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SUMMARY 
 
The Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) Study is a bi-national effort to complete the 
environmental study processes for border crossing improvements between the United States and 
Canada.  The study will identify solutions for border crossing infrastructure that supports the 
region, state, provincial and national economies while addressing civil and national defense and 
homeland security needs of the busiest trade corridor between the United States and Canada 
(Figure S-1). 
 

 
 
The purpose of the Detroit River International Crossing Project is to: (for the foreseeable future, 
i.e., at least 30 years): 
 

• Provide safe, efficient and secure movement of people and goods across the Canadian-
U.S. border in the Detroit River area to support the economies of Michigan, Ontario, 
Canada and the U.S. 

 
• Support the mobility needs of national and civil defense to protect the homeland. 

 
To address future mobility requirements (i.e., at least 30 years) across the Canada-U.S. border, 
there is a need to: 
 

Figure S-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Existing Detroit River International Crossings 
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• Provide new border crossing capacity to meet increased long-term demand; 
• Improve system connectivity to enhance the seamless flow of people and goods; 
• Improve operations and processing capability; and, 
• Provide reasonable and secure crossing options in the event of incidents, maintenance, 

congestion, or other disruptions. 
 
The Detroit River International Crossing Study (DRIC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) analyzes issues/impacts on the U.S. side of the crossing system over the Detroit River 
between Detroit, Michigan, and Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The alternatives are comprised of 
three components:  the crossing, plaza (where tolls are collected), and interchange connecting the 
plaza to I-75 (Figure S-2).   
 
 

 
 

Figure S-2 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 
U.S. Area of Analysis for Crossing System 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Purpose of the Report 
 
The purpose of the report is two-fold: 1) to provide insight into the differences among the 
Practical Alternatives consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); and 2) to 
abide by the policy and procedures for traffic noise analysis and abatement as indicated in Federal 
Regulations (23 CFR 772), Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction 
Noise and Michigan’s State Transportation Commission policy on noise abatement (Policy 
10136, July 31, 2003), which includes MDOT’s Procedures and Rules for Implementation of 
State Transportation Commission Policy 10136 Noise Abatement (Appendix A). 
 
This Noise Study Technical Report summarizes existing and future noise conditions and indicates 
where noise walls were considered under the Practical Alternatives.  It supports the DRIC 
Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
Findings 
 
This study used the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 
(TNM2.5) computer model to determine the need for noise mitigation for the crossings, plazas, 
and I-75. 
 
The crossings are far enough removed from any sensitive receivers (such as dwelling units, 
churches, schools, and the like) that no noise mitigation is warranted.  Sensitive receivers around 
the plazas would not experience noise with the project that would approach or exceed established 
noise abatement criteria, assuming walls are built around the plazas as part of the project to 
secure the U.S Customs and Border Protection operations. 
 
The feasibility and reasonableness of 12-foot noise walls were tested along the north side of I-75 
for each of the Practical Alternatives to guide analysis of the Preferred Alternative.  The 
alternatives depend on six unique interchange configurations.  Each of these was examined from 
the standpoint of its three dimensional geometry, traffic, and receivers that would remain after 
alternative implementation.  A series of conclusions is reached in Section 4.3 for each 
interchange.  The general conclusions reached in performing the noise analysis along I-75 are: 
 

• The feasibility of noise walls along the north side of I-75 is highly dependent on the 
amount of traffic on the service drive.  Traffic intervening between a noise wall and 
houses along the service drive negates the effects of walls.  Traffic volumes on the 
service drive will be a function of how traffic is routed when roads that cross over I-75 
today are closed and how ramps are rearranged.  Alternative #14 causes the least increase 
in traffic (and hence noise) on the service drive.  So, it is the best prospect for feasible 
and reasonable noise wall justification (Table S-1) because the noise reduction from walls 
along I-75 would not be interfered with by noise from the service drive. 

 
• The plaza ramps shield areas north of I-75 to various degrees such that, in a number of 

situations, a noise wall to provide further mitigation is not feasible, meaning it could not 
achieve a further 5-dBA noise reduction (see Section 3.3).  For several alternatives the 
Beard Early Education Center could not be protected by a wall considered to be 
“feasible.” 

 
• Alternatives #3 and #11 with Interchange C would shift the mainline lanes of I-75 away 

from the residential area to the north of I-75 so fewer receivers would be affected by 
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noise levels above the 66-dBA criterion.  The effect is most significant between Dragoon 
and a point east of Junction.  With Alternatives #3 and #11, noise levels north of I-75 
where the sensitive receivers are located would actually be lower than experienced today. 

 
• Building noise walls at a reasonable cost is more difficult in the segments at either end of 

I-75 (west of Green and east of Junction).  These segments have houses oriented parallel, 
rather than perpendicular, to the I-75 service drive and are more spread out than other 
segments.   

 
The analysis performed here used 12-foot walls to test the differences among the alternatives.  
Work for the Preferred Alternative will optimize wall heights, lengths and positions, and each 
benefiting receiver will be re-examined to ensure that mitigation reduces the noise level to 66 
dBA or below. 
 
Reasonable and feasible noise walls are listed in Table S-1.  During the design phase, the specific 
locations and configurations of noise walls are specifically defined and changes in the project 
may occur that may warrant the alteration or elimination of any noise walls recommended in this 
technical report and the EIS. 
 

 
Table S-1 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Practical Alternatives 

Feasible and Reasonable Noise Walls 
 

 
Location/Designation 

Length 
(Feet) Cost 

Benefiting 
Receivers 

Cost per 
Ben. Rec. 

Springwells to Green        Interchange C 
Alternatives #3 and #11   Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 23 $33,800 

Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 23 $33,800 
Waterman to Livernois     

Interchange E 
Alternative #5 

  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Crawford 830 $457,000 15a $30,500 
Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Btwn Service Drive and I-75 off-ramp 330 $184,000 25b $25,800 
  Wall 2 – Along Service Drive to Green 840 $462,000   
Green to Waterman      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive  1310 $724,000 23 $31,500  
Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Crawford 1340 $745,000 32a $23,300 
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive Calvary to Junction 1110 $615,000 16 $38,060 
Junction to Clark     

Interchange G 
Alternative #14 

  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1600 $885,000 44 $20,100 
Springwells to Green     
 Wall 1 – Btwn Service Drive and I-75 off-ramp 330 $184,000 25b $25,800 

Interchange I 
Alternative #16 

 Wall 2 – Along Service Drive to Green 840 $462,000   
a Counting Beard EEC as ten benefiting receivers. 
b Calculation combines Walls 1 and 2. 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
The Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) Study is a bi-national effort to complete the 
environmental study processes for the United States, Michigan, Canada and Ontario governments.  
The study proposes solutions that support the region, state, provincial and national economies 
while addressing civil and national defense and homeland security needs of the busiest trade 
corridor between the United States and Canada (Figure 1-1). 
 

 
 
The purpose of the Detroit River International Crossing Project is to: (for the foreseeable future, 
i.e., at least 30 years): 
 

• Provide safe, efficient and secure movement of people and goods across the Canadian-
U.S. border in the Detroit River area to support the economies of Michigan, Ontario, 
Canada and the U.S. 

 
• Support the mobility needs of national and civil defense to protect the homeland. 

 
To address future mobility requirements (i.e., at least 30 years) across the Canada-U.S. border, 
there is a need to: 
 

Figure 1-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Existing Detroit River International Crossings 
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• Provide new border crossing capacity to meet increased long-term demand; 
• Improve system connectivity to enhance the seamless flow of people and goods; 
• Improve operations and processing capability; and, 
• Provide reasonable and secure crossing options in the event of incidents, maintenance, 

congestion, or other disruptions. 
 
Over the next 30 years, Detroit River area cross-border passenger car traffic is forecast to increase 
by approximately 57 percent, and movement of trucks by 128 percent.   Traffic demand could 
exceed the “breakdown” cross-border roadway capacity as early as 2015 under high growth 
scenarios. Even under “low” projections of cross-border traffic, the “breakdown” roadway 
capacity of the existing Detroit River border crossings (bridge and tunnel combined) will be 
exceeded by 2033 (Figure 1-2). Additionally, the capacity of the connections and plaza operations 
will be exceeded in advance of capacity constraints of the roadway. Without improvements, this 
will result in a deterioration of operations, increased congestion and unacceptable delays to the 
movement of people and goods in this strategic international corridor. 
 

 
The forecast of capacity indicates that there will be inadequacies in: 1) the roads leading to the 
existing bridge and tunnel; 2) the ability to process vehicles through customs and immigration; 
and, 3) the capacities (number of lanes) of the Ambassador Bridge and Detroit-Windsor Tunnel 
themselves. So, even though incremental adjustments can and will be made to the plazas and, 
even though there is adequate border crossing capacity today (bridge and tunnel combined), the 
planning, design and construction of any major international crossing takes time.  Therefore, it is 

Figure 1-2 
Detroit River International Crossing 

Travel Demand vs. Capacity: 
Combined Detroit River Crossings 

 
Note: Figure 1-2 is from the DRIC Travel Demand Forecast Working Paper (September 2005), prepared by the 
IBI Group.  The Passenger Car Equivalent factor (PCE) used in that report, and in Figure 1-2, is 3.0 cars per truck.  
SEMCOG calculates PCEs at a rate of 2.5 cars per truck in its regional roadway system.  The DEIS calculates, on 
the ramps, the interstate system and other roadways, PCEs at 2.5 cars per truck. 

Source:  IBI Group 
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prudent to address, now, how and when the capacity need is to be satisfied at the crossing itself as 
well as the connecting roads. 
 
The DRIC Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes issues/impacts on the U.S. 
side of the border of the end-to-end crossing system over the Detroit River between Detroit, 
Michigan, and Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The alternatives are comprised of three components:  
the crossing, plaza (where tolls are collected and Customs inspections take place), and 
interchange connecting the plaza to I-75 (Figure 1-3).  Nine alternatives exist in the U.S.  These 
options are listed on Table 1-1 and schematically presented in Figures 1-4 and 1-5.   
 
 

 

Figure 1-3 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 
U.S. Area of Analysis for Crossing System 

 
             Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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1.1 Purpose of the Report 
 
The purpose of the report is two-fold: 1) to provide insight into the differences among the 
Practical Alternatives consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); and 2) to 
abide by the policy and procedures for traffic noise analysis and abatement as indicated in Federal 
Regulations (23 CFR 772), Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction 
Noise and Michigan’s State Transportation Commission policy on noise abatement (Policy 
10136, July 31, 2003), which includes MDOT’s Procedures and Rules for Implementation of 
State Transportation Commission Policy 10136 Noise Abatement (Appendix A). 
 
This Noise Study Technical Report summarizes existing and future noise conditions and indicates 
where noise walls should be considered under the Practical Alternatives.  It supports the DRIC 
Environmental Impact Statement.   

Table 1-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Crossing System Alternatives Included in DRIC DEIS 
 

Alternative Interchange Plaza Crossing Proposed Status 

#1 A P-a Analyzed in DEIS 

#2 B P-a Analyzed in DEIS 

#3 C P-a Analyzed in DEIS 

#5 E P-a Analyzed in DEIS 

#14 G P-a Analyzed in DEIS 

#16 I P-a 

 
 
 
 

X-10 

Analyzed in DEIS 

#7 A P-c Analyzed in DEIS 

#9 B P-c Analyzed in DEIS 

#11 C P-c 

 

X-11 

Analyzed in DEIS 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 1-4 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Schematic Representation  
of  

X-10 Crossing Alternatives #1 through #3, #5, #14 and #16                                                          
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Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. and Parsons Transportation Group 
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Figure 1-5 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Schematic Representation  
of  

X-11 Crossing Alternatives #7, #9, #11 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
        Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. and Parsons Transportation Group 
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2.  BACKGROUND 
 
This technical report covers existing noise levels, potential future noise levels and how levels 
above specifically-defined criteria would be addressed, if the project were implemented.  Noise 
levels were measured at key locations.  A computer technique known as the Traffic Noise Model 
(Version TNM2.5) was then used to predict future noise conditions, once the model was shown to 
properly replicate the existing measured noise levels.  Where noise levels are projected to exceed 
certain defined levels, noise abatement was considered.  For the Practical Alternatives this is done 
within the TNM with 12-foot-high walls, the lengths of which take into consideration the 
potential effectiveness of the walls (based on the presence, position, and density of receivers) and 
engineering considerations such as sight distance (clear field of view) at intersections and ramps.   
The focus with the Practical Alternatives analysis is to differentiate among the alternatives with 
respect to how many houses (and other sensitive receivers translated to “equivalent dwelling 
units”) can be reasonably protected from excessive noise levels.  The alternatives vary because 
the location of ramps and roads that cross over I-75 vary and these dictate where walls can be 
placed and how effective they can be.  Also, Alternatives #3 and #11 would shift the mainline of 
I-75 away from the residential area on the north side of I-75.   
 
This study assumes that walls/berms will be incorporated into the engineering of the plaza for 
security purposes related to the border crossing and Federal Inspections Services.  While these 
walls/berms will mitigate noise, they are not considered Type I walls under MDOT’s Noise 
Policy.  They are considered a part of the plaza’s development costs to address security needs.  
Walls associated with I-75 are considered Type I walls, meaning their costs would be eligible for 
normal federal highway funding.  
 
The noise unit used here is the decibel (dB).  The sound spectrum is expressed for human hearing 
in terms of an A weighting, so the unit is called dBA.  Noise levels for common sounds are 
expressed in dBA in Figure 2-1.  A 10-dBA increase is a ten-fold increase in sound energy, but is 
perceived as a doubling of loudness.  A 5-dBA increase is considered readily perceptible.  A 3-
dBA increase is a two-fold increase in sound energy and is barely perceptible to most people.  
This is an important relationship when discussing noise and its impacts. 
 
In simple terms, a perceptible increase in noise is related to a doubling in traffic, or the distance 
between a sound source and receiver must be reduced by half.  For the most part, neither will be 
the case with the DRIC project on I-75, but changes in traffic patterns could result in substantial 
changes in traffic along the southbound service drive.  Many homes face the service drive or side 
streets that connect to the service drive. 
 
Also, and importantly, traffic on I-75 is at a point that noise criteria are now exceeded along most 
of its length between Springwells Street and Clark Avenue, i.e., the footprint of the study (refer to 
Figure 1-3).  So, even though the increase in noise resulting from the DRIC-related traffic on I-75 
would not trigger the need for mitigation, noise mitigation must be considered if the DRIC project 
is undertaken, because noise levels already exceed the criteria. 
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Figure 2-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Levels for Common Sounds 
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2.1 Definition of Impact Criteria 
 
FHWA has promulgated Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), which have been incorporated into 
MDOT’s Noise Policy (Table 2-1).  Federal regulations and MDOT policy focus on exterior 
areas, except where there are noise levels of 80 dBA (which would not occur with the DRIC).  Of 
greatest concern are residences, churches, hospitals, parks, and libraries.  Normally, mitigation is 
not considered in commercial areas, because commercial locations typically want their customers 
to be able to see their businesses, rather than being hidden from view behind a wall.  For the 
sensitive receivers, FHWA has established an exterior noise guideline of 67 decibels (dBA), 
measured as an average of sound over a one-hour period (referred to as Leq(1h)).1  This level is 
not to be approached or exceeded.  Should the guideline level at these sensitive receivers be 
approached or exceeded, noise abatement measures must be considered.  “Approach” is defined 
in Michigan as a 1-dBA reduction from the maximum of 67 dBA.  So, the effective criterion for 
considering mitigation is 66 dBA during the loudest hour of the day.  Mitigation must also be 
considered if a project results in a substantial increase (10 dBA or more) in noise levels (which 
would not occur with the DRIC).   
 
Along its “north” side (the side away from the Detroit River), the frontage of I-75 between 
Springwells and Clark Streets is predominantly occupied by single-family residential uses with 
some apartment buildings, an early-childhood education center, a church and some commercial 
uses.  The 66-dBA criterion applies to all but the commercial areas.  Many houses are exposed to 
noise levels exceeding abatement criteria today (see next section).  Generally, these same areas 
will continue to exceed criteria with or without the project.  Mitigation must be considered where 
new ramps would be built, the mainline of I-75 would change in horizontal and/or vertical profile, 
or traffic would increase on the southbound service drive, changing noise. 
 
 

Table 2-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

FHWA - Noise Abatement Criteria 
Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level-decibels (dBA) 

 
Activity 

Category Description of Activity Category Leq(1h) L10(1h) 

A Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential, if the area is to 
continue to service its intended purpose. 

57 
(Exterior) 

60 
(Exterior)

B Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, 
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

67 
(Exterior) 

70 
(Exterior) 

C Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A 
and B above. 

72 
(Exterior) 

75 
(Exterior) 

D Undeveloped lands. -- -- 
E Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 

libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. 
52 

(Interior) 
55 

(Interior) 
Note: Leq(1h) is used in this analysis.  L10(1h) was used in the past, but not now.  It is the sound level exceeded ten percent of the time period. 
Source:  State Transportation Commission Policy 10136 – Noise Abatement, Appendix A 

 

                                                      
1 Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 772, revised April 1998. 



 

Detroit River International Crossing Study  
Noise Study Technical Report 

2 - 4 



 

Detroit River International Crossing Study  
Noise Study Technical Report 

3 - 1 

3.  IDENTIFICATION OF NOISE-SENSITIVE LAND  
     USES AND EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 
 
This section describes the steps leading up to the analysis of noise barriers:  1) noting the existing 
noise levels at sensitive land uses around the plaza area and at the Detroit River bridge crossings; 
2) providing similar information for the I-75 interchange area; 3) indicating anticipated future 
noise levels in these locations with and without the project; and, 4) providing background 
information on when noise mitigation meets the criteria set out in MDOT’s Noise Policy. 
 
3.1 Existing Noise Conditions 
 
Existing noise conditions were considered at the crossings, plazas, and along I-75.  Also, noise 
measurements were made around the existing Ambassador Bridge plaza and bridge to provide a 
basis to define expectations at a new plaza and bridge one to two miles away. 
 
3.1.1 Existing Crossings and Plaza Area 
 
The proposed Detroit River bridges pass over industrial areas in the U.S. near the river’s edge 
(Figure 3-1).  An X-10A or X-10B bridge would cross the U.S. shoreline south of the Lafarge 
cement silo on Springwells Court.  It would be grade-separated over Jefferson Avenue near the 
east end of the Yellow Trucking terminal at Post Street and come to grade level within the plaza.  
Several houses on the west side of Post Street would remain if Crossing X-10A or X-10B were 
built.  Noise measurements were made in this and other areas to profile existing conditions.  
Detailed views of individual measurement sites and the noise data of the field work are included 
in Appendix B.2  The noise levels around the proposed plazas are shown in the context of 
occupied dwelling units to provide a sense of residential density (Figure 3-2). 
 
In the X-11 crossing corridor, the bridge would pass over Jefferson Avenue between Fort Wayne 
and the Mitersky Power Plant.  The X-11 crossing would require the acquisition of houses along 
Campbell Street, but the houses on the east side of Junction Street, a block to the east, could 
remain.  Measurements made at two locations east of the proposed plaza found noise levels of 55 
dBA and 63 dBA on Campbell Street (Receiver P2) and Junction Street (Receiver P3), 
respectively (Figure 3-2).  The principal noise source in each case is an occasional truck serving 
businesses in the area.  
 
If corridor X-11 were chosen, an improved street, known as the Gateway Boulevard, on the west 
side of the plaza, would require acquisition of houses on Post Street (refer to the purple lines on 
Figure 3-2), but houses could remain a block further west on Harrington Street.  So, the sensitive 
receivers are different, depending on the alternative.  To gauge noise in this area, a measurement 
was made in a mid-block location on Post Street (Receiver P6) (Figure 3-2).  The measurement 
was 58 dBA. 

                                                      
2 Measurements were made in conformance with Measurement of Highway Noise, U.S. Department of Transportation, 
May 1996, and MDOT practice.  A RICON NL21 noise meter was used for measurements.  It was calibrated before 
measurements. 
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Figure 3-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Project Area and Noise Sensitive Receivers 

 

 
                     Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 3-2 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Existing Noise in Plaza Area – Leq(1h) 
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Fort Wayne is a sensitive receiver common to both crossings.  The nearest X-10 crossing would 
be approximately 400 yards away.  The X-11 crossing would be approximately 300 yards away.  
Fort Wayne is on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and is subject to review for 
impacts under Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act.  The Fort Wayne site is relatively 
quiet today.  The primary noise source is the truck traffic on Jefferson Avenue, where a noise 
level reading of 70 dBA was measured on the sidewalk of Jefferson Street at the Fort’s entrance 
(Receiver P1) (Figure 3-2).  Interior to the Fort, low-level background noise can be heard from 
industrial processes downriver on Zug Island.  There are overflights from Detroit Metropolitan 
Airport, ranging from the upper 50s dBA to the lower 60s dBA. 
 
Southwestern High School is north and west of the proposed plaza areas.  Its main academic 
building fronts onto Fort Street, with approximately 800 feet from the center of the building to the 
edge of the plaza area.  Its gymnasium and cafeteria are adjacent to Waterman Street.  Its track, 
ball fields and tennis courts extend further south to the railroad property that borders the school’s 
property.  Under all alternatives, the proposed plaza area would be south, across the railroad 
property from the school grounds.  The primary noise source today at the school is truck traffic on 
Fort Street, which is a Michigan state trunkline (M-85).  I-75, a block north, contributes 
background noise.  The noise level measured on Waterman Street at the school’s setback from 
Fort Street (Receiver P5 on Figure 3-2) was 65 dBA.  At the south edge of the school property 
(Receiver P4), the measured noise level was 62 dBA.  Both measurements are below the land use 
category B criterion of 66 dBA.  Trains use the railroad tracks at the south edge of the school 
property and sound their horns at roadway crossings, including Post and Waterman streets.  No 
trains were present when the noise level was measured.  One feature of the proposed project 
would be to reroute once-a-day trains going to Zug Island so they no longer pass the school.   
 
To aid in understanding future plaza noise in Delray, existing noise levels at the Ambassador 
Bridge were recorded (Appendix C) at a number of locations around the existing plaza during a 
period when truck activity was heavy, but not so heavy that trucks were standing at idle, which is 
a quieter condition.  The highest noise level recorded was 66 dBA at a location within 100 feet of 
the plaza’s truck activity, with only a chain link fence separating the noise meter from the trucks.  
On the other side of the plaza, where there is a 15-foot-high wall, the loudest noise level recorded 
was 60 dBA.  Measurements taken at about 225 yards from the Ambassador Bridge, where the 
bridge is elevated between Fort Street and the river’s edge, found the noise to be 59 dBA.  As a 
point of reference, Fort Wayne would be at least 300 yards from the proposed X-10 and X-11 
bridges. 
 
While the bridges and plazas would generate little noise of consequence, I-75 and its heavy traffic 
present a different noise situation.  
 
3.1.2 Existing I-75  
 
The 1.7-mile section of I-75 between Springwells Street and Clark Street is densely residential on 
its north side (Figure 3-3).  All build alternatives would change I-75 and/or its ramp system over 
virtually this entire distance.  Noise measurements made at all nine locations on the north side 
(see noise data sheets and close-up aerial photography in Appendix B) exceeded the applicable 
criterion for land use Category B as defined in Table 2-1.  Measurements of existing noise ranged 
from 70 to 73 dBA, versus the criterion of 66 dBA. 
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Figure 3-3 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Existing Noise along I-75 – Leq(1h) 
 

 
   Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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All Saints Catholic Church is on Fort Street east of Springwells Street, south of I-75.  The rear of 
the church is on the northbound I-75 service drive.  It experiences noise well above the criterion 
for churches (Receiver F10 – 74 dBA) (Figure 3-3).  Olivet Presbyterian/Old Landmark Church 
of God in Christ, seven blocks to the east on Fort Street at Lewerenz is in a similar situation 
(Receiver F11 – 68 dBA). 
 
Also on the south side of I-75 there is scattered single-family housing present east of Cavalry 
Street, centered on Campbell Street.  A number of houses front on the northbound I-75 service 
drive between Cavalry and Junction Streets.  There is a five-story, 64-unit apartment building on 
Campbell Street also.  A measurement of existing noise along the northbound I-75 service drive 
in this vicinity (Receiver F12) found a noise level of 69 dBA. 
 
Overall, these existing noise measurements would change in the future. 
 
3.2 Future Noise Conditions 
 
The Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM2.5), available through FHWA, was used to predict 
noise levels based on:  roadway geometry, the location of sensitive receivers, and traffic 
information, such as speed and the mix of vehicles.  Computer model runs were made for 
existing, no-build, and build conditions.  Model runs of existing conditions were compared to 
actual field measurements to ensure the accuracy of the input to the model.  Anticipated noise 
levels at crossings and plazas are discussed next, followed by a discussion of I-75 and its 
southbound service drive, which is north of the mainline freeway. 
 
3.2.1 Future Noise Levels at Crossings and Plazas 
 
In the absence of the DRIC project, there is little to suggest any substantial noise changes in 
Delray near the proposed crossings or plazas.  Local noise levels would be a function of 
development that might occur in the vicinity of the bridge and/or plaza and truck travel patterns.  
Because Fort Street and/or Jefferson Avenue would not experience a doubling or halving of 
traffic, no noticeable change in noise is expected along either.  Changes would, most likely, be on 
low-volume local streets that experience development of a kind that generates substantial new 
traffic. 
 
With the DRIC project, an X-10 crossing is expected to generate a maximum noise level of 58 
dBA (Table 3-1) at its nearest approach to Fort Wayne (400 yards), similar to the 59-dBA noise 
level measured at the Ambassador Bridge (Appendix C).   An X-11 crossing would be 300 yards 
away from Fort Wayne, so it is expected to generate a higher noise level – 62 dBA.  These 
relatively low noise levels (akin to an office) are partly attributable to the relationship of 
vehicular noise to speed.  As speed decreases, noise decreases. The bridge, plaza and connection 
to I-75 would comprise a relatively low-speed system, certainly when compared to the interstate 
system.  The bridge and ramps to I-75 would be signed at 35 miles per hour (until the point on the 
on ramps when the driver starts to merge onto I-75), while vehicle operations on the plaza would 
be slower.  
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Table 3-1 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Plaza Area Noise Levels – Leq(1h) 

 

Rec. Receiver Location 
Existing 

Measured No Action

Alts 
#1/2/3/ 
5/14/16 

Alts 
#9/7/11 

P1 Fort Wayne near Entrance 70 70 64 65 
P2 East Side Campbell St. 55 55 57 NA 
P3 East Side Junction St. 63 63 NA 63 
P4 Southwestern High School near Fort Street  65 65 60 62 
P5 Southwestern High School near Railroad 62 62 58 64 
P6 Post Street 58 58 65 NA 
P7 Harrington Street NA NA 59 62 

Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
 
 
Around the plaza, “build condition” noise levels would also be relatively low (Table 3-1).  It is 
noted that Plaza P-a, the plaza of Alternatives #1, #2, #3, #5, #14 and #16, was modeled with 
safety barriers only on the bridge structure itself.  These are the common 42-inch-high safety 
barriers used on interstate highways to keep vehicles from leaving the road.  Besides providing a 
safer road, they reduce tire/pavement noise.  Even with no other barriers than these, noise levels 
would fall within the criteria at the closest receivers to the plaza boundaries.  The planned 
security walls around Plaza P-a, which were not taken into account, would reduce noise further 
than the levels shown in Table 3-1. 
 
Plaza P-c, the plaza used by Alternatives #7, #9, and #11, was modeled with safety barriers on the 
bridge structure itself and walls along Jefferson Avenue and the railroad tracks.  The layout of 
Plaza P-c routes traffic closer to the plaza edge than occurs with Plaza P-a, and traffic with Plaza 
P-c would approach Fort Wayne and the Southwestern High School grounds close enough that 
noise levels would warrant consideration of walls, if they were not already part of the plaza’s 
construction.  Modeling indicates if the walls that would be built with Plaza P-c were 10- to 12-
feet high, noise levels outside the plaza would fall within establish noise abatement criteria.   
Neither Southwestern High School nor Fort Wayne would meet the reasonability criteria under 
MDOT’s Noise Policy (see Section 3.3). 
 
3.2.2 Future (2035) Noise Levels along I-75 
 
Modeling of noise along I-75 is considerably more complex than modeling noise around the plaza 
area.  The mainline of I-75 has low points where it passes beneath cross streets.  Between these 
points, I-75’s roadbed rises to a level closer to the surrounding ground elevation in order to better 
connect to the ramp system.  Receivers near the higher sections of I-75 are exposed to more 
noise, because the noise propagates more directly from roadway to receiver.   
 
Noise modeling is further complicated by the presence of service drives, which also carry traffic 
and contribute noise to adjacent houses.  Likewise, several cross streets carry sufficient traffic 
today to contribute to the noise levels of 66 dBA, or above, at receivers on those streets.  
Receivers on those cross streets were not included in the analysis because it is not feasible to 
protect them from the multiple sources of noise around them.  In other words, while these 
receivers could be shielded from I-75 noise, walls would not be built on the sidewalks in front of 
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them to shield noise emanating from cross streets that connect to the I-75 service drives.  
Carrying that concept further, Lafayette Street parallels the southbound service drive between 
Green and Cavalry Streets.  It contributes noise to the “back side” of houses in the service drive 
area.  So, receivers that are within two to three lots of Lafayette were not analyzed, as they 
receive noise from Lafayette, which would continue even if mitigation of I-75 noise were 
successful.  
 
Similarly, All Saints Catholic Church, on Fort Street near Springwells, and the Old Landmark 
Church, west of Waterman Street, were not included in the analysis because they are surrounded 
by traffic noise from Fort Street that will continue with or without the project.  The churches 
would experience negligible noise changes from the project and would not qualify for special 
(sound insulation) noise mitigation because exterior noise levels are below 80 dBA.   
 
The housing present on the south side of I-75 at the east end of the project was not included in the 
analysis because the dwelling units there, including the 64-unit apartment house on Campbell 
Street, would be acquired by all the build alternatives, if the project were approved. 
 
The travel demand model used to generate future traffic shows the volumes on I-75 increasing 
about three percent between 2004 and 2035, which translates to a negligible change in noise.3  As 
noted earlier, it takes a doubling or halving of traffic to get a 3-decibel noise level change.  So, a 
three percent traffic change is small.  Specifically, the equation showing the change in noise 
related to changes in traffic volumes is shown as: 
 

10 x log (new volume/old volume) = Noise level change 
 
When examining PM peak hour, two-way traffic volumes on I-75 for 2035 (new volume = 
10,852) and 2004 (old volume = 10,503) near Springwells and putting those volumes into the 
equation, the result would be:   
 

10 x log (10852/10503) = 0.14 dBA change 
 
Travel modeling shows traffic on local roads in 2035 to be lower than today’s.   
 
Project changes generally would not subject new or different dwelling units to noise from I-75, as 
traffic would change so little.  (I-75’s alignment is shifted south under Alternatives #3 and #11 
and that has been taken into account.)  The factors that differentiate alternatives are:   
 

• The number of dwelling units possibly subject to acquisition;  
• How an alternative affects traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive; and,  
• The effects of the flyover ramps to and from the plaza.   

 
If an alternative requires acquisition of dwelling units, they are no longer included in the noise 
analysis.  When a cross street or ramp is closed and traffic takes a new route using the 
southbound service drive, the potential exists to increase noise levels for some receivers.  The 
position of flyover ramps to and from the plaza affects how receivers are shielded from I-75 
noise. 
 
Taking all the above into consideration, the three-dimensional roadway geometry and associated 
traffic were entered into the TNM.  The results are a determination of the ranges of noise along I-
                                                      
3 The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc., DRIC Traffic Analysis Report, December 2007. 
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75 and the number of sensitive receivers experiencing noise levels at or above the 66-dBA 
criterion, today and in the future (Table 3-2).   
 

 
Table 3-2 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Existing and Future (2035) Alternative Noise Conditions – No Mitigation 

Leq(1h) Noise Levels 
 

Segment 
 

Key Data Elements 

Springwells to 
Green 

Green to 
Waterman 

Waterman to 
Livernois 

Dragoon to 
Junction  

Junction 
to Clark Total

Modeled Receivers a 23 29 21 64  48  185 
# DUs Represented  26 61 23  94  51 255 

Schools/Churches NA NA Beard EEC 
Military Avenue  

Church NA NA 
Existing 
(2006) 67-76 65-72 68-76  64-74  65-77 NA 

No Build 
(2035) 67-76 65-72 68-76  64-74  65-77 NA 

Alts #1/#7  68-74 66-73 68-77 63-72  64-78 NA 
Alts #2/#9 68-74 66-72 66-71 64-73 64-78 NA 

Alts #3/#11 67-74 66-71 69-74 61-67 63-77 NA 
Alt #5 69-76 66-69  71-75 63-70 65-78 NA 

Alt #14 67-75 66-71 68-78 63-74 66-78 NA M
od

el
ed

 N
oi

se
 L

ev
el

s 

Alt #16 67-76 65-72 66-71 64-73 65-77 NA 
Existing 
(2006)  26  49  33 b  70 c  46 224b,c

No Build 
(2035)  26  49  33 b 70 c  46 224b,c

Alts #1/#7  25 43 21 62 47 198 
Alts #2/#9 25 35 18 72 48 198 

Alts #3/#11d 25 43 32 23 38 161 
Alt #5 25 40 17 45 41 168 

Alt #14 25 52 32 66 47 227 

# 
D

U
 o

ve
r 

66
 d

B
A

 

Alt #16 25 35 18 72 48 198 

        
a Build alternatives have somewhat fewer modeled receivers and DUs represented, as some receivers would be acquired by the 
project. 
b Counting the Beard Early Child Center as 10 DUs, per MDOT’s Noise Policy. 
c Counting the Military Avenue Church as 10 DUs. 
d Given the shift in the I-75 alignment, there are considerably fewer impacted receivers between Dragoon and Junction and a 
portion of the segment between Junction and Clark. 
Source: The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 

 
 
Under existing and No Build conditions, the analysis found that approximately 224 dwelling units 
between Springwells Street and Clark Street along the north side of I-75 would be exposed to 
noise levels exceeding the 66-dBA criterion. This figure counts the Beard Early Education Center 
(EEC) and Military Avenue Church as the equivalent of ten dwelling units each, consistent with 
MDOT’s noise policy (see next subsection and Appendix A).  The All Saints Catholic Church 
and Old Landmark Church do not so qualify because they are not associated with adjacent 
residential use.  Alternative #14 would result in the greatest noise exposure (227 dwelling units, 
prior to mitigation).  
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Though the build alternatives all would require acquisition of dwelling units, none of the 
alternatives is expected to require acquisition of the Beard EEC building.  It must be avoided 
because it is on the National Register of Historic Places (23 U.S. Code 138), and because there 
would be a prudent and feasible alternative to use of this property.   
 
3.3 Noise Mitigation Considerations 
 
The test of whether noise mitigation should be pursued under MDOT’s Noise Policy rests on 
whether such mitigation is feasible and reasonable.  The “feasible” test relates to whether 
mitigation is physically or institutionally possible and can achieve the desired noise reduction of 
at least five decibels.  Feasible solutions can generally be achieved, but not always.  For example, 
there are engineering limitations on noise wall height, especially on bridges.  Some noise sources 
cannot be controlled with a noise wall, or noise may be pervasive from several roadway sources.  
Additionally, noise wall construction must adhere to safety criteria, i.e., walls must be clear of 
intersections and be positioned in ramp merge areas so that motorists have a clear field of view. 
 
The “reasonable” test addresses whether noise mitigation is cost-effective.  This involves 
examination of how many sensitive receivers can benefit per dollar invested in building the wall.  
The current inflation-adjusted value allowed per benefiting dwelling unit is $38,060 (2007 
dollars).  This applies to those units that would experience at least a 5-decibel reduction in the 
loudest hour.  The current cost to construct a noise wall includes $25.00 per square foot, plus 
$250.00 per linear foot for wall foundation, drainage, and other considerations.  So, for example, 
a ten-foot high wall would cost, in total, $500 per liner foot and a twelve-foot wall would cost 
$550 per linear foot for a typical installation. 
 
Noise mitigation falls into two general project categories.  “Type I” projects involve new 
roadway construction of a type that increases roadway capacity, i.e., projects that could serve 
greater traffic volumes and hence generate more traffic noise.  These are eligible for federal 
funding through FHWA as a normal part of project construction.  “Type II” projects may be 
described as retrofits associated with independent noise mitigation not related to any roadway 
capacity increase.   
 
With the Practical Alternatives, noise mitigation along I-75 would be Type I and be included as a 
normal part of the I-75 project’s federal funding (subject to local review and approval of property 
owners).  With the No Build Alternative, any mitigation would not be Type I.  It would be 
considered Type II.  While MDOT does undertake Type II projects, funding is limited: 
 

”MDOT will construct Type II sound walls only in years when MDOT’s Road 
and Bridge Program, excluding maintenance, exceeds $1.0 billion, adjusted to the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) using 2002 as the base year.  MDOT will not spend 
more than one half of one percent of the budget on sound walls.  MDOT will give 
priority to those communities where the freeway was constructed through an 
existing neighborhood and where 80 percent or more of the existing residential 
units were there prior to the construction of the freeway.  Communities must 
make application to MDOT and provide a local match of 10 percent of the cost of 
the sound wall.” 4 

 

                                                      
4 Michigan State Transportation Commission Policy, Noise Abatement, July 31, 2003.  
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A number of potential mitigation measures may be considered to reduce noises levels.  These 
include lowering the roadway profile, restricting or prohibiting truck traffic, reducing traffic 
speeds, insulating public use or nonprofit institutional structures, and constructing noise berms or 
walls.  Some lowering of the roadway will occur in the depressed section of I-75 to gain more 
clearance under bridges.  But, connections to the numerous ramps, and the grades and tapers 
associated with these ramps, prevent lowering the freeway any more than it would be with the 
project.  For these reasons, lowering the roadway profile in any substantial way is not considered 
feasible or reasonable.   
 
Restricting or prohibiting truck traffic is not feasible because I-75 is an interstate highway 
specifically designed to accommodate commercial traffic.  Similarly, lowering the speed limits 
for noise reduction is counter to the purpose of moving people and goods in an efficient manner 
over the interstate highway system.  MDOT is committed to maintaining speed limits that allow 
safe and efficient travel, which means, maintaining a 55 mph speed limit in this section of I-75. 
 
Noise barriers consist of earthen berms or walls, or combinations of the two.  Berms occupy 
considerable space.  In the I-75 corridor, space is at a premium due to needs for drainage and 
service drives and the presence of dense development. Construction of berms could also require 
property acquisition, meaning additional relocations and local tax base loss.  Generally, if new 
land is needed, berms are not reasonable.  This leaves noise walls as the preferred mitigation.  
Under special circumstances, insulating public use or nonprofit institutional structures can be 
considered. 
 
A primary challenge to successful noise abatement along I-75 is the potential increase in traffic 
on the southbound service drive of I-75.  Traffic here would reduce the effectiveness of noise 
walls placed in their preferred location between the I-75 mainline lanes and the service drive.  
The schematic provided in Figure 3-4 illustrates this point.  Even though the noise wall cuts I-75 
noise by 8 dBA, noise from the service drive is not reduced.  Overall, the noise at the receiver is 
reduced by only 3 dBA.  For a wall to be feasible, it must reduce noise 5 dBA.  This is thoroughly 
reviewed in the next section.   

Figure 3-4 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Why Noise Walls Are Not Always Feasible 

 

 
 
 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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4.  NOISE BARRIER ANALYSIS 
 
4.1 General Considerations 
 
Noise mitigation was examined for all sensitive (primarily residential) areas along the corridor 
where traffic-generated noise was expected to be 66 dBA or higher. Noise walls were modeled 
for placement between the I-75 mainline lanes and the southbound service drive, or between 
ramps and the service drive.  In this position, they are on MDOT property and are effective in 
reducing noise.  Effectiveness is compromised if service drive traffic becomes excessive.  The 
service drive is signed at 35 mph and vehicles generally operate at this speed or below.  At such 
speeds engine noise predominates over road and tire noise.  Where service drive traffic reduces 
the effectiveness of walls between I-75 and the service drive, the use of sound absorbing material 
could be used on the residential side of the wall to reduce reflected noise.   
 
Where ramps would be present, mainline and ramp walls were overlapped in the modeling to 
minimize gaps.  The walls in this analysis were positioned with sight distance and clear-view 
angle distances taken into account in ramp areas and at intersections of the service drives with 
cross streets.  Walls must end some distance away from intersections.  Sometimes commercial 
uses are at these intersections.  So, ending walls in these areas does not always limit the 
protection afforded to residential receivers.   
 
Where traffic on the southbound service drive erodes the feasibility of noise walls located 
between mainline I-75 and the service drive, noise walls could be positioned at the edge of the 
service drive nearest the adjacent houses.  The service drives are local Detroit streets, not MDOT-
maintained roads. This means that any such walls would ultimately be “owned” by the city of 
Detroit.  So, wall construction would require an agreement with the City to accept ownership of 
the walls.  Based on an agreement signed at the time of construction, MDOT would maintain the 
structural integrity of the walls for five years, at which time Detroit would accept ownership and 
maintenance of the walls.  Other factors are also involved: 
 

• Many local roads and alleys access the service drive.  Any breaks in the noise wall for 
such roads will reduce the wall’s effectiveness.  Many of the roadways would have to be 
closed to be able to construct a feasible noise wall along the service drive. 

 
• The acquisition of properties along the service drive for the purpose of building a noise 

wall would reduce the number of dwelling units benefiting from the walls and possibly 
eliminate the reasonableness of the abatement. 

 
Placement of walls in this position has not been analyzed for the Practical Alternatives because of 
the conditions noted above, and others.  Nonetheless, this option does remain, if the local 
community wishes to pursue it, the City of Detroit is willing to accept ownership of the noise 
walls, and a better overall solution cannot be reached.  So, when a Preferred Alternative is 
identified, an analysis will be done to determine whether wall positioning of this type has merit.   
 
The noise wall analysis examined five segments demarcated by streets that cross I-75.  The 
sections considered are listed below.  Except under Interchange #5/Alternative #14, the section 
between Livernois and Dragoon was not considered a feasible location for a noise wall due to 
traffic noise on Livernois Avenue, Dragoon Street, and Lafayette. 
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• Springwells to Green 
• Green to Waterman 
• Waterman to Livernois 
• Dragoon to Junction  
• Junction to Clark 

 
4.2 Segment-by-Segment Considerations - Traffic 
 
A schematic diagram of the ramp positions and the streets that would remain open across I-75 is 
provided in Figure 4-1 for each Practical Alternative.  The discussion focuses on the southbound 
service drive and the ramps to and from it, as this is where walls could be placed to potentially 
benefit sensitive receivers.  It is noted that all alternatives, except Alternatives #14 and #16, 
which are associated with Interchanges G and I, respectively, would eliminate the ramps on the 
north side of Springwells and on the south side of Clark.  (Alternatives #14 and #16 would leave 
the Springwells ramps.)  Closing those ramps results in more traffic on the service drive.  
Springwells, the Livernois/Dragoon one-way pair and Clark Street are the primary routes into 
Delray to the south and Southwest Detroit to the North. 
 
The following discussion of traffic, noise and walls for mitigating noise is organized around the 
interchange designs, each of which has one or more alternatives associated with it.  Likely traffic 
shifts are noted for each interchange. 
 
4.2.1 Interchange A – Alternatives #1 and #7 
 
Interchange A would replace southbound I-75 off-ramps at Dragoon and Springwells with an off-
ramp in the vicinity of Junction that would serve traffic wishing to use Dragoon.  The southbound 
on-ramps at Clark and Livernois would be replaced by a new Livernois ramp. 
 
Springwells to Green – With the off-ramp to Springwells eliminated, there would be no noise 
from that ramp; however, Springwells-bound traffic would exit sooner, between Junction and 
Dragoon, and follow the service drive south, which would place the traffic closer to homes, over 
a longer distance. 
 
Green to Waterman – Traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would increase for the same 
reason. 
 
Waterman to Livernois - Traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would increase for the 
same reason, plus traffic that now accesses I-75 at Clark Street would proceed south to the 
Livernois on-ramp. 
 
Dragoon to Junction – Traffic now exiting I-75 at Springwells would exit sooner at Dragoon.  
Traffic that now accesses I-75 at Clark would proceed south to the Livernois on-ramp. 
 
Junction to Clark – Traffic that now accesses I-75 at Clark would proceed south to the Livernois 
on-ramp. 
 
In summary, traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would likely increase over its entire 
length between Clark and Springwells. 
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Figure 4-1 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Local Road and Ramp Closures and Additions 
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Detroit River International Crossing Study  
Noise Study Technical Report 

4 - 5 

4.2.2 Interchange B – Alternatives #2 and #9 
 
Interchange B would provide a southbound I-75 off-ramp past Livernois and an on-ramp before 
Dragoon. 
 
Springwells to Green - With the I-75 off-ramp to Springwells eliminated, there would be no noise 
from that ramp; however, Springwells-bound traffic would exit east of Waterman and follow the 
service drive south.  With the Livernois on-ramp to I-75 closed, traffic from Livernois would 
proceed on the southbound service drive to Springwells, adding traffic along the service drive.   
 
Green to Waterman – The same comments apply as with the Springwells-to-Green section. 
 
Waterman to Livernois – With the Livernois on-ramp to I-75 closed, traffic that now accesses I-
75 at Livernois would proceed on the southbound service drive to Springwells, adding traffic 
along the service drive.  
 
Dragoon to Junction – Traffic would be reduced on this section as it would access I-75 prior to 
this area and there would be no off-ramp. 
 
Junction to Clark – Traffic that now leaves I-75 at Clark would proceed south to the Junction on-
ramp. 
 
In summary, traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would increase over most of its length 
between Clark and Springwells, except between Dragoon and Junction where traffic would be 
reduced. 
 
4.2.3 Interchange C – Alternatives #3 and #11 
 
Interchange C would include “braiding” the off-ramp to Dragoon with the on-ramp near Cavalry 
Street.  Braiding means one ramp bridges over another so the ramps can fit more tightly into a 
space along the freeway. 
 
Springwells to Green – Traffic that now accesses I-75 at Livernois would travel south to access 
the freeway at Springwells. 
 
Green to Waterman - The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Waterman to Livernois - The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Dragoon to Junction – A portion of this section would experience reduced traffic, as traffic could 
access I-75 near Cavalry and there would be no exit at this location.  
 
Junction to Clark – All the traffic now accessing I-75 at Clark would proceed south on the service 
drive. 
 
In summary, traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would increase over most of its length 
between Clark and Springwells.  Removing the Livernois and Dragoon bridges over I-75 would 
reduce the interaction of traffic with Fort Street and generally decrease traffic in the area. 
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4.2.4 Interchange E – Alternative #5 
 
Interchange E would operate in a similar manner to Interchange B, except that Waterman would 
continue to cross I-75 and Livernois and Dragoon would not. 
 
Springwells to Green – With the off-ramp to Springwells eliminated there would be no noise 
from that ramp; however, traffic would exit I-75 east of Waterman and follow the service drive 
south to Springwells, which would place the traffic closer to houses.  Traffic that now accesses I-
75 at Livernois would proceed on the southbound service drive to Springwells, adding traffic.   
 
Green to Waterman – The comments for the Springwells-to-Green section apply here. 
 
Waterman to Livernois – The comments for the Springwells-to-Green section apply here. 
 
Dragoon to Junction – Traffic on the southbound service drive from west of Livernois to east of 
Junction would be reduced, as it would enter I-75 prior to this section and exit from I-75 after this 
section. 
 
Junction to Clark – Traffic now accessing I-75 at Clark would proceed south on the service drive 
to Junction. 
 
In summary, traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would increase over most of its length 
between Clark and Springwells, except between Junction and Livernois where traffic would be 
reduced.  Removing the Livernois and Dragoon bridges over I-75 would reduce the interaction of 
traffic with Fort Street and generally decrease traffic in the area. 
 
4.2.5 Interchange G - Alternative #14 
 
Interchange G would remove all on- and off-ramps to the local street network between the 
Springwells interchange, which would remain intact, and the Clark interchange. 
 
Springwells to Green – All the traffic wishing to enter southbound I-75 would accumulate 
between Clark and Springwells, increasing traffic on the service drive. 
 
Green to Waterman – The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Waterman to Livernois – The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Dragoon to Junction – The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Junction to Clark – The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
In summary, traffic on the southbound I-75 service drive would increase over its entire length 
between Clark and Springwells.  But, removing the Livernois and Dragoon bridges over I-75 
would reduce the interaction of traffic with Fort Street and generally decrease traffic in the area.  
The lack of ramps in the area would also reduce overall traffic on the service drive. 
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4.2.6 Interchange I – Alternative #16 
 
Interchange I would shift the southbound on-ramp from Clark to the Junction Street area.  There 
would be no off-ramp between Clark and Springwells, but Springwells would have a full 
interchange with all ramps. 
 
Springwells to Clark – All the traffic wishing to enter southbound I-75 would accumulate 
between Campbell and Springwells, increasing traffic on the service drive. 
 
Green to Waterman – The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Waterman to Livernois – The comment for the Springwells-to-Green section applies here. 
 
Dragoon to Junction – Traffic on this segment would be similar to No Build conditions. 
 
Junction to Clark – The traffic getting on at Clark in the future would travel another five blocks 
over this section to get on at Junction, and Dragoon traffic would exit early at Clark Street.   
 
In summary, traffic would increase between Junction and Clark as the on-ramp is shifted and 
Dragoon traffic would exit early at Clark Street.  The Livernois and Dragoon bridges would 
remain for local access. 
 
4.3 Noise Wall Analysis 
 
Because the ramp positions would vary by alternative, so would noise wall locations and 
effectiveness.  For the Practical Alternatives, the effects of uniform 12-foot-high walls were 
tested for each alternative.  Such walls typically provide reasonable noise abatement along 
depressed freeways when placed at the top of the bank between the mainline lanes and the service 
drive.  For purposes of this analysis, the Beard Early Education Center (EEC) and the Military 
Avenue Church were each counted as the equivalent of 10 dwelling units.    
 
It is noted that this analysis is based on preliminary traffic estimates.  Conclusions may change 
when more refined data are available.   
 
Walls that were analyzed by alternative are listed in Table 4-1 and are shown on Figures 4-2a to 
4-2e.  The results by alternative are presented next. 
 
4.3.1 Interchange A – Alternatives #1 and #7 
 
Alternative #1 is the same as Alternative #7 along I-75, except the latter has slightly lower volumes 
on the ramps to and from the plaza.  There is a negligible difference between the alternatives when 
background traffic is considered, so the discussion below applies to both. 
 
Between Springwells and Green a noise wall does not prove reasonable, as the cost per benefiting 
dwelling unit is $43,200 (Table 4-1), above the criterion that limits the unit cost to $38,060.  The 
reason for this conclusion is the low-density of housing along this section, as many lots face cross 
streets and present their long dimension to the freeway. 
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Table 4-1 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Noise Wall Analysis  

(12-foot Walls) (See Figures 4-2a to 4-2f) 
 

  Length   Benefiting Cost per  
Location/Designation (Feet) Cost Receivers Ben. Rec. 

Springwells To Green         
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 18 $43,200 
Green to Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to E of Casgrain 1750 $965,000 20 $48,200 
  Wall 2 – Along Plaza Ramp to SB I-75 450 $214,000 0 Not feasible
  Wall 3 – Livernois ramp to SB I-75 210 $118,000 1 $118,000 
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 – Campbell area 380 $208,000 0 Not feasible
  Wall 2 – Along Ramp from SB I-75 to Plaza 520 $253,000 0 Not feasible
Junction to Clark     

In
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1 
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#7
 

  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1740 $960,000 24 $40,000 
Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 18 $43,200 
Green to Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to E of Waterman 1720 $949,000 22 $43,100 
  Wall 2 – Along Ramp to SB I-75 900 $424,000 0 Not feasible
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive near Campbell 690 $381,000 0 Not feasible
  Wall 2 – Along Ramp from SB I-75, then to Junction 540 $302,000 0 Not feasible
Junction to Clark     

In
te
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B
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 #
2 
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d 

#9
 

  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1740 $961,000 21 $45,800 
Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 23 $33,800 
Green to Waterman      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive  1310 $725,000 3 $241,700 
Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Casgrain 520 $290,000 1 $290,000 
  Wall 2 – Along Ramp to SB I-75 740 $348,000 0 Not feasible
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 – Along Ramp from SB I-75 660 $368,000 0 Not feasible
Junction to Clark     

In
te
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ha
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e 

C
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 #
3 

an
d 

#1
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  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1730 $956,000 24 $39,800 
Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 23 $33,800 
Green to Waterman      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive  1310 $724,000 10 $72,400 
Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Crawford 830 $457,000 15a $30,500 
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive Cavalry to Morell 1630 $905,000 1 $905,000 
Junction to Clark     

In
te
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ha
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  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1470 $811,000 10  $81,100 
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Table 4-1 (continued) 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Noise Wall Analysis  

(12-foot Walls) (See Figures 4-2a to 4-2f) 
 

Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Btwn Service Drive and I-75 off-ramp 330 $184,000 
  Wall 2 – Along Service Drive to Green 840 $462,000 

  
25 

  
$25,800b 

Green to Waterman      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive  1310 $724,000 23 $31,500  
Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Crawford 1340 $745,000 32a $23,300 
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive Cavalry to Junction 1110 $615,000 16 $38,060 
Junction to Clark     

In
te
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ha
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G
 

A
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#1
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  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1600 $885,000 44 $20,100 
Springwells to Green     
  Wall 1 – Btwn Service Drive and I-75 off-ramp 330 $184,000   
  Wall 2 – Along Service Drive to Green 840 $462,000 25 $25,800b 
Green to Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to E of Waterman 1720 $949,000 22 $43,000 
  Wall 2 – Along Ramp to SB I-75 900 $424,000 0 Not feasible
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive near Campbell 690 $381,000 0 Not feasible
  Wall 2 – Along Ramp from SB I-75, then to Junction 540 $302,000 0 Not feasible
Junction to Clark     

In
te

rc
ha

ng
e 
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e 
#1
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  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1740 $961,000 21 $45,800 
a Counting Beard EEC as ten benefiting receivers. 
b Calculation combines Walls 1 and 2. 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 

  
 
Between east of Green and Livernois a wall was tested that would parallel the service drive to a point 
past Waterman (which would be closed) then would transition to a second wall related to the flyover 
ramp connecting the plaza to southbound I-75.  This would maintain a wall at the high point in the 
area of the flyover.  A third wall would extend farther along the service drive to shield noise from the 
Livernois on-ramp to southbound I-75.  The flyover ramp was assumed to be on fill material once it 
crosses the Livernois southbound on ramp to I-75.   

 
The cost of each of the three walls in this section, divided by the potential benefiting receivers, 
renders the walls not reasonable collectively.  It is noteworthy that the new ramp from the plaza to I-
75 would block enough noise to the Beard EEC that a wall does not prove feasible, either.  A wall is 
only considered feasible if it reduces noise by 5 dBA.  The shielding of the ramp cuts the noise level 
to the point that a noise wall cannot reduce it an additional 5 dBA.  Therefore, it is not considered 
feasible.  A wall extending only as far as the Beard EEC that includes the solid concentration of 
benefiting receivers to the west of Waterman, is reasonable, assuming two thirds of the $965,000 
wall cost would benefit 20 sensitive receivers for about $32,300 per benefiting receiver.  Note that 
some of the 20 benefiting receivers would still experience noise above 66 dBA in this 12-foot wall 
test.  Future work with the Preferred Alternative would optimize wall heights to try to reduce noise 
levels to below 66 dBA for as many receivers as possible.  Also, per the Noise Policy, at least one of 
the receivers should experience a noise reduction of 10 dBA.   
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Figure 4-2a 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Walls Analyzed  
Interchange A – Alternatives #1 and #7 

 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 4-2b 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Walls Analyzed  
Interchange B – Alternatives #2 and #9 

 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 4-2c 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Walls Analyzed  
Interchange C – Alternatives #3 and #11 

 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 4-2d 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Walls Analyzed 
Interchange E – Alternative #5 

 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 4-2e 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Walls Analyzed  
Interchange G – Alternative #14 

 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Figure 4-2f 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 

Noise Walls Analyzed  
Interchange I – Alternative #16 

 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Dragoon to Junction presents a number of challenges.  The Military Avenue Church is on record as 
not wanting a wall, and the presence of Lafayette Boulevard traffic makes a noise wall infeasible in 
any case under Alternative #1.  The point at which the off-ramp meets the southbound service drive 
in this area cannot be protected due to sight limitations, even though traffic on this off-ramp would 
be heavy.  The first opportunity for protection is near Campbell Street, but the traffic on the service 
drive is too great for a wall between the service drive and I-75 to be feasible.   
 
Junction to Clark is a section of relatively low-density housing.  Building a noise wall to potentially 
benefit 24 dwelling units would cost $40,000 per receiver (Table 4-1), above the criterion that limits 
the unit cost to $38,060.   
 
4.3.2 Interchange B – Alternatives #2 and #9  
  
Alternative #2 is the same as Alternative #9 along I-75, except the latter has slightly lower volumes 
on the ramps to and from the plaza.  There is a negligible difference when background traffic is 
considered, so the discussion below applies to both alternatives. 
 
Between Springwells and Green a noise wall does not prove reasonable, as the cost per benefiting 
dwelling unit would be $43,200 (Table 4-1), above the criterion that limits the unit cost to $38,060.   
 
Between east of Green and Livernois a wall was tested that would parallel the service drive past 
Waterman (which would be closed) to transition to a second wall on the flyover ramp connecting the 
plaza to southbound I-75.  The flyover ramp was assumed to be on fill material once it crosses the 
Livernois southbound on-ramp.  This means the flyover ramp itself would block noise, without a 
noise wall.  As a consequence, Wall 2 in this section is not feasible, as tested (Table 4-1).   
 
Wall 1, which extends beyond the Beard EEC, does not prove reasonable (Table 4-1).  A wall limited 
to the west of Waterman is reasonable, assuming two-thirds of the $949,000 cost would benefit 22 
receivers, or $28,900 per benefiting receiver. 
 
Dragoon to Junction under Alternative #2 presents similar challenges as Alternative #1.  The 
presence of Lafayette and the volume of traffic on the service drive would be too great for a wall 
between the service drive and I-75 to be feasible, i.e. it would not achieve a 5-dBA noise reduction. 
 
Junction to Clark is a section of relatively low-density housing.  Building a noise wall to potentially 
benefit 21 sensitive receivers would cost $45,800 per receiver (Table 4-1), above the criterion that 
limits the unit cost to $38,060.  So, a noise wall here would not be reasonable. 
 
4.3.3 Interchange C – Alternatives #3 and #11   
 
Alternative #3 is the same as Alternative #11 along I-75, except the latter has slightly lower volumes 
on the ramps to and from the plaza.  There is a negligible difference when background traffic is 
considered, so the discussion below applies to both alternatives. 
 
Between Springwells and Green a noise wall proves reasonable, as the cost per benefiting dwelling 
unit would be $33,800 (Table 4-1), below the criterion that limits the unit cost to $38,060.   
 
Between Green and Waterman a wall was tested that parallels the service drive.  Building a noise 
wall at a cost of $725,000 to benefit three sensitive receivers would cost $241,700 per unit (Table 
4-1), above the criterion that limits the unit cost to $38,060.  So, a wall here would not be reasonable. 
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Between Waterman and Livernois a wall was tested along the service drive east to near Casgrain 
Street where a second wall would pick up and follow the elevated alignment of the ramp from the 
plaza to southbound I-75.   The shielding provided by the ramp and the traffic on the service drive 
with Alternatives #3 and #11 is so great that a wall could not achieve a 5-dBA reduction, 
rendering it not feasible.   
 
Dragoon to Junction under Alternative #3 and #11 would involve no benefiting receivers, so a wall 
would not be feasible. 
 
Junction to Clark is a section of relatively low-density housing.  Building a wall to potentially benefit 
24 dwelling units would not be reasonable at a cost per benefiting receiver of $39,800. 
 
4.3.4 Interchange E – Alternative #5   
 
Alternative #5 shifts the plaza interchange to the east, so the relationship of the plaza ramps to the 
sensitive receivers north of I-75 is different than the other alternatives. 
 
Between Springwells and Green a noise wall does prove reasonable, as the cost per benefiting 
dwelling unit would be $33,800 (Table 4-1), less than the criterion that limits the unit cost to 
$38,060.   
 
Between Green and Waterman a wall was tested that parallels the service drive.  Building a wall 
at a cost of $724,000 to potentially benefit ten sensitive receivers would cost $72,400 (Table 4-1), 
which exceeds the criterion that limits the unit cost to $38,060.   
 
Between Waterman and Livernois a wall was tested east along the service drive to near Crawford 
Street.  Alternative #5 would remove the sensitive receivers east of this point.  With this 
alternative, the ramp from the plaza to southbound I-75 would have a lower elevation than some 
other alternatives because it passes under Waterman.  So, it would provide less shielding.  As a 
result, the opportunity for a wall to be feasible is greater.  Data in Table 4-1 are shown with the 
Beard EEC counted as ten dwelling units.  A noise wall would be feasible in this case. 
 
Dragoon to Junction under Alternative #5 would involve only one benefiting receiver.  A wall is not 
considered feasible. 
 
Junction to Clark is a section of relatively low-density housing.  Building a wall to potentially benefit 
ten sensitive receivers would not be reasonable at a cost of $81,100 per benefiting unit. 
 
4.3.5 Interchange G – Alternative #14 
 
Alternative #14 preserves all the receivers along the north side of I-75.  The more receivers that 
remain close to I-75, the more likely it is to meet the reasonability criterion. 
   
Between Springwells and Green the two tested noise walls taken together prove reasonable, as the 
cost per benefiting dwelling unit would be $25,800, compared to the criterion that limits cost to 
$38,060 per benefiting unit.   
 
Between Green and Waterman a wall placed between the service drive and I-75 would be 
reasonable.  Protection can be afforded to 23 benefiting receivers at a cost of $31,500 each (Table 
4-1). 
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Between Waterman and Livernois a wall was tested east along the service drive to near Crawford 
Street.  With this alternative, the ramp from the plaza to southbound I-75 would have a lower 
elevation than some alternatives because it would pass under Waterman.  So, it would provide 
less shielding.  Data in Table 4-1 are shown with the Beard EEC counted as ten dwelling units.  A 
noise wall would be reasonable in this area as the $38,060 criterion is met. 
 
Dragoon to Junction under Alternative #14 would involve 16 benefiting receivers.  This puts the cost 
per benefiting receiver, as tested, just over the criterion (Table 4-1). 
 
Junction to Clark would experience more benefiting receivers under Alternative #14 than any 
other alternative.  The cost per benefiting receiver of $20,100 meets the criterion. 
 
4.3.6 Interchange I – Alternative #16 
 
Interchange I/Alternative #16 preserves more of the existing road network than any other Build 
Alternative.  
 
Between Springwells and Green the two tested noise walls taken together prove reasonable, as the 
cost per benefiting dwelling unit would be $25,800, compared to the criterion that limits cost to 
$38,060 per benefiting unit.   
 
Between east of Green and Livernois a wall was tested that would parallel the service drive past 
Waterman (which would be closed) to transition to a second wall on the flyover ramp connecting the 
plaza to southbound I-75.  The flyover ramp was assumed to be on fill material once it crosses the 
Livernois southbound on-ramp.  This means the flyover ramp itself would block noise, without a 
noise wall.  As a consequence, the walls in this section are not feasible, as tested (Table 4-1).   
 
It is noteworthy that the new ramp from the plaza to I-75 would block enough noise to the Beard 
EEC that a wall does not prove feasible.   
 
A wall limited to the west of Waterman is reasonable, assuming two-thirds of the $949,000 cost 
would benefit 22 receivers, or $29,000 per benefiting receiver. 
 
Dragoon to Junction under Alternative #2 presents similar challenges as Alternative #1.  The 
presence of Lafayette and the volume of traffic on the service drive would be too great for a wall 
between the service drive and I-75 to be feasible, i.e. it would not achieve a 5-dBA noise reduction. 
 
Junction to Clark is a section of relatively low-density housing.  Building a noise wall to potentially 
benefit 21 sensitive receivers would cost $45,800 per receiver, above the criterion that limits the unit 
cost to $38,060.  So, a noise wall here would not be reasonable. 
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5.  CONSTRUCTION NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS  
     AND MITIGATION 
 
 
Construction generates noise and vibration impacts.  Barrier walls for security purposes, included 
in plaza design, will be installed first, to the extent practicable, to minimize such noise in Delray, 
including Southwestern High School.  
 
Construction noise also will be minimized by measures such as requiring that construction 
equipment have mufflers; that portable compressors meet federal noise-level standards for that 
equipment; and, that all portable equipment be placed away from or shielded from sensitive noise 
receptors, if at all possible.  A local noise ordinance will be honored. 
 
Where pavement must be fractured, structures must be removed, and/or piling or steel sheeting 
must be driven, care will be taken to prevent vibration damage to adjacent structures.  In areas 
where construction-related vibration is possible, basement surveys will be offered.  These areas 
will be identified during the design phase, and surveys will be conducted before construction 
begins to allow documentation of pre-construction conditions so any damage caused by MDOT 
construction can be determined.  Geotechnical analysis conducted for the project will aid in the 
understanding of potential vibration impacts and mitigation.  Vibration impacts are not 
anticipated at this time.  That position will be reviewed during the design phase. 
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6.  FINDINGS 
 
This study used the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 
(TNM2.5) computer model to determine the need for noise mitigation for the crossings, plazas, 
and I-75. 
 
The crossings are far enough removed from any sensitive receivers that no noise mitigation is 
warranted.  Sensitive receivers around the plazas would not experience noise with the project that 
would approach or exceed established noise abatement criteria, assuming walls are built around 
the plazas as part of the project to secure the U.S Customs and Border Protection operations. 
 
The feasibility and reasonableness of noise walls were tested along the north side of I-75 for each 
of the Practical Alternatives to guide analysis of the Preferred Alternative.  The Practical 
Alternatives include six unique interchange configurations.  Each of these was examined from the 
standpoint of its three-dimensional geometry, traffic, and receivers that would remain after 
alternative implementation.  Twelve-foot noise walls were tested for each interchange and its 
related Practical Alternatives.  A series of conclusions is reached in Section 4.3 for each 
interchange. 
 
Broad conclusions reached in performing the noise analysis along I-75 are: 
 

• The plaza ramps shield areas north of I-75 to various degrees such that, in a number of 
situations, a noise wall to provide further mitigation is not feasible, meaning it could not 
achieve a further 5-dBA noise reduction.   

 
• For several alternatives the Beard Early Education Center could not be protected by a 

wall considered to be “feasible.” 
 

• Interchange C (Alternatives #3 and #11) would shift the mainline lanes of I-75 away from 
the residential area to the north of I-75 so that fewer receivers would be affected by noise 
levels above the 66-dBA criterion.  The effect is most significant between Dragoon and a 
point east of Junction.  With Interchange C, noise levels north of I-75 where the sensitive 
receivers are located would actually be lower than experienced today. 

 
• The feasibility of noise walls along the north side of I-75 is highly dependent on the 

amount of traffic on the service drive.  Traffic intervening between a noise wall and 
houses along the service drive negates the effects of walls.  Traffic volumes on the 
service drive will be a function of how traffic is routed when roads that cross over I-75 
today are closed and how ramps are rearranged.  Alternative #14 has the least effect on 
traffic volumes on the service drive and is the best prospect for feasible and reasonable 
noise wall justification. 

 
• The segments at either end of I-75 (west of Green and east of Junction) have houses 

oriented parallel, rather than perpendicular, to the I-75 service drive and of lower density 
than other segments.  Building noise walls at a reasonable cost is more difficult in these 
segments. 

 
• The analysis performed here used 12-foot walls to test the differences among the 

alternatives.  Work for the Preferred Alternative will optimize wall heights, lengths and 
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positions, and each benefiting receiver will be re-examined to ensure that mitigation 
reduces the noise level to 66 dBA or below. 

 
Reasonable and feasible noise walls are listed in Table 6-1.  During the design phase, the specific 
locations and configurations of noise walls are specifically defined and changes in the project 
may occur that may warrant the alteration or elimination of any noise walls recommended in this 
technical report and the EIS. 
 

 
Table 6-1 

Detroit River International Crossing Study 
Feasible and Reasonable Noise Walls 

 
 

Location/Designation 
Length 
(Feet) Cost 

Benefiting 
Receivers 

Cost per 
Ben. Rec. 

Springwells to Green        Interchange C 
Alternatives #3 and #11   Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 23 $33,800 

Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive 1400 $777,000 23 $33,800 
Waterman to Livernois     

Interchange E 
Alternative #5 

  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Crawford 830 $457,000 15a $30,500 
Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Btwn Service Drive and I-75 off-ramp 330 $184,000 25b $25,800 
  Wall 2 – Along Service Drive to Green 840 $462,000   
Green to Waterman      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive  1310 $724,000 23 $31,500  
Waterman to Livernois     
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive to Crawford 1340 $745,000 32a $23,300 
Dragoon to Junction      
  Wall 1 – Along Service Drive Cavalry to Junction 1110 $615,000 16 $38,060 
Junction to Clark     

Interchange G 
Alternative #14 

  Wall 1 –Along Service Drive to Clark 1600 $885,000 44 $20,100 
Springwells to Green         
  Wall 1 – Btwn Service Drive and I-75 off-ramp 330 $184,000 25b $25,800 

Interchange I 
Alternative #16 

  Wall 2 – Along Service Drive to Green 840 $462,000   
a Counting Beard EEC as ten benefiting receivers. 
b Calculation combines Walls 1 and 2. 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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Noise Measurement Locations



 

 



 

 

Site Aerials
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Leq (1h) is the equivalent or "average" sound level over one hour. 
Lmax is the maximum noise level. 
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Leq (1h) is the equivalent or "average" sound level over one hour. 
Lmax is the maximum noise level. 
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Leq (1h) is the equivalent or "average" sound level over one hour. 
Lmax is the maximum noise level. 
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Leq (1h) is the equivalent or "average" sound level over one hour. 
Lmax is the maximum noise level. 
 
 



 

Detroit River International Crossing Study  
Noise Study Technical Report 

B - 5 

 
Leq (1h) is the equivalent or "average" sound level over one hour. 
Lmax is the maximum noise level. 
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Noise Data Sheets
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Existing Noise at Ambassador Bridge
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Noise Analysis Near the Ambassador Bridge 
 
Noise levels were recorded for playback at this meeting to give an idea 
of noise conditions at the existing bridge.  This helps understand what to 
expect at a new bridge. 
 
 

1. Noise was measured three times during the day at five locations. 

2. There was, at most, a 2 decibels (dBA) change during the day. 

3. 10-minute average sound levels ranged between 57 and 66 dBA. 

4. The noisiest location was the truck plaza (Site 5). 

5. By comparison most people find noises of 65 dBA or higher 

interfere with conversation or watching TV, and noise mitigation 

must be considered on highway projects when noise is at 66 dBA 

or higher. 

 

Noise Measurement Results  
(10-min Average Sound Level, dBA) 

 
Location Morning 

(7:30 – 9:30 AM) 
Mid-day 

(10:00 AM – Noon) 
Early Afternoon

(1:00 – 3:00 PM) 
1 58 59 59 
2 61 62 61 
3 58 57 58 
4 59 60 58 
5 64 66 64 
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TNM Output
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Interchange A – Alternative 1 – 2035



 





































 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange A – Alternative 7 – 2035



 





































 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange B – Alternative 2 – 2035



 



































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange B – Alternative 9 – 2035



 



































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange C – Alternative 3 – 2035



 





































 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange C – Alternative 11 – 2035



 







































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange E – Alternative 5 – 2035



 





































 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange G – Alternative 14 – 2035



 







































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interchange I – Alternative 16 – 2035

No Alternative #16 data sheets are presented in this section.  
Alternative #16 is a composite of Alternatives #2 and #14.  

Alternative #16 mirrors Alternative #2 between Springwells Street 
and Green Street and is comparable to Alternative #14 for the 

portion of the alternative between Green and Clark Streets.
 



 




