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Exhibit 1.  Linear Feet of Pipelines/Powerlines Screening Data in Bar Graph Projection to Classify 
Most Beneficial Alternatives (1), Alternatives with Moderate Benefit (2), and Least Beneficial 
Alternatives (3) in comparison to Classifications using Quartile System (Q1, Q2, and Q3).  



Exhibit 3.  2042 Change in Area-Wide VHT Screening Data in Bar Graph Projection to Classify Most Beneficial 
Alternatives (1), Alternatives with Moderate Benefit (2), and Least Beneficial Alternatives (3) in comparison to 
Classifications using Quartile System (Q1, Q2, and Q3).  
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Exhibit 2.  2042 Bridge ADT Screening Data in Bar Graph Projection to Classify Most Beneficial Alternatives (1) and 
Alternatives with Moderate Benefit (2) in comparison to Classifications using Quartile System (Q1, Q2, and Q3).  
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Exhibit 4.  Potential Acreage of Wetlands Impacted Screening Data in Bar Graph Projection to Classify Most 
Beneficial Alternatives (1), Alternatives with Moderate Benefit (2), and Least Beneficial Alternatives (3) in 
comparison to Classifications using Quartile System (Q1, Q2, and Q3).  
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Exhibit 5.  Results of Public Preference of Preliminary Alternatives in Bar Graph Projection to Classify Most Beneficial Alternatives (1), Alternatives with Moderate 
Benefit (2), and Least Beneficial Alternatives (3) in comparison to Classifications using Quartile System (Q1, Q2, and Q3).  



 

 

ATTACHMENT 1 

Table 4-2.  MRB South GBR: LA 1 TO LA 30 Connector 

(SPN H.013284)  

Round 2 Preliminary Alternatives Screening 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Round 2 Preliminary Alternatives Screening Results 



 

 

TABLE 5-1 
DRAFT MRB SOUTH (SPN H.013284) ROUND 2 PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES SCREENING RESULTS 

ALTERNATIVES 

TRAFFIC PERMITTING PUBLIC COMMENT 

WEIGHTED 
AVERAGE 

(LOWER SCORES 
ARE BETTER) NUMBER OF VEHICLES PER DAY 

ON TOLLED BRIDGE IN 2042 
(ADT) 

CHANGE IN AREA-
WIDE TOTAL 

VEHICLE HOURS IN 
2042 (VHT) 

BRIDGE/ 
CONSTRUCTABILITY 

ISSUES1 

BRIDGE/ 
NAVIGATION 

ISSUES2 

PIPELINES/ 
POWER LINES 
(linear feet)3 

WETLANDS 
(acres)3 

PUBLIC/STAKEHOLDER 
OUTREACH4 

AM & PM 
Weight Factor Contribution 13% 20% 7% 7% 7% 13% 33%   

C-5-II 2 1 2 1 1 3 3 2.29 

C-6-III 1 1 2 2 1 3 2 1.86 

E-11-IV 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1.29 

F-12-IV 1 2 2 1 2 3 2 2.07 

F-13-IV 1 2 3 2 2 2 1 1.71 

F-14-V 1 2 3 2 2 2 1 1.71 

H-19-VII 2 3 2 1 3 2 1 2.00 

K-22-VII 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 2.50 

K-23-VII 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 2.29 

M-25-IX 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 2.29 
         

TABLE NOTES:         
ADT - Average Daily Traffic, VHT – Vehicle hours traveled     

  
Numbers are representative of the relative benefit or impact determined by graphing the quartile data provided in Table 4-2.  
Area-wide VHT in 2042 represents the combined total of the AM and PM results.      

  
Blue highlighted Alternatives are suggested as the best to advance.  

Explanation of Category Weighting:      
  

ADT: Important: alternatives that did not support enough traffic were already removed from further study.   
  

Area-wide VHT: Very important: the purpose is to provide for connectivity and the public will be more apt to use a route that does not measurably increase their travel times.   
Constructability: Somewhat important: all of the bridges will face constructability challenges due to scope and scale of the project.   

  
Navigation: Somewhat important: navigation stakeholder acceptance is required to obtain USCG permit to construct the project; all options currently acceptable.   
Pipelines/Powerlines: Somewhat important: impacts can be mitigated at relatively smaller costs compared to the overall project cost.   

  
Wetlands: Important: this is an important consideration to achieve environmental clearance to allow project construction.   

  
Public Outreach: Most important: public and stakeholder acceptance is the key to successful completion of the project.   

  
Essentially, each category (traffic, permitting, and public comment) represent a third each of the total weight and are colored consistent with the screening data tables using green, yellow, and red representing most to least benefit. 
         
FOOTNOTES:       

  
1 Constructability Issues are minor, moderate, or major (relative to the alternatives listed) and consider the number of piers in the water, complexity of span arrangements, temporary access required, construction techniques, and exposure of temporary access 
to navigation traffic.   
2 Impacts to Navigation were addressed in Table 4-1, ten alternatives presented with high impacts to navigation and were removed from Round 2 Screening.     
3 Powerline and wetland totals are for mainline and interchange areas combined using a 300-foot buffer outside a 300-foot footprint for approximately 600 feet of ROW.     
4Outreach reflects the preferences of all respondents during the public outreach period with consideration of verbal stakeholder input.       

 




