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PEP/NRM

Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E.
Division Administrator
Federai Highway Administration
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

As requested, the Department of the Interior (Department) reviewed the Revised Tier 2
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Interstate Highway 69 (1-69)
Evansville to Indianapolis Project, Section 2, from Oakland City to Washington
(State Route 64 to U.S. Highway 50), Gibson, Pike, and Daviess Counties, Indiana.
The Department offers the following comments and recommendations for your
consideration.

The proposed action impacts properties eligible to be considered under Section 4(f) of
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (48 U.S.C. 1653(f». The properties
include a wildlife refuge (the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge), four historic
properties (including a historic district) eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places, and several archeological sites in the project area. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation (InDOT)
determined that when refuge lands were acquired at the time the refuge was created,
the acquisition process took into account eventual development of the 1-69Corridor.
The current project does not constitute a use of these lands. In addition, it appears that
none of the archeological sites will be eligible as Section 4(f) lands. However, a final
determination on all archeological sites is pending until intensive inventories are
completed. The Department agrees with both determinations of no Section 4(f) use.

The FHWA and the InDOT determined that there will be no effect to two of the historic
properties (Thomas C. Singleton Round Barn and Chapman-Allison Farmstead), and a
no adverse effect to a third (State Route 257 bridge over Veale Creek). Therefore,
there will be no use of these properties and the Department agrees with this
determination. The FHWA and the InDOT determined that there will be an adverse
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effect to the remaining historic property (Patoka River Bridges Historic District), but that
the visual and auditory impacts to the property do not constitute a substantial
impairment and do not constitute a constructive use of the property by the project.
Those impacts are caused by encroachment of the 1-69 Corridor close to, but not on or
within the historic district. Considerable sound modeling was done to establish the level
of impact from highway noise, and there are screening methods that can be used to
lessen the visual impacts. The Department finds that the FWHA has documented
analysis of the proximity impacts and included a statement concerning no substantial
impairment. While the Department would tend to agree with the determination of no
substantial impairment, it also notes that this should be done in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and at this time, we are unaware if the
SHPO has agreed with that determination. While we believe that concurrence is likely,
until the SHPO concurs, the Department will not concur with the determination of no
Section 4(f) use. We expect to see concurrence from the SHPO in the final EIS.

The Preferred Alternative for the 1-69 alignment in section 2 demonstrates a reasonable
effort to avoid impacts to natural resources, including habitat fragmentation. The u.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is in favor of InDOl's commitment to bridge the entire
floodplain of the Patoka River near the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge, as well as
the floodplain at Flat Creek. The FWS also strongly supports the proposed
development of wildlife crossings at the Patoka River, Flat Creek, east Fork White
River, the tributary to Jackson Pond, Prides Creek, Mud Creek, Veale Creek, and
elsewhere.

As the FWS has previously requested, the alternative alignments should be provided on
U.S. Geological Survey topographical maps so the topography and slope of the terrain
being crossed can be clearly ascertained. Being able to visualize existing topography
would greatly help reviewers understand how much cut and fill might occur and identify
areas more susceptible to erosion.

While the draft EIS does mention in a few places that bridge runoff will be collected and
channeled towards the end of the bridge (e.g., at the Patoka River crossing), the overall
strategy of how deck runoff would be managed and incorporated into bridge designs for
section 2, particularly for those bridges within the four Indiana bat maternity colony
areas, should be compiled into one discussion. In addition, a discussion of any bridge
features being considered for spill containment/filtration once the road is in use (such as
those developed for the crossing of Pigeon Creek in section 1) should be included.
Section 7.3.14 may be an appropriate location for this discussion, as well as the section
related to drainage control.

The FWS does not agree with the statement that no indirect impacts to streams will
occur due to the implementation of this project (page 5-423). Secondary development
along and near streams will alter the surrounding physical landscape by increasing
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Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr.

impeNious surfaces, reducing vegetation, and reducing water infiltration. While Best
Management Practices are useful in reducing the impacts from development on
surrounding habitat, they will not eliminate them. In particular, increased use of
herbicides, pesticides, fertilizers, and other materials associated with residential and
commercial developments is likely to occur (Morse and Kahl 2003, Schmitt and
Peckenham 2002) and could negatively impact stream water quality. On page 5-435,
the draft EIS states that ''There is a possibility that future development in the vicinity of
the road could cause runoff problems that could affect streams in the area."

In addition, indirect and chronic affects may occur over time with respect to pollutants
from highway runoff. Although the draft EIS indicates "... the pollutant concentrations
due to runoff from the highway are below the applicable EPA criteria," only three of the
ten highway runoff constituents in Table 5.19-2 (Table 5.24-3 from the Tier 1 final EIS)
have U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) criteria (copper, lead, and zinc).
While the EPA may not have specific criteria established for other roadway constituents,
these pollutants (such as suspended solids, total organic carbon, nitrates/nitrites, and
others not mentioned) will likely find their way into the surrounding water bodies and
may adversely impact a variety of fish and wildlife species. The detailed discussion on
page 5-334 pertaining to deicing chemicals and their impact on the aquatic environment
further underscores the potential for impact from roadway runoff, particularly once the
highway is in operation.

The draft EIS indicates on page 5-42 that the Expert Land Use panel does not foresee
any induced growth near the South Daviess County interchange because of a lack of
plans to extend public utilities to that "more-remote" area. Please expand the
discussion, if possible, on why future development near that interchange is not
anticipated. It seems plausible that, once an interchange is situated in that location,
requests to extend pUblic services will be made. There are quite a few homes in that
area already and, according to the draft EIS (page 4-20), a Super Wal-Mart store is less
than 3 miles away. The draft EIS (page 3-26) also mentions a potential new residential
development in that area, although it is unclear which side of the proposed interstate
that development may be located.

The FWS concerns regarding project impacts to the federally endangered Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis) and the formerly listed bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) have.
been addressed in a Revised Tier 1 Biological Opinion (BO) for this project, dated
August 26, 2006. Section 2-specific impacts to these two species will be detailed in a
Tier 2 Biological ~ssessment (BA) being prepared by the FHWA and the InDOT, which
the FW.s Bloomington Field Office in Indiana will review before the section 2 final EIS is
completed. If impacts detailed in the Tier 2 BA are consistent with those analyzed in the
Revised Tier 1 BO, the FWS will issue a separate Tier 2 BO and Incidental Take
Statement for section 2 of the 1-69project and thereby complete consultation
requirements required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (as amended). The
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FWS is aware of four Indiana bat maternity colonies in the section 2 project area. The
FWS is also aware of one eagle nest in the vicinity of the project corridor. The nest is
over 1% miles from the corridor, nd no impacts are expected.

Although the bald eagle was removed from the list of threatened and endangered
species in July 2007, it is still protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
(Eagle Act). On May 20, 2008, the FWS issued regulations that created a new permit
category to provide Eagle Act permits to entities previously authorized to take bald
eagles through section 7 Incidental Take Statements. The FHWA and the InDOT have
indicated they will comply with all permit requirements previously established for the
bald eagle for this project through Section 7 consultation.

Finally, the FWS recommends that a vehicle for funding the long-term management
(i.e., invasive species control, levee/berm repair, etc.,) of mitigation sites be established.
This will help ensure the continued viability of these sites beyond the initial 5- to 10-year
monitoring period.

Page S-22: The sentence ending" ... refinements are being made in each of the Tier 1
EISs" should say "Tier 2 EISs."

Page 3-26, last paragraph: Please expand on the discussion on the reason the South
Daviess County interchange location was modified and moved north, closer to Veale
Creek. If possible, please indicate where the new residential development is to be
located and state the differences in environmental impacts between the two locations.

Page 3-28, second paragraph: The figure regarding impacts to Antioch Christian
Church is mislabeled. It should be Figure 5.2-3 on page 5-34.

Page 5-65: Figures 5.3-1 e and 5.3-8e do not show the preferred folded diamond
interchange configuration for the interchange in subsection 7.

Page 5-186: The draft EIS mentions the potential for impacts to the copperbelly
watersnake. If any specific mitigation or avoidance measures are being considered for
this species, please include them.

Page 5-239: At the end of the first paragraph, please include the name of the specific
Indiana bat colony being referred to (Veale Creek Colony).
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Page 5-248: The fourth paragraph states that five of the bat species caught during the
mist-netting survey are listed as State Special Concern; however, only four are actually
listed.

Page 5-249, third paragraph: Other tree species used for Indiana bat roosts include the
shell bark hickory (Carya laciniosa), white ash (Fraxinus americana), and black locust
(Robinia pseudoacacia).

Page 5-273: Please amend the Water Quality Section (7) of the Context Sensitive
Solutions for the Indiana bat to include a Herbicide Use Plan for areas within the four
Indiana bat maternity colony areas.

Page 5-274: The third paragraph states that tree plantings will be monitored for 5
years. This should be changed to 10 years for this section and elsewhere as
appropriate.

Page 5-312, fourth paragraph: Figure 5.19-1 is on page 5-344, not 5-345.

Page 5-334 and Table 5.19-12: It is not overly obvious which EPA criteria are being
referred to; please specify the specific criteria being used either in the table or text (or
both). The criteria are also referenced on page 5-419.

Page 5-349, fourth paragraph, third sentence: "Table 5.20-2" should be "Table 5.20-3."

Page 5-352, Table 5.20-3: It is not readily apparent what is meant by "Edge,"
"Fragment," and "Total" in the "Type Impact" column.

Page 5-355, second paragraph: The text indicates that five forest tracts with core forest
will be impacted by the preferred alternative; however, six tracts are actually listed in the
text and Table 5.20-4. Please clarify.

Page 5-355: It would be helpful if the subsection number was mentioned in the text or
in Table 5.20-4, as well as added to Figures 5.20-4 through 5.20-9 so these core forest
areas could be more easily found.

Page 5-359: There is a typographical error - the reference to page "5.24-8" is not a
correct page number format.

Page 5-359, Mitigation Section: While the InDOT did initially volunteer to do the upland
mitigation, that commitment is now a requirement of their Section 7 (Endangered
Species Act) Incidental Take Permit.
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Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr.

Page 5-419: Please clarify why highway surface water runoff is considered a direct
affect for wetlands but discussed under indirect affects for streams.

Page 5-423: There is a typographical error - "South Fork of the White River" should be
either the "East Fork of the White River" or the "South Fork of the Patoka River."

Page 5-424, third paragraph: Please indicate what benchmark was used to determine
"significant impacts" and further cumulative analysis with respect to streams. Any
additional degradation and alteration of this already adversely impacted resource is
undesirable.

Page 6-20, paragraphs three and four: The page references for Figure 6-11 are
incorrect.

Page 7-18, item number 13: Bridges should be checked to determine their use as
roosts (not just night roosts).

Page 7-18, item number 14: The context of using the Wetland Memorandum of
Understanding during construction activities should be broader in this section. It is used
not only to minimize impacts to the Indiana bat, but to minimize impacts to overall
wetland habitat.

Page 7-28: Any stream relocation within a previously identified Indiana bat maternity
colony area should also be coordinated with the FWS.

Page 7-34: The FWS recommends developing a Herbicide Use Plan for areas with
streams within the four maternity colony areas. Also consider a low spray zone within
these same areas.

Permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will be needed for the proposed
project. Our recommendations to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for permit
conditions would be consistent with our comments here.

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and the InDOT to
ensure impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.
For consultation and coordination with the issues concerning Section 4(f) resources,
please contact Regional Environmental Coordinator Nick Chevance, Midwest Regional
Office, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4226;
telephone 402-661-1844. For matters related to fish and wildlife resources and
federally listed threatened and endangered species, please continue to coordinate with
field supervisor Scott Pruitt or project biologist Robin McWilliams Munson, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 620 South Walker Street, Bloomington, Indiana 47403-2121; telephone
812-334-4261.
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Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental

Policy and Compliance

cc:
Ms. Michelle Allen
Manager, Office of Environmental Services
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue, Room N642
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 5 


77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 


CHICAGO. IL 60604-3590 


,JUN 2 9 2009 

E-19J 

Robert F. Tally, Jr., Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration - Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Michael W. Reed. Commissioner 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 North Senate Ave., Room N642 
Indianapolis. Indiana 46204 

RE: 	 1-69 Evansville to lndianapolis, Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Section 2: Oakland City to \Vashington. CEQ No. 20090150 

Dear Mr. Tally and Mr. Reed: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 (EPA) reviewed the Federal 
Highway Administration's (FHWA) 1-69 Tier 2 Section 2 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), pursuant to Section 1 02(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The purpose of this letter and 
enclosure is to provide you with the results of our EPA review. 

EPA rates the DEIS preferred alternative as LO, Lack of Objections. An 
explanation of our rating system can be found in the enclosure entitled. "Summary of 
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Actions:' The DEIS is informative and renects 
FHWA and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) efforts to avoid and 
minimize impacts to resources of concern in developing the Section 2 DEIS alternatives 
and identifying the DEIS preferred alternative. We are pleased to see the continuation of 
the commitment to bridge the Patoka River and Flat Creek. along with their I DO-year 
floodplains, and to mitigate voluntarily at a 3: 1 ratio for the loss of upland forest. 

We have not identified any potential impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal for Section However. EPA requests that the Tier 2 Section 2 Final EIS 
(FElS) identify the upland forest mitigation sites that will be used to mitigate for Section 
2 upland forest impacts. We also request that the FEIS identify and discuss the current 
status of the Umbrella Mitigation Bank instrument currently being developed for Section 
2 and Section 3, and provide an update on INDOT's efforts to identify the additional 
wetland and stream mitigation sites that the DEIS discloses \vill be necessary to 
compensate for these Section .2 impacts. Our enclosed detailed comments focus on 
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Volume III - Part B 9



clarification, corrections and suggestions for additional infom1ation to include in the 
FEIS. We also make recommendations for additional mitigation measures for INDOT to 
consider incorporating into this proposal to further protect and enhance the environment. 
Our detailed comments focus on air quality, wetlands and streams, floodplains, and 
forests. 

We appreciate that the Section 2 DEIS identifies that the FEIS \vill include a 
running tally ofthe impacts to date of the overall I ~69 Indianapolis to Evansville project. 
We request the Section 2 FEIS and the other Tier .2 EISs include a detailed explanation of 
the tracking system that INDO'r is using to insure that the overall I~69 projecfs impacts 
are identified and all Tier I and Tier 2 NEPA mitigation measures as well as regulatory 
mitigation requirements are successfully implemented. 

Thank you f()r the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS. If you have 
any questions about U .S. EPA's comments, please contact Virginia Laszewski at 31 
886-7501 or email her at laszewski.vinrinia(ci'epa.gov. We look forward to revie\ving the 
1-69 Tier 2 FEIS for Section 2. 

Sincerely. 

Kenneth A. Westlake 
Supervisor 
NEP A Implementation 
OHice of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

Enclosures: 2 

cc: U.S. Amw Corps of Engineers - Louisville District. Attention: CELRL~OP-F. 
P.O. Box 59, Louisville. KY 40401-0059 (Michael Hasty) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Region 3. Bloomington Ecological Services 
OHice.620 S. Walker Street. Bloomington, IN 47403~2121 (Scott Pruitt/ 
Andy King) 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Water Quality, 
Section 401 Water Quality C ertitication Program. 100 N. Senate Avenue. 
MC 65~40. Indianapolis. IN 46204~2251 (Jason Randolph. South Area 
Project Manager) 

Indiana Depar1ment of Natural Resources. 402 W. Washington St., Rm W264. 
Indianapolis. IN 46204 (Matt Buffington) 
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 

AND FOLLOWUP ACTIONS· 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION 
LO--Lack of Objections 

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to 
the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that 
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental Concerns 

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO--Environmental Objections 

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative 
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory 

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint ofpublic health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to 
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. Ifthe potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected 
at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for refmal to the CEQ. 

ADEQUACY. OF TIlE IMPACT STATEMENT 
Category l--Adequate 

EPA believes the draft BIS adequately sets forth the environmental impat1(s) of the preferred alternative 
and those ofthe alternatives'reasonably avail able to the project or action. No further analysis or data 
collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition ofclarifying language or information. 

Category 2-Insufficient Information 

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS. 

Category 3-Inadequate 

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts 
of the action. or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of 
the spectrum ofalternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the 
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, .data, 
analyses, or discussions are ofsuch a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes ofthe NEPA and/or Section 309 
review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or 
revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts· involved, this proposal could be a 
candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

·From EPA Manual 1640'Policy and Procedures for the Review ofFederal ActiOns Impacting the Environment. 
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U.S. EPA Comments Concerning the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 2 - Oakland City to \Vashington 

CEQ No. 20090150 


AIR QUALITY 

Ambient Air Quality Standards: Section 4.6 - Air Quality, Table 4.6-1 (Page 4-115) 
lists both the old and new standards for ozone and PM2.5. Please note that the lead (Pb) 
standard has recently been changed to 0.15 ug/mJ. 

Recommendation: Please include both the old (1.5 ug/m3) and new (0.15 ug/mJ) 
standards for lead (Pb) in Table 4.6-1 in the Tier 2 Section 2 Final EIS (FEIS). 

Recommendation: We recommend Section 5.9.2 Regulatory Setting Conformity 
Requirements (page 5-151) include a discussion of the new tighter 24-hour PM standard 
of 35 ug/mJ in the main body of the text. 

PM2.5 Hot Spot Analysis: Section 5.9 Air Quality, 5.9.1 Introduction (page 5-150) 
states, "Section 2 occupies a portion of Washington Township in Pike County, which is 
nonattainment for the annual PM 2.5 NAAQS: it will be necessary to conduct a 
qualitative project level PM2.5 hot-spot analysis:' 

Recommendation: This statement should be changed for the Tier 2 Section 2 FEIS to 
retlect the March L 2007 interagency consultation meeting where EPA, IDEM. FlIWA. 
and I~DOT determined that the level of tramc expected from the project did not meet the 
criteria for a project of air quality concern and thus no hot-spot qualitative analysis is 
required. Include language similar or the same as that found at the bottom of DEIS page 

155. 

Clean Air Act Compliance: The DEIS correctly identifies that the Tier 2 Section 2 EIS 
preferred alternative must be included in the Evansville MPO and the INDOT 
transportation plans and demonstrate conformity with the State Implementation Plans for 
air quality before FHWA \vill approve the Tier 2 Section 2 FEIS and issue its Record of 
Decision (ROD). 

Air Quality Mitigation During Construction: Exposure to diesel exhaust by 
construction workers and those nearby a construction site can have serious health 
implications. In order to protect air quality in the project area during construction. we 
recommend I~DOT consider strategies to reduce diesel emissions. such as project 
construction contracts that require the use of equipment \vith clean diesel engines and the 
use of clean diesel fuels. and limits on the length of time equipment is allowed to idle 
when not in acti ve use ( EPA recommends idling not exceed 5 minutes). 

Recommendation: The Section 2 FEIS should identify and discuss the impacts to 
construction workers and nearby residents. schools. etc .. from diesel exhaust during 
project construction. The Section 2 FEIS should discuss the feasibility of utilizing the 
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type of mitigation discussed above for Section 2 and disclose whether or not INDOT will 
consider or commit to implementing the above referenced and/or additional strategies, 
including but not limited to. formalizing INDOT actions for the entire 1-69 project by 
developing and implementing a construction emissions reduction plan as recommended 
in our June 3, 2009. letter regarding the 1-69 Tier 2 Section 3 DEIS. 

STREAMS AND \VETLANDS 

Wetland and Stream Impacts Trade-offs: The Section 2 preferred alternative has 
comparable or fewer impacts to wetlands and streams than do the other alternatives. The 
preterred alternative in sub-section 9 has made the trade-off of taking more stream area 
and less wetlands. OveralL the preferred alternative has much lower estimated impacts to 
wetlands. 27.46 acres versus 49.58 acres for the other alternative. which is desirable. We 
are pleased that wetland impacts in Tier 2 are less than the 35 acres of wetlands impacts 
predicted in the Tier I EIS process for Section 2. The wetland impact matrix on p. 5-315 
is helpful. 

Stream resources: We are pleased to see the continuation of the commitment to bridge 
the Patoka River and Flat Creek. along with their 100-year floodplains. Stream resources 
impacts were updated during the DEIS review period using a more suitable methodology. 
The 2009 survey had better detection and resulted in considerably higher impacts to 
streams than tirst estimated. especially for the smallest water bodies. The relative 
ranking of the alternative. though. remains the same. with the preterred alternative having 
about 2.360 linear teet less stream impact than the next closest alternative. However, 
impacts for the preterred alternative still total 69.471 linear teet. or about 13 miles of 
stream, up a substantial 32.076 linear teet from the earlier estimate. Although some legal 
ditches/regulated legal drains have been substantially modified by drainage activities and 
degraded as natural systems. stream quality should not be interred from this designation. 
alone. (page 7-28) since some native water bodies have this legal status in Indiana. 

Recommendation: EPA recommends the folded diamond interchange (the DEIS 
preterred alternative interchange option subsection B-7) for the South Davies Interchange 
to slightly reduce stream impacts to Veale Creek. 

Stream restoration: Page 5-333 relates a conceptual approach to stream restoration that 
includes important principles. 

Recommendation: We strongly recommend that stream mitigation be calculated on a 
linear foot basis rather than an acreage basis. as consistent with the current practice of the 
Louisville District of the Corps of Engineers and the Indiana Department of 
Environmental Management. 

Recommendation: Due to thc substantial increase in the amount of streams impacts. we 
continue to recommend that IN DOT consider and commit to bridging more streams and 
their 100-year tloodplains. where teasible. and commit to restoring/enhancing the length 
of each stream and riparian habitat within the right of way. 

4 
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Wetland Delineation: The formal wetland delineation will be conducted after the DEIS. 
on the preferred alternative. as part of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 
Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 404 application. This will likely refine the exact 
amount of wetland area impacted, up or down from the estimated 27.46 acres. based on 
the detailed information derived from on-the-ground wetland delineation. This 
information will be carried into the Section 404 permit / 401 water quality certification 
processes. The approach taken here is acceptable to EPA for DEIS purposes, recognizing 
that the numbers will likely change for the FEIS as a result of the delineation. 

Recommendation: The crossing of the East Fork of the White River has no identified 
wetland impacts so far, but should be checked during the delineation work, since the 
crossing includes considerable f100dplain areas. 

Wetland W -17 : Wetland W -17 is a "red t1ag" area of 3. 13 acres: from the assessment 
material in the appendix. this is highlighted because ofrare species issues. We defer to 
the expertise of the Indiana Department of Natural Resources on addressing this specific 
impact. However. this wetland location is included in the area that would be bridged for 
the Patoka River crossing, which should help to reduce adverse impacts. 

Recommendations: We recommend the following clarifications for the Section 2 FEIS. 
- In Section 5.23.2. please indicate which water bodies are Section 10 permit 

waters. such as the White River. 
- At the end of Section 5.23.2, and in Section 5.23.4. an additional step that should be 

added is that EPA reviews the jurisdictional determinations made by the USACE 
under our Clean Water Act authority. 

-In Section 5.23.3. please clarify that EPA has no oversight of Section 401 water quality 
certifications for states: the certifications are undertaken by a state to ensure that 
the Federal permit does not adversely impact state water quality. 

- In Section 5.24 on page 5-02. which discusses the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES). please explain that the permit program has been 
delegated to Indiana. 

MITIGATION 

Combined Mitigation Sites for Wetlands, Streams, Forest and Endangered Species: 
Combined mitigation sites for wetlands. stream. forest and endangered species purposes 
have been identified in separate planning documents and are suitable at the conceptual 
level for the DEIS. This analysis was based on the earlier under-estimation of stream 
resources in the project area. The combined mitigation sites appear to be able to produce 
much of the quantity and quality of mitigation to onset the wetland and a limited amount 
of the stream losses (about 1600 linear feet of stream channel with small catchment areas) 
for Section 404 permitting purposes. FHW AlINDOT have proposed that this be set up as 
a mitigation bank. so that work can begin in advance of the project. The Section 404 
mitigation bank Interagency Review Team for Indiana is considering the technical 
proposal for this work. and the sites appear promising. Additional acres of wetland 
restoration will likely need to be provided for the 404 permit. depending on the projected 
and achieved yield of the mitigation sites and the final number of acres of wetland loss 
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pennitted. Likewise. additional stream mitigation will be needed. through on-site 
riparian treatment of the stream system (see item below). and by restoring ditched or 
relocated stream channels. Progress toward providing compensatory mitigation is 
appropriate for the DEIS stage of the process. but work should be ongoing to provide 
additional mitigation for the pennitting stage of the project. 

Etfective approaches to the future design of stream channels. bank stabilization and the 
riparian buffer zone within the project right-of-way will be extremely important for the 
stream resource' s structure. water quality and aquatic habitat. This is discussed in the 
DEIS. Consideration should be given to the use of lower maintenance (e.g., less 
mowing) species native to southwestern Indiana for planting the riparian buffer zone and 
contributing to its ecological quality. Culvert design should be planned to promote the 
maintenance of aquatic communities and wildlife movement. 

The impaired waters identitied in the project study area ret1ect problems incurred from 
mining and agricultural land uses. The activities proposed should not worsen these 
specitic impainnents. 

Recommendation: The Section 2 FEIS should discuss the status of the Section 2 and 
Section 3 Umbrella Mitigation Bank instrument and the outcome or status of INDOT's 
efforts to located additional mitigation sites to compensate for wetlands. streams and 
upland forest impacts that were not covered by the draft bank instrument at the time of 
the release of the Section 2 DEIS. 

Recommendation: We request that the Section 2 FEIS identify the upland forest 
mitigation sites that will be used to mitigate for Section 2 upland forest impacts. 

Section 7, Threatened and Endangered Species Act: The DEIS identities that the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will issue a Biological Opinion (BO) for Section 2 
prior to issuance of the Tier 2 Section 2 FEIS. 

Recommendation: We recommend the USFWS Section 2 BO be included in the FEIS 
and the FEIS identify and discuss any changes that need to be made to the current 
proposal based on USFWS requirements identified in the Section 2 80. 

Tracking Project-wide Impacts and Mitigation: DEIS Section 7.3 - Section 2 
Mitigation Measures and Commitments (page 7-12) briet1y mentions that INDOT will 
track mitigation commitments and mitigation activities associated with each resource 
category within a GIS database and spreadsheets. Details ofiNDOT's tracking system 
are not provided. The DEIS identities that INDOT will provide to pennitting agencies 
and EPA a tracking summary on an annual basis. 

Recommendation: We request that the FEIS for Section 2 explain the method that 
INDOT proposes to use to keep track of the direct impacts to the resources of concern 
and impacts mitigation for each I -69 Tier 2 Section. The FEIS should explain how 
NEPA-identitied mitigation commitments for resources impacts that are not part of 
regulatory mitigation requirements, such as upland forest, will be tracked to insure that 

6 
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adequate mitigation occurs for all losses incurred to these resources in each Tier 2 section 
and throughout the entire 1-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) project. 

Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS identifies how local communities, 
watershed groups and others, beside the resource agencies. may obtain updates regarding 
the 1-69 impacts/mitigation tracking information. 

Recommendation: We also recommend the Section 2 FEIS and all future 1-69 Tier 2 
EISs include the pertinent resources mitigation information to-date from the tracking 
system. This information could be included in the cumulative impacts analysis section of 
the EIS and/or in the FEIS Appendices that contains the running tally of the overall 1-69 
Indianapolis to Evansville project impacts. 

1-69 Community Planning Process: We appreciate that Appendix Qof the DEIS 
provides an update regarding the measures that the local communities and counties that 
participate in the 1-69 Community Planning Process (CPP) have and/or propose to 
undertake, if any. in order to protect and enhance these resources of concern in their local 
community and/or county. We commend FHWA and INDOT for undertaking this 
endeavor to help mitigate for secondary development impacts associated with the overall 
1-69 project. The CCP has the potential to result in local communities providing 
additional protection to resources of concern in the study area. 

Recommendation: We request the Section 2 FEIS provide an update on the status of the 
1-69 CCP and identify any additional community actions that have taken place since the 
DEIS report. 

Wildlife Crossings, Streams, Floodplain/Riparian Habitat: We concur with INDOTs 
commitment to include four wildlife crossings in Section 2: (1) Patoka River. (2) Flat 
Creek. (3) East Fork of the White River. and (4) a tributary to Jackson Pond. We note 
that wildlife crossings will automatically be created at the Patoka River and Flat Creek 
crossings because INDOT has committed to bridging across these water bodies and their 
IOO-year tloodplain. 

Recommendation: We encourage INDOT to bridge across all streams and their 
associated t1oodplains/riparian habitat, v,,'hcn feasible. Bridging these areas would allow 
for stream and riparian habitat restoration and/or enhancement within the right of way. 
and automatically provide a wildlife crossing. This would allow for future restoration 
and/or enhancement of the stream and riparian habitat located outside the immediate right 
of way by private property owners. watershed groups. local communities. county. state' 
and/or federal agencies. 

DOCUMENT CLARITY - ERRATA: FIGURES/MAPS, TABLES, DEFINITIONS 

Tier 2 Section 2 DEIS - VOLU:ME I 

Chapter} Alternatives 

7 
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Page 3-5 (footnote). Please be advised there is no Table 3-16 as stated in the footnote. 

In addition, Table 3-15 Preliminary Alternatives - Estimates of Annual Maintenance 

Costs (page 3-104) does not include all the cost information that the footnote claims it 

does. 


Page 3-13. Please change "USEPA District 5"' to "USEPA Region 5." 


Chapter 4 - Affected Environment 

Table 4.2-14 (page 4-21) does not show future population projections for the three 

counties as stated on page 4-18. It shows a Summary of Existing Land Uses. Table 4.2
13 (page 4-18) shows population projections. 


On Page 4-59 the reader is incorrectly referred to Page 4-67 to find Figure 4.3-1. The 

correct page is 4-66. Also, Figure 4.3-2 is on page 4-67 and not on page 4-68. 


Page 4-63 incorrectly refers the reader to page 4-69 for Figure 4.3-3. Figure 4.3-3 is on 

page 4-68. 


Chapter 5 - Environmental Consequences 

Page 5-134 Figure 8-1 is not an aerial photo as stated here. Did you mean Figure 8-2? 


Table 5.19-2 Wetland Impacts Matrix for Section 2 Alternatives (pages 5-315 

through 5-321). This Table includes an Indiana [wetland] community type abbreviated 

as "SF." If this is not a typo, please identify the wetland community "SF" stands for at 

the end of Table 5.19-2. 


Table 5.19-9 Floodplain Impacts by Alternative (page 5-329). The floodplain acreage 

impacts lor Alternatives A and B (113.59 acres and II 10 acres, respectively) identified 

in this table do not coincide with the impacts acreage identitied tor Alternatives A and B 

(109.8 acres and 105.4 acres, respectively) in the text on page 5-329. 

Page 5-330 incorrectly refers the reader to Table 5.24-2 (page 5-395) and Figure 

5.24-1 (page 5-428) for information regarding Section 2 impaired streams. Table 5.24-2 

presents information regarding Land Cover Types in Induced Growth TAZs and Figure 

5.24-1 shows locations of projected Induced Gro\\1h areas. We recommend the FEIS 

includes the Figure that depicts and labels all impaired stream segments within the 

Section 2 study area and Section 2 corridor. 


On Page 5-417 (first full sentence) there appears to be a math or typo error here 

regarding the amount of total acres of agricultural land contained within the three-county 

area. and consequently an error in the percentage of land reported here that would be 

converted from agricultural land due to the project. See page 5-426 (first full paragraph) 

for contradictory acreage/percentage figures. 


Chapter 13 Glossary. Acronvms and Index 

We recommend that Community Planning Program (CPP) be added to the FEIS index. 

and the FEIS list of acronyms include CCP. 


8 
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We recommend that both Direct Impacts and Induced Growth be included in the FEIS 
index. 

Tier 2 Section 2 DEIS - VOLUME II - Appendices (on Compact Disk only) 

We recommend that all Community Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting minutes, phone 
calls and other documentation the FHW AlINDOT/consultanfs used to help infonn their 
EIS decision making process be included as part of the NEPA record in an FEIS 
Appendix. 

9 
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DNR Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director

Environmental Unit
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W264
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2641

Mr. Joseph Leindecker
Jacobs Engineering Group
POBox 8464
Evansville, Indiana 47716

Re: DNR #11776-2: 1-69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2
Section 2 DEIS; Multi (Daviess, Gibson, and Pike Counties)

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced project per your
request. Our agency offers the following comments for your information and in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

We recommend that due diligence be paid to construction activities in the White River, and that all
erosion control measures be implemented. Recent records of endangered mussel species have been submitted for
Pleurobema cordatum and Cyprogenia stegaria, which were noted in the East Fork of the White River.

The Department agrees with the preferred alternative of Alternative A in subsections 1,2,4,5,6, and 9.
We also agree with use of Alternative B in subsection 7.

In subsection 3, the Department suggested using a hybrid of Alternative A and B. We recommended using
Alterative A from the northern terminus of subsection 2 to the 56/61 interchange then switching to Alternative B
in order to reduce environmental impacts. Alternative A runs between two wetland areas thus reducing
connectivity between them. If Alternative A is used, the Department would suggest the installation of a wildlife
crossing in this area.

In subsection 8, the Department has suggested the use of Alternative B rather than the preferred
alternative A in order to avoid bisecting continuous tracks of forest.

In previous discussions, it was suggested that the use of bat friendly bridges may cause a conflict when
the bridges are repaired in the future. Are bat friendly bridges still being considered in this section as mentioned
in Section 3?

The eastern box turtle (Terrapene c. carolina), which is a species of special concern, and the state
endangered ornate box turtle (Terrapene o. ornata) both occur within the project vicinity. The eastern box turtle is
more likely to be encountered due to its widely scattered population. Box turtles are relatively sedentary but
move within a small home range that typically includes forested and open areas as well as a water source. They
are subject to mortality due to various life history traits-long lived yet delayed sexual maturity, small broods, and
low annual reproductive rates; site fidelity; hibernation under shallow cover; slow moving and a defense
mechanism that involves retreat into their shells. Due to these various characteristics, box turtles could be subject
to mortality during construction and post construction. We request that in consultation with the State
Herpetologist, preconstruction surveys be conducted to locate and remove any individuals of either species from
within the project boundaries. Relocation should occur within close proximity to their original location and
barriers installed to hinder migration back into the project area.

An Equal Opportunity Employer

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Letter to Mr. Leindecker
June 23, 2009
Page 2

As previously mentioned, the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) crossing must be designed
to not drain stormwater runoff directly into the wetlands, but to contain and channel it towards the end of the
bridges where it should then be adequately treated to remove sediment and salts before being allowed to enter the
Patoka River NWR.

Road traffic noise and artificial light have a documented negative effect on a variety of wildlife.
Appropriate mitigation measures should be implemented where the highway crosses significant areas of wildlife
habitat. Any lights along the highway where it is crossing a significant habitat area should be put on the shortest
poles possible to limit the spread of light and should be shielded so the light shines only on the highway and not
up or out from the road.

For any culverts that are to be used, we recommend using three-sided box culverts to allow a stream's
natural stream bed to remain. Wetlands should be avoided as much as possible; however, when it is unavoidable,
crossing wetlands with an appropriate number of adequately-sized bridges or three-sided box culverts will
minimize the impacts to the wetland's hydrology and minimize the effects of the fragmentation of the habitat. All
culverts should extend beyond the top of the bank (wider than the channel being crossed) or contain an above-
water ledge for terrestrial wildlife use.

Any new or redesigned bridges in areas of high wildlife use will require design specifications that provide
for wildlife habitat connectivity. This includes an adequate space under bridges with un submerged dry land
unarmored with riprap with minimum dimensions of 8' tall by 24' wide to allow wildlife passage; this does not
include the size of the opening over the channel. Riprap poses a barrier to movement and the threat of injury or
death to wildlife trying to cross over it; therefore, if riprap is planned under the bridge, only dry land not armored
with riprap should be considered in the opening dimensions. Considerations can be made if alternative armoring
materials are used. Wildlife passages should be created in areas where significant habitat occurs on both sides of
the highway to allow wildlife movement from one area to another and to reduce the risk of wildlife crossing the
road to access these areas. We recommend that deer exclusion fences along any such areas be included in the
highway design.

Mitigation for impacts to floodplain habitat must include wildlife mitigation, not just providing for flood
capacity.

Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to contact Christie
Stanifer, Environmental Coordinator at (317) 232-4160 or toll free at 1-877-928-3755 if we can be of further
assistance.

/A~'·
~~th;~BU~~
Environmental Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlife
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Dear: 169committee: I am writing in concern of the 169 project my name is David Rhoads and I'm
the Fire Chief at the City of Washington, the way 1understand it is now figured for the City of
Washington there is only one interchange in the current plan which is located east of Washington
. The problem with this is, if there is a incident at this interchange the next interchange is at least
20 miles away either north of Petersburg or around the Crane interchange, being in the
Emergency field as we are I can see a problem with this situation and the need of a second
interchange for the City of Washington which is a must with the possibility of growth expansion of
business and being the biggest City in Daviess County and the County Seed. With the possibility
of working accidents on this road one interchange could be a big mistake to make for this project,
and it would cost the taxpayers a lot more money later to do what should be done at this time.
Thanks for the opportunity to express my opinion on this matter. Fire Chief David Rhoads City of
Washington
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DAVIESS COUNTY
HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

5247 E 100 N
MONTGOMERY, INDIANA 47558
812-444-5798

Joe Lindecker, P.E., AICP, 1-69 Project Manager
P.O. Box 8464
Evansville, IN. 47716

300S - Option 1: Close 300S at Troy Road. Relocate 300S across new bridge over Veale Creek and
construct new intersection with Horrall Road.
Alternate 300S - Option 2: Close 300S at Troy Road. Dead end 300S just west of existing bridge 234.
Improve 400S from HorraH Road to Old Troy Road. L= 0.74 miles.

250S - Option 1: Close 250S at 1-69. Improve and raise 250S and 125E above flood plain at
intersection.
Alternate 250S - Option 2: Close 250S at 1-69. Improve and raise 250S and 125E above flood plain at
intersection. Continue the improvement of 125E between proposed construction areas. L = 650' +/-

~

iCereIY'

, ~-1'?Z 6C1!:-
L F. Mclin, Supervisor
Daviess County Hwy Dept
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BOARD OF DAVIESS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
200 E. WALNUT STREET

WASHINGTON, IN 47501

Joe Lindecker, P.E., AICP, 1-69 Project Manager
P.O. Box 8464
Evansville, IN. 47716

3005 - Option 1: Close 3005 at Troy Road. Relocate 3005 across new bridge over Veale Creek and
construct new intersection with Horrall Road.
Alternate 3005 - Option 2: Close 3005 at Troy Road. Dead end 3005 just west of existing bridge 234.
Improve 4005 from Horrall Road to Old Troy Road. L= 0.74 miles.

2505 - Option 1: Close 2505 at 1-69. Improve and raise 2505 and 125E above flood plain at
intersection.
Alternate 2505 - Option 2: Close 2505 at 1-69. Improve and raise 2505 and 125E above flood plain at
intersection. Continue the improvement of 125E between proposed construction areas. L = 650' +/-

~ 'r. .fJv ;22. UJL?d=~
tarry G. i1son, Commissioner
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COUNCILMAN NORMAN DILLON:  Good afternoon. 
 

 I've never supported I-69.  I feel building a new  terrain highway is wrong for 
environmental reasons.  But being a councilman, I feel whenever this initially started, 
Pike County was going to have three interchanges.  We had a south, a middle and a 
north.  You done away with our north  interchange.  And in between that time we've 
had  several grants and monies that we've had to do studies on industrial parks, how 
it's going to  help our community, how the urban sprawl was going to come out, how 
our sewer and water system was  going to work.  And you're taking away our        
economic development and our growth when you take away the north exit.               
And also, on the 61 exit, we need a full, or a double four-leaf clover to make it safe 
for trucks to come on and off.  This sliding down and going to a stoplight and having 
to sit there and wait with semis with coal and stuff is unsafe.  We need a double four-
leaf clover at 61 to make traffic flow in and out of our county. And you do away with 
the north exit.  You’re killing our economic development because economic      
development, just not at our industrial park when we finally get one built, it's in 
between those two exits where you have mom-and-pop shops being  built in between 
those two corridors because somebody comes off that interstate can pull off of           
one exit, drive through and come out the other end and get on an exit.  You're doing 
away with that.  You're hurting my county.  You're limiting the access to that road 
where we can get from Point A to Point B like Evansville wants to get to 
Indianapolis. So I'd appreciate it if you'd put that north exit back on and definitely 
make 61 a double four-leaf clover.  Thank you.                                                                               
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MAYOR JON CRAIG:  Thank you, and thank you to  Bernardin, Lochmueller; Jacobs 
Civil; Hannum &  Klein; and INDOT for all your hard work on this project.  
 
But I'd like to echo actually some of Mr. Dillon's comments.  I'm going to keep my          
remarks tonight to the north interchange, and it's important to Petersburg and, I believe, 
also to Pike County.  We're preparing for what I-69 is going to do to our downtown.  It's 
going to create a bypass of Petersburg.  We understand that.  Many communities in 
Indiana today you see have--have main streets that are struggling because the through 
traffic has left that downtown.  Your slide earlier showed a 58 percent reduction                                
potentially on State Road 57.  Again, we're preparing for that.  We're trying to enhance 
our downtown.  We've got downtown revitalization plans in place.  We're doing our land 
use planning to make this interstate the absolute best it can be here in Pike County and to 
plan progressively for economic development initiatives. So as we look at this project, 
and we look at the future, the north interchange is the key to our economic growth and 
prosperity as it relates to the development of Interstate 69.  It feeds a current industrial 
area, a current industrial area that if the interstate was present today, and the power plants 
in that area would announce that they're going to build these billion-dollar investments, 
it's my opinion that INDOT, the State of Indiana, the Economic Development 
Corporation, would be doing everything in their power to attract this industry to our 
communities. So think about it the other way is all we're asking.  You mentioned very 
early on today that your goals in the project were to receive local input, put in place local 
economic development initiatives, make those things happen, enhance our public safety, 
and reduce congestion, and increase our accessibility.  That's all the same reasons       
we're promoting the north interchange, to reduce 1,000 coal trucks a day from State Road 
61.  1,000 coal trucks a day are going to be pushed onto State Road 61, which is not 
meant to handle this traffic. Thank you very much.  
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MAYOR LARRY HAAG:  Thank you, Rickie, and I'd also like to thank everyone that's 
worked on this project.  
 
It's real easy for me to stand here tonight and say that we in Washington are in favor of 
this project because it's not going through our family farm.  It's not going through our 
homes and so forth.  But what we need to look at in the State of Indiana, I-69 is going to 
be built.  It's going to be a socioeconomic impact, and what we all hope for is that it is a 
plus.  And what we need to think about is the north interchange for Pike County, the 
southern interchange for Daviess County.  The savings is very small; very, very small on 
the big picture.  There's trillions of dollars being dumped by the current Presidential 
administration.  We're talking very, very low money here on this northern and southern          
interchange.  We're talking about massive socioeconomic impact.  We're talking about 
safety. We're talking about emergency concerns.  We're talking about real growth in 
southern Indiana that we've never seen before because we didn't have the highways.  Yes, 
it will save us a little bit of money.  Let's don't be penny wise and dollar dumb.  Let's 
really look at the true impact.  Don't sell yourself short.  In southern Indiana we've done          
that.  We've done it in Washington.  But today, Ladies and Gentlemen, we need to stand 
up and say, if this is going to happen to us, we want the biggest bang out of this highway 
because it's going to take our property, some of our properties.  It's going to take some of 
our households.  So let's grab ahold of this, and let's be heard that this has to happen.           
We're--in Washington, Indiana we're sitting very nicely with U.S. 50 and the interchange.           
We'll do all right in Washington, Indiana.  But don't forget about the country folks.  
You're hurting the country folks when you take their homes away from them.  Give them 
something back. Let them grow.  Thank you. 
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MR. PAUL LAKE:  Good evening, and I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to 
speak to you tonight. My comments will be brief.   
 
I'm going to reiterate some of the things you've heard before. In terms of my position 
within the county, I'm the director of the Pike County Economic Growth &       
Development Council, and I'm also a resident of Pike County.  We talk about 
opportunity, and I can   tell you now that on a weekly basis I see leads from companies 
coming in from across the nation and in some cases from across the world.  And in some 
of the rural communities that do not have an access point to a limited access interstate            
highway, we're automatically crossed off the list. These companies want to be within 10, 
15 or 20 miles of an interstate.  So those are opportunities that are forever lost and have 
been forever lost to those in Pike County that don't have that benefit. We look at 
Interstate 69 in terms of public safety.  And we have talked about one interchange          
on State Road 61 just outside of Petersburg, and we've talked about the northern 
interchange as well and the fact that it may be deferred.  I would argue that in terms of 
public safety, that north interchange is critical to Pike County and those people that are 
going to be passing through it because the mayor of Petersburg referenced a number of 
coal trucks that pass through on a daily basis feeding the two coal-fired power plants we           
have.  If you do not have that Pike County north interchange, you are going to force the 
majority of those trucks to get off the interstate and come through the City of Petersburg 
competing with our school busses, our grade schools, and our citizens and visitors as they 
pass through.  So I would ask you to go back, look at that again, sharpen your pencil and 
decide, yes, the Pike County north interchange is crucial to this area.  Thank you very 
much. 
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American Electric Power
700 Morrison Road
Gahanna, Ohio 43230-6642
www.aep.com

Jacobs Engineering Group
Joseph Leindecker
P.O. Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 2) for the 1-69, Evansville to Indianapolis
Project for Section 2 between Oakland City and Washington, Indiana

Effective February 1, 2001, the responsibility for coordination with public agencies and private
developers for the relocation of electric facilities and evaluations of proposed developments were
split according to whether the voltage ofthe affected facility was transmission or distribution.
There is no longer a single point of contact for all of our electric facilities and substations.

Transmission:
After reviewing your information this section of the proposed 1-69 between Oakland City and
Washington, IN directly affects AEP's Rockport-Sullivan 765,000 volt transmission line.
AEP's ability to relocate or modify a 765kV transmission line is extremely time consuming
and costly. Construction requires scheduled outages with PJM. Outage approvals may
take as long as a year to receive, and can only be requested once the project design is
complete. In order for AEP to fully identify the impact of the proposed alignment, more
information is required. Please continue to keep in contact with AEP as the project
progresses. See attached Figure S-10 for AEP's transmission line location. We urge
extreme caution when operating a crane, vehicle or mechanical equipment capable of having
part of its structure elevated, near any equipment or energized lines. Please adhere to all OSHA
standards when working near any energized line.

If you should have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Jessica Scott on
614-552-1825 or jlscott@aep.com.

Sincerely,
7iu4L.~~
Tina L. Hairston
Transmission Line Project Engineering
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1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 2-D raft Environmental Impact Statement

Figure S-10: Section 2, Subsection 6

S-48 Summary
S.13 - Glossary of Key terms
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Date: Mon, 29 Jun 2009 22:52:32 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Tim  
LastName = Maloney 
StreetAddress = 3951 N. Meridian St. 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis  
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46208 
Email = tmaloney@hecweb.org  
Comments =  
 
 
June 29, 2009 
 
 
Mr. Joseph Leindecker  
Jacobs Engineering Group 
P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, Indiana 47716.  
  
 
RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Project, Section 2  
 
 
Dear Mr. Leindecker: 
 
The Hoosier Environmental Council submits the following comments on the DEIS 
for Section 2 of the I-69 Project.   
 
Incorporation of comments on Tier 1 EIS 
 
HEC incorporates by reference its comments on the Tier 1 EIS and selection of
the new-terrain (3C) route for I-69.  In summary, the FEIS:  
a) contained a flawed purpose and need statement, which was biased toward a 
new-terrain route; 
b) failed to rigorously explore and evaluate alternatives, including the U.S.
41/I-70 upgrade alternative; 
c) failed to accurately measure environmental and other relevant impacts; 
and, 
d) failed to comply with other binding laws, including the Clean Water Act. 
 
Comments specific to Tier 2, Section 2 DEIS 
1.  Purpose and Need 
 
INDOT has improperly segmented the Tier 2 EIS by separately evaluating 
sections of the highway that do not have independent utility.  There is no 
evidence provided that Section 2 would meet a demonstrated transportation 
need if the other sections of I-69 were not completed.    
 
Personal Accessibility  
The discussion of the personal accessibility factor focuses on access to an 
interstate highway, and to arbitrarily selected regional destinations, yet 
overlooks local accessibility which is a more important component of personal
travel.  Nor does it consider how accessibility would be affected if an 
interstate corridor was located elsewhere in southwest Indiana, such as along

Page 1 of 5Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 13 of 192 in folder inbox]

11/3/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=DIA392844970uCU&FOLDER=i...
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the U.S. 41/I-70 corridor.  (Pg 2-7,2-8) 
 
The claims made for travel time savings due to proximity to an interstate are
meaningless, given that similar time savings could be experienced by selected
communities in the region if an interstate were constructed along another 
corridor in the region, such as U.S. 41, or SR 231.  Because of the flawed 
nature of the tiering process used in studying I-69, the travel time 
comparisons consider only variations on the Tier 1 alternative 3C route vs. a
no-build alternative, which results in a misleading comparison as noted 
above.  (Pg 3-92, 3-93)    
 
The DEIS assessment of travel time differences only considers time to a few 
regional destinations, and to an interstate. It does not assess local travel 
times, or travel to regional destinations other than Evansville, Bloomington,
or Indianapolis.  Nor does it assess limitations to local travel times caused
by a limited access highway which results in local road closings.  (Pg 3-92).
 
 
In the accessibility discussion, Knox County/Vincennes are mentioned as part 
of the study area, and a beneficiary of improved access from new-terrain 
I-69.  However, the new-terrain I-69 does not enter Knox County, nor serve 
Vincennes.  If communities in adjoining counties are beneficiaries of an 
interstate in another county, then this same argument can be made for the 
benefits of using U.S. 41 for the I-69 route to communities such as 
Washington, Petersburg, and the Crane facility.  (Pg 2-10)   
 
The accessibility needs alleged to be met by new-terrain I-69 appear to 
disregard the commuting patterns described in Chapter 4.  Based on these 
patterns, there is significant east-west travel in the study region which 
would be unserved by the new-terrain I-69 route. Moreover, a major portion of
the north-south commuting pattern is along the U.S. 41 corridor rather than 
the chosen route for I-69.  (Pg 4-51 to 4-54) 
 
Highway safety 
The DEIS relies on outdated and incomplete safety information used in the 
Tier 1 EIS to claim that 3 counties in the study area have high crash rates. 
INDOT should revise their safety analysis based on current data, and more 
specifically identify any safety issues that may be present on existing 
roadways.    
 
Moreover, the DEISâ€™ traffic analysis indicates that traffic levels on some 
local roads will increase significantly as a result of construction of I-69, 
which will affect local traffic safety.   The DEIS claims that the new I-69 
will reduce overall congestion on the regionâ€™s roads, but the traffic 
statistics provided do not appear to support this.  Level of service ratings 
for roads in both Knox and Dubois Counties will decline if the highway is 
built.   Moreover, truck volume increases are projected as well on a number 
of roads, such as SR 61/56. (Pg 3-98) 
 
2. Affected Environment 
 
Air Quality 
 
The DEIS states that a new transportation conformity determination is 
required (based on Gibson and Pike Countiesâ€™ status as a â€œmaintenanceâ€� 
area).  This conformity determination should be completed prior to the 
completion of the FEIS, so that the public has an opportunity to review and 
comment on the document. (Pg 4-114) 
 
Social impacts  
Interchanges 
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The DEIS mentions the possibility of phased construction, to reduce costs, 
and that some interchanges may be deferred.  (pg 5-11) 
 
Energy impacts 
The DEIS reflects that building of the preferred alternative will increase 
energy consumption in the study area by 193% in Daviess County, and by 146% 
in Pike County, by the year 2030, compared to not building the highway.  (Pg 
5-431) 
 
3. Comparison of Alternatives  
 
Cost Comparisons 
The DEIS discloses that the cost of building Section 2 has increased 
substantially over the cost projections provided in Tier 1, an 53% increase. 
(Table S.8-2, DEIS; Tier 1 FEIS).   Because of the higher costs, INDOT is 
proposing in the DEIS to use lower cost materials (asphalt vs. concrete) and 
to defer construction of road features such as full interchanges, rest stops,
overpasses, and access roads.  However, the DEIS states â€œA decision to use 
the initial guidelines, low cost guidelines, or a combination (any of which 
meet IDM standards) will be made in the FEIS and/or subsequent design.â€� (pg
6-3)  As a result, the final features, costs, benefits, and impacts of 
Section 2 remain uncertain and the analysis therefore is incomplete.  
Moreover, INDOTâ€™s cost calculations do not contain the most up to date 
information on highway construction costs (Construction Cost Indices, 
Washington DOT, 4/9/2009), which have increased since 2007, when INDOTâ€™s 
2004 unit costs were updated, according to Appendix D of the DEIS.   
 
The DEIS also used outdated figures for farmland costs, using Purdueâ€™s 2005
study of farmland values. (pg 16, Appendix D).  This study is updated 
regularly, and the most recent version reveals significant increases in 
farmland value since 2004.  For southwest Indiana, from June 2007 to June 
2008, farmland value increases ranged from 12% to 16.5% depending on the land
quality.  
 
The DEIS contains no discussion of the likelihood of all 6 sections of I-69 
being funded. A specific funding source for Sections 4, 5, and 6 is not 
identified in INDOTâ€™s Long Range Transportation Plan.  Moreover, at the 
current cost estimates, Indianaâ€™s identified source of funding for I-69, 
the $700 million from the Indiana Toll Road lease, will not be sufficient to 
complete Sections 1 and 2, leaving Section 3 unfunded as well.   
 
Given the higher costs and likely reduction in features that will affect the 
projectâ€™s performance, INDOT should re-evaluate the entire I-69 project to 
determine if it is cost effective and justified.  
 
Comparison of Tier 1 FEIS Costs and Impacts to those of Tier 2 Preferred 
Alternative 
Table 6-15 of the DEIS reveals that the environmental impacts of Section 2 
are greater than those projected in the Tier 1 FEIS.  Total right-of-way 
required increased to 1,824 acres, farmland destroyed increased to 1,195 
acres, and forestland destroyed more than doubled to 213 acres.  The Tier 2 
FEIS for Section 1 also reflected increased right-of-way impacts, as does the
Tier 2 DEIS for Section 3.    
 
â€œThe differences in the impacts shown in Table S.8-2 are primarily due to 
the level of detail in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 analyses.â€� (pg S-25)  This 
statement illustrates a main flaw in the tiering process used for studying 
I-69, and highlights the fact that the route corridor for I-69 was selected 
without knowing the full impacts of the highway.  Moreover, the full impacts 
are still unknown since the Tier 2 DEISâ€™ for Sections 4, 5, and 6 have yet 
to be completed or published.   
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INDOT has disregarded the request of U.S. EPA (Kenneth Westlake, 8/31/06) 
that each Tier 2 EIS provide a tally of impacts for all Tier 2 sections, 
including both direct and indirect impacts.  EPAâ€™s request assumed that a 
Tier 2 DEIS would be completed for all sections before any final Tier 2 EIS 
was completed.  A â€œtally of impactsâ€� was provided in the Section 1 FEIS, 
but the DEIS for Sections 2 and 3 demonstrate that this tally was inaccurate 
and underestimated impacts, as did the Tier 1 EIS.   Not only has EPAâ€™s 
request not been honored, construction on the highway has started before all 
Tier 2 DEISâ€™ are available.   As a result, INDOT has avoided a complete 
quantification of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the I-69 
highway.  
 
4.  Quality of Information and Surveys 
 
INDOT surveys for fish and mussel species in the Section 2 corridor were 
extremely limited, and the discussion of potential impacts to listed species 
is cursory.   
 
Actual field surveys for birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles were 
limited to a 1.4 mile section of the Patoka River bottoms. (Pg 5-240, 5-241).
 Other areas of the Section 2 corridor should have been surveyed as well, 
including the White River corridor.  
 
The discussion of listed bird species misidentified the cerulean warbler as a
species of special concern; it is now a state endangered species. (Pg 5-246) 
 
The fish surveys were limited to very short stretches of the affected 
waterways, and thus may have missed species that migrate along these 
waterways.  (Pg 5-244) 
 
The assumption, repeated for many of the listed species, that since no 
evidence of breeding grounds was discovered for species noted as present, 
then there would be no impact to the species, is not sound reasoning.  The 
surveys were very limited and nests or other evidence of breeding sites could
easily be overlooked.  (Pg 5-260, red-shouldered hawk for example)  
 
More thorough studies are needed to fully document the impacts of the 
proposed highway on sensitive, rare and endangered fish and wildlife species.
  
 
5.  Forest and Wildlife Impacts and Mitigation 
 
The preferred alternative will destroy 213 acres of forest and 27.5 acres of 
wetlands.  The proposed mitigation is inadequate to replace the lost 
habitats.  Forest habitats will be â€œreplacedâ€� at only a 1:1 ratio, with 
another 2:1 ratio for â€œpreservingâ€� existing forest through purchase.  
This does not represent a true 3:1 replacement ratio, which should require 
that 3 acres of forest be re-created through plantings for every 1 acre 
destroyed.  Even at a 3 to 1 ratio, the function of a mature forest takes 
many years to replace. (pg 7-7) 
  
 
Conclusion  
Because of the I-69 highwayâ€™s significant environmental impact, high cost, 
and questionable benefits, Section 2 as well as the entire Alternative 3C 
route for the new-terrain I-69 should be reevaluated, and instead INDOT 
should pursue the U.S. 41/I-70 route alternative.   
 
Submitted by: 
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Tim Maloney  
Senior Policy Director  
Hoosier Environmental Council  
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Date: Tue, 10 Feb 2009 12:32:30 -0600  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Gary 
LastName = Moody 
StreetAddress = 299 1/2 W Madison St 
Address =  
City = Franklin 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46131 
Email = garyx56@comcast.net 
Comments = Obviously, the most prudent course, with the absolutely smallest 
environmental impact, would be to route any new-terrain corridor to align 
and/or merge with US 41 via the shortest possible route. As thousands of 
Indiana citizens (versus various shills, lobbyists, and economic pressure 
groups) have told you people from the get-go, your current plan, or anything 
remotely resembling it, is one of the biggest boondoggles in Indiana history.
I have personally spoken out, in official forums among others, against 
boondoggles, such as the "Indiana Commerce Connector" and the current I-69 
plan. I spoke to an Indiana Senate committee in 2006 against this plan. As I 
recall, there were officials from Oakland City and Petersburg there, speaking
in favor of the boondoggle. The mayor of one of those towns (I don't recall 
which) actually claimed that I-69 was needed to transport coal! After he 
spoke, I told him, in a very loud "stage whisper", that his town is badly in 
need of a railroad! Because, obviously, nobody in the coal business who wants
to make a profit, since people stopped heating their homes with it, 
transports coal in trucks! My point being, if officials in Oakland City and 
Petersburg are hellbent on having I-69 IN their communities, please route it 
THROUGH those towns, as you are planning to do to Martinsville, or as close 
as possible, and thence to Vincennes, where INDOT has already built bypass 
infrastructure which is sitting unfinished and unused. Further improvements 
to the route to Terre Haute, and perhaps beyond, can then be planned. And SR 
37 is fine as it is now, thank you very much. 
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Date: Fri, 13 Feb 2009 17:12:30 -0600  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Nichole 
LastName = Arnold 
StreetAddress = 2828 E. Co. Rd. 650 N. 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = nicholearnold@hotmail.com 
Comments = My house is located at the above address in subsection 4.  The 
property was bought from Dennis and Brenda Arnold (mother and father inlaw). 
We built our house 3 years ago.  Our property will be effected by the path 
you have chosen, however we do not think that you have our house on the maps 
and realize that we are there.  I will also be contacting our local I-69 
office.  Please e-mail and let me know if you realize our house is being 
affected. 
Thank You, 
Nichole Arnold 
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Date: Sun, 22 Feb 2009 08:40:12 -0600  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Nichole 
LastName = Arnold 
StreetAddress = 2828 E. Co. Rd. 650 N. 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = nicholearnold@hotmail.com 
Comments = As I stated in a previous e-mail, I live at the above address.   
 In reference to your email,  I should have made more reference to how I-69 
will affect our house.  I am aware that it does not hit our house, however, 
it does land lock us.  I-69 goes directly across our drive way at an angle, 
leaving us no access to get out of our house.  We have studied the maps very 
well, and do not see a solution to this matter, as the road behind us is not 
a public road.  It is a private access road for Texas Gas Company.  This path
also affects our house because the road will cut off our water and electric 
(our lines are buried.)  I am just wanting to make sure that the I-69 
planning commitee is aware that this path does land lock us and cuts off our 
utilites which are buried across 650 N.  Please reply to this e-mail to let 
me know. 
Thank you for your time and reponse to my e-mails. 
Nichole Arnold 
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Date: Sun, 22 Feb 2009 08:33:53 -0600  
From: Nichole Arnold <nicholearnold@hotmail.com>  

To: <section2pm@i69indyevn.org>  
Attachments: Part 2: msg-1238449348-3452-1.html  

Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

-- Part: 1 -- 
 
I 
 
 
 In reference to your email,  I should have made more reference to how I-69 
will affect our house.  I am aware that it does not hit our house, however, 
it does land lock us.  I-69 goes directly across our drive way at an angle, 
leaving us no access to get out of our house.  We have studied the maps very 
well, and do not see a solution to this matter, as the road behind us is not 
a public road.  It is a private access road for Texas Gas Company.   Our 
house is also affected due to this path because it will cut off our water and
electric source (our lines are buried).   I am just wanting to make sure that
the I-69 planning commitee is aware that this path does land lock us and cuts
off our utilies.  Please reply to this e-mail to let me know. 
 
  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Nichole Arnold 
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Date: Sun, 22 Feb 2009 17:31:00 -0600  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Dennis & Brenda 
LastName = Arnold 
StreetAddress = 6041 E Co Rd 450 N 
Address =  
City = Otwell 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47564 
Email = dbarnold@fullnet.com 
Comments = TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
 
This may be a repeat email, I'm not for sure if the first one got sent or 
not. 
 
We own 92 acres in the path of I 69. We have 67 acres on County Rd 650E known
as the Twin Oaks road. It is in subsection 4, we understand that the 
preferred alignment is A. All of our ground will be landlocked in this area. 
Do you realize that? The road on the south side of our ground is a gas road, 
owned by Texas gas, not a county road. We cannot get equipment in that way. 
Our son Todd Arnold has built a house on part of this ground and it will take
his driveway and utilities. I don't know if his house is on your list. 
 
The other 27 acres that we own will be destroyed no matter which alignment is
chosen. It will cut it across the diagonally. We assume that you will 
purchase all of that acreage. 
 
We are against I 69 being built. You will be taking retirement income away 
from us. This ground was to be part of our retirement in the way of cash 
rent. They are not making anymore ground. 
 
We hope to receive a reply or that someone will be able to answer our 
questions on March 19 at the meeting. 
 
Dennis & Brenda Arnold 
812-354-2407 
812-582-0356 
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Date: Wed, 04 Mar 2009 12:20:43 -0600  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = brian 
LastName = gainey 
StreetAddress = 626 forest dr 
Address =  
City = bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = cdcoroner@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = Has on/off ramp locations been determined and how can we find out
where they will be at? 
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Date: Wed, 25 Mar 2009 19:37:22 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = guy 
LastName = cockerham 
StreetAddress = 108 walnut 
Address =  
City = petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = guybonn19@yahoo.com 
Comments = I want to voice my opinion regarding INDOT's proposal not to 
include the north ramp ont he tier 2 section of I69. Without this off ramp 
even more trucks would pass through Petersburg. As you are proably aware the 
city of Petersburg has been in national publications as one of the dirtest 
citys in the USA. Not only do we have a powerplant that puts thousands of 
tons of pollutants in the air each year, we also have up to 2000 trucks per 
day on Petersburg's main street. With the black smoke rolling' and when empty
sounding like they are turning over because the manhole covers and highway 
can not standup under the strain Petersburg's only hope was the new highway. 
A few years ago IDOT paid several millions of dollars to rebuild the bypass 
south of Princeton Indiana. This was done to give Toyota one more railroad 
track into their plant. Why not try to help several thousand taxpayers in 
Pike County and include the North Ramp in the Tier 2 construction plan. 
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Date: Wed, 25 Mar 2009 13:02:50 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Mark 
LastName = Cravens 
StreetAddress = 501 East County Road 300 North 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = cravensvm@aol.com 
Comments = We were curious about our property, if it was going to be in the 
path of I69.If not we would like to know how close it is going to be in 
relation to our homestead.Your reply is apppreciated.                        
                                Thank you,Mark J Cravens 
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Date: Thu, 26 Mar 2009 06:47:47 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = jerry 
LastName = johnson 
StreetAddress = 3728 west state rd 56 
Address =  
City = petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = jerryjan.1@netzero.net 
Comments = we need this enter change very bad because of the truck traffic 
you can't hardley get through petersburg for truck traffic an they don't give
you any leaway.  
                   Yhank You  
                    Jerry Johnson 
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Date: Sat, 28 Mar 2009 09:48:52 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = C. Wayne 
LastName = Satkamp 
StreetAddress = 11392 south 
Address = county road-975 east 
City = Stendal 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47585 
Email = sodbuster13@psci.net 
Comments =  I worked for INDOT in the Construction Dept. for 35 years. I 
understand Bridge and Road work and I feel that not building the interchange
at Petersburg and Washington would be a very big mistake, for they will not 
continue to grow if this would happen. I also feel that you already know 
this,and I think these city's deserve the interchanges as well as any other 
city's. Thank you for your time. 

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 1 of 43 in folder inbox]

3/30/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=PFA34246706uGzk&FOLDER=inbox&M...

Volume III - Part B 90



Date: Tue, 07 Apr 2009 15:25:01 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Boyd 
LastName = Toler 
StreetAddress = 5458 N St Rd 57 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = tolerlawoffice@verizon.net 
Comments = Please build the northern Petersburg (Highway 57) interchange.  
Without it, you will simply be shunting the truck traffic through town on a 
slightly different route--you won't eliminate or even reduce it.  If you 
build it, it will have a significant reduction on the truck traffic coming 
through town.  People who do not live here or in a similar "coal country" 
town don't realize how many trucks there are in town and the impact it has.  
With the northern interchange, even truck traffic coming from the east on 
Highway 356 would likely use county road 200E from 356 to the new Blackburn 
Road then to the powerplants rather than make the sharp turn (in the cener of
Petersburg) at the intersection of Highways 356 and 57.  (You should see them
try to turn there--they have to swing out into the other lane of traffic to 
make the turn and so must wait for both northbound and southbound lanes to be
clear.)  Maybe the county could improve county road 200E and specifically 
encourage traffic on it to get to the new Blackburn Road or I-69.  This would
essentially have the impact of having three interchanges--the northern 
interchange would accomodate people wanting to access Highway 356 or Highway 
57.  Two-for-one seems like a good deal to me; you should build the northern 
Petersburg interchange. 
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Date: Wed, 08 Apr 2009 10:12:04 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Tonja 
LastName = Toler 
StreetAddress = 5458 N State Road 57 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = tonjatoler@verizon.net 
Comments = Please build the Highway 57 exit at Petersburg so we don't have
all the coal truck traffic going through and "dirtying up" our small town.

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 3 of 48 in folder inbox]

4/9/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=eYc79989103Hz5Y&FOLDER=inbox&MS...

Volume III - Part B 92



Volume III - Part B 93



Volume III - Part B 94



Volume III - Part B 95



Volume III - Part B 96



Volume III - Part B 97



Volume III - Part B 98



Volume III - Part B 99



Volume III - Part B 100



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 2-Draft Environmental Impact Statement

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PUBLIC HEARING

COMMENT SHEET
1-69Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana

Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Section 2: Oakland City to Washington
(SR 64 near Oakland City to US 50 east of Washington)

TO: Joseph Leindecker, P.E. AICP

Section 2 Project Manager

P.O. Box 8464

Evansville, Indiana 47716
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Organization/Agency (if relevant) (OPTIONAL)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on June 8, 2009)
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Section 2 Corridor Approved
in Tier 1
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FINAL APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT
BY FEDERAL HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRAl10N IN A
RECORD OF DECiSiON (ROD).
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Date: Mon, 13 Apr 2009 16:54:21 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Jesse 
LastName = Billings 
StreetAddress = 1207 W Co Rd 200 N 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = jesseb6148@aol.com 
Comments = Please do not defer the Petersburg north interchange.  This 
interchange is critical for coal truck traffic to bypass the town.  If the 
I-69 project acquires the land and does nothing with it, it will cause a loss
of tax revenue the community can't afford. 

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 1 of 49 in folder inbox]

4/14/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=bBI25023556Mp8k&FOLDER=inbox&M...
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Date: Thu, 16 Apr 2009 08:32:43 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Randall 
LastName = Katter 
StreetAddress = 824 E 100 S 
Address =  
City = Washington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47501 
Email = katterrk@avenuebroadband.com 
Comments = Due to schedule conflict, I couldn't attend public hearing.  I am 
in favor of constructing I69.  The southern part of Indiana needs it very 
much for commerce and business.  One objection is the elimination of the 
interchange north of Petersburg for connection to SR 57.  That interchange is
needed for the many coal trucks which feed the two power plants along SR57.  
Otherwise all of these trucks must go through Petersburg and Washington.  
Many people have been killed in accidents with coals trucks in recent years 
on US50 and SR57.  One other objection is the elimination of the interchange 
at SR58.  This interchange will be only access point to I69 between 
Washington and Crane.  Otherwise traffic must go back through Washington 
(very much of a bottleneck) to get access to I69.  

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 2 of 51 in folder inbox]

4/20/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=AK217635990hfTM&FOLDER=inbox&M...
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Randall Katter
824 E 100 S

Washington, IN 47501

Joseph Leindecker
P.O. Box 8464
Evansville, Indiana 47716

Due to schedule conflicts, I was unable to attend either the
Section 2 or Section 3 Public Hearings. I would like to comment
to endorse the construction of a new terrain 169 road from
Evansville to Indianapolis. Southern Indina needs the highway for
better commerce and business. Too many business avoid southern
Indiana because we have very poor highways.

One objection I have with the proposed highway is that the
interchange between Petersburg and Washington is needed very much
because of the many coal trucks (semis) that travel to the two
power plants along SR 57. With no interchange, the trucks must
travel through Petersburg and Washington. In recent years many
people have been killed in accidents with coal trucks on US 50 and
SR 57. These are two very dangerous roads to travel.

One other objection is elimination of the interchange between
Washington and Crane. Without that interchange all traffic in
Daviess County must travel through Washington (a severe
bottleneck) to access 169.

For your information, I have included a photo copy of the
newspaper article about the Section 2 public hearing which
appeared in The Press-Dispatch on March 25, 2009.

Respectfully,

~~~
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By Mikelohansen '·.The pike Cou~ty 5thool . The staff remains··for'the at- ..
In a movethat is less than Corporation will have to ad- ternoon session to' w<)rkon
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Date: Thu, 23 Apr 2009 19:28:48 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Carrie 
LastName = Arnold 
StreetAddress =  
Address =  
City =  
State = IN 
ZipCode =  
Email = dataresearchsolutions@gmail.com 
Comments = Good Day. I am doing some research regarding Section 2 and was 
wondering if a list of parcels to be acquired by right of way acquisition was
available. I understand that it still may be preliminary, which is fine. I 
also understand this is public information. Anything you can offer would be 
much appreciated! 

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 4 of 55 in folder inbox]

5/11/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=kBc00358838GfrU&FOLDER=inbox&MS...
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Date: Sat, 09 May 2009 08:05:28 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Scott 
LastName = Willis 
StreetAddress = 3795 North State Road 61 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = sgwillis@blueriver.net 
Comments = I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana 
Section2: Oakland City to Washington 
Comment Sheet 
 
 
To:  Joesph Leindecker, P.E. AICP 
 Section 2 Project Manager 
 P. O. Box 8464 
 Evansville, IN 47716 
 
From: Scott Willis 
 3795 North State Road 61 
 Petersburg, IN 47567 
 
 
I am in complete agreement with the comments made on 19 March 2009 at the 
public hearing held at Pike Central High School that were made by Pike County
Councilman Norman Dillion, Petersburg Mayor John Craig, and Washington Mayor 
Larry Haig concerning the decision to postpone the Scenario 5 â€“ Four 
interchanges portion of the I-69  Section 2 plan. 
 
The postponement of the North Pike County interchange will do nothing but 
continue and hasten the decline of economic development for Pike County and 
Petersburg as well as isolate the rural portion of Daviess County. This 
decision will cause a great amount of economic harm to the Petersburg/Pike 
County area by leaving out an exchange that would be used for industrial 
development and causing Petersburg to be bypassed with the exception of 
possible small businesses that will be able to locate at the I-69/SR-61 
interchange. 
 
By not building the South Daviess County interchange this decision will 
isolate farmers from their farmland that is going to be divided by the 
building of I-69. 
 
By only having the one interchange in Pike county located on the Southeast 
side of Petersburg will cause an increase in coal truck traffic that is 
already causing considerable damage to 9th Street SR 61) as well as to Main 
Street (SR 57) in Petersburg. Both streets are already suffering heavy damage
to the storm and sanitary sewer systems that are buried under the pavement 
due to the heavy coal truck traffic. 
 
An even more important issue will be the safety of our school students, both 
driving as well as bussed, due to the increase in heavy truck traffic on the 
existing SR-61/56 route. This route sees heavy traffic for school attendance 
as well as for extra curricular activities. 
 
While I'm not altogether happy about having my home taken, I'd rather that 
than be left living next to the I-69 highway. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the issues that I am concerned 

Page 1 of 2Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 3 of 55 in folder inbox]

5/11/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=kBc00358838GfrU&FOLDER=inbox&MS...
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with on the construction of I-69. 
 
Scott Willis 

Page 2 of 2Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 3 of 55 in folder inbox]

5/11/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=kBc00358838GfrU&FOLDER=inbox&MS...
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1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 2-Draft Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT SHEET
1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana

Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Section 2: Oakland City to Washington
(SR 64 near Oakland City to US 50 east of Washington)

TO: Joseph Leindecker, P.E. AICP

Section 2 Project Manager

P.O. Box 8464

Evansville, Indiana 47716

Name ~ tAl Elrn f- ,
Address C622 5', ;tlttf-'f- IfJ ~7 Wa5/t/ltljfoI1JI'1,LI'?$O(
Phone (:fl.ld 'h.S-t./- 2a 7-1 (OPTIONAL) Email J Po u ~ (OPTIONAL)

Organization/Agency (if relevant) Fll1/11 I- Fti Y'/IfA- S' (OPTIONAL)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on June 8, 2009)
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Kathleen Warfel Hull, MD
7899 N. Briarhopper Road

Monrovia, IN 46157

Joseph Leindecker
Jacob Engineering Group
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

I am writing to tell you that I feel very strongly about how wrong it is for the proposed 1-
69 route to go through new terrain.

The only thing worse than the high financial costs of construction will be the high cost in
damage to our environment. Plus the disruption to the lives of local citizens as travel is
cut off by the highway should not be overlooked.

If a better route for transportation of goods and materials is needed, let's spend our
resources on a modern train route that will serve well into the future. Trains can move
hundreds of times more goods per gallon of diesel fuel th~ trucks can.

Yours truly, _ .-:-.~~~~
Kathleen Warfel Hull, MD U
317 996-4380
hullk@ccrtc.com
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In terms of fuel efficiency, railroads are three times more fuel-efficient than trucks. If just
10 percent of the freight moved by highway were diverted to rail, the nation could save as
much as 200 million gallons of fuel each year. And, railroad fuel efficiency has increased
by 72 percent since 1980. Prior to 1980, a gallon of diesel fuel moved one ton of freight
an average of235 miles. In 2001, the same amount of fuel moved one ton of freight an
average of 406 miles. Overall, railroads and rail suppliers have reduced the weight and
increased the capacity of rail cars to improve fuel efficiency and reduce emissions.

Studies also indicate the diversion of freight traffic from truck to rail can reduce highway
congestion. For example:

• One intermodal train can take 280 trucks (equal to 1,100 cars) off our already
congested highways

• Trains carrying other types of freight can take up to 500 trucks off the highway.

A study of 50 major U.S. metro areas by transportation consultant Wendell Cox found
that the diversion of25 percent of truck freight to rail would lead, by 2025, to:

• 2.8 billion fewer traveler-hours wasted in congested traffic
• A savings of 16 billion gallons of fuel
• Nearly 800,000 fewer tons of air pollution.
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1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 2-Draft Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT SHEET
1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana

Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE IS)

Section 2: Oakland City to Washington
(SR 64 near Oakland City to US 50 east of Washington)

TO: Joseph Leindecker, P.E. AICP

Section 2 Project Manager

P.O. Box 8464

Evansville, Indiana 47716

Name ~~~ ~:~.J+I~~
AddresslaloSCL tJoR:\hJ1J-\,t-JbUl If\N~?e-\e.esb~,:4J,4'lSfo7
Phone (~)5B~- f,\~9 (OPTIONAL) Email_~~N~~_'- (OPTIONAL)

Organization/Agency (if relevant) _~_f-J_;':\_- (OPTIONAL)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on June 8,2009)
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Protect OurWoods
880 Church Avenue

Jasper, IN 47546
May 21,2009

The cost of 1-69 has gone sharply up and will likely continue to rise as time passes. It is essential
that INDOT do a new cost/benefit analysis that includes all costs. This study should incorporate
the entire highway, not just segments. Clearly, this is not a local project. In addition, INDOT is
planning another new north/south highway construction just east of the proposed 1-69. The US
231 expansion would be expected to siphon offsome of the north/south traffic. This needs to be
delineated. Traffic counts need to consider both of these planned highways.

Long term maintenance costs must be identified using projections for future price increases and
possible shortages of materials. The use of cheaper materials in highway construction could
compromise the integrity of the structure. This needs to be explored in a new EIS.

Long term costs due to loss of farmland, wetlands, forests, must be factored in. In addition,
Patoka Lake, a primary water supply for the area (including Gibson, Pike, and Dubois counties),
is now 40+ years into its projected 100-150 year lifespan. There are already problems with
shoreline erosion and eutrophication, and a task force is currently studying the lake. Future water
shortages will have ramifications for limiting growth in the entire area.

Many climate change projections show the region as being drier and hotter in the decades to
come. Any new construction needs to take climate change and the necessity for reduction of C02
into consideration. Rail must be considered as a cheaper, more sensible alternative to building
more highways. All impacts on communities in the region need to consider the negative aspects
of any population growth as well as loss of farmland, forest, and wetlands.

Indiana does not need more highways. Rather, we need to focus on fixing what we have and
planning for a transportation system of the future-more rail, less road. And no new 1-69!
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From: Sorensen, Clark C [mailto:sorensen@indiana.edu]  
Sent: Sunday, May 24, 2009 5:31 AM 
To: Elsner, Mike 
Subject: Fresh water was I-69 Mitagation Project 
  
Michael, 
  
I have no objection to reserving land in natural state whether for useless highway mitigation or 
otherwise. 
  
What bothers me is this: 
  
USA tax dollars and state funds wasted on useless out of date highways like I‐69. 
  
Hear me out. 
  

If Americans had a notion, we could do the right things with these tax dollars.   
  
For instance, why not use billions in highway money to fund engineering, construction and 
realization of something really needed?   
  
A vast network of fresh water reserves! 
  
Inter‐connected by pipe lines or canals use for barge traffic.  It would require large 
investments of same limited resources as highways –engineers, construction equipment, 
manpower.   
  
But we would end up with something really needed.  Fresh water.  And lots of it. 
  
Water will be the cause of wars in the near future.  We’d have plenty to share with friends 
and enemies using recycled plastic bottles and/or cleaned out oil super tankers to ship back 
for good will and/or oil dollars. 
  

Why not talk “fresh water proposal” at BLA who have only to start losing consultation income dollars 
when I‐69 meets it eventual certain fate – “no go...” 
  
While you are at it, discuss single payer national health care. 
  
I’d be very interested in your thoughts.  And I understand how uncomfortable these ideas might be a 
BLA. 

  
Feel free to quote me. 

  
  
Cheers, 
  
Clark Sorensen 
Bloomington Indiana 

Clark C. Sorensen 
Manager of Information Systems and Services 

Senior Assistant Registrar 
  

Indiana University 
Office of the Registrar ‐ Bloomington 

Franklin Hall 113 
601 East Kirkwood 

Bloomington, Indiana 47405 
 812‐855‐2472 
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Date: Mon, 25 May 2009 09:50:05 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = James 
LastName = Pate, Jr. 
StreetAddress = 7131 S. Burch Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = jbobp8@aol.com 
Comments = In view of the most recent cost estimates that indicate the cost
of the new terrain i69 project has more that doubled to over $4 billion 
dollars, it is extremely important that InDOT conduct a new cost/benefit 
analysis. 
 
Any degradation of design or construction materials - as is suggested - to 
reduce the cost of this project would be extremely dangerous and should be 
avoided at all costs.  The long term costs in lives and maintenance must be
given upmost considereation. 
 
If, after all is said and done, InDOT continues to push for an extension of
i69 through southern Indiana the new terrain project be scrapped and an 
alternate route utilizing existing roads be adopted.  This will greatly 
reduce the cost for taxpayers and save many acres of farmland and forests. 

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 1 of 59 in folder inbox]

5/26/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=MRs916454512pSE&FOLDER=inbox&M...
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Lober, Tracey 

From: Sorensen, Clark C [sorensen@indiana.edu]

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 8:54 AM

To: Lober, Tracey

Cc: H60@iga.in.gov; s40@iga.in.gov

Subject: RE: Fresh water was I-69 Mitagation Project

Page 1 of 2Message

7/2/2009

Tracy (and Senator Vi Simpson and Indiana State Representative Peggy Welch),  
  
Thanks for your inadequate “canned” InDot reply. 
  
I would be interested to know the precise next step for my suggestion to develop Indiana fresh water reserves instead of wasting 
money on the environmentally unfriendly (at best) pork barrel I‐69 in Southwest Indiana. 
  
In other words, where does the buck stop?  Will I expect a serious detailed reply from someone with authority to take action? 
  
Please advise, 
  
Cheers,  
  
Clark Sorensen 
Bloomington 
  

From: Lober, Tracey [mailto:Tracey.Lober@jacobs.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 9:42 AM 
To: Sorensen, Clark C 
Subject: RE: Fresh water was I-69 Mitagation Project 
  
Mr. Sorensen, 
  
Thank you for your message below that was forwarded to us from the I-69 Project Management Consultant.  Your comments will be 
forwarded to the appropriate project staff and carefully considered.   

The comment period for the Section 2 DEIS extends until June 29, 2009.  In compliance with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments on Section 2 received during the DEIS comment period are considered on an equal 
basis.  All of them will be reviewed following the close of the comment period.  All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in 
the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will also be provided in that document.  

Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 2 DEIS. 

Tracey Lober 
Section 2 Assistant Project Manager 
  
Tracey Lober, PE (MO, IL, IN) | Jacobs | St. Louis Office Quality Manager | 314.335.4219 | 314.335.5145 fax | 
tracey.lober@jacobs.com | www.jacobs.com  

 
  
From: Sorensen, Clark C [mailto:sorensen@indiana.edu]  
Sent: Sunday, May 24, 2009 5:31 AM 
To: Elsner, Mike 
Subject: Fresh water was I-69 Mitagation Project 
  
Michael, 
  

Volume III - Part B 137



In regards to the proposed extension ofI-69, I would like to enter comments into the record. First
of all, I (and many others) continue to dispute that there is a purpose and need for this segment of
this highway, or indeed the highway as a whole. You will undoubtedly state that those
considerations were considered in the ftrst go-round of public input for the building of this road.
I will point out to you the fact that the VAST majority of public comment received at that time
favored NO NEW TERRAIN lllGHWAY! To the tune of 94% of the comments received. You
will have a hard time convincing me - or a court of law - that the public comment was indeed
considered in any form whatsoever. The only reasonable alternative to improving the
connectivity between Evansville and Indianapolis would be to upgrade US 41- 1-70, and this was
clearly suggested by the majority of the public commenting on this project. Additionally, there
already is a shorter route from Canada to Mexico than what this segment ofI-69 would create if
creating connectivity between all three countries is a goal. Not only is there no clear purpose and
need for this highway, the majority of the public does not favor it. But politics is clearly corrupt
- politicians being bought and paid for by construction companies, lobbyists, and engineering
ftrms like yours.

So, I will move on to other points. It has been suggested recently that the true cost of building
this highway as planned will be signiftcantly more than the original study states. It is not much of
a debate that it will be more expensive, just a matter of how much more expensive. With that fact
in mind, this continues to jeopardize the argument that a completed 1-69 will return more in
beneftts than it costs. So it would behoove any public servant or company tasked by them to
offer a true and current accounting ofthe real costs - costs like construction materials and labor,
and any engineering or re-engineering that is a part of the project. It is simply unacceptable to
come up with a set of numbers that ''justiftes'' the building of a new terrain road, and continue on
the course to build it even when the costs escalate .. What happens if the beneftt / cost ratio falls
below!? What happens if it drops to .Sor .5?

Undoubtedly someone will make an argument that it has already been started and should be
completed at any cost. It is my opinion that this constitutes fraud on the part of those arguing for
this highway. I would think it would also be illegal- perhaps lying to guarantee access to federal
funds that would then be improperly and fraudulently spent. You can be sure that if this happens,
all parties responsible for covering up the actual costs in order to get the fmal product will be held
accountable - at the federal level in a court of law if necessary. With the new administration in
place in Washington DC, this will no doubt be looked into a lot more closely than under the last
administration.

Additionally, if secondary roads are closed and terminated due to bisection of the landscape by an
interstate, this project defeats its own purpose of increaSing accessibility. There already are
existing roads to get from Evansville to Indianapolis, but by closing local roads, you are
removing accessibility. You would be speeding up one travel route by completely eliminating
others at the local level.

I believe there is a requirement somewhere for projects like this to assess the impact to farmland
ap.d forest land. From what I have seen, the study simply states that yes - it will permanently
eliminate much of both of them. This highway should be designed to MINIMALL Y impact farm
and forest land. That means reducing the right-of-way width because wide right-of-ways do
nothing but waste land - at no beneftt. Medians should be reduced as well. There should be .
some mechanism to mitigate and replace as much of what is slated for destruction as possible.
That means buying up other land to plant to trees, or maybe planting trees in the medians. There
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is simply no reason to deforest the land in this day and age. Any deforestation should be
completely mitigated by reforesting unforested acres - not buying existing forest land. There
should be no net loss of forestland.

On the topic of impacts to wildlife - has there been sufficient consideration given to the impact
that this bisecting highway will have on wildlife travel patterns? I think we all know that animals
many time wander onto the highways and get run over. In the case of a species like deer that are
plentiful, this is not a concern. But how about herptiles like the eastern box turtle, or any of the
snake species? I am not sure if there w uld be any copper bellied water snakes in this segment,
but they are endangered, and likely to suffer high mortality by building another road for them to
suffer mortality on.

And what about the federally endangered Indiana bat? There is likely to be some mortality
incurred when bats fly across the highway at night and get hit by cars - especially in riparian
areas where they are used to feeding on insects in their normal feeding corridors along the water.
Additionally, there is a new disease - White Nose Syndrome (WNS) that is heavily impacting
bats in the northeast and has spread to West Virginia. The USFWS have themselves said that the
disease is likely to be in Indiana within the next few years. With a federally endangered species
suffering in the range of 90% mortality due to this fungal disease, how would you justify any
additional mortality incurred from this ridiculous and unnecessary highway? That point should
be clearly addressed.

Finally, this highway has been segmented into multiple segments, and each of these has been
labeled as a corridor of independent utility. This is a complete lie, and a way to get around
federal regulations. This highway was clearly conceived and designed to be ONE highway - not
a multitude of segments that just happen to connect. I was under the impression that it was illegal
to segment projects like that just to make it easier to build them. Again, you people (promoters of
the highway) are just begging for a federal lawsuit to be filed against you. If you want continued
public dissent over this new terrain highway to continue to drag out the process through the court
system, this is a good way to do it.

I am opposed to the building of a new terrain highway, and I believe that each segment of that
ONE highway cannot stand on its own. There needs to be more consideration given to what the
public wants and doesn't want, and how much it really will cost in a true cost benefit analysis.
The impact that this highway will have on the environment, and the people is very negative and
too high. I would hope that some conscientious individuals will give this project the honest
analysis that it needs in order to determine that it is too costly.

Wayne Werne
10185 E SR 62
Ferdinand, IN 47532

Volume III - Part B 139



Date: Wed, 03 Jun 2009 11:00:28 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Gary 
LastName = Leavitt 
StreetAddress = 502 S. Lakeview Dr, 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = leavittgm@verzion.net 
Comments = My wife and I own a busines on Main St. in Petersburg In. and we
want to see all the interchanes built to take all the truck traffic out of 
town. Please do it right the first time not like The Loyld Expressway.  

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 3 of 65 in folder inbox]

6/3/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=XYk50457551JPrA&FOLDER=inbox&MS...
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Date: Wed, 03 Jun 2009 21:49:02 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Don 
LastName = Richardson 
StreetAddress = 2130 East Main St 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = donald_richardson@progressive.com 
Comments = I am supporting keeping the petersburg exits. Most importantly 
keeping both, the one on hwy 61 and the one on hwy 57 north of petersburg. 
There is so much coal truck traffic that goes thru petersburg and past my 
house that it makes the area unsafe and undesireable. I live on hwy 57 and 
cannot keep my windows open due to the truck noise. My kids are not allowed 
to play in the front yard. I feel that if the exits are not built Petersburg
businesses will slowly die out 
and property values will go down. Reducing tax revenue, increasing poverty 
will be the result of bypassing Petersburg. 

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 90 of 154 in folder inbox]

6/15/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=dSo31376694Uae6&FOLDER=inbox&MS...
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Date: Thu, 04 Jun 2009 19:21:57 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Ashok 
LastName = Desai 
StreetAddress = 4012 Colonial Drive 
Address =  
City = Anderson 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46012 
Email = ashokone@hotmail.com 
Comments = Dear sir, 
 
*The cost of I-69 has more than doubled to at least $4 billion. InDOT must do
a new benefit cost analysis, including all current and complete costs.  
*Design and construction materials have been cheapened. InDOT must give true 
reports of the long term cost of operation and maintenance   
*Relatively few jobs will be created, which will not offset the damages and 
job loss to our communities.  
*Many local roads will be closed and some interchanges may be dropped. This 
contradicts the key goal of the project to increase accessibility.  
*Public transit must be considered as an alternative to more highways.  
*Hoosiers do not need or want I-69! Itâ€™s time for the state to listen!  
 
Ashok Desai 
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Date: Thu, 04 Jun 2009 11:27:07 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Rob 
LastName = Franklin 
StreetAddress = 109 N 10th St 
Address = PO Box 293 
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = diamondrobo@yahoo.com 
Comments = The North interchange that is supposed to be cut out needs to be 
put back in the budget and put in place during the initial phase of 
construction as it was originally planned.  It is imperative to have the 
truck traffic removed from the local highways here.  This interchange is 
access to the AES Power Plant.  It does not directly benefit Petersburg, so 
we are not really getting 2 exchanges.  This one being left out will continue
to cripple this community and will never happen if it doesn't go in during 
the first phase.  Stimulus, bailout, taxes or whatever means needs to be used
to get this back in place. 
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Date: Fri, 05 Jun 2009 12:04:49 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Jerry 
LastName = Merriman 
StreetAddress = 3201 Snoddy Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = jmerrima@indiana.edu 
Comments = To the receiver: 
It is time to put the brakes on the I-69 project and focus on the real 
transportation needs of the people of Indiana.  Unless Indiana wants to wait 
for a crisis before dealing with the finite supply and increasing expense for
fossil fuels, and the increasing costs for maintaining our existing roads, we
need to begin planning for the state's transportation future NOW.  I urge you
to consider the following points: 
1. The cost of I-69 has more than doubled to at least $4 billion. InDOT must 
do a new benefit cost analysis, including all current and complete costs.  
2. Design and construction materials have been cheapened. InDOT must give 
true reports of the long term cost of operation and maintenance.   
3. Relatively few jobs will be created, which will not offset the damages and
job loss to our communities, and the destruction of forests and farm land.  
4. Many local roads will be closed and some interchanges may be dropped. This
contradicts the key goal of the project to increase accessibility.  
5. Public transit must be considered as an alternative to more highways.  
6. The majority of Indiana's citizens have made it clear that they are 
opposed to I-69. It's time for the state to listen!   
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Date: Sat, 06 Jun 2009 08:43:41 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = kathi 
LastName = guffy 
StreetAddress = 3918 e edgewood circle 
Address =  
City = Martinsville 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46151 
Email = kathi.guffy@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = It's deplorable that I-69 is still being thought of in these 
economic times.  Worse still is that it's going through some of the most 
valuable farm land and ecosystems when following I-70 makes more sense.  I 
know it has to do with greed. Greed from the big contracting companies and 
government. We don't need another road, we have plenty.  It will destroy us
in Martinsville. 
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Date: Sat, 06 Jun 2009 10:05:23 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Tim 
LastName = Wilson 
StreetAddress = 6240 East 450 North 
Address =  
City = Columbus 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47203-9179 
Email = tfw1955@gmail.com 
Comments = I strongly oppose the continued construction of I-69.  Hoosiers do
not want it, especially those who live in the region who will most adversely 
affected by its constuction.  It is time that the governor and the state 
LISTEN to us instead of trying to ram it down our throats, because, in their 
infinite wisdom, they know better. This new constuction will adversely impact
farmland, forest and other habitat and will result in new development at 
interchanges, which will only add to the negative, destructive effects.  Very
few jobs of any value will be created along its route and will otherwise 
disrupt small community life. 
Additionally, the cost to build I-69 has doubled and will likely continue to 
rise in the future; plus INDOT has failed to provide a true accounting of 
what costs for I-6 maintenance would be.  I also strongly object to the 
channeling of federal funds, intended for enhancing energy conservation, 
effeciency, etc.., to this project.  Indiana would be better served by using 
these funds to create a viable, public transportation upon already existing 
corridors.  Again, I strongly oppose this project.  It is exactly the wrong 
direction Indiana should be headed att this time. 
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Date: Sat, 06 Jun 2009 08:18:31 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = David 
LastName = Coyte 
StreetAddress = 1813 Frankfort Ave. #3 
Address =  
City = Louisville 
State = KY 
ZipCode = 40206 
Email = dcoyte@juno.com 
Comments = Since the I-69 project was conceived the world has gone through a 
revolution.  Energy prices, highway maintenance costs and climate 
considerations have dramatically impacted our understanding of our needs and 
priorities.  New highway construction has dropped significantly in the 
revised list of new priorities.  The data that justified this project is now 
obsolete and the project itself may be a detriment to a sustainable future 
rather than a compliment. 
 
The Federal Government's interest in alternative transportation investments 
is obvious and dramatic.   
 
The goals for the Federal Surface and Transportation Policy and Planning Act 
of 2009, as set out in a May 2009 press release from Sen. Frank Lautenberg, 
focus on a new investment paradigm that marginalizes new road construction 
relative to more efficient and equitable transportation alternatives.  The 
investment by Indiana currently envisioned will have decreasing utility and 
funding as the new paradigm takes hold. 
 
Federal law has a contingency for such outdated projects.  It is called a 
Supplemental EIS.  The supplemental EIS is called for when the conditions 
which supported a project, or the specific plans for a project have changed. 
In this case the conditions have definitely changed. Energy prices, our 
economic health, changing needs regarding the mobility of citizens and demand
for reduced greenhouse gas emissions have flipped our national priorities, 
economic and personal needs.  The assumptions that supported the earlier 
analysis are obsolete.   
 
Indiana needs to back off this project and conduct a Supplemental EIS that 
incorporates the new Federal goals for energy and maintenance efficiencies, 
improved access and safety, and reduced climate impact.  Including a 
passenger/freight rail alternative in the alternatives would provide an 
option that may address these concerns while meeting Indiana's transportation
and freight needs for this corridor.  Such an option would also support 
Indiana's current involvement in the Midwest High Speed Rail Initiative which
is well situated to receive funding under the new planning objectives.   
 
Please "reboot" this project with a relevant and timely Supplemental Analysis
incorporating the new transportation goals addressing economic, energy, and 
climate realities. 
 
Sincerely 
David Coyte 
Policy Chair 
Coaliton for the Advancement of Regional Transportation 
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 16:24:35 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Greg 
LastName = Buck 
StreetAddress = 537 Fletcher Avenue #2 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46203 
Email = ecothinker@gmail.com 
Comments = Here's several points: 
 
 
 
- The costs are higher than estimated because of points Citizens for 
Appropriate Rural Roads have made, including the price of a bridge over the 
Ohio River between Indiana and Kentucky. Know that CARR has been giving much 
more accurate cost estimates for years.. 
 
 
 
- At least some of the cost cutting measures require the road to to be more 
dangerous, including the proposed narrowing of the median, which is contrary 
to one of INDOT's stated goals. INDOT needs to drop safety as one of its 
goals or go back to planning for less dangerous roads.     
 
 
 
- The scale of the global economy probably exceeds the Earth's capacity to 
sustain quality living for future generations (See Herman Daly (including his
article in "Scientific American" from roughly 2005 or 2006), and Jared 
Diamond's "Collapse: Why Societies Choose to Fail or Succeed," or Meadows' 
"Limits to Growth: The 30-Year Update"). Extending I-69 would contribute to 
undesirable ecological overshoot. 
 
 
 
- The notion that growth is inevitable invites disaster. Instead we need 
sustainable development, which is improvement without growth.  
 
 
 
- Three cost-benefit analyses have weighed in against the project. That fact 
alone qualifys the project as a boondoggle. The analyses were created by Evan
Bayh (then a governor and now a U.S. senator), an IU professor, and a 
partnership that included Hoosier Environmental Council and Citizens for 
Approriate Rural Roads. Probably none of those reports even weighed in on the
importance of ecosystem services, nor endangered species. They definitely did
not weigh in on the project's contributions to global warming. 
 
 
 
- A stated purpose of this project is to support the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, a treaty which is highly antagonistic to environmental and 
labor protections. I find that Indiana can be very sufficient with the raw 
materials and manufacturing that it has at hand. Also, I find that imposition
on the far away parts of the finite ecosystem is seriously harmful and 
objectionable. For example, at this time indigenous people in Peru are 
struggling to protect their part of the tropical rainforest from exploitation
by energy companies that were given license by Peru's national government to 
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extract oil in the indigenous people's land. This conflict involves a real or
potential free trade treaty with the USA. This kind of imposition is not 
worth supporting, and likewise NAFTA is not worthy of support. National gain 
at foreigners' net expense must not happen. There are no compelling 
repercussions from the federal government if the State of Indiana does not 
support NAFTA by pulling out of the project to extend I-69.  
 
 
 
- Hoosiers have high priorities that are genuine needs, and yet they are 
under funded. Use the savings on not building the road to fund real 
priorities. 
 
 
 
- If all the points the opposition have made do not sway INDOT to not extend 
I-69, do a cost benefit analysis. Amongst other considerations give highest 
consideration to the significance of global warming, biodiversity and 
ecosystem services. Impacts to be counted would include that caused by road 
construction, and by the missed opportunity to reduce automobile travel and 
to use of buses on existing roads.  
 
 
 
Ultimately I anticipate that the State of Indiana would see that it is wise 
to drop the project altogether. 
 
 
 
 
 
By the way, I failed to find the public verbal comments that were made for 
the first Environmental Impact Statement (the year comments were taken in 
Terre Haute, Bloomington and Evansville). If indeed those statements are 
absent from the initial Environmental Impact Statement, INDOT and or its 
contractors should be held legally responsible. I know that transcripts of 
the event in Bloomington were taken by INDOT and or its contractors. Also, 
know that I am making a copy of this message to be shared with others and 
will be scrutinizing this DEIS's subsequent Environmental Impact Statement 
for complete inclusion of my comments. 

Page 2 of 2Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 57 of 154 in folder inbox]

6/15/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=dSo31376694Uae6&FOLDER=inbox&MS...

Volume III - Part B 151



Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 10:41:31 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Carla  
LastName = Brown 
StreetAddress = 1420 N. White River Ave. 
Address = P.O. Box 218 
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email = bwyattseed@aol.com 
Comments = It is important to have an interchange on Hwy. 57 North of 
Petersburg near the 2 power plants. There is a lot of truck traffic 
associated with them, and it would be beneficial to Main Street in Petersburg
if these trucks had another way to get to the power plants.  If the only exit
is on Hwy. 61 at Petersburg it would mean all these trucks would have to go 
past the routes for the Petersburg Elementary School and could cause problems
for the school traffic.  Please re-consider the interchange north of 
Petersburg. 
Thanks.  Carla Brown 
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 11:42:47 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Sam 
LastName = Flenner 
StreetAddress = 2028 N. Berwick Ave. 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46222 
Email = greeneggsandsamf@yahoo.com 
Comments = Due to the increasing costs of building I-69, I oppose any and all
further construction.  The project can not possibly bring the alleged 
economic activity.  The elimination of interchanges and the cheapening of 
structural integrity will only reduce access and increase maintenance costs 
far above the already unacceptable standards.  I call for INDOT to cancel all
activities presently underway to use my hard earned tax dollars to upgrade 
existing roads and improve mass transit. 
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 05:29:22 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = MAUREEN 
LastName = FORREST 
StreetAddress = RR #1, Box 285 
Address =  
City = Solsberry 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47459 
Email = jagmo@bluemarble.net 
Comments = Building a new terrain I69 is WAY too expensive and inefficient 
for Indiana's transportation needs.  Indiana needs a mass transit system not
more cheaply made throw out the rule book highways. 
Again, as an Indiana native and resident most my life I do not want a new 
terrain I69. 
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 20:50:07 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Andy 
LastName = Knott 
StreetAddress = 1662 Melody Lane 
Address =  
City = Interlochen 
State = MI 
ZipCode = 49643 
Email = knotta@charter.net 
Comments = The new-terrain I-69 proposal has always been more expensive than 
alternatives involving upgrading existing transportation infrastructure.  The
cost of the new-terrain route has more than doubled to at least $4 billion.  
INDOT has never conducted a credible cost/benefit analysis of the I-69 
project.  Critiques of past cost/benefit analyses have proven that the 
new-terrain route would not be economically viable.  INDOT must conduct an 
honest cost/benefit analysis so that taxpayers understand the true fiscal 
impact of this project.  INDOTâ€™s estimates of long-term costs of operations
and maintenance are underestimated.  INDOT must revise these estimates to 
give citizens the true cost of the new-terrain I-69.  The number of jobs 
estimated to be created is small and would not offset job losses to 
communities on the Common Sense route of upgrading US 41 and I-70 if the 
new-terrain route is built.  I urge INDOT to fix the roads we have and choose
the Common Sense US 41/I-70 route.  

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section2pm [Message 56 of 154 in folder inbox]

6/15/2009http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=dSo31376694Uae6&FOLDER=inbox&MS...

Volume III - Part B 155



 
Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 07:18:33 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Susan 
LastName = Pratt 
StreetAddress = 8460 Spring Mill Ct. 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46260 
Email = pratt@netdirect.net 
Comments = Building I-69 is a mistake. We do not need this road. Rather we
need to repair and upgrade our existing bridges and roads. 
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 08:04:50 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = John 
LastName = Smith 
StreetAddress = 3270 E Robinson Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = countus@i69tour.org 
Comments = Revised Comments from: 
 
John L. Smith 
Director of COUNT US! 
http://www.i69tour.org 
countus@i69tour.org 
3270 E Robinson Road 
Bloomington, IN 47408 
 
June 8, 2009 
 
The Federally mandated study of I-69 should be scientific in methodology and 
is not meeting this requirement. 
  
This I-69 study has proved one thing clearly.  It is not a â€œstudyâ€�, but 
is instead a political document at best a â€œreportâ€� using vast data 
collection and design resources to create the impression of â€œSTUDYâ€�. 
 
â€œSTUDYâ€� as used in the definition of â€œENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDYâ€� or 
â€œEISâ€� has meaning.  It is a term of science as well as law and requires 
the use of scientific method and principles of logic. 
 
The results of this study should be as sure as those that lead to a rocket on
the launch pad for some far away knowable target.  The result should be 
predictable and the ones desired by the â€œstudy if builtâ€�. 
  
This EIS suffers from â€œconclusion driven analysis of dataâ€�, VERY 
significant manipulation of data, fragmentation, and blatant illogical 
conclusions from facts contained in the study. 
 
This INDOT â€œstudyâ€� has become a lifelong cash cow for those whoâ€™s only 
goal is to forward the hope of the building of an interstate at any cost to 
and through Bloomington from Evansville. 
 
 
Documents obtained by Open Door request compared to data in Tier-1 prove 
calculations of numbers of vehicles for use of this proposed interstate have 
been manipulated downward by 1/3rd to 1/2 for much if not all of the Indiana 
Study area.  This is a complete failure of Scientific Method!  Any action 
taken on this proposal without addressing this issue has as little chance of 
predictable results as does a rocket that would have the fuel carrying 
capacity reduced by said amounts for no other reason than cost of the 
project!  In fact if there is one prediction that could be made in either 
case is the hoped for result will not be coming without vast â€œfix the 
fiascoâ€� funding in the future. 
 
 
I have received by â€œOpen Doorâ€� request for public information the raw 
data used in the development of this EIS from the Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT).  That information documented that the number of 
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vehicles predicted to use I-69 has been SIGNIFICANTLY manipulated mid study. 
I made this request because it was obvious in Tier-II the infrastructure that
was planned was less than shown through out Tier-I.   Engineering principles 
required more infrastructures for the volume of traffic predicted in Tier-I 
to provide enough benefit to justify the expense.  Even then in the Tier-I 
EIS comparison to â€œno buildâ€� this study concluded: 
 
â€œWhen this population growth is taken into account, we find that the real 
disposable income per capita for the build alternatives does not differ 
significantly from the 2025 forecast for the no build alternative.â€�    From
The I-69 Evansville-to-Indianapolis Study 
Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Technical Report 6.7.4, 
"Economic Impact Summary Report,"p. 37 
 
It is clear that as the assumed number of vehicles per day use of this 
highway is now reduced to a fraction of the calculations in Tier-I, the 
benefit would be so reduced that the costs which also have increased just as 
significantly could not possibly be assumed to be justified as compared to 
â€œNo buildâ€� or earlier disposed of considerations of mass transport or 
alternative lower cost upgrades of existing infrastructure. 
  
 
In closing, I send examples of other costly errors.  These similar errors 
predict what will be the most likely outcome if this EIS is allowed to 
continue down itâ€™s political rather than scientific path. 
 
Paying the price of human error. 
By Christianson, Rich 
Publication: Wood & Wood Products 
Date:    Friday, October 1 1999 
 
Two recent worldâ€™s-apart catastrophes cast a dark shadow in the light of 
some of modern manâ€™s most remarkable achievements. These events serve as a 
sobering reminder that as man stretches his ability to harness the forces of 
nature and physics, the heights to which his technological advances. 
 
On Sept. 30, three presumably well-trained operators at a Japanese uranium 
processing plant committed a blunder that would make Homer Simpson blush. 
While the exact cause of the mishap is under official investigation, initial 
news reports indicate that the workers flagrantly disregarded safety 
procedures in taking an ill-fated shortcut to hasten the uranium purification
process. As unbelievable as it sounds, the workers reportedly bypassed a 
complex filtering system and instead used a common cleaning bucket to pour a 
liquid uranium mixture into a settling basin. 
Compounding their acute error in judgment, the workers mixed too much uranium
together, triggering a chain reaction. Thousands of people were evacuated 
from around the plant as a result of radiation leaks caused by the accident. 
The three workers said to be responsible were hospitalized for severe 
radiation poisoning and hopefully will live to one day tell the world about 
what possessed them to act so recklessly. 
Lost in Space 
On the same day of Japanâ€™s worst-ever nuclear mishap, NASA officials 
announced with no small degree of humility that human error was responsible 
for the loss of its Mars Climate Orbiter. The $125 million spacecraft had 
vanished a week earlier as it approached Mars. 
 
According to an internal review team at NASAâ€™s Jet Propulsion Laboratory, 
miscommunication between engineers of Lockheed Martin Corp., which built the 
spacecraft, and NASA scientists led to the costly disaster. The teamâ€™s 
preliminary conclusion is that Lockheed provided NASA with figures on the 
Mars probeâ€™s thrust in poundal-seconds, an English unit. NASA scientists, 
however, assumed the supplied numbers were in newton-seconds, a metric 
measure. 
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The spacecraft was knocked off course some 60 miles as a result of the bad 
math wrought by metric/English confusion. Meanwhile, even as NASA tried to 
determine how such a simple yet fatal mistake eluded its fine-tooth-comb 
system of checks and balances, the space agency remained uncertain as to 
whether the doomed spacecraft crashed onto Mars, burned up in the planerâ€™s 
atmosphere or was orbiting the sun. 
Meanwhile, Back on Earth 
 
â€¦ 
 
 
Of course, not all mistakes are influenced by a momentary lapse of good 
judgment; many are cruised by oversight, fatigue or deadline pressure. After 
all, what company has never been burned for failing to practice the credo 
measure twice, cut once? 
As we put more and more of our faith in technology, let us not lose sight of 
the need of the human element and the need for training, retraining and 
accountable supervision. 
 
 
My closing remarks: 
 
This study if allowed to continue will have failed its most basic 
requirement, to be a study!  It must at a minimum return to Tier 1 and 
address the purpose and need issue one last time with the downward 
calculations of use.  Or more honestly, it needs to come to the only logical 
conclusion the study has proved that building I-69 is not cost effective at 
this time. 
 
This EIS is old and worn out.  It wants to be over.  Yet conditions have 
changed so significantly that many assumptions thought realistic in the past 
are now clearly change.  Even if the calculations of vehicle per day use 
where not being manipulated dishonestly, the realities of world economics and
debt, global warming, peak oil, and other now accepted truths that were once 
thought to be the domain of â€œenvironmental wackosâ€�.  This study in order 
to be timely needs to be re evaluated in Tier I with scientifically truthful 
assumptions for 2009, not those of a decade or more in the past.  To do 
otherwise will result in the most basic of logical errors of science in the 
name of â€œstudy-processâ€�. 
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 15:32:58 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Michael 
LastName = Walter 
StreetAddress = 320 W 17th St 
Address =  
City = Auburn 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46706-2826 
Email = councildistrict5@yahoo.com 
Comments = Whatever short-term benefits the proposed I-69 extension might 
bring in terms of economic stimulation are more than offset by the long-term 
costs of maintaining a highway that is simply not needed.  As an elected 
member of the Auburn Common Council, I'm disgusted at the thought that I-69 
will eat up funds that might otherwise help Indiana municipalities build more
modest but more valuable roads to support local needs.  In a world that is 
forcing us to re-invent the automobile and shift to mass transit, I-69 is no 
more viable than a dinosaur.  
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Date: Mon, 08 Jun 2009 09:21:48 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = John 
LastName = Smith 
StreetAddress = 3270 E Robinson Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = john@bikesmiths.net 
Comments =  
Comments from: 
 
John L. Smith 
3270 E Robinson Road 
Bloomington, IN 47408 
 
June 8, 2009 
 
Religious, Archaeological and Historical arguments for the protection of this
area known as the Patoka Wildlife Area/ Crossing of I-69 
 
I find the area of the proposed I-69 in named Section 2 known as The Patoka 
Wildlife refuge to be in need of protection for religious and historical 
reasons not yet considered and for reasons of historical district sound-scape
and land-scape protection. 
 
I-69 cannot be built in this location without destruction of these protected 
assets. 
  
In August and September of 2002 I developed a Car tour of all the then 
considered routes under study for I-69.  I was successful in getting maps of 
the proposed routes to most of the residence of all the routes whose homes 
and businesses were within 1000 feet of each route.  I did this with the 
citizenâ€™s group assembled for this effort known as COUNT US!.  
 
In order to accomplish this 200+ citizens volunteered their time.  Still, I 
did much of the distribution of the maps myself, driving thousands of miles 
and spending hundreds of hours in so doing. 
 
I would estimate that I have more of all the routes proposed than perhaps any
person not being paid as a consultant overseeing all of the study and even in
that case, I would doubt that any other has gone door to door as widely as 
me. 
 
I have been advised not to make my religious comments because I will not be 
taken seriously.  It is my right to Freedom of Religion and I am offended by 
I-69 on Religious grounds. 
 
I am Shinto.  I have traveled to Japan seven times and in doing so I have 
each time discovered and experienced Shinto holy places.  I have found there 
my religion, the only religion that has ever worked for me.  I believe all 
religions include aspects of Shinto without realizing this fact.  I have 
witnessed at the Catholic funeral of my mother in law.  I think all but those
who ignore the natural world and the beauty of nature have some sense of what
it is to be Shinto. 
 
So my point is, in 2002 when I was distributing maps of I-69, I received a 
call from the late Julia Carsonâ€™s office.  I talked to Julia Carson's chief
of staff for perhaps as long as 1/2 hour in my vehicle stopped in what I 
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learned later was the historic district between the two iron bridges in the 
Patoka Wildlife Area and just south of the failed Houchins Ditch.  As the 
conversation ended I had the revelation that I was in one the holiest of 
Shinto places that I have ever experienced in the USA.   One can feel these 
places.  The fact that the Wabash Erie Canal that cost thousands of humans 
their lives (one for every 6â€™ of the canals distance from lake Erie to 
Evansville) had a town Dongola perhaps 1/8th mile away and the fact of this 
being a crossing point of the Underground Railway for northbound slaves 
fulfills the importance of the spirits of the ancestors that is part of the 
Shinto Faith. 
 
 
As for the Archaeological importance of this area, Dongola provides a unique 
opportunity to study a very select time in Southern Indiana USA history by 
digging for the relics undoubtedly lying under the area that would be I-69.  
It is highly unique that a population inhabited a concise piece of land for a
very short time, as the Wabash Erie canal was a boom/bust development/ ghost 
town here.  This area needs scientific study before the resources hidden 
beneath the soil would be lost forever to human knowledge. 
 
So two the federally recognized â€œHISTORIC DISTRICTâ€� including the two 
Iron Bridges would be significantly and negatively impacted by reasons of 
visual and sound impact.  This area should be avoided for this reason. 
 
I before have proposed the historic nature of the highest point of the Wabash
and Erie Canal.  I believe those who are making decisions today are missing 
the importance of the constructions of dirt that are clearly observable today
in this area of the Ropp farm and the nationally recognized boondoggle 
project the Wabash and Erie Canal.  As I pointed out in comments made during 
Tier-1 of this study, one book that honors every mile of the Wabash and Erie 
Canal had itâ€™s only explanation mark when it pointed to the fact that one 
can clearly observe the blueprint cutaway of what the Wabash Erie Canal was 
from this dirt construct that now has 150 year old trees growing in it.  I 
think our current historical resource managers fail to see what is there made
by humans with shovels and ox pulled wheel barrels in the mid 1850, the time 
of Abraham Lincoln. 
 
Few areas are so well documented as part of the underground railway for 
slaves escaping north.  This area is highly desirable for protection for this
reason.  Experts on this subject must be consulted quickly and in depth study
included here.  Much of the documentation can be found in the Library at 
Oakland City. 
 
This area is so rich and so important in so many ways, it should not be 
harmed for a project that many would argue is a all to close repeat of the 
prior transportation boondoggle the Wabash and Erie Canal. 
 
  
I have placed a map and the significant features of this area at: 
 
1. The Ropp farm. The line here marks the earthen levees that border 
bottom-land fields on the farm.  Well-maintained since their construction in 
1946, the levees regulate flood water and drainage with the help of a 
stationary electric (formerly diesel engine powered) pump.  The nearly 300 
acre farm includes all land inside the levees, but also the land south to 
Houchins Ditch and east to include 4A, as well as land north of that.   The 
Ropp farm is farmed by the Pflug family. 
 
2. This line follows Houchins Ditch, part of a 17 mile section of new channel
created for the Patoka River and completed in 1924.  The county-funded 
dredging project began in 1917 and sparked controversy among landowners along
the Patoka 
in both Pike and Gibson Counties.  Two barges, one moving east from Wheeling,
the other west from Winslow, met near this point as the project was nearing 
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completion. One of the barges was abandoned in the vicinity.  Remnants of it 
may still be found.  (See ? below.) 
 
3. Remains of the massive embankments that carried the W&E Canal across the 
Patoka bottoms are in good shape through here.  Solid line indicates the 
presence of Canal embankments that are still in good shape.  Broken lines 
mark areas where the Canal path is no longer visible. 
 
4.  Bill McCoy, manager of the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge, 
delivered an offer to purchase to Bill Hughes day(s) before he passed away.  
Hughes' heirs returned the offer unopened.  Current owners names? 
 
4A.   The Ropp bottoms, part of the Ropp farm.  Section in purple marks land 
used for cultivation.   The section near and above the Patoka River South 
Fork (original Patoka River channel) is wooded wetland.  Value approximately 
$1200 per acre. 
    
Photos of the bridges are in the COUNT US! Gallery 
Text regarding our efforts to protect this area is linked here. 
More maps of this area. 
The Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge and Management Area. 
All features in Red are currently under consideration as resources to be 
included in a Rural Historic District nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Places.  
 
 
5.  Off the map north is the Ropp farmstead.  Logan Public Cemetery (a.k.a. 
Simpson Cemetery) is just northwest of the Ropp farmstead.  Graves of seven 
children and grandchildren of Underground Railroad "conductor," Bazil 
Simpson. 
 
6. The northernmost bridge (Pike County #81) was built to cross Houchins 
Ditch in 1924.  It is a metal camelback through-truss bridge. 
 
7. The southernmost bridge (Pike County #246) was completed in 1884, to 
replace a wooden covered bridge. It is a pinned, Pratt through-truss bridge 
made of wrought and cast iron.  This bridge marks the northern edge of the 
former village of Dongola, a once-thriving canal town with more than a dozen 
streets, a school and several commercial buildings.  The village was also a 
center of Underground Railroad activity. 
 
8. Site of the W& E Canal's Patoka River aqueduct.  The Canal embankments are
still about 30' above water level through this area and in excellent 
condition. 
  
  
 
  
    9. Completed in 1936, Hwy. 57 was constructed on top of the Canal from 
this point to the top of the map.    The berm and towpath were pushed into 
the Canal bed to fill the prism, and create a raised bed for the highway.  
The highway is still 20 feet above water level here.  At the point where the 
Canal turns veers off to the southwest of the highway there is an historical 
marker that is planted in the middle of the Canal prism.  The marker is 
approximately 10 feet above the highway bed, on ground that would have been 
under 4-1/2 feet of water in 1853.  Highway 57 crosses Houchins Ditch and the
Patoka River South Fork on two bridges built at the time of highway 
construction in the 1930s, but upgraded in 1996.  They are not under 
consideration as potential historical resources. 
 
A.   The Patoka National Wildlife Refuge owns what is shown in the yellowish 
color of "A". This is shown on all of the mapping we have seen of The Tier 1 
EIS, but when Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates provided the State of 
Indiana Geological Survey their digital mapping of this area this piece of 
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property mysteriously disappeared. 
 
?.  This indicates an area off the map believed by some to be the common 
grave of many Canal laborers who died in one of the cholera epidemics of the 
early 1850s.  Closer yet is the site of a slough full of cat tails where 
local oral tradition has it that slaves hid while waiting to cross the 
covered bridge at Dongola at night on their Underground Railroad trip north. 
This is also thought to be the area where one of the two barges that dredged 
the Patoka 
River in the 1920s was abandoned. 
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Date: Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:16:56 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = John 
LastName = Loflin 
StreetAddress = 2455 Shelby ST #1 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46203 
Email = johnharrisloflin@yahoo.com 
Comments = INDOT 
 
I continue to be confounded why INDOT seeks comments re: I-69.  Due to the 
fact that most of those initial responses back a few years ago (when the idea
was first brought to the public) which rejected the new terrain I-69 concept 
were ignored, why would a citizen take seriously current attempt to get 
feedback? 
 
It also confounds the 5th grade public school class I am familiar with that 
the new terrain path saves only 15 minutes in time and does not save tax 
payers money when compared to the I-70/US 41 route.  This brought the 
question from the class: Why the new terrain route? Confouned and perplexed, 
my only answer was: politics. 
 
I am only glad that I do not have to look at myself in the mirror each 
morning as those who support this "boondoggle" must.    
 
Respectfully, 
 
John Loflin 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 11:54:26 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Jon 
LastName = Ford 
StreetAddress = 4701 N. Park Ave. 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46205 
Email = jonwillford@gmail.com 
Comments = Please use our money wisely.  Why build something new when you can
upgrade an existing road that only takes an extra 11 minutes to traverse?  
All the money spent and land destroyed to build a new interstate?  come on, 
that's just not smart.  You want a super highway as a symbol of free trade?  
Fine. whatever you think will help.  Just don't be wasteful and inefficient 
to shave a few minutes off of the commute... 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 17:03:15 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Diane 
LastName = Giangrossi 
StreetAddress = 10532 Fox Creek Ln 
Address =  
City = Fishers 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46037 
Email = dgiangrossi@gmail.com 
Comments = Terrible idea. The toll that this project will take on the 
environment is not worth whatever benefits it will have for business. It's
just not worth it. There are other road projects much worthier of the time
and money. 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 12:24:25 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Dr. Will   
LastName = Hine 
StreetAddress = 17 E Brookside Dr. 
Address =  
City = Terre Haute 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47802 
Email = wchine@eiu.edu 
Comments = I urge the rejection of the approval of this 2nd extension of the 
uncessary  69  road!.. It will destroy Wildlife Resevers, demage  rivers and 
harm wild life bird and animals..In a time when we need to  be more  "Green" 
this project is going in the  wrong direction.. 
The  current  Gov. is against the  Environment and this is just another 
example of his lack of concern.. 
The billions of dollars spent on this project should go to  education , 
health and taking care of our existing roads.. 
Dr. Will Hine 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 12:03:30 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Scott 
LastName = Johnson 
StreetAddress = 4476 Diamond Ridge 
Address =  
City = Greenwood 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46143 
Email =  
Comments = Do we really need more strip malls, convenience stores and fast 
food joints, which will inevitably pop up along this proposed highway, in 
Indiana?  Or do we want to preserve, and hopefully expand, the remaining 
green spaces we have?  I vote for the latter.  Fix the roads we have and stop
the I69 extension. 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 11:54:57 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Wendy 
LastName = Kelly 
StreetAddress = 226 Lincoln St. 
Address =  
City = West Lafayette 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47906 
Email = wkelly@purdue.edu 
Comments = I have hope that the I-69 corridor will be cancelled, shut down,
and ended. What are we saving? ... a few minutes.  what we are saving is a 
beautiful state park, that was put in trust for our children. 
Why can't we see what destruction this road will have for us. 
 
Instead, fix the infrastructure we have. Alot of bridges need repair, many 
roads. 
 
 
Thank you, 
Wendy Kelly 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 13:22:07 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Jim 
LastName = Morris 
StreetAddress = 3042 Hazel Foster Drive 
Address =  
City = Carmel 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46033 
Email = indyjim.morris@gmail.com 
Comments = Please abort this project.  It is too late, too costly in both the
capital and future maintenance and will provide little in return on 
investment.  We need to innovate as a state and show our leadership of 
looking forward instead of supporting the past.  Be distinct.  Be bold.  
Lead.  The obvious cancel button is ready to be pushed.  Just push it. 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 12:50:33 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Pamela 
LastName = Oleson 
StreetAddress = 4788 E 400 N 
Address =  
City = Craigville 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46731 
Email = pboleson@yahoo.com 
Comments = I find routing section 2 of I69 through the heart of Pataka River
National Wildlife Refuge to be unacceptable, with the value to wildlife of 
the refuge greatly diminished by this intrusion. 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 13:54:00 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Ramon  Turk 
LastName = Roman 
StreetAddress = 129 Monroe Blvd 
Address =  
City = Terre Haute 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47803 
Email = turk39isu@yahoo.com 
Comments = The project is too costly. 
Approx. 150 new miles to maintain, repair, patrol, etc. added expense 
FOREVER. 
I-70/US-41 route; less costly, little dis-turbance to environment-wanted by
the cities, 
counties & people, unlike the fellings along 
the New Terrain route. 
The economy of cities, counties, and the people 
along I-70/US-41 will be hurt a lot more than it 
will help those on the New Terrain route. 
Notice the sign on the PennyRile in Kentucky, it 
reads "future home of I-69", other States are  
using existing freeways, when possible, to save 
money--- WHY NOT INDIANA. 
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 14:28:21 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = James 
LastName = Simmons 
StreetAddress = 9745 Trilobi Drive 
Address =  
City = Indpls 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46236 
Email = jmsrps@juno.com 
Comments = A new terrain I-69 through southern Indiana is a very bad idea 
that needs to be re-considered. If this highway is really needed it should 
employ existing roadways like I-70 west to Terra Haute and Indiana 41 south 
to Evansville.  Every mile of new roadway constructed is also another mile of
roadway to maintain. Many of the roadways and bridges in Indiana are 
currently in poor shape and need repairs/upgrading.  Please let's not build 
new roads when we should be spending that money maintaining what we already 
have. The people of Indiana have clearly said they do not want this new 
highway yet those in power continue to forge ahead with plans to build it 
anyway. This new terrain interstate is not needed or wanted.  Please listen 
to the citizens on this matter and move towards an alternative to a new 
terrain interstate through the least developed part of the state.  
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 16:40:50 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Margaret 
LastName = Ward 
StreetAddress = 10781 Northfield Circle 
Address =  
City = Fishers 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46038 
Email = margaret.ward@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = We can improve our current highways, save lives AND   save money
by using current highways  for I 69 eg. IN 37.  What is the purpose of 
destroying park land?  Why do we have so much reluctance from Mitch Daniels
to move away from the deterioration of our planet and maintaining our green
spaces?  
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Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2009 20:46:51 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Devonia 
LastName = Stein 
StreetAddress = 1420 E Maxwell Lane 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = devsstein@alumni.iu.edu 
Comments = I am a native of Evansville.  I grew up there and have family 
still there.  I cannot believe how angry this project makes.  It is a lovely 
drive from Bloomington to Evansville on excisting roads.  It will not help 
industry along the way.  It will save hardly any time and be will incredibly 
destructive and wasteful of taxpayers' money.  The best solution is I-70 to 
highway 41 which is already a four lane highway.  Is this being done just 
because of Crane?  I can't figure it out, but I am sure that a lot of land 
speculars will probably win the day and take the rest of us to the cleaners. 
When will we learn!!!  This is insane. 
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Date: Fri, 12 Jun 2009 14:55:00 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Mark 
LastName = Beckman 
StreetAddress = 13557 N. Duncan Dr. 
Address =  
City = Camby 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46113 
Email = mclc4beck@att.net 
Comments = Please conclude your review of the I-69 project ASAP.  This 
project has been delayed long enough.  We need the jobs and economic 
development that will result from the construction of this new highway.
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Date: Fri, 12 Jun 2009 14:01:54 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Mary Ellen 
LastName = Gadski 
StreetAddress = 4431 N. Illinois St 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46208 
Email = gadski@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = Please use all of your skills to re-route the new I-69 to spare 
the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge. In this day and age, it seems 
impossible that we could be sacrificing a wildlife refuge for a new section 
of interstate. I am opposed to the new I-69 altogether, but particularly 
outraged that it is going through the refuge and impacting the White River as
well. This seems like 1960s mentality! 
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Date: Fri, 12 Jun 2009 15:54:26 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = John 
LastName = Gibson 
StreetAddress = 5409 Love Lane 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46268 
Email = jgibson99@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = I recently drove to Evansville on Hwy. 37 to 50 to 231 to I-64.  
It was beautiful.  I kept asking "what's the hurry?"  Why spend billions and 
cut up the countryside to save a few minutes? Enjoy the natural beauty of 
Indiana. I came home to Indianapolis via 41 and I-70.  Perfectly good roads. 
Again, there is something insane about a new terrain I-69.  Please stop this 
project.   
 
John Gibson 
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Date: Fri, 12 Jun 2009 09:59:13 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Tom  
LastName = Hougham 
StreetAddress = 4001 W Hougham Rd 
Address =  
City = Trafalgar 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46181 
Email = annntom@hotmail.com 
Comments = The costs of Sections 1-3 of the project have at least doubled 
since the Final Environmental Impact Study (FEIS) was released in 2003.  
While the costs have doubled the presumed benefits remain the same or have 
declined.  Since the release of the FEIS there have been major changes in the
design that will impact the presumed benefits of the highway.  The design of 
some interchanges has been downgraded to a cheaper standard.  Instead of 
concrete, the pavement will be asphalt. Asphalt has a shorter usable life 
span than concrete.   Deferring projects until later means they will cost 
more when they are built. Using asphalt instead of concrete increases the 
long-term operation and maintenance costs. Using cheaper materials means they
will have to be upgraded sooner. Using lower standard interchanges may result
in more accidents and deaths. 4500 acres of farmland will be taken. Some of 
this is the best agricultural land in the state. While much of the world is 
starving, Indiana is paving over prime farmland. The value of farmland will 
increase in the future. Building more major highways will result in a 
continuing and even greater dependence on carbon emitting fossil fuels. 
Indiana is going to be left behind with its overemphasis on highways. The 
money spent on I-69 would be better spent on alternatives to highways like 
mass transit systems.  All in all continuing with I-69 is a mistake. 
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Date: Fri, 12 Jun 2009 20:46:48 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Mary 
LastName = McDonald 
StreetAddress = 5032 Arabian Run 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46228 
Email = jimandmary1@comcast.net 
Comments = I would like to add my voice to those who feel that the I 69 road
should NOT be built.   It diminishes our natural world, in a multitude of 
ways, and the road could be revised along the current north-south route.   
Could Indiana be a state that preserves its natural beauty, PLEASE? 
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Date: Fri, 12 Jun 2009 15:08:45 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Donna 
LastName = McCarty 
StreetAddress = 4832 Guion Road 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode =  
Email = mccartydd@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = I am strongly opposed to routing I-69 through the Patoka National
Wildlife Refuge. Indiana has precious few natural areas of this quality and 
to sacrifice any of it to an interstate highway is appalling. 
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Date: Sat, 13 Jun 2009 12:51:38 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Debra 
LastName = Lloyd 
StreetAddress = 11326 Hickory Woods Drive 
Address =  
City = Fishers 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46038 
Email = debra-lloyd@att.net 
Comments = PLEASE - NO NEW TERRAIN I-69: 
 
1) The cost is $3.1 billion which the state does not have and cannot afford; 
 
2) There is a perfectly good highway - S.R. 41 nearby that that could be 
upgraded; 
 
3) The proposed new terrain route would cut through the heart of Patoka River
National Wildlife Refuge, one of the most significant bottomland hardwood 
forests remaining in the Midwest.  It is located within the historically 
important north-south flyway of the Wabash River Basin. This river bottoms 
refuge is strategically located to provide important resting, feeding, and 
nesting habitat for migratory waterfowl, shorebirds, and neotropical 
songbirds.  
 
Please do not build a new terrain I-69. 
 
Thank you, 
Debra Lloyd 
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Date: Sat, 13 Jun 2009 08:01:39 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Teresa 
LastName = Vega 
StreetAddress = 626 E. Fairview Ave. 
Address =  
City = South Bend 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46614 
Email = terrivega@gmail.com 
Comments = Refuge is defined as "a place of shelter, protection, or safety" 
so I am rather amazed that anyone would even consider building a road through
Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge. Really, what is the use of making 
these areas protected places if we are just going to ignore our own rules 
anyway? So much for wildlife protection. I wonder how the people who are 
pushing this project would react if the road was to be built through the 
middle of their homes (refuge). 
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Date: Sat, 13 Jun 2009 18:47:39 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Penny 
LastName = Reed 
StreetAddress = 14855 Mia Dr 
Address =  
City = Carmel 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46033 
Email = p-reed@att.net 
Comments = Please do not go forward with this project..just upgrade US 
41...do not go through a nature preserve just to cut off a few minutes of
time on a commute! 
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Date: Sun, 14 Jun 2009 14:15:47 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Michael 
LastName = Moynihan 
StreetAddress = 401 S. Woodlawn Ave 
Address = Apt 6 
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = mmoyniha@indiana.edu 
Comments = I am sincerely disappointed at the State's decision to create a 
new highway. Interstate car travel represents the infrastructure of the past.
It promotes greenhouse gas emissions, is deadly to any ecosystem through 
which it passes, and is simply an eyesore. America doesn't need more fast 
food and gas highway abominations. We need SUSTAINABLE solutions such as high
speed rail. When will our government heed our pleas to wake up and see that 
we CANNOT continue in the direction the country has been headed since the 
Industrial Revolution? How many voices will it take for REAL change to occur?
I hope that my voice is read loud and clear in opposition to this step 
backwards for Indiana and for America. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Moynihan, Patriot 
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Date: Sun, 14 Jun 2009 09:36:03 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Kevin 
LastName = Ryan 
StreetAddress = 2545 E Bethel Ln 
Address = 2545 E Bethel Ln 
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = kncryan@msn.com 
Comments = Please stop construction of the new terrain I-69.   
 
2200 acres of forests will be destroyed. More losses will follow with 
development along the highway. Some of the last remaining large tracts of 
forests in Indiana will be divided and degraded.  4500 acres of farmland will
be taken. Some of this is the best agricultural land in the state. While much
of the world is starving, Indiana is paving over prime farmland. The value of
farmland will increase in the future. 
I-69 is being proposed as a NAFTA highway running from Canada to Mexico. It 
is being built as a trade corridor for the movement of large numbers of 
trucks. NAFTA is obsolete. It has cost the U.S. many thousands of jobs and 
now those jobs are leaving Mexico and going overseas. There is no need for 
this highway. Many goods are moved more efficiently by train. Building more 
major highways will result in a continuing and even greater dependence on 
carbon emitting fossil fuels. Due to global climate change, this will be 
counterproductive. If carbon caps become a reality, which is likely, Indiana,
with all its highways, would be at a competitive disadvantage in attracting 
new businesses.  
Many states are now planning and preparing to build public transit systems 
involving light rail, buses and bikeways. Indiana is going to be left behind 
with its overemphasis on highways. The money spent on I-69 would be better 
spent on alternatives to highways. 
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Date: Sun, 14 Jun 2009 11:32:46 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Steve 
LastName = Witwer 
StreetAddress = 9852 Logan Lane 
Address =  
City = Fishers 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46037 
Email = stevewitwer@comcast.net 
Comments = The I69 extension is too expensive.  The governments do not have 
the finding and it is not needed.  Lastly, it is environmentally destructive.
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Date: Sun, 14 Jun 2009 16:37:49 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Kathy 
LastName = Slaughter 
StreetAddress = 920 East 62nd Street, #U5 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46220 
Email = kathygehlhausen@gmail.com 
Comments = The route from Evansville to Indianapolis needs to avoid cutting 
through Patoka River Wildlife Refuge. If an interstate slices through it, 
then how is it still a refuge? As a daughter of southern Indiana, I think the
I-69 extension is overdue. Please don't damage our natural heritage to 
shorten the drive by five minutes! 
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Date: Mon, 15 Jun 2009 18:51:28 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Linda 
LastName = Richardson 
StreetAddress = 410 Bradock Court 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46234 
Email = lsrichar@comcast.net 
Comments = I have farm property which is in Greene County.  The I-69 highway
cuts right through the heart of our family farm.  There is already a route 
from Indianapolis to Evansville.  I have driven this route multiple times.  
We don't have to build another highway and destroy more farm land, people's 
homes and disturb the ecological balance of nature that exists in these 
properties.  Improve the highways we already have in place.  Be responsible 
with our dollars.  If for no other reason than fiscal responsibility, it is 
madness during this time of economic upheaval to push forward on this 
project.  
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Monday, June 1, 2009  8:28 p.m. 

My name is Mike Lodato.  That’s spelled L-o-d-a-t-o.  I live at 925 Park Plaza Drive, 
Evansville, IN 47715.  I have a question about the Environmental Impact Statement for 
Segment 2.  And my question is I wanted to make a comment about the Environmental 
Impact Statement and the environmental planning for this Segment, but I want to know 
when the period for that… the time period for that closes.  That is to say, when does the 
period close for final comment on Section 2 of I-69?  That’s my question. Thank you. Bye. 

 

Response from David Goffinet 

Thursday, June 4, 2009: Left message on Mr. Lodato’s answering machine. 

Friday, June 5, 2009: Received return call from Mr. Lodato.  He asked for the deadlines 
for the closing of the Section 2 and Section 3 DEIS comment periods.  I provided both 
deadlines.  Mr. Lodato was surprised they were closing so soon, especially Section 3.  I 
indicated the comment periods opened on February 6th.  Mr. Lodato noted he was in 
favor of the project, but that he would like to see some substantial commitments to 
protecting Eastern Box Turtles during construction.  Mr. Lodato was appreciative of the 
return message and the information provided during the conversation.    
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Date: Tue, 16 Jun 2009 11:59:40 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Linda 
LastName = Downer 
StreetAddress = 4490 Lockerbie Ct 
Address =  
City = Carmel 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46033 
Email = ld019283@hotmail.com 
Comments = Please don't waste our monetary resources to fund a highway that 
disturbs miles and miles of forest ecology that is being wasted away 
incrementally year after year.  The much less expensive alternative down the
I-40 corridor makes sense. 
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Date: Tue, 16 Jun 2009 19:27:07 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Catherine 
LastName = Snyder 
StreetAddress = 6271 Allisonville Road 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46220 
Email = wil-cat@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = The proposed Section 2 of I-69 will knife through the heart of the
Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge, as well as cross the east fork of the 
White River. I feel that this is too great of an environmental impact to 
ignore.  Please reconsider this route. Thank you. 
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Date: Wed, 17 Jun 2009 18:18:13 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Cindy 
LastName = Ridao 
StreetAddress = 6406 E CO RD 450 N 
Address =  
City = Otwell 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47564 
Email = ridao@fullnet.com 
Comments = Construction on I69 should stop.  How can we support building a 
new interstate that doesn't meet Federal regulations?  How can we support a
direct route from Evansville to Indianapolis without any exits in our 
communities?  What's the benefit to us.  We do not support continuing 
construction of I69. 
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Date: Thu, 18 Jun 2009 07:42:46 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Charles 
LastName = Barr 
StreetAddress = 2430 Calla Way 
Address = P.O.Box 371 
City = Winslow 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47598 
Email = rtrdcw4usa@verizon.net 
Comments = I read with interest the article in the June 17 issue of The Press
Dispatch regarding the I69 interchange at Blackburn Road in Pike County. 
I am the School Resource Offivcer for the Pike County School Corporation. 
I frequently travel this road during the time when Bus Route 11 is traveling 
Highway 57.  This route encompasses Highway 57 from the northern part of Pike
County to Petersburg.  It is extremely dangerous for the bus and passangers, 
not the mention those students who must cross Highway 57. 
I cannot recall a week during the 2008-2009 school year that some incident 
with a coal truck did not occur.  It's the very nature of the beast when the 
sheer number of coal trucks using Highway 57 is considered. 
I strongly urge the construction of the Blackburn Road interchange in Pike 
County to lessen the likely-hood of a serious bus related accident in this 
area. 
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Date: Fri, 19 Jun 2009 15:22:34 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = John 
LastName = Risley 
StreetAddress = 712 Winterset Road 
Address =  
City = Fort Wayne 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46819 
Email = jrrisley@aol.com 
Comments = I am a 46-year resident of Fort Wayne, but grew up in Pike County.
 I hope someday to travel I-69 from Fort Wayne to the exit north of 
Petersburg -- and I don't mean in Daviess County.  I find it astonishing that
there is even debate about the need to have that exit built. 
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Date: Sun, 21 Jun 2009 21:03:33 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Mary 
LastName = Horton 
StreetAddress = 11202 Lakeshore Dr E 
Address =  
City = Carmel 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46033 
Email = ronandmary2@yahoo.com 
Comments = We are opposed to the I-69 extension for many 
reason-environmental, costs, and the loss of rural areas so important to this
state.   
The majority of Hoosiers are opposed to the extension,  Please listen to the 
voters.  Use the alternate solution for the good of Indiana 
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Date: Wed, 24 Jun 2009 09:05:26 -0500  

From: ezform@cinergycom.com  
To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Loren&Virginia 
LastName = Richardson 
StreetAddress = 2924 E.SR364 
Address = PO.Box423 
City = Winslow 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47598-0423 
Email = ljrvrr@verizon.net 
Comments = Due to the heavy truck traffic to the power plants,the north 
petersburg exit is necessary to get these trucks comeing thru downtown 
petersburg from hwy 61 and 57 and the washington area..Thank You(remove the
exit to petersburg if you have to) 
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Date: Fri, 26 Jun 2009 13:17:33 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Leslie 
LastName = Flanigan 
StreetAddress = 6110 Long River Ln 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46221 
Email = geogal@earthlink.net 
Comments = I am against the route 2 new terraine I-69. The expense of 
building a new route far outweighs the benefits. In addition, the 
environmental impact on both humans and animals will be significant in 
regards to water and air quality. The fact is, Indiana is a small state and
can only handle so much polution before the excess begins negatively 
affecting human health. 
Thank you! 
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Date: Fri, 26 Jun 2009 20:16:05 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Jess 
LastName = Gwinn 
StreetAddress = RR #1, Box 285 
Address =  
City = Solsberry 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47459 
Email = jagmo@bluemarble.net 
Comments = COMMENTS ON I-69 EVANVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS, TIER 2 STUDIES, 
DEIS, SECTION 2 (The Study) 
 
SUBMITTED BY:  
Jess A. Gwinn 
RR #1, Box 285 
Solsberry, IN  47459 
812/876-8623 
 
JUNE 2009 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS: 
 
Any and all previously submitted comments by myself or CARR for the Tier 1, 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (2002) are to be included as 
comments on this DEIS as well.  Also include as our submitted comments on the
Tier 2, Section 2, our comments for the 1996 DEIS, and the 2002 DEIS.  
Include as part of my comments, the comments submitted by HEC, Bill & Jan 
Boyd, and CARR. 
 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 
 
The DEIS does not mention the potential impact of White Nose Syndrome (WNS) 
to the state and federally threatened Indiana Bat (IB).  WNS was first 
discovered in New York in 2006.  By the winter of 2008/2009, just three years
after its discovery, WNS had spread throughout most of New England and as far
south and west as western Virginia not far from the border with Kentucky.  
Within the bat infected hibernacula, mortality has been as high as 90 to 
100%.  The species that are most at risk are those that aggregate in large 
numbers and in close quarters in over wintering hibernacula.  The IB has 
already been adversely affected by WNS when infected.  An estimated 10% of 
the world wide population of IB were in New York prior to the advent WNS.  
Most of these IB are now dead.  An estimated 60 to 85% of the world wide 
population hibernate in as few as 8 or 9 caves.  Indiana caves harbor an 
estimated 45% of the world population of IB.  If WNS reaches any of the small
number of caves that host significant numbers of IB, the world wide 
population could be devastated.   
 
The Biological Opinion (BO) contained within the EIS merely states that the 
construction of the I-69 preferred alternative will not cause the extinction 
of the IB.  However, this BO was prepared and published before the advent of 
WNS and its effects upon the IB was widely known.  The effect of WNS on the 
major IB hibernacula is unknown.  If however WNS does indeed reach any of 
these hibernacula the result to the world wide population of the IB would be 
potentially devastating.  With these considerations the EIS and BO both need 
to be revised to reflect the latest information on this rapidly expanding 
threat to the survival of the IB.  The effects of the construction of the 
preferred alternative previously may not have caused the extinction of the IB
but with the advent of WNS, the same cannot be said.  Any more negative 
impacts on the IB populations beyond those of a potential WNS epidemic cannot
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be tolerated. 
 
The methodology for the â€œGeneralized Pedestrian Surveysâ€� for flora and 
fauna was never fully described.  Who were these â€œpedestriansâ€�?  What was
their training?  Where and when did they do their surveys?  How were the 
surveys carried out?  The only birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) observed during these â€œGeneralized Pedestrian Surveysâ€� were 
American Robin, Blue Jay, Red Winged Blackbird, Northern Cardinal, Red Tailed
Hawk, and Ruby Throated Hummingbird.  The assertion that only these six MBTA 
species were observed is ludicrous.  Any average citizen could have 
identified many more species with little effort.  The only conclusion that 
can be drawn from this complete lack of data is that a disingenuous attempt 
was made to document the existence of species protected by the MBTA.  No 
faith can be placed in any of the data claimed in these surveys. 
 
Likewise, the surveys for state endangered species and species of special 
concern raise serious doubts about the attention to detail used to carry out 
the surveys.  The mere fact that none of the species of flora and fauna on 
these lists was found during the surveys is preposterous.  If the same lax 
methodology as the â€œGeneralized Pedestrian Surveysâ€� was utilized then it 
is understandable that none of these species was found.  When the EIS states 
that many of the species could be found within the preferred build 
alternative, how is it that none were found?  The only conclusion that can be
drawn is that these species were not diligently searched for, making this 
entire section of the EIS worthless.  
 
The only state endangered species that were found were the bat species that 
were captured during the mist netting surveys.  Obviously when a directed 
effort was made to find state endangered species (or species of special 
concern) then they were actually found in significant numbers.  Why were not 
similar efforts made to document the existence of any of the other state 
listed species?  One can only conclude that the existence of any of the other
species was not deemed worthy of the expense in conducting true 
scientifically valid searches.  Without valid data, these sections of the EIS
are meaningless. 
 
Mitigation efforts to offset the damage done by construction of the preferred
alternative cannot almost by definition compensate for the damage itself.  An
average 300 foot wide corridor built through various habitats cannot be 
mitigated via offsite purchases, etc.  Once the damage is done it cannot be 
undone.  The environmental impacts to the corridor and region are measurable 
and mostly irreversible.  Any attempts at mitigation are merely window 
dressing to give the appearance of no net negative effects which is patently 
false as can be proven by numerous studies on past mitigation attempts. 
 
CONCLUSION: The methodologies used in this EIS are highly questionable.  Many
factors were either very poorly studied or not considered at all.  New 
information relating to the health of Indiana Bat populations has become 
available since the publication of the Biological Opinion and need to be 
addressed.  
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From: I-69 Tier 2 Studies Section 3 Project Manager 
[mailto:section3pm@i69indyevn.org]  
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2009 7:55 AM 
To: MMHowes1@aol.com; ezform@cinergycom.com; secti0n_3@i69indyevn.org 
Subject: Re: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 3 
 
Ms. Howes, 
 
Thank you for visiting the I-69 Section 3 Project Website.  The Pike 
County interchange that you commented on is in the I-69 Section 2 
project.  I will pass your comments on to them. 
 
David Pluckebaum, Project Manager 
I-69 Section 3 
 
 
On Fri, 26 Jun 2009, ezform@cinergycom.com wrote... 
 
>FirstName = Melanie 
>LastName = Howes 
>StreetAddress = 6304 N Blackburn Rd 
>Address = 
>City = Petersburg 
>State = IN 
>ZipCode = 47567 
>Email = MMHowes1@aol.com 
>Comments = Pike County needs the northern off-ramp at the IPL plant 
due to the fact that coal truck traffic is horrible. I live on one of 
the roads that if this off ramp is built would stop all of these 
trucks. They go by our elementary school.   
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Date: Fri, 26 Jun 2009 10:39:36 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Andy  
LastName = Heuring 
StreetAddress = PO Box 68 
Address =  
City = Petersburg 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47567 
Email =  
Comments = As a fourth generation business owner in Pike County and 
Petersburg I have not seen anything as important to our economy and 
well-being as the development of I-69. It can be a wonderful thing for 
Petersburg and Pike County. However if INDOT continues with the plans to not 
build the northern Pike County interchange, I-69 will be a disaster for Pike 
County. 
INDOTâ€™s stated goals in their own EIS is to improve connectivity and 
safety. 
The original design with the interchange at Highway 61 and the north Pike 
County interchange accomplish these goals. However INDOTâ€™s decision to save
$30 million by â€œdeferringâ€� the north Pike and southern Daviess County 
interchanges does not accomplish these goals. Indianapolis Power and Light 
(The largest power plant owned by AES) and Hoosier Energy are the destination
of more than 700 million tons of coal a year. A large percentage of that is 
trucked in. Consequently more than 1,000 coal trucks a day go through 
Petersburg. 
With the north Pike County interchange the vast majority of these trucks 
could use I-69. However without the northern Pike County interchange these 
trucks will be force to rumble along Highway 61 (Ninth St.) in the heart of 
Petersburg past the Elementary school crossing and the intersection where 
school busses ingress and egress the elementary school each day. Once past 
the school crossing the trucks then come to the center of Petersburg at the 
intersection of Highway 57 and 61 and proceed north on Highway 57 to the 
power plants.  
It is such an important issue Daviess County and Washington city officials 
have determined the north Pike County interchange vital to them and the 
region. So much so they have authored resolutions informing INDOT they view 
the northern Pike County interchange so important they are withdrawing their 
support for the southern Daviess County interchange and putting the support 
behind the northern Pike County interchange. 
It seems wasteful to spend $700 million on a highway that doesnâ€™t 
accomplish its design goals. The approximate cost of the northern Pike 
interchange is about $15 million. 
The effect of not building the northern Pike County interchange will be 
devastating to Petersburg. Instead of being a boost to Petersburg I-69 will 
be detrimental by taking the car traffic out of Petersburg and dumping the 
coal truck traffic into Petersburg. Along with being a safety hazard it will 
also cause an increase in Indianapolis residents electric bills. The IPL 
plant provides most of Indianapolis electricity. By not building the northern
interchange shipping costs of coal for decades will be more expensive than 
necessary.  
It is difficult to believe designers of I-69 can justify building a 4,400 
foot long bridge in the Patoka River bottoms so it lessens the aesthetic 
impact on the wildlife refuge. But they can not justify building a 
interchange thatâ€™s omission will have a devastating impact upon a whole 
regionâ€™s residents. 
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Date: Mon, 29 Jun 2009 07:46:00 -0500  
From: ezform@cinergycom.com  

To: 2-section_i69@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 2 

FirstName = Ric 
LastName = Ritchison 
StreetAddress = 955 N. Arlington Ave. 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis, 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46219 
Email = dbricrit@royalspa.com 
Comments = It doesn't matter what we say you bastards are going to build a 
road that we don't need, don't want, can't afford and tears the hell out of
our beautiful southern IN...redoing the train tracks would be too smart for
Hoosiers, and too hard for you to build! 
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MR. JOE DEDMAN:  Thank you very much.   
 
First, I'd like to thank and compliment the project team for the work they've done, the 
diligent work that they've done.  We appreciate seeing the project brought this far. 
I have two comments I'd like to make tonight. First is that I have repeated this at several            
hearings in the past.  This is all about economic development for our community.  We 
need that at this time more than at any time in the past; and  so the quicker you can--or 
the more you can  accelerate this project, the quicker we will see benefits from this 
project, so I encourage  accelerating this as much as possible. The second comment, I'd 
like to echo some of the comments about the north exchange in Pike County.  I see some 
tremendous benefits.  It gives  us another connection point for the economic  
development opportunity as well as greatly improve some of the traffic flow situation, so 
I would  encourage you to strongly look at keeping that  north exchange on Pike County.  
Thank you very much.     
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MR. W.A. BOYD:   
 
Well, first of all, I want to start off on the cost.  The cost of this entire project needs to be 
looked at and understood by the general public.  Going to be over $4 billion.  Now, that's 
a big pill to swallow.  INDOT doesn't have enough money to build the first section that           
they want.  That's why we're hearing in the discussions about, well, they may defer this           
interchange.  They may defer that.  And, Folks, they just want to get payment down.  
That's all they want to do.  They're not interested in your economic development.  They're 
not interested in providing jobs.  They just want to lay pavement. Now, I came here 
tonight thinking I was coming to a public meeting, but what I've seen so far is a dance.  
You've danced around what you're going to do.  Are we going to build this?  Well,          
we might not.  We might something else.  Just if you've got a draft statement, tell us what 
you are going to do, not what you might do.  How can we evaluate a plan if you don't 
have--if you don't state what you intend to do?  You give us 57 different alternatives to 
look at. The maintenance cost, we can't afford to keep the roads in good conditions that 
we have today. That's why we have some of the problems that we do.  The existing roads 
are crumbling.  Counties are desperate to repair the roads that they have from the floods 
and just the general disrepair the roads are in.  The bridges are in the same condition.  We 
can't afford this highway. The farms being taken, you know, this is prime agricultural 
land down here.  With food safety being a big concern anymore, we need to keep our 
food local, take care of local people. The roads being closed, we've already addressed 
that.  How are you going to take care of emergency services for roads that are cut off?          
You're going to build it cheaper.  If you look at the--what's in the study, you just want to          
build it cheap to get pavement down, and a cheap road is going to fall apart before it's 
even finished. Now, I see I have the red light.  I would like to come back after everybody 
else has their chance to get their comments and complete my list of comments, if I may. 
 
(Following  are comments provided by Mr. Boyd to the Court Reporter following the 
formal presentations) 
 
MR. W.A. BOYD:  Okay.  Where I left off, the food safety, farms are much more 
valuable than any road.  We have to have food.  We don't need this road.  If the road is 
closed, we--that increases the dangers to the public. In the event of an emergency, 
emergency vehicles cannot get to someone whose road has been cut off, or if they have to 
take a long way around.  You heard the gentleman talk about the length of time it would 
take to get an emergency response crew onto I-69. That's--you know, that's--you're 
putting the citizens of the county at risk when you cut off these roads, and you're putting 
this highway in. The Section 106 study was done too fast and glossed over too much.  
Most of the 106 Studies was a drive-by, no investigation into homes as to the history 
behind homes, the histories behind the farmsteads.  So the 106 Study needs to be done in                                
further detail to capture all the historical impacts that will happen because of this project.           
They want to build it cheap, which increases our maintenance cost. The interchanges, 
that's been discussed.  How does eliminating interchanges increase personal access?  This 
interstate says it wants to increase personal accessibility. Personal accessibility to what?  
To Indianapolis?  To Evansville?  People need--in the community need personal access to 
their community.  They don't need to get--personal access,  I  believe, in the document is 
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defined as access to an interstate highway, but I believe most people in the community 
don't really need to get access to an interstate highway.  It's just a--not a need in a 
community.  We need to develop local communities and not build roads that take people          
out of the community. Now, this is an old study.  It needs to be gone through again.  It's 
been sitting on a shelf for quite some time and only recently dusted off and brought out.  
So this needs to be done. Another core goal was economic development.  But if you drive 
on any major interstate through this state of which we have plenty, the small communities 
that were bypassed by interstate highways are dead.  Small communities that even            
have an interchange outside of town are dead. They might get sprawl maybe around the           
interchange, but it won't be a local business.  It won't support local families.  The money 
leaves I think on the radio station, "The Bullet," they talk about local money stays local.  
And this interstate will take people out of town, not into town.  The gentleman spoke 
about the number of roads, take the traffic off of--off of the highways.  Well, how many 
of those trucks are coming to serve local needs?  I don't believe that information is 
accounted for in the study.  Again, it's--it's a missed data that's in the study. The--you say 
you take public comments, but then what?  What do you do with those comments?          
When we have over 94 percent of people who commented on this highway in the Tier 1 
opposed this project or desperately wanted 70/41; but were those taken into--given--I 
believe that the—your comment was that full and equal weight. 94 percent of the people 
say 70/41, and where is that consideration?  Where is that consideration?  It's just not 
here. Now, the length of time for comments.  I touched on this.  This is a huge document.  
And the amount of time that we have to read that document, study it, research it is totally           
inadequate.  We need at least as much time to research what's in the document as BLA 
and Jacobs and all the others have taken to develop this study.  We have to do our 
research to make sure that the facts that you have are correct, and many of them border 
on being full and complete statements.  Now, we asked--Citizens for Appropriate Rural          
Roads asked for time to make a presentation here, a power point presentation, and we 
were denied that request to make a formal presentation for the public.  Now, what the 
communities need are not another interstate highway, not another highway. We need the 
highways that we have fixed up.  That would take care of a lot of the accidents that we  
have on local roads because part of the problem is because you don't maintain the roads 
that we have. So you're going to build another road to get people out of town faster, and 
our local roads are  just going to continue to crumble and be put at the back of the list, the 
back of the list and  never get repaired, which will increase the susceptibility of accidents 
for local people. This highway is doing nothing for the local community and every 
community along the way.  You are not helping the local communities at all.  If you 
wanted to help local communities, move toward rail transit.  That's a 21st Century mode 
of transportation.  These farming communities, these small communities, rural 
communities were built when the railroads came through, and they can thrive once again 
given the opportunity with rail transit.  It can be done.  Many other communities, other 
states are devoting more and more money to mass transit.  We need mass transit for all 
our rural communities. Now, if I could go back to the size of the document, most rural 
communities do not have the luxury of having high-speed bandwidth lines to their homes.  
They're lucky if they're on dial-up. You cannot download this document from the web           
site on a dial-up, and so people don't have ready access to even read the document.  The 
offices  that you've had here have been limited hours for  quite some time, which, you 
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know, makes it even  more difficult for people who want to come look at the documents 
and study the documents; makes it more difficult for them to make comments.  So you're 
not really accepting public comments and acting on those public comments.  You're 
merely going through the motions because that's what the law says, and you have to 
comply with the law. Now, other INDOT studies include things such as engineer's report 
that is not in this document. There's nothing that speaks to where the fill material will 
come from.  You're going to build this roadway up three to four feet above grade.          
Where is all the fill material going to come?  How much more farmland are you going to 
take to get that fill material?  And what impact is that going to have to this community?  
You're going to take more farm ground out of production, more money out of people's 
pockets.  Also, in looking over the document, I did not see where there was any drainage 
impacts.  And we all know from the flood from last year wiped out many, many, many 
county roads.  The counties are  struggling to get back in some kind of shape.  But                                           
I don't see any--in the study anywhere where it  says what impact this highway will have 
on  drainage problems to the communities.  You're going to build this highway down 
through the middle of a lot of prime farmland, and you're going to prevent proper 
drainage so the crops cannot flourish as they need to.  Drainage is a huge issue and has 
not been addressed.  If it's in the document, it doesn't--it doesn't fully address the impacts, 
and that needs to be done. So I'm sure I've got a lot of other comments. I don't have them 
with me.  I didn't--I tried to take notes as you went through your power point 
presentation.  I will submit those comments, and I thank you for the opportunity to make 
the rest of  my scribbled notes here as public comment.    
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MS. JEANNE MELCHIOR:   
 
I live in Dubois County, and this highway is not going to be going through my property; 
however, I oppose this wasteful project that I'm going to be paying for with my tax 
dollars even though it won't have benefits for anyone that justified the outrageous            
price tag.  In addition, my grandchildren are going to be paying for this highway, and 
that's outrageous.  For close to 20 years the majority of the people have opposed this 
project, but it keeps going on study after study, and it's always higher priced.  It won't 
bring jobs.  It won't increase prosperity, and it won't improve the quality of life anywhere.  
It will simply destroy a whole lot of farmland and forestland and will be deleterious to 
numerous small communities and neighborhoods along the route. Enough already.  Let's 
save farms and forests, which we need a lot more than another new highway.  Lots of the 
roads and bridges that are desperately in need of repair now, and let's repair those instead 
of building a new road.  Any growth in southern Indiana will not be positive.  Thank you.  
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        MR. BRIAN GARVEY:  Hi, I'm Brian Garvey from  southwest Monroe County for 
20 years.   
 
CARR, Citizens for Appropriate Rural Roads, they've been coming to these public 
meetings and saying, fix the roads we have.  Use our money and fix the roads that we 
have. I think it becomes very clear today that this is an old dinosaur.  This thing started 
back in the '70s, and it will do everything but slice your bread.  We know today that this 
thing is a hoax, but it keeps people in money and people in power in money.  It's not 
about local economies.  It's about Indianapolis, and it's about Evansville. It's about a plan 
that started back in the '60s that has died.  "Build it, and they will come." And I don't 
believe responsible, fiscal use of our dollars, just dollars and cents, I'm not going to          
walk up and hug any tree.  Dollars and cents, bang for the buck.  The people have to use 
two-lane roads.  What's going to happen when all that money is funneled into this?  What 
happens to our two-lanes roads, our bridges?  So the notion that this is somehow going to 
help positive, local communities is baloney. Are we going to sit here and believe that     
they studied 500 options for you guys? I don't think so.  And I'm not faulting these people 
personally.  They're part of a machine that is corrupt, broken; but yet, we're funneling 
money into this thing.  The majority of our money is going into this one project.  It's 
insanity.  It    used to be a bad idea.  Now it has graduated to the level of insanity.  So one 
option that hasn't been brought up tonight is the option of end it now.  Just end it and get 
on with the real business of economic development and safe roads in Indiana.  Thank 
you.    
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MS. SARAH COMBELLICK-BIDNEY:  Hello, everyone.  
 
I know that it takes a lot of--I don't  know--you have to be a certain type of person to           
actually come up to a microphone, and not everybody who has something to say tonight 
is actually coming up to this microphone.  So I just talked to a few of you beforehand, 
and I asked you if you had anything that you wanted me to add; but I only have two 
minutes, so I'm just going to say my main point, which is they are going through the  
process--you guys are doing your jobs, and you're  going through the process, and you're 
asking us for our input.  And you're not able to do anything in response to that except for 
follow the process and tell us that you've listened. But they won't listen to our comments.  
They can't.  They can't change the plans based on our comments.  They're not going to.  
And the most  important thing that we can do--and I just plead with you, all of the 
landowners here, if you get an offer from the State, contest that offer, and you're in all 
likelihood going to get more money if you contest that offer.  And you should also 
consider joining CARR, Citizens for Appropriate Rural Roads, or something, at least 
getting their information, learning about information because you deserve it.  And the 
other most--I think probably even more important than everything I just said is that           
you should talk to each other because a lot of the rural families in the state are, you know, 
against this, and they don't talk to each other.  And if you do, you'll be a lot stronger, and 
I encourage  you to do that. 
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MS. SANDRA TOKARSKI:  Thank you.   
 
My voice is loud enough.  Everybody can hear me without any trouble.  We've been 
doing this a long time.  I urge any of you who are concerned about the highway and          
want to work with us to help to stop this waste of our tax dollars and our farmland,  we 
have a table out in the other room.  Indiana ranks 10th in the nation in interstate highway 
density, 6th in total road density; yet, its economy is no better and in some ways is worse 
than the nation as a whole.  One more highway is not going to fix the problems that          
we have here in Indiana.  They're not going to fix the problems that you have here in Pike 
County.  Isn't going to happen. Speak up.  Tell your elected officials:  Use our 
transportation tax dollars wisely; protect our farmland.  The thing that's so scary about 
this is that these beautiful rural counties of Gibson, Pike, and Daviess, are under the gun 
right now or under the bulldozer nearly.  The northern counties, Morgan County, Monroe 
County and Greene County, those counties have really stood up, and I urge you all to do 
that as well. Don't be paved over.  You can make a difference.  Thank you.           
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MR. ALEX SMITH:  Thank you. Well, again, I'm facing people here because honestly 
I'm more interested in talking to you that came out to the meeting than talking to   
representatives of INDOT.  I mean, essentially, what seems to be happening, they're 
saying that this is your opportunity to tell them your experiences and to help them move 
this project along.  I think language similar to that was used. And my suspicion is the 
reason that people are mostly here is because a lot of people are losing lands to this or 
know people who are losing land to it.  And while I'm personally from up in Section 4 in 
Monroe County, so I'm not going to be directly affected right away by this here in          
Section 2; but I do--I mean, from what I've seen, it seems that people can either just say 
that this is a done deal, and we're going to accept it; or people can talk to one another.  
And I'm echoing some stuff that's already been said, but people need to talk to one 
another about this.  I mean, I've talked to a lot of folks down in Section 1last summer.  
And basically, they were getting individuals a loan, giving them a low-ball offer and just 
sort of running them over, and so I'm trying to make sure that they didn't realize that          
there were other people in the same situation.  So you can make this much easier for 
INDOT, or you can make it much harder depending on whether you think this is the right 
thing for your area.  And as Sarah was saying, there are a lot of ways that individuals can 
make it so that this project doesn't actually happen so that it's just too  expensive.  So 
thank you.  But, again, talk to one another.  Talk to CARR, but most importantly, talk            
to one another.           
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MR. THOMAS TOKARSKI:  
 
I-69 is driven by the same forces and ways of thinking that caused the economic crisis 
this country is in now: ignorance, arrogance and greed. They want your land, so they 
promise you pie in the sky.  And your homes and farms and community will be lost 
forever, and there will be no bail out. As has already been stated, Indiana is varicose with 
highways.  Yet, it now has an unemployment rate of 9.2 percent, one of the highest in the 
nations.  Amazingly, some people are responding--some people's response to this is           
oh, well, we just need another highway. This is beyond irresponsibility.  It is foolishness.  
This is a NAFTA highway.  NAFTA is a failure.  I-69 promoters say it is being built to             
give you better access. Access to what?  The violent drug wars that  are now ripping 
Mexico apart?  Thousands of acres of good farmland will be paved over.  That will hurt 
you more than another highway could ever help you.  There is starvation around the 
world.  Paving farmland is not only economically wasteful; it is immoral.  Once you          
paved your land, you can never get it back.  If a tornado caused all the destruction that          
this highway will, 400 homes lost, 125 businesses, thousands of acres of productive 
farmland and   forests, every politician would be clambering to help you.  Many of those 
same politicians now clamber for I-69 and the destruction of your community and your 
future.  I-69 is nothing less than an unnatural disaster. You don't have to take this.  You 
should not cooperate with INDOT.  They cannot be trusted. Refuse their offers to buy 
your hand.  Take them to court.  Encourage your neighbors to do the same.  If enough 
people just say, no, this disaster will not go any further.  If you deal with the devil, you're 
going to get burned; and you have a choice.  You can resist and protect yourself and your 
fellows citizens and your future.  Don't give up.  It's now up to you.  Thank you.   
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MS. SUZANNE MITTENTHAL:  Okay.  I had a long drive down here.  It's beautiful 
country.  I'm from Martinsville in Morgan County to warn you of the harm this project 
will do to other areas as well as yours.  You may not have heard much of  Martinsville 
except we went through the flood last year, and I lost part of my house, my car--I lost           
my house because of flooding up there.  You heard about that.  Well, I sat there when the 
city council in Martinsville voted against the project after an impassioned speech by the 
city engineer there who explained how this was going to be like a dam in the middle of 
the city there to divide the community, and it will destroy, go within just a few hundred 
yards of the main school and the whole historic downtown.  But that was before they            
even really had seen a 100-year flood in recent-- in real people's memories.  So it's not 
just here. You have--maybe we all have responsibility to everyone else you know.  I think 
there was a small change made in an approach from over the White River 67--67 that 
bought off the council a bit, River 67--67 that bought off the council a bit, but I believe 
the engineer still opposed, and that was a very last-minute, questionable decision they          
made, and that was before the flood of June. Another thing, you've heard that the--this           
might bring economic development.  Well, friends of mine who are very conservative 
folks warned me; I-65 went through Edinburgh where they live, and they've promised 
them all kinds of economic development.  They said it was 20 years before even a gas 
station--additional gas station was built near there. Don't believe those stories from the 
tooth fairy.  You don't have another set of teeth, or farms, to go back in once they've 
paved it.  Thank you.  Those are ghosts.  Beware of them.  Thank you.   
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MS. CARRIE DILLON:  Hello.  My name is Carrie Dillon, and I am a resident here in 
Pike County.  This highway will take our farm and our home.  I am opposed to this 
highway; and I am very concerned as to who is going to help us move, who is going to 
help us relocate, find a different place to live.  How are we going to find the money            
or get the money to do so?  And not just my family, but there are a lot of elderly people, 
and I'd like to know how they are also going to be relocated; if we are given fair market 
value for our homes and our property.  And if they are living in a 100-year-old farmhouse 
or something like that, how are they going to be able to afford a new place to live?  And I 
think that the government, INDOT, whoever it may be, they really need to come out, talk 
to the families.  Instead of just telling us what the environmental impacts are and what 
the, you know, road is going to do to the land, I think we need to know what the road is          
going to do to families.  And I think we need to  know what the road and the 
reconstruction and the  moving, you know, the right of way, all of that, we need to know 
because it's not just about  waiting for somebody to come and knock on your  door and 
offer you money for your house and your farm.  It's--we need to know.  We need to plan.           
You guys are taking, what, 20, 30 years to try to build this?  We need time, too.  We need 
time to plan what we're going to do.  Thank you.       
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MR. DAN MITCHELL:  I am Dan Mitchell.  And since I first heard of this project, 
maybe 22 years ago--I don't know--I've been struggling to control my temper, and I will 
continue to do so.  I drove down from Indianapolis.  I gave up a half a day of work to be 
here.  In my case that's about $100 that I gave up to be here, but I can see I   stand to lose 
a whole bunch more if this project is not stopped.  And I'm going to devote every effort I 
can devote to stopping this.  This is my land.  We're talking about carving it up for no           
good reason.  Now, none of this environmental impact would have been necessary, this 
impact statement that we've sat and listened to, none of this would have been necessary if 
we built the highway on--   following I-70 down to Terre Haute and down 41.  I don't 
know--I was never asked my opinion on this.  It's never--to my knowledge it has never 
come up for a vote.  I feel there should be a vote in the  state, a referendum, to decide, 
you know, if-- maybe if we're going to build this at all; or if  so, where it should be built.          
I want to quote the voice of experience.  A wise man once said in a gold rush the only 
person that makes any money is the guy that sells the shovel.  Thank you for listening.      
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MR. THOMAS KENDALL:  Tom Kendall, an old, dumb farmer from up in Daviess 
County. I've got one question to ask these gentlemen here.  The people in Kentucky, you 
go into the state at Evansville.  Right as you go in, on the road that goes in, I-69, future 
routes.  You go all the way through Kentucky.  Future route of  I-69.  Why are they so 
much smarter than we are if they can build it in that, and we got to have all this farmland 
torn up to build ours?  
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MS. JUDY SHELL:  My name is Judy Shell.  I live on the north end of Petersburg where 
they're talking about eliminating all this stuff.  Some people are losing one home.  My 
family is losing five.  My mother has heard about this project for 20 years.  She's now 94.  
Her home is going to be taken.  My situation being is I'm wondering about the offer of 
money and the uprooting of my mother.  I had heard that they were going to pay us          
according to how many years we had lived in a home.  Whether or not that's right, I don't 
know. But we're going to have five here that we're going to have to move us out of.  And 
in 1978 I came home from Whirlpool at work, and there were two people in my yard.  
And they were for INDOT-- or from--they were realtors. They'd been sent there to buy a 
road into the power plant, that passing lane.  And I didn't know nothing about it until I 
come home, and they was standing there. So I would hope there would be more respect           
this time; that they will come to us respectfully. And also, I was told you can't stop 
progress at that time, and I understand that's true.  If you turn down your first offer, you 
better take the second one because my neighbors didn't, and they took less than the first 
offer.  Thank you. 
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MR. CHRIS KLIEMER:  Yes, my name is Chris Kliemer.  I'm from Washington, 
Indiana.  I'd first like to state that from the beginning of this project, I've been to other 
meetings, and I was originally against it where it comes from about 300 yards from my 
house.  It takes up my brother's new house.  It takes up my grandmother.  It takes up my 
uncle, and it comes 50 feet from my dad's front porch.  On the second hand, if this 
highway is going to be built, one of the reasons they've been pushing this highway is 
safety.  And I'm a firefighter for 11 years for the City of Washington Fire Department and 
a volunteer for Veale Township that serves from the river bridge to about three miles 
north where this highway is going to go.  We need that south exit.  The problem is Veale 
Fire Department would have to drive all the way to Antioch Church if we had an accident 
on this highway.  That's going to be about a 35-minute response time from the time we          
get paged to get somebody and get them cut out of a car.  I don't know if you've ever been 
sitting in a car with metal sticking in your leg and body, but it's very important.  The 
second part of it is a lot of the transfers from the Daviess Community Hospital go          to 
Evansville.  They'd have to take those patients in sometimes critical states all the way to 
Antioch and then south.  With that south interchange, they could go south out of town 
and go ahead and go to Evansville.  You're really putting the public's life and  safety in 
jeopardy by not building that south  interchange in Washington.  Like I say, it really           
irks me because the reason you're saying you're building this is for safety or to put people           
safely between Indianapolis and Evansville and our communities; but yet, you're doing 
away with these two interchanges, so I really have a hard time that you are doing it for 
safety.  So I would hope you prove that you're listening to us, what little comments that 
we have about trying to put these on and help our communities. 
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MR. JAMES DICKERSON:  Hello.  My name is James Dickerson.  I'm from Pike 
County. You stated earlier that you were going to go ahead and acquisition the land for 
the north exchange.  If you're going to acquisition it, and you're going to draw it in the 
picture, and you're going to save about $3 million is all you're going to save, why not put 
it in now because five years from now it's going to cost you three times that much to 
come back?  If you've been in any kind of construction work, it's easier to do as you go 
than come back and lick your calf over.  And I think this interchange north of Petersburg 
needs to go in.  Thank you.                      
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MR. VERDAIN MILEY:  I'm Verdain Miley.  I live in Petersburg. This highway is not 
going to affect me directly.  I don't have no land.  I do a lot of driving for a courier 
service.  I drive to Evansville back and forth every day.  There's so much traffic, 
especially going of a morning early.  You know, it takes close to an hour most of the          
time from Petersburg to the north edge of Evansville.  I'm in the minority it sounds like 
here, but I fully support I-69.  I do think that the north exit-entrance, whatever, section 
that maybe has been scrubbed should be reconsidered.  And, you know, I think, what, $3 
million approximately is what's going to be saved if the south Daviess exit and the north 
Pike is rejected or whatever, you know.  With the way, you know, government is 
spending money these days, what's another $3 million?  I say put it on there, you know.  
We've got government officials say they're looking for change and going to make change.           
Let's see the change really happen around this part of the country.  Change for the better, 
and I thank you all for taking the time to listen to the public comment.  Thank you. 
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MR. ROBERT REESMET:  Robert Reesmet.  If you can't build it right, don't build it.  If 
you're going to cut out stuff that's going to do something, and you say promise economic 
growth; but then you cut the jugular vein by not putting the accesses in, you're going to 
make it safer for people without the interchanges and stuff, you make it less safe for 
people.  You know, you can't have it both ways.  You can't really say one thing      and 
actually mean something else.  Either build it right.  If you don't have the money, don't 
build it, you know.  You just got to make your mind up. Don't lie to the people.  We've 
been lied to by other things.  The Wildlife Refuge was going to be an economic boost to 
the county.  I haven't seen anything.  I think there was one bait shop opened, and it's 
closed.  So, you know, your projections on economic growth, sometimes they just don't 
pan out.  Look good on paper, but, you know--I went to a hog raising thing.  They said if          
I fed this feed there, I could raise nine and a half pigs.  You can't raise a half a pig. 
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I-69 Hotline Transcription    
  
 
Message Received on Friday, February 6, 2009 at 2:23pm:    
 
 
“My name is Tess Cook my address is 3605 E. Robin Road Bloomington, IN 47401,  my 

cell is 812-320-1687.  I would like someone, uh, from your office to call me.  I am very 

interested in knowing if, uh, during the environmental impact studies for Tier 2, and I 

suppose you will be doing other Tier studies as well as time comes along, of  rather or not 

reptile wildlife was considered, in particular the eastern box turtles.  I know of a project 

in Maryland of where the highway department was responsible for building a super “silt” 

fence along the route and people went in with dogs and with training of course and 

removed box turtles from the path of destruction.  I was hoping that something like this 

could happen in Indiana, southern Indiana as well.  So please give me a call.   Again my 

number is 812-320-1687”.     
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From: Tess Cook [mailto:tjcbox22@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 5:01 PM 
To: Smith, Steve (INDOT) 
Subject: I-69 and box turtles 
 
  
 
Dear Mr. Smith, 
 
  
 
I am in the process of putting together an advisory board of 
environmentalists, biologists and concern citizens to draft and present 
a proposal to the Indiana Department of Transportation to conserve 
eastern box turtles along the path of I-69 that may contain prime box 
turtle habitat.  
 
  
 
I have already contacted members of the HSUS, US Fish and Wildlife, 
State Fish and Wildlife department, Indiana University, Purdue 
University, and the Indiana Department of Natural Resources. I would 
like to address the issue with you or someone at INDOT to see if 
provisions have been made, or could be made to preserve box turtles 
along certain sections of I-69. 
 
  
 
I have included a PDF attachment of an article from the Humane Society 
of the US's Jan/Feb 2009 issue about a box turtle conservation project 
when road construction impacted box turtles in Maryland. In most highway 
 
projects, the contractors must erect a silt barrier. If the contractor 
is asked to place a stronger barrier called a "super slit barrier", 
turtles can be found and placed on the other side and will not be able 
to head right back into the path of road construction. It could even be 
possible to suggest suitable under the highway conduits in areas where 
box turtles might be prone to cross the road in greater numbers, for 
example, if the highway cuts one area off from wetlands or a stream.  
 
  
 
The Indiana Department of Natural Resources could be use this 
opportunity to determine box turtle demographics in southern Indiana as 
a reason to allow temporary handling. The approv 
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From: Tess Cook [mailto:tjcbox22@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2009 7:22 PM 
To: Smith, Katie G 
Cc: Buskirk, Bob; Klueh, Sarabeth; Buffington, Matt; McCollam, Gregg 
Subject: Re: Box turtles 
  
Dear Ms. Smith, 
  
Thank you for your reply. I am relieved to know that the impact of I-69 on eastern box 
turtles and their ecology has been a concern of the Division of Fish and Wildlife. I know 
about the good work that has been done to preserve box turtles in the wild, and how 
collection has been prohibited since 2004. The reason for this regulation is the knowledge 
that removal of even a few adult, breeding age box turtles can cause a decline in a local 
population. I hope this consideration will be extended to the turtles in the path of I-69 
when construction begins in area where box turtles are present.  
  
I hope to set up an advisory board of conservation entities, university researchers and 
field experts who can provide recommendations and be of service to IDOT and the 
Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife. If permission to remove box turtles from the path of road 
construction occurs, it could mean higher survival rates for box turtles left in the remaining 
habitat. It is my opinion and those in the Maryland project, that every box turtle saved lent good 
press to the road project and insured the state's mission to protect and preserve wild box turtles. 
  
In Maryland's case each box turtle found was permanently marked, measured, and information 
about the location, relative age, sex and condition of the turtle was taken. The turtle would then 
be placed on the side of the silt fence with the most remaining undisturbed habitat. 
The information collected can be used in population density studies, gender demographic studies,
even future studies to see if highways actually do affect turtle populations. The expense of setting 
up the studier "super slit fence" can absorbed on behalf of the research value of the project, or 
passed onto the road contractors as part of the bidding process.  
  
I would be grateful if you would inform me what must be done to get permission. It is never too 
early to begin this process, regardless of whether we know exactly where the Interstate will be 
placed. Once contractors have been selected they need guidelines about their role in protecting 
box turtles. There are volunteers ready to be trained if a turtle removal project can be approved. I 
would be happy if the you, or someone from the DNR can be part of the advisory board as your 
input would be invaluable to the rescue mission if it can be approved. 
  
Sincerely,  
Tess Cook 
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045.  Mary Harris 
046.  J.A. Hartenfeld 
047.  Beth Hayes 
048.  Kristen Heitman 
049.  Susan Henry 
050.  Cheryl Hoerter 
051.  Kelsey Hopkins 
052.  Meredith Hull 
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055.  John Johnston 
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068.  Leslie Lipman 
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090.  Greg Piens 
091.  Carlene and James Quinn 
092.  Brenda and John Reed 
093.  Janel Rogers 
094.  Raymond Rust 
095.  Michael Ryan 
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098.  Ken Sauer 
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