for Preliminary Engineering:

Construction Stations

Start:
221+00 EB
220+00 WB

Date of Federal Authorization Time Extension(s) for Preliminary Engineering (if applicable):

Date: 04/17/20

End:
356+58 EB
355+07 WB

12/28/2016

N/A



Design Criteria

Roadway Description: SR 0080

Functional Classification: Freeways/Interstates [J urban Rural

Current ADT: 30,075 (2025)

Design Year No-Build ADT: N/A Current LOS: N/A
Design Year Build ADT: 44,254 (2045) Design Year Build LOS: N/A
DHV: 3133 Truck %: 44 D (Directional Distribution) %: 53

Design Speed: 75 mi/h Posted Speed: 70 mi/h

Required Minimum Widths
Lane Width: 12 ft Shoulder Width: 12 RT/8 LT ft

Design Exception Required? ) Yes [® No
Typology: Limited Access Freeway — Rural Interstate

Topography: ' Level ® Rolling ‘_! Mountainous

Proposed Design Criteria: New and Reconstruction

Traffic Control Measures

The following traffic control measures will be implemented:
[ Temporary Bridge(s)
[ Temporary Roadway
Detour
[JRrRamp Closure
Other (specify)
[INone

Other Description: Use of Crossovers
Provisions for access by local traffic will be made and so posted.
Through-traffic dependent business will not be adversely affected.

There will be no interference with any local special event or festival.

Bridge Curb-to-Curb: 56 ft

(® True _ False

® True _ False

(® True _'False

There will be no substantial environmental consequences associated with the traffic control measure(s). ® True (' False

There is no substantial controversy associated with the trafficcontrol measure(s).

There are no substantial impacts to bicycle or pedestrian routes.

® True _ False

(® True _ False



Approximate length of planned detour: 13.5 Detour Map

Make the selection that best describes the planned detour:
() Detour will use local roads with no improvements.

i) Detour will involve improvements to local roads with no resulting impacts on safety or the environment.
() Detour will involve improvements to local roads and will impact safety and/or the environment.
() Detour will use only state owned roads.

Describe impacts

Detour is for SR 4005 and will only be short-term events as required for Structure removal and erection.

Estimated Costs

Engineering: $ 7,592,000 Right-of-Way: $ 90,000 Construction: $ 123,807,000 Utilities: $ 200,000



I-80 Canoe Creek Bridges Eastbound and Westbound Replacement

SR 0080 over Canoe Creek and Tippecanoe Road
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Roadway

Roadway Description
Interstate 80

Existing Proposed
Number of Lanes: 2 2
Lane Width: 12 ft 12 ft
Shoulder Width: 8RT/4LTHt 12RT/8LTft
Median Width: varies ft varies ft
Sidewalk Width: 0 ft 0 ft
Bicycle Lane Width: 0 ft 0 ft

Clear Zone Width: 32 ft 32 ft



Structure

BMS Number: 16-0080-0550-0825 BRKEY: 10944

Description:
Structure crosses SR 4005 (Tippecanoe Road) and Canoe Creek

Existing Proposed

Structure Type: Girder-Floorbeam-Stringer Multi-Girder
Weight Restrictions: n/a ton n/a ton
Height Restrictions: nfa ft n/a ft

Curb to Curb Width: 321t 56 ft

Lane Width: 12 ft 12 ft
Shoulder Width: 41t 24/8 ft
Sidewalk Width: n/a ft n/a ft

Total Bridge Width*: 36.5ft 59.4 ft

*Total Bridge Width is measured from outside of barrier to outside of barrier, which should include sidewalks, when present.

Under Clearance: 100 ft 99.5 ft

Lateral Clearance: 52 ft 56.2 ft

Sufficiency Rating: 83.9

Structure Length: 115