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1.2  Practical Alternatives 
 
The Practical Alternatives are summarized in this section.  All alternatives that were developed and evaluated are 
described in Section 3.  The Practical Alternatives are those that have the best opportunity to be implemented, i.e., the 
most practical. 
 
1.2.1  General Alternative Description 
Each end-to-end alternative has several components (Figure 1.2-1): highway route + plaza + border crossing + plaza + 
highway route going from the U.S. interstate highway system to Highway 401 in Canada.  
 

Figure 1.2-1 
Components of New or Expanded International Crossing 

 
 
1.2.2  Practical Alternatives 
 
After the screening of alternatives, nine Practical Alternatives were retained for study in the DEIS.  The nine Practical 
Alternatives were made up of a combination of six interchange options for connection to I-75 and the local roadway 
system, two toll and inspection Plazas, and two bridge crossing corridors.  Figures 1.2-2 to 1.2-10 show the conceptual 
engineering drawings of the nine Practical Alternatives.  These figures are not intended to show detail but to summarize 
the alternatives.  More detailed figures can be found in Section 3 and design drawings can be found in Appendix B. 
 
For the main Detroit River Bridge three alignments are under consideration (See Figure 1.1-1) X-10(A), X-10(B) and X-
11 (C).  For each of the crossing alignments a series of bridge types were developed and evaluated as documented in 
the Bridge Type Study Report.  Table 1.2-1 shows the bridge concepts that were selected for further development and 
evaluation after the Type Study.  In the Type Study Crossing X-10(A) was determined to not be preferred from a bridge 
engineering perspective therefore advancing conceptual engineering of bridge options at X10(A) was postponed until 
preliminary results are obtained from the geotechnical investigation program and any other relevant project EIS studies.  
A final recommendation from the geotechnical investigation program is not expected until after this report is published.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1.2-1 
Bridge Options 

Conceptual Engineering Option Elevation CD Option 
X10(A) 

 Option 1 

X10(B) 
 

Option 4 

 
Option 7 

X11(C) 
 

Option 9 

 
Option 10 



Detroit River International Crossing 
Conceptual Engineering Report 

Section 1:  Executive Summary Page 1-3 

Figure 1.2-2 Practical Alternative #1 

 
 
Figure 1.2-3 Practical Alternative #2 

 

Figure 1.2-4 Practical Alternative #3 

 
 
Figure 1.2-5 Practical Alternative #5 
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Figure 1.2-6 Practical Alternative #7 

 
 
Figure 1.2-7 Practical Alternative #9 

 

Figure 1.2-8 Practical Alternative #11 

 
 
Figure 1.2-9 Practical Alternative #14 
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Figure 1.2-10 Practical Alternative #16 

 
 
 
1.3  Cost Estimates 
 
Table 1.3-1, on the following page, presents the cost estimate for the U.S. portion of each Practical Alternative.  These 
estimates are in year-of-expenditure U.S. dollars.  Additional cost detail is presented in Appendix D. 
 
1.4  Schedule 
 
The project schedule is as follows: 

• December 2008 – Complete Environmental Process (Record of Decision) 
• January 2009 – Begin property acquisition 
• January 2009 – Begin final design of Preferred Alternative 
• 2010 – Begin construction 
• December 2013 – Complete construction and open to traffic. 

 
1.5 Practical Alternative Evaluation 
 
The purpose of this report is to identify any problems or major issues with the Practical Alternatives and finally identify 
any differentiating features that are relevant to the selection of a Preferred Alternative.  In summary all of the Practical 
Alternatives are fully functional in that they meet the project design criteria, meet the project purpose and need, and 
project goals.  Each alternative has similar features and magnitude of impacts. 
 

All of the Practical Alternatives under consideration have good traffic Levels of Service on both the I-75 mainline and 
local intersections.  The mainline operates at Level of Service (LOS) ranging from A to D, for the AM and PM Peak 
Hours.  For the intersections all operate at LOS C and above. 
 
From an engineering perspective there are very few differentiators among the Practical Alternatives.  For the Detroit 
River Bridge there are no significant differentiators other than cost.  A full discussion of the alternatives evaluation can 
be found in Section 6.  A summary of the critical differentiators for the Interchanges and Plazas are as follows: 
 

Interchanges 
• Interchange I (Practical Alternative #16) provides the best local connectivity to and from I-75. 
• Interchange G (Practical Alternative #14) provides the least amount of local connectivity to and from I-75 

and closes the most cross roads. 
• Interchange G (Practical Alternative #14) has a lower design speed than the other alternatives. 
• Interchange C (Practical Alternatives #3 & #11) would cause acquisition of the least number of properties in 

the neighborhood abutting I-75 to the north. 
 
Toll and Inspection Plazas 

• Plaza P-a (Practical Alternatives #1, #2, #3, #5, #14, #16) provides the best circulation patterns and 
smallest footprint. 
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Table 1.3-1 Cost Estimates 
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2.0  INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
2.1  Project Background 
 
The Detroit River area represents the busiest corridor for trade between Canada and the United States.  The benefits of 
such trade to the local, regional and national economies are represented in the prosperity, opportunities and high 
standards of living the citizens of each country enjoy.  The prospect of continued and increased trade passing through 
this corridor must be supported as well as protected. 
 
International border crossings in the Detroit River area occur via the Ambassador Bridge, the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel, 
the Detroit-Canada Rail Tunnel, and the Detroit-Windsor Truck Ferry that principally carries trucks hauling hazardous 
materials not allowed on the bridge or in the tunnel.  (See Figure 2.1-1.)  Almost one-fourth of all surface trade between 
the countries crosses the border at Detroit-Windsor, demonstrating the importance of this corridor to the economic well 
being (regional, national, and international) of the United States, Canada and their communities.  Backups occur 
frequently at the existing bridge and tunnel crossings.  These conditions will worsen over time as forecasts indicate 
cross-border passenger traffic will increase by approximately 40 percent by 2030, and truck traffic will grow by 120 
percent.   
 

Figure 2.1-1 
Detroit International Border Crossings 

 

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 purpose of the study is to identify 
solutions that support the region, state, provincial, and national economies while addressing civil and national defense 
and homeland security needs of this trade corridor between the United States and Canada.  Transportation alternatives 
have been considered that will improve the border crossing facilities, operations, and connections to meet existing and 
future mobility needs, security needs, and border crossing redundancy. 
 
The Border Transportation Partnership (the Partnership) was formed to comprehensively assess mobility needs in the 
Detroit River area.  This collaborative effort includes members from the following agencies: 
 

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
• Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
• Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) 
• Transport Canada (TC) 

 
The Partnership completed the Planning/Needs and Feasibility Study in February 2004.  Its findings serve as the 
foundation for the environmental study.  The Partnership is also studying governance options to determine the structure 
for ownership, operations, and maintenance of a new facility. 
 
2.2  Project Purpose and Need 
 
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. 
 
The Detroit River area has characteristics that could cause trade to grow at a higher rate than the economies of Canada 
and the United States, because the area is a major center of manufacturing in North America, is the automotive capital 
of the world, and because the economies of the two nations are increasingly integrated. Canada and the United States, 
as the largest bilateral trade partners in the world, have the responsibility to maintain access to the bilateral trade 
opportunities, and to protect their respective homelands and their shared strategic vital resources.  To that end, the 
goals of the Border Transportation Partnership for the DRIC Study are: 
 

• Approve a location for a river crossing. 
• Approve connections to freeways in the U.S. and Canada. 
• Approve locations for plazas in the U.S. and Canada. 
• Complete comprehensive engineering to support approvals, property acquisition, design and construction. 
• Submit all of the above for approval by December 2008. 
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To address future mobility requirements (i.e., at least 30 years) across the Canada-U.S. border, there is a need to: 
 

• 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 border crossing facilities, roads, interchanges, and processes operate as a system. Solving capacity problems 
involves a comprehensive approach. This means that roadway deficiencies on the cross border structures cannot be 
effectively addressed apart from issues dealing with interchange and processing capabilities, and, conversely, 
processing and interchange capacity issues cannot be effectively addressed without dealing with impending capacity 
problems on the cross border structures. 
 
2.3  Report Scope and Approach 
 
The DRIC Study consists of all work related to the Route Planning and Environmental Impact Statement through the 
Record of Decision (ROD) for a new Detroit River International Crossing, including the following: 
 

• Preparing needed documentation to receive approvals under the United States National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) for a new crossing of the Detroit River along with roadway approaches and connections to the 
existing transportation system. 

• Coordinating NEPA activities with the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) and the Ontario 
Environmental Assessment Act (OEAA). 

• Working in conformance with current MDOT, FHWA, and AASHTO practices, guidelines, policies, and 
standards.  For a bridge or tunnel, Canadian practices, guidelines, policies, and standards were reviewed.  The 
more rigorous or restricting standard will generally prevail when standards differ between nations. 

 
The purpose of this report is to document the engineering details of the alternatives development and evaluation 
process conducted for this project.  The report focuses primarily on the U.S. side of the border. 
 
The study started within the geographic area of Wayne County, and the cities of Detroit, Ecorse, River Rouge, and 
Wyandotte, Michigan.  The preliminary study limits extended from Belle Isle on the east, to the I-94 corridor on the 
north, to Grosse Isle on the west, and to the Canadian border in the Detroit River on the south.   Within these 
geographical limits the Illustrative Alternatives were developed.  After a comprehensive evaluation, the Illustrative 
Alternatives were screened down to an Area of Continued Analysis that is located between the Ambassador Bridge and 
Zug Island in the U.S.  Within the Area of Continued Analysis Practical Alternatives were developed through a 
comprehensive engineering, environmental, and public consultation process.  See Section 3.0 for a discussion of the 
alternative development and evaluation process. 
 
The Practical Alternatives are comprised of three components on the US side:  the crossing, plaza (where tolls are 
collected and Customs inspections take place), and interchange connecting the plaza to I-75 as shown in Figure 2.3-1.  
The same project components are also on the Canadian side, which is the subject of a report prepared by the DRIC 
Canadian Team.   
 
  
 
 

 

Figure 2.3-1 
Detroit River International Crossing Study 
U.S. Area of Analysis for Crossing System 

 
Source:  The Corradino Group of Michigan, Inc. 
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