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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

2 8 201D 

REPLY TO THE AlTENTION OF: 

E-19J 

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

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

RE: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington, Indiana. 
CEQ No. 20100281 

Dear Mr. Tally and Mr. Cline: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 (EPA) reviewed the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)lIndiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 1-69 
Tier 2 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), pursuant to Section 
102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. The Section 4 Tier 2 DEIS is the fourth of six Tier 2 DEISs EPA 
reviewed for the 142-mile-long 1-69 Indianapolis to Evansville Project. Section 4 
extends approximately 22 miles from just east of US 23 1 to State Road 37 (SR 37). 

The DEIS-identified Preferred Alternative is Alternative 2, comprised of 
subsection alignments 4A-2,4B-1,4C-2,4D-l, Hybrid 4E-1/4E-2,4F-3,4G-2 and 4H-2, 
with three proposed interchanges (Option 1) at SR 45, GreenelMonroe County Line (with 
the South Connector Road Option) and SR 37. The GreenelMonroe County Line 
interchange with an approximately 1 -mile long connector road to SR 45/SR 445 was 
introduced as a potential new interchange location for Section 4 after the Tier 1 
FEISIRecord of Decision (ROD). 

EPA rates the DEIS preferred alternative as "EC-2, Environmental Concerns- 
Insufficient Information." In order to fully assess environmental impacts, additional 
analysis regarding the vulnerability of water resources should be undertaken. In order to 
fully protect the environment, additional mitigation measures should be identified in the 
Final EIS (FEIS). An explanation of our rating system can be found in the enclosure 
entitled, "Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Actions." Our detailed 
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comments are also enclosed. Our detailed comments incorporate our reaction to 
INDOT's responses to our earlier comments regarding compensation mitigation as a 
result of the mitigation field visit. Our detailed comments also include EPA's technical 
review of the Section 4 Karst Report (unredacted version). 

Protection of Water Resources in Karst and Other Challenging Environments 
EPA concerns relate primarily to the project having the potential for direct and 

indirect adverse impacts to surface and groundwater quality and quantity in relation to 
streams/ponds/wetlands, drinking water supplies (wells and springs) and associated 
public health risks, particularly in karst areas and other challenging environments. All 
relevant measures to protect these resources should be incorporated into the project's 
final design, construction and operation. The DEIS identifies some measures that might 
be taken during final design and construction. However, the DEIS defers identification 
of specific design, construction and operation mitigation measures and best management 
practices (BMPs) for the preferred alternative until final design, after the Record of 
Decision (ROD). 

We recommend that the FEIS explain INDOT's proposed project development 
and contracting process for Section 4 and provide a process timeline and approval 
authority for incorporation of project-specific design elementslfeatures and BMPs 
required by INDOT for project construction and operation. We understand that decisions 
regarding the best approach to take during construction when encountering a karst feature 
will be made at that time specifically for each particular karst feature encountered. 
However, at the very least, we recommend the FEIS provide a listlmatrix of appropriate 
design elements and BMPs for specific situations that are likely to be encountered during 
final project design, construction and operation and include cost estimates for each design 
feature and BMP. We suggest this listlmatrix could serve as the starting point from 
which INDOT, the Karst MOU resource agencies, the designer andor construction 
contractor may choose from to mitigate impact to karst features. 

We commend FHWA and INDOT for convening a panel of local development 
experts to estimate how 1-69 may affect growth in the project area. The geology in 
portions of the Section 4 project area presents challenges for providing effective 
wastewater treatment for homes and businesses. The document acknowledges the 
potential adverse impacts to water resources. However, the FEIS needs additional 
analysis and discussion to better identify those areas where surface andor groundwater 
resources may be more vulnerable. This includes the areas identified as the project's 
anticipated induced growth areas. The DEIS considers various growth inducing and 
limiting factors in various portions of the document, generally in the narrative. A spatial 
analysis will help identify areas of greater vulnerability from single or overlapping 
factors from the natural and builtlmanaged environments. A clear spatial presentation 
will enable all reviewers and decision-makers to know where these areas are in the 
communities. We describe the parameters of such a map in our detailed comments. 

Streams 
Stream impacts are the major aquatic issue for Section 4. Overall stream quality 

is understated in the DEIS. The amount and quality of stream relocation or permanent 



loss from this project ranges between 17.6 and 21.4 miles, compensatory mitigation must 
be provided to offset this loss. 

Compensation mitigation efforts identified in the DEIS have not advanced much 
from the Tier 1 documentation. However, we are aware that much work has been taking 
place since Tier 1. We recommend the FEIS reflect the full scope of the compensation 
mitigation efforts that have already taken place and include a discussion and up-to-date 
version of the compensation mitigation plan for Section 4. 

Some of our enclosed project comments relate to the future Clean Water Act 
(CWA), Section 404 permitting process. We wish to raise questions or potential issues 
early, so that they can be better resolved. EPA's position is that the quantity and quality 
of federal jurisdictional stream resources proposed to be permanently lost in this Section 
4 project will need formal compensatory mitigation in CWA Section 404 permitting, no 
matter what permitting tool is chosen by the Louisville District of the Corps of Engineers. 
Any of these streams which prove to be outside of current Federal jurisdiction should be 
mitigated under any applicable State jurisdiction andlor voluntarily under NEPA. We 
anticipate continued technical involvement and comments during the NEPA and 404 
processes. 

Air Quality 
The DEIS correctly identifies Greene County is a maintenance area for the 8-hour 

ozone standard. The County is currently in attainment of the standard and is under an 
approved maintenance plan. The DEIS identifies that the conformity determination 
requirements for the 1-69 project in Greene County will be determined after further 
agency consultation. The FEISIROD will include the regional and project level 
conformity demonstration updated as appropriate to reflect the proposed implementation 
timeline. The results of any conformity analysis will be discussed in the FEIS. Patricia 
Morris is the EPA Region 5 Air and Radiation Division (ARD) contact for this project 
and may be reached by calling 3121353-8656 or at morris.~atricia@epa.gov. 

EPA Class V Permits 
The DEIS identifies that the project may need an EPA Class V injection well 

permit. In our detailed comments, we provide the clarifLing language regarding EPA's 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) program and Class V permits under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, and recommend it be incorporated into the FEIS. We also discuss 
the process for determining whether a Class V permit will be required. For additional 
information regarding EPA Class V permits and UIC program, contact Ross Micham, 
UIC Branch at 3 121886-4237 or at micham.ross@,epa.nov. 

Summary of Overall Proiect Impacts 
We request the Section 4 FEIS include the updated running tally of the impacts to 

resources of concern of the overall 1-69 Indianapolis to Evansville project. In the NEPA 
documents for Sections 2 and 3 this tally was found in Appendix ZZ. The resources 
being tallied and tracked should now include the various karst feature types (cave 
openings, swallets, sinkholes, sinking streams, etc). The DEIS indicates that a precise 
tally of cumulative impacts is not readily attainable. EPA suggests that at least an 



estimate of cumulative impacts is attainable and requests that they be included in the 
FEIS running tally of impacts. 

We reiterate our request that the Section 4 FEIS and the future Tier 2 EISs for 
Sections 5 and 6 include a detailed explanation of the tracking system that INDOT is 
using to insure that the overall 1-69 project's impacts are identified and all Tier 1 and Tier 
2 NEPA mitigation measures as well as regulatory mitigation requirements are 
successfully implemented. 

If you have any questions about EPA's comments, please contact Virginia 
Laszewski at 3 12-886-7501 or email her at laszewski.virninia@epa.nov. When the 
Section 4 FEIS is available, please send us 3 hard copies and 5 CDs, for our review. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth A. ~ e s t d e  
Chief, NEPA Implementation Section 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

Enclosures: 2 

cc: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Louisville District, Attention: CELRL-OP-F, 
P.O. Box 59, Louisville, KY 40401 -0059 (Greg McKay) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services 
Ofice, 620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 (Scott Pruitt) 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Ofice of Water Quality, 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification Program, 100 N. Senate Avenue, 

MC 65-40, Indianapolis, IN 46204-225 1 (Randy Braun) 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 402 W. Washington St., Rrn W264, 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 (Matt Buffington) 



EPA Comments Concerning the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 4 - Crane NSWC to Bloomington, Indiana 
CEQ No. 20100281 

Our detailed comments incorporate our responses to INDOT's responses to EPA 
comments regarding compensation mitigation as a result of the mitigation field visit. The 
detailed comments also include EPA's technical review of the Section 4 Karst Report 
(unredacted version). EPA comments follow this order: 

WATER RESOURCES 
- Overview 
- Interchanges and Indirect Impacts to Water Quality and Public Health 
- Wetlands and Open Water Impacts 
- Stream Impacts 

o Perennial and Riffle-Poll Streams 
o Intermittent and Ephemeral Streams 
o All Streams 

- Mitigation and Compensatory Mitigation 

KARST RESOURCES 
- Analysis of Karst Impacts as part of the Alternatives Consideration 

Process 
- Potential Impacts to Unknown Subsurface Karst Features 
- Potential Impacts on Drinking Water Quantity and Quality 
- Variability in Flow Conditions as Part of the Pollutant Loading Analysis 
- Karst Fauna Study Methodology 
- Construction Blasting 
- Identification of Mitigation Measures for Karst Areas 

AIR QUALITY 
- Air Conformity 
- Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) 
- Greenhouse GasesIClimate Change 
- Air Quality Mitigation During Construction 

EPA CLASS V PERMITS 

EPA Technical Adequacy Review of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - 
Survey of Karst Features Report, Section 4, US 23 1 to SR 37, Contains 
Confidential Information, dated June, 201 0. 

SECTION 4 DEIS - DOCUMENT CLARITY - ERRATA: FIGURESIMAPS, 
TABLES, DEFINITIONS 



WATER RESOURCES 

Overview 
Our concerns regard water quality, stream and wetland impacts and focus on: indirect 
impacts from an additional highway interchange, technical refinements when discussing 
wetlands and open water impacts, greater attention needed for the display and analysis 
and quality of stream impacts, effectively reducing temporary construction impacts, and 
providing the right kinds and amounts of compensatory mitigation for the unavoidable 
adverse impacts of the preferred alternative. Please note that where our following 
comments also pertains to INDOT'S response to EPA's original field mitigation site visit 
comments, the specific original comment # is provided after the response in red font, e.g., 
(Response #9). 

Streams: Stream impacts are the major aquatic issue for Section 4 of the proposed 1-69 
highway. Overall stream quality is understated in the DEIS and needs more attention in 
the FEIS. Specific locations and structures to reduce stream impacts at specific stream 
reaches need to be clearly depicted in the FEIS. Special attention needs to be given to 
sedimentation control for construction impacts for this large, cross-country project in 
steep terrain. Best Management Practices (BMPs) uniquely suitable for this situation 
must be identified and used. 

Compensatory Mitigation: In the DEIS, conceptual compensatory mitigation for 
wetland and stream impacts is similar to that developed in the Tier I FEIS. More work is 
ongoing and needs to be reflected in the FEIS. Wetland and forest mitigation 
requirements should be calculated in acres. Stream mitigation requirements should be 
calculated in linear feet, for restoration and/or enhancement involving both banks of the 
stream. Riparian buffers in specified minimum widths need to be used to protect stream 
stability and quality. 

Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404: Some of our project comments relate to the 
fiture CWA Section 404 permitting process. We wish to raise these questions early, so 
that they can be better resolved. We anticipate continued technical involvement and 
comments during the NEPA and 404 processes. 

EPA's position is that the quantity and quality of stream resources proposed to be 
relocated or permanently lost in this project, 93,100- 1 12,801 linear feet (about 17.6 to 
21.4 miles), will need formal compensatory mitigation in CWA 404 permitting, no matter 
what permitting tool is chosen by the Louisville District of the Corps of Engineers. Any 
of these streams which prove to be outside of current Federal jurisdiction should be 
mitigated under any applicable State jurisdiction and/or under NEPA. (Response #9) 

Interchanges and Indirect Impacts to Water Quality and Public Health 

An additional interchange at the Greene-Monroe County line, connecting west to SR 45, 
is added to the original Tier 1 interchange alternatives and included as part of the 
preferred alternative for the Section 4 Tier 2 DEIS. The proposed Greene-Monroe 
County Line interchange connects into SR 45 about 5-6 miles north of the previously 
proposed and retained SR 45 interchange. This additional third interchange would add 



greater accessibility to this stretch of SR 45 and to the regionalllocal road network, 
including a direct connection to SR 445 and SR 54, providing greater access to the rural 
areas of southwest Monroe, eastern Greene and northwest Lawrence Counties. 

Accessibility and traffic congestion statistics at the proposed interchanges have been 
examined in the DEIS. There is the need to consider the impacts of allowed/induced 
development in a sensitive area as a water quality and public health issue. Highway 
interchanges can promote immediate nodes of commercial development for traveler 
services and community needs. They can also allow or promote access to more remote 
residential and commercial locations. Access to and from the proposed new interchange 
has shifted the immediate development area to the west through an approximately 1-mile 
long connector road. The DEIS identifies that the shift was made for accessibility from 
SR 45 and in part to move the local access connection slightly beyond an area with a 
higher amount of karst geology. 

Eastern Greene County and nearby areas of western Monroe and likely northwest 
Lawrence Counties rely exclusively on on-site wastewater treatment through septic 
systems. We are concerned about the potential for indirect impacts from the 
development that the new highway interchange will accommodate and promote in this 
attractive but sparsely developed rural area. The DEIS identifies that water quality 
impacts from poorly functioning wastewater treatment systems could potentially 
adversely affect surface and groundwater, drinking water wells and sensitive karst 
resources from additional development. However, discussion of the topic of indirect 
impacts to water, karst resources and public health is limited in the DEIS. It is an 
important consideration in this specific area and it needs to be augmented in the FEIS. 
The topic should be analyzed and presented in a spatial as well as a narrative format, 
explained as a whole, in order to fully inform the decision makers, review agencies and 
interested public. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS include a figurelmap that identifies and 
depicts southwest Monroe County, east-central and southeast Greene County and 
northwest Lawrence County, the Preferred Alternative alignment with interchanges and 
connector roads and the following spatially represented information: 

- the extent of the service areas of the various existing public and private rural 
water supply utilities, 

- the extent any service areas for community wastewater collection, including 
the potential sewer extension from Bloomington, 

- the extent of the residential areas that are served by their own individual 
drinking water wells and on-site septic systems, 

- the location of karst featuresldensities, including specific identification of 
areas that include springs used for potable water, 

- extent of areas with shallow bedrock, soils identified as to their suitability for 
use with on-site septic systems, 

- the extent of areas where there are special health department or land use 
controls for septic system design andlor installation, each County's (Greene, 
Monroe, Lawrence) existing and proposed planned development areas in and 
near the identified induced growth areas, 

- the extent of induced growth areas. 



The figurelmap should specifically identify those areas where surface and groundwater 
resources are particularly vulnerable due to one or more human or natural factors. The 
analysis should include identification and consideration of the recently adopted Greene 
County Comprehensive Plan, the Bloomfield Comprehensive Plan, the Greene County 
Economic Development Corporation's 1-69 Corridor Plan, and the Monroe County 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and its Transportation Corridor Plan for SR 37 11-69. 
The FEIS should include a narrative discussion of the analysis and identify additional 
mitigation measures that could be undertaken by INDOT and/or local, county or state 
governments. 

Many local conditions are challenging for the effective design, technical operation and 
maintenance of on-site wastewater treatment systems in the Section 4 project area. These 
constraints can include soil suitability, slope, high bedrock, karst areas with groundwater 
connectivity (and the potential for wastewater problems to impact groundwater and 
surface water). In addition, spread-out rural residential, commercial and industrial 
development makes wastewater collection by sewers cost-prohibitive for most areas. The 
Zanesville silt loam soil areas found along SR 45, for example, have limited permeability 
and wetness, limiting the use of standard septic drainage fields. Even when systems are 
properly designed and constructed, the effective long-term management and success of 
on-site wastewater treatment systems are difficult because they rely on the actions of 
multiple property owners. 
Recommendation: We recommend the analysis include the consideration of any 
established or recommended local land use tools, or statelcounty public health tools that 
address residential and commercial development and long-term, effective on-site 
wastewater treatment. 

Chapters 4 and 5 of the DEIS have a very limited discussion of local land use planning 
and regulation, and how that would inform this issue. Both Greene and Monroe Counties 
accepted 1-69 planning grants and produced documents, including a first-time land use 
plan for Greene County, which is largely rural and has no zoning ordinance. The issues, 
discussion, results and conclusions of these grants with respect to indirect, induced, or 
anticipated increased growth, and its management, are not included in the DEIS, other 
than mention of areas of increased industrial/business park uses and a "Bloomington 
Urbanizing Area." Appendix T, on the planning grants, consists of a single page, 
indicating the participating communities with 1-69 planning grants. 

While many small pieces of the information can be found throughout the DEIS, a 
complete and orderly presentation, assessment (both narrative and spatial) assessment 
and conclusions on the issue of indirect/induced/allowed growth is missing and must be 
part of the FEIS. The study area for this assessment needs to contain available 
information on northwest Lawrence County, since that County would also have increased 
accessibility due to 1-69. 

Wetlands and Open Water Impacts 

The DEIS has covered wetlands and open water resources impacts throughout the 
document. Efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and ponds have been 



made. The proposed bridging of the wetland-stream complex at Black Ankle Creek by 
Koleen is desirable, as shown in Figure 6-2. 
Recommendation: We note a technical misstatement on wetland "delineation" on p. 6- 
58, and possibly elsewhere in the DEIS. A wetland determination has been made, based 
on field observations, and gives us a much better idea about wetland resources than 
considering the National Wetlands Inventory maps alone. This is an acceptable level of 
information for the NEPA process. A formal wetland delineation will be done, using a 
specific required methodology, as part of any application for a Clean Water Act Section 
404 permit. 

Of the approximately 41.5 acres within the project study corridor, the DEIS has estimated 
impacts to 5.26 to 13.09 acres of wetlandslopen waters. Project design work should 
endeavor to further reduce the amount of wetland and open water impact, where possible. 
As with streams, special attention needs to be given to protecting the "avoided" wetlands 
from sedimentation impacts during construction. Ample amounts of compensatory 
mitigation are being proposed to offset any unavoidable losses to wetlands. Please see 
more on compensatory mitigation below. 
Recommendation: A technical clarification on the EPA role in Federal jurisdiction 
should be made on pages S-46,5-429,5-635 and possibly elsewhere: EPA reviews and 
has the authority to make the final decision on the Federal jurisdictional determinations 
as part of its responsibility in jointly administering Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
We recommend this be corrected in the FEIS. 

Stream Impacts 

Permanent and temporary stream impacts are a major aquatic issue and source of adverse 
aquatic impacts for Section 4 of the proposed 1-69 highway. Substantial amounts of data 
are included in Appendix M, the Draft Stream Assessment Report, with each stream 
segment in the study area identified and provided with an assessment of its structural 
quality, including the survey data sheets. 

The text of the DEIS sums up the considerable length of stream channels proposed to be 
permanently adversely impacted by the cross-country location of a major new highway. 
Proposed Alternative 2 will potentially impact 16,3 16 to 22,658 linear feet (LFbabout 
3.0 to 4.3 miles--of stream channels. The exact amount of impact will depend on a 
mosaic of project design selections made post-FEIS/ROD, in part, by choosing between 
the initial design criteria and the low-cost design criteria for each of the preferred 
alternative's eight subsection alignments. While the quantity of stream impacts are 
highlighted in the DEIS, the quality of the water resources being lost or modified is not 
sufficiently discussed. Full use has not been made of the stream data collected. In the 
following comments, we expand on this topic and make recommendations for better 
incorporation of stream quality information into the text of the FEIS. 

Perennial and Riffle-Pool Streams: With one possible exception, all of the perennial 
streams inventoried in the study corridor, totaling 6,674 to 9,404 linear feet, have a riffle- 
pool structure, as indicated in the data sheets of the Ohio Qualitative Habitat Evaluation 
Index (QHEI) in Appendix M. The one possible exception may be Black Ankle Creek 
(stream S4-076) which was scored during bank-full conditions, which may have obscured 



the stream structure. The QHEI assessment for the creek should be field verified under 
more representative conditions. The important information on structural quality is not 
included in Results narrative of the stream assessment report or a clear theme in the text 
of the DEIS. Riffle-pool streams need to be discussed &a stream resource and quality 
topic, as well as a mitigation topic (Response #6). Streams with a riffle pool structure are 
regulated as Special Aquatic Sites, as are wetlands, under the Section 404(b)(l) 
Guidelines, at 40 CFR Part 230.45. For the future 404 permitting purposes, alternatives 
avoiding Special Aquatic Sites are presumed to exist for non-water-dependent activities, 
such as highways, and impacts to riffle-pool streams and wetlands must be avoided. 
While this is a matter that will be significant during 404 permitting, it is important 
information to include in the FEIS as an indication of the quality of the resource within 
the project area and as a reminder of areas to avoid. From our review of the DEIS, it 
appears that most or all of the riffle-pool streams will be bridged. This is highly 
desirable and needs to be confirmed or clarified. 
Recommendation: We recommend incorporating the important information on stream 
structural quality as identified above into the main discussions of the FEIS and into the 
Results narrative of the stream assessment report. 
Recommendation: We request that the FEIS clarify whether most or all of the riffle- 
pool streams will be bridged. 

Intermittent and Ephemeral Streams: The study corridor contains 20,286 to 25,701 linear 
feet (3.8 to 4.9 miles) of intermittent streams and 66,150 to 77,696 linear feet (12.5 to 
14.7 miles) of ephemeral streams. For the discussion of stream resources and quality, the 
box on page 5-443 presents a "thumbnail sketch" of the stream resources in the study 
area and sums up the ephemeral streams as being of low to moderate quality. This is 
misleading. A notable aspect of Section 4 is the higher stream quality and the lack of 
stream alteration compared to the streams of other sections of the proposed 1-69 highway 
in Indiana. Stream structural assessment scores using the Ohio's Headwater Habitat 
Evaluation Index (HHEI) methodology, and the data in that summary box, show that of 
the 273 assessed segments, 78 are the top quality Class I11 (unmodified channels, by 
definition of the class) and 68 are Class I1 with a natural channel or high scoring Class I1 
with a modified channel. This total of 146 segments represents 53.5 percent of the study 
area, with intermittent and ephemeral streams being of very good quality or higher. The 
perennial stream reaches in the Alternative 2 path have habitat quality scores ranging 
through the good to the exceptional ranges. Part of this is manifest in their riffle-pool 
structure. Although the HHEI and QHEI ratings carry no specific regulatory actions in 
Indiana, they point to the quality range of a resource where impacts can be substantial 
under the Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines in permitting. 
Recommendation: We recommend additional information regarding stream quality data 
as identified above be appropriately incorporated in the discussion of stream quality in 
the FEIS and in consideration of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

The DEIS depictions and text of the Preferred Alternative 2's route across the terrain in 
this complex study area, make it laborious to associate the areas of permanent impact and 
impact reduction to specific stream reaches. The stream surveys have an orderly 
numbering system and these inventory numbers are used in Appendix A of Appendix M 
and Table 5.19-5. However, the identification of the stream segments impacted need to 
be carried into the discussions of specific impacts in the narrative of the text. For 



example, some aquatic resources (stream channels, floodplains and wetlands) will be 
bridged. Page 5-445 discusses bridging at certain areas by the name of the stream, but 
some named streams have multiple inventory segments in the study area. Adding the 
inventory numbers to the discussion, possibly supplemented with a new associated table, 
will more clearly present stream impacts in the FEIS. 
Recommendation: We recommend the stream inventory numbers be added to the maps 
and discussion to more clearly present stream impacts in the FEIS. If possible, 
supplement with an associated table. 

Some stream crossings in Table 5.19-5 have zero feet of impact; it is not clear if this is 
because that stream reach is completely avoided by the anticipated pathway choices for 
the preferred alternative or if it represents compete bridging of that stream segment, with 
no structural piers, or something else. The bridgelgrade separation maps for the 
alternatives are presented in Figure 6.2. Streams are highlighted here on the aerial photo 
base maps, but do not have the numerical identification code for the specific stream 
segments. The project reviewer or decision official must make a visual cross walk with 
map series 6.2 and the location-coded map set in Appendix M. 
Recommendation: To provide more clarity in the FEIS, please label the maps of 
Figure 6.2 with the stream segment inventory numbers and be specific, by stream 
segment number, in the narrative and tables of the FEIS for the exact stream reaches 
being affected (or potentially affected, depending on the final design option selected). 

All Streams: It is unclear if any of the crossings may need associated stability measures 
for the bridging that may result in dredging or filling the riffle-pool stream and its banks. 
This might include such activities as channel re-alignment, rip rap or bridge pier 
placement. In situations where channel stabilization is planned, stream bank 
bioengineering methods should be evaluated as an alternative to rip rap. Rip rap may 
also be used to protect the toe slope stability of a silt-clay stream bank, rather than adding 
the weight of armoring the entire slope, in specific situations. These methods would also 
contribute to wildlife value, since rip rap makes animal passage under bridges more 
difficult. Alternative 2 involves 39-44 potential stream relocations, which will each 
impact stream quality and potentially affect channel stability equilibrium above or below 
the direct impact area. 
Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify the stream crossings that may 
require stability measures for the bridging that may result in dredge or filling the riffle- 
pool stream and its banks. 

Well-designed box culverts are a preferable choice to pipe culvert design. Page 5-445 
indicates 34 crossings with either 3-sided structures wider than 29 ft. or oversized 
culverts. 
Recommendation: The FEIS should indicate the construction choice (or at least 
alternative choices) proposed for each specific stream crossing. The text should indicate 
the size and design of a "large culvert." If this is information developed in the analysis of 
wildlife issues, its location should also be cross-referenced from the water discussion in 
the FEIS. 

Temporary Construction Impacts: Temporary construction impacts to streams have 
the potential to be severe in Section 4. Constructing a new highway to Interstate 



standards, cross-country over steep terrain with valuable aquatic resources, will be 
challenging. Stream quality must be effectively protected. The set of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) commonly used for Indiana highway construction may be inadequate 
for a large project in steep topography. Consultation with other States and sources for 
suitable BMP approaches and practices in steep, hilly terrain should be used to protect 
streams and water quality in Section 4. Project-appropriate construction BMPs will also 
be under our consideration in Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting. 
Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify the specific construction BMPs 
that could be used to successfully protect surface and groundwater quality under the 
variety of conditions, such as steep slopes and karst terrain, associated with Section 4. 

Mitigation and Compensatory Mitigation 

Compensatory Mitigation: Compensatory mitigation needs to be provided for 
unavoidable dredging or filling of streams, including relocations. This can be done by 
natural channel preservation, or in some cases, stream restoration or enhancement. EPA 
and the Corps of Engineers jointly administer Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under 
current practices, stream impacts in Indiana are being assessed by linear feet rather than 
acres. On page 7-45, assessing impacts by acres underestimates the impacts to the linear 
nature and behavior of streams and mitigation needs and costs to offset unavoidable 
losses. 

The approach to stream, wetland and upland forest mitigation for permanent losses was 
not substantially advanced in the DEIS document from Tier I concepts. Tier I presented a 
reasonable conceptual approach for searching for sites to provide conservation and 
restoration benefits for lost aquatic resources, forest restoration and non-aquatic 
endangered species concerns, within several geographic focus areas. 

Additional project planning work on potential sites for mitigation has occurred since 
Tier 1, but was not reflected in the DEIS. Just before the DEIS was issued, EPA and 
other resource agencies were included in a site tour and briefing for a number of 
prospective mitigation sites in the geographic focus areas. All sites had some merit for 
certain aspects of mitigation for one or more resource concerns. We will continue to 
provide separate technical input on these sites. 
Recommendation: We r e c k e n d  the FEIS document the progress on compensation 
mitigation work that INDOT and their contractors have made and continue to make since 
the Tier 1 ROD. 
Recommendation: The FEIS should discuss and include the up-to-date compensation 
mitigation plan. This may be in greater detail for secured sites and more general for sites 
under consideration. 

The DEIS does not reflect the big job that stream mitigation will need to be, even when 
stream preservation is integrated into the forested and other mitigation sites. Because the 
DEIS underestimates the amount of stream compensation needed, further work may need 
to be done to locate a sufficient quantity and quality of stream mitigation. 
Recommendation: The FEIS should identify how juggling of mixed-use mitigation 
objectives will be accomplished and which values may prevail over others in the site 
selection process. (Response #1 and #2) 



From an aquatic resources perspective, a promising wetland and stream mitigation 
approach would be to work on sites where it is possible to restore drained wetlands next 
to a stream. From the water's edge, this would include maintaining or enhancing a 
healthy riparian corridor in native vegetation, at least 100-ft. on each side from the mid 
line of the stream, for a 200-ft. corridor. If appropriate, some natural stream channel 
restoration or enhancement would be included. Restoring hydrology on hydric soils in 
adjacent bottomland farmland or fields would be the start of a sound, self-sustaining 
process to restore wetlands. Beyond the wetland, upland forest restoration would 
complete the mitigation landscape complex. All species used for mitigation should be 
native to this region of Indiana. 

As a difficult-to-replace aquatic resource, stream mitigation may encompass preservation 
under the EPA-Corps Mitigation Rule. A good opportunity for stream preservation will 
be within the 1-69 Section 4 forest preservation mitigation sites. Additional linear feet of 
stream mitigation could come from stream corridor enhancement projects within 
reforestation sites. 

Several potential mitigation sites along Plummer Creek near Koleen show promise, 
especially if they can be merged together into a larger parcel. A combination of 
mitigation activities would fit together well together here. This can start with stream 
channel restoration and moving the channel away from the road, allowing the natural 
positioning within its floodplain over time. The new location must provide space for a 
suitable minimum 200-ft wide riparian buffer corridor, to protect the perennial stream. 
Any wetland restoration associated with this complex should first rely on the 
opportunities from altering old agricultural drainage, rather than by extensive berming or 
excavation. 

Stream channels occurring in areas of shallow or exposed bedrock are best preserved or 
protected by a riparian corridor, rather than by attempted channel modification 
"improvements." 

Recommendation: We recommend wetland and forest restoration be calculated in acres 
and stream corridor restoratiodenhancement be calculated in linear feet, encompassing 
both banks as one stream length, rather than counting double linear credit for work on 
both banks. No less than 50 feet of buffer on either side of an intermittent or ephemeral 
stream, for a minimum 100-ft. corridor, should be used. Opportunities for the buffer to 
be even wider are desirable. 

CWA Section 404: EPA's position is that the quantity and quality of Federal 
jurisdictional stream resources proposed to be relocated or permanently lost in this 
project, 93,100 to 112,801 linear feet (17.6 to 21.4 miles), will need formal compensatory 
mitigation in 404 permitting, no matter what permitting tool is chosen by the Louisville 
District of the Corps of Engineers. Any of these streams which prove to be outside of 
current Federal jurisdiction should be mitigated under any applicable State jurisdiction 
andlor voluntarily under NEPA. (Response #9) 



This is a much more extensive quantity of stream mitigation than the calculations by 
acres assumed in the DEIS. Stream mitigation needs to maximize preserving and 
restoring the existing natural drainage network. It should not rely on simply inserting 
"naturally-structured" channels with reduced catchment size in new locations. Projects 
are substantially more effective when both banks of the stream can be protected through 
riparian corridors. Unfortunately, land parcel boundaries are often drawn up with a 
stream as a boundary. 
Recommendation: When assembling parcels for mitigation sites from the known array 
of prospective sites with interested cooperating owners, we recommend additional 
inquiries be conducted to see if the landowners on any excluded opposite stream bank are 
willing to consider a riparian corridor easement. Including the opposite bank would add 
to the quality, quantity, long-term effectiveness, and stability of the stream restoration or 
enhancement project. 

As mitigation plans are made, suitable wetland and stream mitigation performance 
standards will need to be developed, incorporating both physical and biological 
standards. 

Conservation Easements: The DEIS identifies that INDOT intends to purchase 
mitigation easements to protect mitigation sites in perpetuity. The mitigation lands will 
be turned over to an appropriate government conservation and management agency; will 
contain deed restrictions identifying them as mitigation sites and protecting them from 
further disturbance; will be planted with mixture of native trees largely composed of 
species having high value as potential Indiana bat roost trees; will include buffer areas 
around Indiana bat hibernacula; and will include obtaining easement for other protection 
measures for Indiana bat hibernacula. (DEIS pp. 7-4 through 7-6,7-26, and 7-37 through 
7-39.) (INDOT Answer # 14) 
Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS clarify whether INDOT will provide 
sufficient funds to the government conservation and management agency to support 
maintenance of the sites in perpetuity and the education of current and future landowners 
about the mitigation projects and about being good land and water stewards. In addition 
the FEIS should identify whether there will be a way to enforce or correct any misplaced 
actions/inactions by the easement-granting landowners that may adversely impact the 
integrity of the mitigation site. The easement agreements should be clear about whose 
job it will be to enforce the terms of the easements. (Response #14) 

KARST RESOURCES 

Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS address the following karst impact 
issues identified in the 1-69 Section 4 DEIS: 

Analysis of Karst Impacts as part of the Alternatives Consideration Process 
We have concerns that the appropriate level of consideration was not given to the 
various karst feature types presented in the DEIS. As such, the alternatives analysis 
completed for Section 4 Corridor appears to have considered impacts to the seventeen 
different karst feature types as equals. With respect to karst resources, in order to 
adequately assess alternative impacts, consideration must be given to karst feature 
size, location, infiltration rate, rechargeldischarge characteristics, connectivity to 



groundwater conveyances, potential T&E species impacts, potential water quality 
impacts, threats to the traveling public, etc. For example, impacts to a sinking stream 
should not be weighed equally to impacts associated with a low-infiltration sinkhole. 
The fact that an alternative impacts a lower number of karst features does not 
necessarily guarantee that it will result in the least amount of environmental impacts. 
Assigning weights to each karst feature type based on their quality, connectedness, 
and sensitivity will ensure that the karst impacts associated with each alternative are 
adequately assessed. 

Potential Impacts to Unknown Subsurface Karst Features 
The DEIS acknowledges that the methodology developed for the karst survey included 
only those karst features that could be visually observed (i.e. surface features). The DEIS 
states that direct impacts to caves were avoided during alternative development and thus 
no direct impacts to known cave habitats and/or cave biota are anticipated. At the same 
time, the DEIS acknowledges that unidentified subterranean karst features are present and 
an unknown number of those features will be encountered during highway construction. 
How can a determination of no direct impacts to cave habitat or cave biota be made given 
the acknowledged lack of information related to subsurface karst features, specifically 
their size and location? The lack of subsurface karst feature data poses a severe threat to 
karst environments during construction of the proposed highway facility. The importance 
of identifying subsurface karst features early in the design phase is important as the 
exposure of subsurface karst complexes and the severance of groundwater conveyances 
can have negative consequences, particularly to karst fauna and flora and the quantity and 
quality of privatelresidential water supply features. 

Potential Impacts on Drinking Water Ouantity and Quality 
The DEIS identified numerous private groundwater wells within and adjacent to the 
Section 4 corridor. Furthermore, the DEIS indicates that in some cases karst springs 
are utilized as a privatelresidential water supply alternative. The proposed action 
could potentially result in changes in drainage patterns to and from karst features if 
construction were to eliminate recharge features, sever conduits, and reduce flows. 
The result could be a reduction in water availability for landowners who rely on said 
water supply features for residential or agricultural uses. 

Karst recharge features act as direct conduits to groundwater conveyances and 
supplies. Stormwater runoff, both during and following construction of the proposed 
highway facility, is a serious threat to groundwater quality if appropriate pre- 
construction and post-construction BMPs are not identified, implemented, and 
maintained. Induced development resulting from construction of the proposed 
highway facility can also impact groundwater quality through the addition of septic 
systems and impervious surfaces within karst zones of susceptibility. 

Karst Fauna Study Methodology 
The Section 4 cave inventory effort identified 63 caves within the study area, including 
14 caves with entrances located within the Section 4 corridor. As noted in Section 4 
Survey of Karst Features Report, 6 caves "within and in proximity" to the Section 4 
Corridor were sampled to determine the presence of invertebrates. These sites were 



selected based on known hydrologic connections to the corridor confirmed by dye tracing 
which had been completed at that time the Karst Fauna Study was performed. 
EPA understands that a cave fauna survey that includes all accessible caves within, or 
directly adjacent to, the Section 4 corridor would better characterize cave fauna and 
further demonstrate a commitment to "meet Indiana's transportation needs in an 
environmentally sensitive manner that protects the habitat of all species," as outlined in 
the 1993 Karst MOU. The additional cave fauna studies would assist in providing a 
better understanding of all potential direct and indirectlsecondary impacts associated with 
construction of the proposed action, while also helping with the selection and refinement 
of mitigation measures and best management practices for protecting the biological 
integrity of karst resources. 

Variability in Flow Conditions as Part of the Pollutant Loading Analysis 
The pollution loading analysis model presented appears to utilize a high bias on the 
quantity of water involved in pollutant mobilization. A high water volume coupled with 
a static pollutant load will result in a lower concentration when compared to regulatory 
criteria. We recommend that the analysis include a typical versus extreme rain event, 
mobilizing the same pollutant load. This is important as the results of this analysis will 
yield a result more representative of natural conditions. 

Construction Blasting; 
EPA understands that blasting may need to be used quite frequently in karst areas. 
Blasting can cause structural damage to buildings and wells, and cause the collapse of 
karst subsurface openings, such as cave walls. The DEIS does not identify the specific 
measures that will be required before, during and after blasting to insure that the integrity 
of structures, wells and karst subsurface openings remain intact. 

Identification of Mitigation Measures for Karst Areas 
With respect to highway construction, EPA understands that one of the most important 
mitigation BMPs is the lining of drainage ditches. These features concentrate water in 
areas that may not have been subjected to surface flow in the past. We understand that a 
study conducted by the Tennessee Department of Highways discovered that 74% of the 
sinkholes observed during the study were located in the highway ditch lines. Further, 
91% of the sinkholes opened up in unlined drainage ditches. 

The identification and estimates of the types of BMPs that are going to be required on a 
project is important so that the contractor can prepare a responsive bid. This will be 
especially true for a DesignIBuild project delivery since we understand that the schedule 
is usually very tight and construction claims are not contractually allowed. 

The following is a partial listing of mitigation or protection BMPs that have been used in 
karst terrains across the United States. 

Ditch Lining BMPs 
Compacted Clay Liners 
Geosynthetic Clay Liners 
Flexible Membrane Liners 
Concrete, Portland cement or asphalt. 



Sinkhole Remediation BMPs 
Bridging Alternatives 

o Land bridges (below grade) 
o Culvert or bridges 
o Reinforcing within cave 
o Ground Modification 
o Geopier with cap 
o Piles with caps 

Filling Alternatives 
o Rock Pads 
o Large Rockfill 
o Compaction Grouting (soil) 
o Cement Grouting (voids) 
o Dynamic Compaction 
o Excavation, overlapping geotextiles, soil backfill 
o Excavation, concrete cap, soil backfill. 

Other Karst Feature Protection BMPs 
Avoidance 
Earth Berm Construction 
Gabion Berm Construction 
Open Standpipe Installation 
Concrete Catch Basin Installation 

The identification and implementation of construction and storm water related BMP's for 
a karst environment is extremely important because of the physical and environmental 
sensitivity of karst features, flora, and fauna. It is of critical importance that the potential 
or preferred BMP's for mitigating or protecting karst features be identified early as 
possible in the design process (preliminary design stage). EPA understands that this is 
particularly important for a DesignlBuild (D/B) project delivery since this method is 
extremely time sensitive and contingencies for further investigation or consensus building 
are generally not part of the project schedule. We understand that BMP's should be 
included in either the D/B project specifications or in the Preliminary D/B plans that will 
be used to produce the D/B bid. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS explain INDOT's proposed project 
development and contracting process for Section 4. Please provide a process timeline 
and approval authority for incorporation of project-specific design elementsffeatures and 
BMPs required by INDOT for project construction and operation. We understand that 
decisions regarding the best approach to take during construction when encountering a 
karst feature will be made at that time, specifically for each particular karst feature 
encountered. However, at the very least, we recommend the FEIS provide a listlmatrix of 
appropriate design elements and BMPs for specific situations that are likely to be 
encountered during final project design, construction and operation and include cost 
estimates for each design feature and BMP. We suggest this listlmatrix could serve as the 



starting point from which INDOT, the Karst MOU resource agencies, the designer and/or 
construction contractor may choose from to mitigate impacts to these karst features. 

AIR QUALITY 

Air Conformity: The DEIS (Section 5.9, page 5-243) correctly identifies Greene 
County is a maintenance area for the 8-hour ozone standard. The County is currently in 
attainment of the standard and is under an approved maintenance plan. The conformity 
determination requirements for the 1-69 project in Greene County will be determined 
after further agency consultation (page S-48). The FEISIROD will include the regional 
and project level conformity demonstration updated as appropriate to reflect the proposed 
implementation timeline (S-49). The DEIS goes on to state that the results of any 
conformity analysis will be discussed in the FEIS (5.9.7 Conformity Findings (page 5- 
243). 
Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS include the FHWA conformity 
determination, discussion and supporting documentation. 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) (Section 5.9, pages 5-233 - 5-243). A qualitative 
assessment of mobile source air toxics (MSAT) is provided in the DEIS. However, it is 
unclear why forecasted average daily traffic (ADT) of vehicles per day for roadway 
segments in Section 3 were used instead of Section 4 (page 5-234, first full paragraph). 
Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS use ADT specific to Section 4 or explain 
the rationale for using Section 3 ADT in the Section 4 MSAT analysis. 

Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change (Section 5.9, page 5-235): One paragraph in the 
DEIS is devoted to addressing greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project and 
climate change. The DEIS states that FHWA does not believe it is informative at this 
point to consider greenhouse gas emissions in an EIS. The DEIS goes on to identify that 
FHWA is actively engaged in activities with the USDOT to assess the risks to 
transportation systems and services from climate change. 
Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify and discuss any anticipated effects 
of climate change on the project. For example, discuss any effects that predicted 
increases in the number and/or intensity of precipitation events due to climate change 
may have on sizing bridge spans, culvert openings, and stormwater management 
measures in order to accommodate such events and ensure public health and safety. 

Air Quality Mitigation During Construction (Section 7.3, page 7-16): Even though 
Section 4 is a relatively rural area, exposure to diesel exhaust by construction workers 
and those nearby construction sites can have serious health implications. In order to 
protect air quality in the project area during construction, we recommend INDOT 
consider additional strategies to reduce diesel emissions, such as project construction 
contracts that require the use of equipment with 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 
active use (EPA recommends idling not exceed 5 minutes). 

The Section 4 FEIS should discuss the feasibility of utilizing construction contracts that 
require the use of equipment with 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 active use. In 
addition, the FEIS should identify whether or not INDOT will consider or commit to 
implementing these andlor 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. 

UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL (CLASS V PERMITS) 

Permits (Section 5.23.8 EPA Class V Permits, and Chapter 7 (page 7-43) 
EPA would determine on a case-by-case basis whether or not an individual permit would 
be required for any Class V well under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
Recommendation: We suggest the following changes be made in the FEIS for Chapter 
7 (Mitigation, page 7-43) regarding Class V permits: Instead of stating " . . . A permit 
would be required if underground sources of drinking water would be negatively 
impacted" it is more accurate to state, "EPA would determine if a permit is required for 
any Class V injection well that may contaminate an underground source of drinking 
water." 

Recommendation: Regarding, Chapters 5.21.4 (page 5-596) and Chapter 5.23.8 (page 
5-637) we offer the following clarifying language for the FEIS: 
"Class V injection well permits may be required for various types of projects. For 
example such a permit could be required by EPA Region 5 if a Class V injection well is 
located within the karst region of the state, a sole source aquifer area, a state designated 
source water protection area for a public water supply, or anywhere untreated fluids 
discharged through a Class V well may otherwise endanger an underground source of 
drinking water. If there are measures in place to prevent contamination of groundwater, a 
Class V well could be authorized by rule rather than by a permit. A Class V Well 
Inventory Form would need to be provided to EPA Region 5 prior to construction of a 
Class V injection well so that EPA could determine if a Class V injection well permit will 
be required for any Class V wells. For the 1-69 project, if the inventory information 
provided indicates that any injection well would likely contaminate any underground 
source of drinking water, a permit would be required. Any permit would need to be 
applied for and obtained prior to construction of the Class V well." 

For additional information regarding EPA Class V permits and UIC program, contact 
Ross Micham, at 3 121886-4237 or at micham.ross@epa.g;ov. 



EPA Technical Adequacy Review of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 
Studies - Survey of Karst Features Report, Section 4, US 231 to SR 37, Contains 

Confidential Information, dated June, 2010. 
mote: A redacted version of the Karst Features Report is included in Appendix AA of 

the Section 4 DEIS.] 

Karst Fauna Study Methodology 
The Section 4 cave inventory effort identified 63 caves within the study area, including 
14 caves with entrances located within the Section 4 corridor. As noted in Section 4 
Survey of Karst Features Report, 6 caves "within and in proximity" to the Section 4 
Corridor were sampled to determine the presence of invertebrates. These sites were 
selected based on known hydrologic connections to the corridor confirmed by dye tracing 
which had been completed at that time the Karst Fauna Study was performed. 
EPA understands that a cave fauna survey that includes all accessible caves within, or 
directly adjacent to, the Section 4 corridor would better characterize cave fauna and 
further demonstrate a commitment to "meet Indiana's transportation needs in an 
environmentally sensitive manner that protects the habitat of all species," as outlined in 
the 1993 Karst MOU. The additional cave fauna studies would assist in providing a 
better understanding of all potential direct and indirectlsecondary impacts associated with 
construction of the proposed action, while also helping with the selection and refinement 
of mitigation measures and best management practices for protecting the biological 
integrity of karst resources. 

Variability in Flow Conditions as Part of the Pollutant Loading Analysis 
The pollution loading analysis model presented appears to utilize a high bias on the 
quantity of water involved in pollutant mobilization. A high water volume coupled with 
a static pollutant load will result in a lower concentration when compared to regulatory 
criteria. We recommend that the analysis include a typical versus extreme rain event, 
mobilizing the same pollutant load. This is important as the results of this analysis will 
yield a result more representative of natural conditions. 

Executive Summary 

Results, Karst Mapping [Pages vii through vii] 
What is the difference between "Karst features relevant to the corridor" and "Karst 
features within the corridor"? What specifically makes a feature relevant? 

The report states - "Mapped Karst features relevant to the corridor: 63 caves, 14 within 
the corridor. " There are 315 known caves located withinjve miles of the Section 4 
corridor. " 
What defines "relevant" to the project if the dye tracing average extent was over 5,200 
feet and some traces exceeded 20,000 feet? 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose and Scope 



[Page 11 
The report states - " . . . and Karst experts knowledgeable about the area ". Who are the 
karst experts that are knowledgeable of the area? Please clarify who was consulted. 

1.5 Geologic Setting 

[page 41 
Provide geologic data on Figure 4 to facilitate interpretation of the influence of the 
bedrock geology on karst formation within the project limits. Include 
formationfmember croplines as well as structural information [dip direction]. 

1.5.5 Mining Operations [Page 61 
The report states - "Based on the results offield reconnaissance and coordination with 
IDNR and IGS, these excavations have apparently become overgrown and non- 
discernable due to their shallow nature. " This statement does not address the potential 
impacts of these abandoned underground mine workings. Unregulated 'house' or 'farm' 
mines are known to extend several hundred feet from outcrop entrances. Shallow 
workings are of greater concern than deep abandoned workings. To state that they are 
"overgrown a d  non-discernable" does not define the potential construction risk, future 
roadway collapse, acid mine discharge potential, or habitat loss. Many abandoned 
mines are roosting places for a number of bat species. 

1.6 Hydrogeologic Setting 

1.6.1 Water Supply [Page 81 
The report indicates that groundwater and surface water [including springs] are 
combined sources of public water supplies in Section 4. However, the report does not 
address how the project may impact public water supplies. Provide the following: 

Locations of public water supplies relative to alignment. 
Extent of recharge areas for surfacelspring water sources of public water supply. 
Depths of public water supply wells with radius of influence information. 

Furthermore, the report needs to more directly indicate what karst features provide 
privatelresidential water supply. Annotate Figures 29-3 1 to indicate which springs serve 
as privatelresidential water supply. We suggest conducting baseline residential water 
sampling at locations of anticipated impacts over 4 quarters to capture seasonal 
fluctuation in drinking water quality. Discuss impacts to these sources in the report, as 
well as the planned impact mitigation measures should these sources be impacted by 
construction. 

2.0 Methodology 

2.2 Karst Feature Identification 

[Page 141 



The report states - "Under the Karst MOU, ifduring construction unknown features are 
identiJied, the MOU signatory agencies will be contacted and an agreement regarding 
the proposed treatment of the feature reachedprior to work continuing in that spec@ 
area of the project. " How would treatment for a discovered karst feature be different 
from a known karst feature? If a swallet is 'discovered' during construction that was 
not inventoried during design, would the mitigation be any different? If treatment 
options are not discussed for features uncovered during construction until construction 
begins, serious construction delay claims can be expected. 

2.3 Dye Tracing Methodology 

[Page 161 
Provide the methodology used in determining what constitutes a "relevant" discharge 
feature for dye tracing sampling network development. 

2.4 Dye Trace Field and Laboratory Procedures 

[Page 191 
Provide justification for the positive analytical detection criteria listed. As listed, 
several potential lower level positive results will be discounted. The result of this will 
be a smaller area of recharge assumed per discharge point. Reinterpret analytical 
results accepting all positive results above the method reporting limit [signal to noise 
ratio]. Revise Appendix H figures to reflect changes in interpretation. 

2.5 Pollutant Load Estimates 

2.5.1 Pollutant Loadsfiom Highway and Right of Way [Page 201 
Does the pollutant model rely on dilution based on current flow conditions? If so, the 
cited assumptions are invalid. The text assumes karst features, presumably recharge 
sources, will be capped and filled. Subsequent statements indicate spring boxes will be 
utilized to perpetuate natural flow conditions. How will the construction plans ensure 
beheaded drainage is routed to ensure flow conditions of the pollutant loading model are 
preserved? 

Conduct background testing of pollutant loads representative of actual pre-construction 
conditions to refine the pollutant load model. 

The final paragraph cites the trend of SR 37 construction regarding Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS)/Total Recoverable Metals (TRM) data as returning to pre-construction 
conditions within two years. How can the owners ensure this without an assessment of 
the "pre-construction conditions"? Conduct baseline sampling of pollutants of interest 
and present the results in the revised report. 

2.6 Review of IDNR Water Well Data 

[Page 201 
The report provides a justification to disregard the USEPA recommendation to examine 
local water table trends when considering flow conditions under which dye traces were 



conducted. The study needs to consider this to evaluate localized areas where the 
phreatic surface and epikarst flows are intermingled. This analysis cannot simply be 
ignored due to difficulty in obtaining the data to do so. Several mentions are made as to 
the traces being conducted under "high flow" conditions. Provide the methodology for 
determining when the flow conditions were deemed high. Does this correspond to a 
seasonal high water table? 

3.0 Results 

[Pages 21 through 611 
Based on inadequacies of the experimental design, results presented may not be 
representative of existing conditions. USEPA will re-evaluate based on the additional 
information requested. 

3.1 Karst Features 

3.1. I Caves [Pages 22 through 4.51 
Throughout the cave discussion the phrase "where appropriate and practicable" is used 
extensively. Who is going to determine what is "appropriate and practicable"? It is 
confusing whether the report is or is not recommending that the karst features be 
mitigated. 

The discussion of caves both in the executive summary and the report body mention that 
certain caves are 500 feet from the corridor and therefore will not be impacted. Other 
karst transportation studies have indicated that cave dwelling fauna are known to forage 
over 500 feet fiom cave openings. This is not just from the cave entrance but any 
swallet, fracture, or other karst window. With respect to caves, direct or 
indirectlsecondary impacts have the potential to extend beyond the entrance or 
underground extent of the opening. 

Figure 9 [Page 7.51 
The drainage area shown for Bauer Cave appears to be too small. We recommend the 
preparer revisit this calculation to ensure that the drainage area included in this Figure is 
representative of the actual drainage area. Increase to capture the uphill drainage similar 
to the method used for the remainder of the cave drainage area estimates. 

4.0 Surveys of Section 4 Caves 

Includes Appendix K - Survey of Section 4 Cave Fauna [Page 621 
The Section 4 cave inventory effort identified 63 caves within the study area. This 
included 14 caves with entrances located within the proposed corridor. As noted in the 
subject report, 6 caves "within and in proximity" to the Section 4 Corridor were 
sampled to determine the presence of invertebrates. These sites were selected based on 
known hydrologic connections to the corridor confirmed by dye tracing which had been 
completed at that time. While the methodology and technical accuracy of the karst 
fauna survey is not in question, we question why such a small percentage of caves were 
inventoried as part of the karst fauna analysis. It is our understanding that additional 
dye tracing activity has been conducted since completion of the December 2006 cave 



fauna study. As noted in Section 7.0 Summary and Conclusions, 7.2 Dye Tracing, Page 
108, an additional 4 cave features were discovered to have a hydrologic connection to 
the corridor as a result of dye tracing activities; none of which were included in the 2006 
Cave Fauna study. This includes Goodes Cave, Hugentober Blowhole Cave, Nudist 
Cave, and Rush To It Cave. 

We recommend that the final report contain expert opinion from the principal author, 
Dr. Julian Lewis, as to why such a small percentage of caves were sampled. We 
recommend INDOT consider that any accessible cave within the project study area, or 
that which could be influenced by surface or subsurface hydrology associated with the 
corridor, be surveyed. This includes those caves with hydrologic connections, as 
identified through the most recent round of dye tracings completed for Section 4. The 
additional cave fauna survey should also include any additional cave features that are 
not hydrologically connected and yet may contain unique cave fauna populations 
worthy of consideration. 

EPA suggests that a cave fauna survey that includes all accessible caves within, or 
directly adjacent to, the project study area would better characterize project study area 
cave fauna and further demonstrate a commitment to "meet Indiana's transportation 
needs in an environmentally sensitive manner that protects the habitat of all species," as 
outlined in the 1993 karst MOU. Additional cave fauna studies would also assist in 
providing a better understanding of all potential direct and indirectlsecondary impacts 
associated with construction of the proposed action; while also helping refine best 
management practices for protecting the biological integrity of cave resources. 

5.0 Annual Pollution Load Estimates 

[Pages 64 through 651 

ZNDOT's Previous Karst Study on SR 37 

The report states that the treatment feature (peat filters and rock filters) "clogged" 
between the end of construction and the 2-year post-construction period of monitoring. 
How does the report justify implementing a treatment alternative that was demonstrated 
to be ineffective? 

Kentucky's Previous Karst Study on 1-69 at Mammoth Cave 

It appears as though the subsection titled, Kentucky's Previous Karst Study on 1-69 at 
Mammoth Cave, should be 1-65 not 1-69. 

[Pages 66 through 671 
The model presented utilizes a high bias on the quantity of water involved in pollutant 
mobilization. This high water volume, with a static pollutant load, will result in lower 
concentrations when comparing with regulatory criteria. Provide analysis of a typical 
[vs. extreme] rain event, mobilizing the same pollutant load, which may be more 
representative of anticipated conditions. 



EPA would like to see a comparative analysis of low flow (average rainfall event) 
conditions versus a high flow conditions (extreme rainfall event). Evaluating varying 
flow conditions is key component of pollutant loading studies as the volume of water 
represents the denominator of the calculation and thus has an impact on loading 
concentrations. If a pollutant load remains constant throughout the study, a higher 
volume of water will essentially dilute the concentration and thus the results will fall 
below regulatory criteria. Providing a comparative analysis of high flow versus low 
flow conditions would provide results which better represent natural conditions. 

6.0 Potential Measures to Minimize Impacts to Karst 

6.4 Operation and Maintenance 

[Page 701 
Is void filling an "appropriate and practicable" mitigation strategy? Void filling will 
isolate the underground opening on either side of the fill. Animal migration, water flow, 
and air flow would be drastically impacted. The damming effect could redirect the 
water into other ecosystems that are currently dry or cause a blow out on the ground 
surface or beneath an embankment section. In addition, introducing cementateous 
products into the voids would impact the temperature due to the heat of hydration, 
which could have a negative impact on the fauna. 

Did the report examine the use of geogrid or geotextile layers in the lower reaches of 
construction embankment or roadway subgrades? This practice has been shown to be 
effective in mitigating pipinglcollapse of embankment over karst terrains. 

The report states - "Examination of the areas that receive runofflorn the highway to 
detect soilpiping or opening of buried karst features. " What is the recommended 
frequency of these inspections? Who is qualified to perform them? Whose 
responsibility is it to perform them? 

The report states - "Improved technology should be used to update, maintain, and alter 
any treatment and containment structures when deemed necessary. "What does this 
statement mean? Are there some pending technologies that may be applicable? If so, a 
discussion should be added. 

The report mentions elsewhere that minimal salt use will be a strategy used for 
minimizing roadway pollution. This 'strategy should be included in this list as well. 

7.0 Summary and Conclusions 

[Page 1071 
The report states - "Therefore, the focus of alignment selection and design should be on 
minimizing the impacts on the karst system, and any biological communities within 
them, by avoiding critical features .... ". What defines a critical feature? It would be 
helpful to provide a listing of the critical features considered as part of the alignment 
evaluation process. 



7.5 General Environmental Concerns 

[Page 11 41 
The second bullet item states "Groundwater flowpaths in a karst setting can vary under 
different flow conditions and groundwater flow across surface drainage divides in 
common." Section 3.0 Results, 3.3 Summary of Dye Tracing Tests states that "When 
possible, dye tracing tests were conducted under natural high flow conditions. High 
flow conditions increase the likelihood of dye travelling to all possible discharge 
points." With this said, this study fails to provide specific information on the flow 
conditions at the time each of the traces took place to document low flow versus high 
flow scenarios. Provide documentation which demonstrates that dye tracing activity has 
taken place during high flow conditions. 

This documentation would include information pertaining to the dateltime of collection 
and related rainfalllrunoff discharge data. This information is usually documented on 
field data sheets or a study database. 

The General Environmental Concerns section fails to acknowledge potential impacts to 
both the terrestrial and aquatic components of cave environments. Minute changes in 
temperature, humidity, and water quality can have detrimental affects to what are highly 
adapted species, intolerant of change. Various studies have documented the 
vulnerability of cave ecosystems as they relate to disturbances associated with roadway 
construction. We recommend adding a discussion that acknowledges potential impacts 
associated with altering the temperature and humidity levels within karst environments. 

7.6 General Engineering Concerns 

[Page 1 151 
Include a BMP in Section 8 that consists of diverting roadway drainage [from the full 
pre-construction drainage area limits] to the upgradient roadway offset to minimize 
"severance" of recharge and subsequent impacts to spring discharges and habitat 
alteration. For example, efforts should be made to bridge or culvert drainage so as to 
not severe flow and recharge to springs. 

8.0 Recommendations 

8.1 Best Management Practices 

[Page 11 5 through 11 61 
There is no mention of a karst monitoring plan which evaluates cave community 
disturbances. We recommend that a monitoring plan be implemented that evaluates the 
physical habitat and includes population censusing prior to, during, and post- 
construction for those caves with a hydrologic connection to the corridor. Protocols for 
cave community censusing have been described by Dr. Jullian Lewis, the primary 
author of the Section 4 Cave Fauna study. This monitoring plan should also be 
considered as a potential mitigation measure in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS). 



Clarify "lined ditches" in this section. Ditches should include an impermeable 
geosynthetic liner to prevent infiltration of runoff before reaching detentionltreatrnent 
basins. 

Filling of karst features should be minimized to avoid introduction of non-native 
materials into the karst ecosystem. Where practical, employ impermeable geosynthetic 
liners with overlying geogrid embankments constructed to bridge karst features beneath 
the roadway. 

General Comments 

It appears that the potential impacts to the cave flora and fauna are not fully defined in 
this report. Additionally, the extent of the cave systems (i.e. mapped limits) and the 
potential impacts of the project on the caves and the potential impacts of the caves on the 
project are very lightly addressed. 

It appears that the preliminary engineering aspects are also lightly discussed. Other than 
potential hydrogeologic impacts, there is no mention of how the construction activities 
will impact the karst features. Are the depths to caves or other openings going to be 
explored? Will driven piles be acceptable foundation alternatives? Will construction 
vibration affect delicate cave features and ecosystems? 



SECTION 4 DEIS - DOCUMENT CLARITY - ERRATA: FIGURESIMAPS, 
TABLES, DEFINITIONS 

Errata Notes on Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS, 1-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) 

Table of Contents 
Problem: (p.xxiii, Disk 1, Appendix A and Appendix B). Appendix A and Appendix B 
are misrepresented here as containing the Business Needs Survey and the TrafJic 
Modeling Technical Report, respectively. Disk 1 (CD) with the these Appendices 
contain just the opposite documentation. 
Recommendation: Recommend the text be corrected here and in Chapter 3 (p. 3-4, last 
line of 2nd paragraph) and Chapter 5 (p. 5-1 83, last line on page) to refer the reader to the 
correct Appendices for the TrafJic Modeling Technical Report (Appendix A) and the 
Business Needs Survey (Appendix B). 

Problem: (p.xxiii, Disk 2, Appendix Y). Appendix Y Bald Eagle Permits. There is no 
Appendix Y on Disk 2). 
Recommendation: Recommend Appendix Y be listed as "NOT USED" or identified as 
CONFIDENTIAL information. 

Summary 
Problem: (p.S-43, Table S.8-2 - Comparison of Tier 1 Costs and Impacts to Tier 2 
Preferred Alternative). Alternative 2 incorrectly identifies 4F-2 instead of 4F-3 as part of 
the preferred alternative. 
Recommendation: Recommend this table be corrected to show that 4F-3 instead of 4F-2 
is considered part of the Preferred Alternative. 

5.23.8 Class V Injection Well Permit (p.5-637) 
Problem: The potential for an EPA Class V permit is not mentioned with the other 
permits in the DEIS SUMMARY Chapter. 
Recommendation: The Class V Injection Well Permit be mentioned as a possible permit 
and its applicable requirements that may need to be complied in the su-ary chapter of 
the EIS. 

Chapter 3 - Alternatives 
Problem: (p.3-17). The listing of "key resources" such as Historic Properties, Wetlands, 
Cemeteries, Caves and Major Springs, Forests . . . are not represented on this page in a 
consistent and meaningful manner. For example: Cemeteries, Caves and Major Springs 
are depicted as subcategories under "Historic Properties." Wetlands are part of the 
Historic Properties paragraph. This appears to be a document formatting problem. 
Recommendation: Recommend this area of the FEIS be correctly formatted. 

Chapter 4 - Affected Environment 
Section 4.3.1.7 Karst and Springs 
ProblemlSolution: (p.4-80, Paragraph 2, line 3: This text should more accurately read 
"....which may remove ei4dl-some organic contaminants or kill some biological 
contaminants." 



ProbledSolution: (p. 4-80, Paragraph 2, lines 4 through 5): Delete the sentence that 
states "Careful project planning will help minimize the effects of 1-69 upon groundwater 
quality within the karst system." This is not appropriate for the affected environment 
discussion; such conclusions should be limited to the environmental consequences 
chapter. 

ProbledSolution: (p. 4-81, Paragraph titled "Taylor Ridge to SR 54", line 4). The word 
"swallet" and other karst features should be added to the EIS glossary. 

Problem: (p.4-4, Figure 4.1-1 - Study Area). This figure shows the wrong extent of 
Monroe County. 
Recommendation: Recommend Figure 4.1-1 correctly depict the extent of Monroe and 
Lawrence Counties. 
Problem: (p.4-117, Figure 4.3-5, page 3 of 6, Wetlands). See Problem immediately 
identified above. 

Chapter 5- Environmental Consequences 
Problem: (p.5-7, 4" paragraph, 7" line). What is the page or pages that should be 
identified here: "(See 5.6.3.1, Trafic Conditions, p. J"? 
Recommendation: Recommend this reference in the FEIS include the appropriate page 
or page numbers. 

Problem: (p.5-179, FIGURE 5.5-1 - Section 4 Study Area). This figure shows the 
wrong extent of Monroe County. 
Recommendation: Recommend Figure 5.5-1 correctly depict and label the extent of 
Monroe and Lawrence Counties. 

Problem: (p.5-183,5.6.2.1 General, last line). The reader is directed to Appendix B for a 
copy of the Trafic Modeling Technical Report. Appendix B contains the Business Needs 
Survey. 
Recommendation: Recommend the reference for the Trafic Modeling Technical Report 
here be changed to Appendix A in the FEIS 

Problem: (p.5-234, Section 5.9-Air Quality, MSATs, first full paragraph). Traffic 
projection numbers here are for Tier 2 Section 3 (between US 50 and US 23 I), not 
Section 4 (between US 23 1 and SR 37). 
Recommendation: The EIS provide the correct traffic numbers for Section 4. 

Problem: (p.5-236, last paragraph). The text refers the reader to Table 5.9-2 for 
summarized results of the CO hot spot-analysis. Table 5.9-2 (p.5-242) only presents 
information regarding Modeled Vehicle Miles Traveled. It is Table 5.9-1 (p5-238) that 
has the CO information. 
Recommendation: The EIS provide the correct referral for CO information. 

ProbledSolution: (p.5-241, first word). Change "tow" to "two". 

ProbledSolution: (p.5-241, first full paragraph, second to last line). Change "rick" to 
"risk", and "form" to "for". 



Problem: Table 5.21-2 (pp. 5-586 through 5-587). In Table 5.21-2, caves are designated 
as 0-loo', 100'-1000', 1000'-5000', or ~5000 ' .  What are these designations? Are they 
based on known dye tracing distances? Are they based on distances fiom the 
Alternatives evaluated? 
Recommendation: Please explain these designations. Please provide a footnote similar 
to the note included for flow rates at the bottom of this table that explains the significance 
of these designations. 

Problem: (p.5-652, 2nd line). The reader is referred to "see pages ### and ###." 
Recommendation: Provide the page numbers that the reader should be referred to. 

Problem: (p.5-657, Lower White River Watershed, line 6). The reader is referred here to 
Table 5.19-6 for information regarding major streams and tributaries within the r-o-w. 
However, Table 5.19-6 Summary of Potential Stream and Riparian Corridor Impacts 
(p.5-459) does not provide this information. Did you mean Table 5.19-7 (pages 5-461 - 
5-471)? 
Recommendation: We recommend the EIS refer the reader to the correct intended Table. 

Problem: (p.6-663,7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosystems and 
human communities, Wetlands, line 3). The reader is referred to Table 5.19-3 to find 
information that "illustrates the general quality of each wetland or wetland complex and 
provides a comparison of wetlands affected by each proposed alternative." Table 5.19-3 
does not provide the intended information. Do you mean Table 5.19-4, pp. 5-437 to 5- 
441? 
Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify the correct intended Table to refer 
the reader to. 

APPENDIX CC - ANALYSIS OF INDIRECT IMPACTS 
Problem: (pp. 4 and 7). Text here refers the reader to Appendix A for the map that shows 
the TAZs used for this analysis. However, Appendix A is not included in the DEIS 
documentation. 
Recommendation: Recommend Appendix A of the DEIS Appendix CC be included in 
the FEIS documentation. 
Problem: (pp. 5 and 6). The text here claims that a table on page 6 shows the rank of 
TAZs by percentages of land cover which is ag or other open land; however, there is no 
formal table on page 6. 
Recommendation: Recommend the reference to a table be deleted here or take the 
percentage information on page 6 and put it into table format. 



 
From: Jason Ross [mailto:JRoss@delawarenation.com]  

Sent: Friday, July 30, 2010 12:04 PM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA) 

Subject: re: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
  
Hello Mr. Tally,  
  
The Delaware Nation received information regarding the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 
Studies.  The Cultural Preservation Director, Ms. Tamara Francis has reviewed the info and 
reviewed the area of potential effects and has determined the project will not be in the Delaware 
Nation’s Area of Interest and will not be commenting on the project.  
  
We commend you on taking the time and effort to consult with the Delaware Nation and wish 
you all the best on the project,  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Tamara FrancisTamara FrancisTamara FrancisTamara Francis 
Cultural Preservation Director 
The Delaware Nation 
31064 State Highway 281 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
(405)247-2448 x1180 phone 
(405)247-8905 fax 
  
Jason Ross 
Museum/Section 106 Assistant 
Cultural Preservation Department 
The Delaware Nation 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
PH# 405) 247-2448 
FAX# 405) 247-8905 
www.delawarenation.com 
 



PEORIA TRIBE OF INDIANS OF OKLAHOMA 
CHIEF 

11 8 S. Eight Tribes Trail (918) 540-2535 FAX (91 8) 540-2538 John P. Froman 
P.O. Box 1527 

MIAMI, OKLAHOMA 74355 SECOND CHIEF 
Jason Dollarhide 

August 5,2010 

1-69 Section 4 Project Office 
3802 Industrial Blvd 
Unit 2 
Bloomington, Indiana 47403 

RE: 	 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Section 4 
Section 106: Transmittal of 800.1 1 (e) documentation 

Thank you for notice of the referenced project. Please note that the contact person has changed, Frark 
Hecksher is the new Section 106/NAGPRA representative. The Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma is 
currently unaware of any documentation directly liriking Indian Religious Sites to the proposed 
construction. In the event any items falling under the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) are discovered during construction, the Peoria Tribe request notification and 
hrther consultation. 

The Peoria Tribe has no objection to the proposed construction. However, if any human skeletal remains 
andlor any objects falling under NAGPRA are uncovered during construction, the construction should 
stop immediately, and the appropriate persons, including state and tribal NAGPRA representatives 
contacted. 

John P. Froman 
Chief 

xc: 	 Bud Ellis, Repatriation/NAGPRA Committee Chairman 

TREASURER SECRETARY FIRST COUNCILMAN SECOND COUNCILMAN THIRD COUNCILMAN 
John Sharp Hank Downum Carolyn Ritchey Jenny Rampey Alan Goforth 



Indiana Department of Matural Resources 

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

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology.402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 
Phone 3 17-232-1646eFax 3 17-232-0693 . dhpa@dnr.IN.gov 

October 26,20 10 

Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana, LLC 
P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, Indiana 477 16 

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA") 

Re: "1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana Project, Section4, CraneNSWC to Bloomington, Indiana, 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement" (EIS No. FHWA-IN-EIS-10-01-D; Des. No. 
0300380; DHPA No. 1016) 

Dear Mr. Fisk: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. 5 4321, et seq.) and pursuant to Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 5 4709, and implementing regulations at 36 
C.F.R. Part 800, the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed the draft environmental impact 
statement ("DEIS"), which was received on July 26,2010, for the aforementioned project in Greene and Monroe counties in 
Indiana. According to a September 10, 2010 letter we received on September 16 fiom Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E., of the 
Indiana Division of FHWA, the original comment deadline has been extended fiom September 28,20 10 to October 28,20 10. 

It appears that this undertaking's impacts on each of the following specific, historic above-ground properties within the study 
area would not be adverse: Scotland Hotel, Blackmore Store, Clifty Church, Koontz House, Stipp-Bender Farmstead, Harris 
Ford Bridge, Greene County Bridge No. 3 1 1, and Monroe County Bridge No. 83. It should be noted, however, that our 
opinion on the impacts on those historic, above-ground properties is dependent on (1) the project's being constructed in the 
manner and in the locations described in the 36 C.F.R. 4 800.1 l(e) documentation previously provided in the course of our 
review of this project under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 C.F.R. Part 800 and (2) on the 
circumstances of the impacts, as they have been characterized in the 5 800.1 1(e) documentation. 

In particular, we believe that the visual impact of the project on Scotland Hotel, Blackmore Store, Koontz House, and 
Maurice Head House would not be adverse, as long as the new highway is constructed in hill cuts ofthe depths projected by 
FHWA in the 5 800.1 l(e) documentation and as long as the wooded areas between those properties and the new highway 
will remain in place, except to the extent that trees are proposed by FHWA and the Indiana Department of Transportation 
("INDOT") to be removed from the anticipated, new highway right-of-way. 

Furthermore, based on the FHWA-approved, INDOT Traffic Noise Model Policy, which uses FHWAYs Traffic Noise Model 
("TNM") software, it appears to us that there will not be an adverse noise impact on Scotland Hotel, Blackmore Store, Clifty 
Church, Koontz House, Maurice Head House, Stipp-Bender Farmstead, or any of the other, above-ground historic properties 
within the study area. It is our understanding that the TNM projections are based on an average noise level over the course 
of an hour's time. It is also our understanding that the policy provides for mitigating noise effects only for the impacts that 
are measurable by TNM and at levels recognized under the policy. Under those parameters, we would have to conclude that 
the project will not have adverse noise impacts on above-ground historic properties. Even so, it seems as if noise impacts 
from individual events (such as the sounding of horns or the application of truck brakes) might be among the loudest spikes 
in noise during any given hour, but noise impacts of that nature would be taken into consideration only to the extent that they 
contribute to the average noise level for that hour. It also seems to us that the noise impact levels, or increases in levels, that 
are recognized by FHWA and INDOT as meriting specific mitigation measures, such as noise walls, might not include the 
entire range of noises that occupants of, or visitors to, a historic property would consider to be impeding their use of the 
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Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E. 
October 26,2010 
Page 2 

In regards to archaeology, we do have some questions and comments. In Section 4.4.3.1, pp. 4-141-142, the DEIS lists 23 
previously recorded archaeological sites, while Section 8.3 says 24. The draft Phase Ia archaeological report (Robertson and 
Hambacher, 711611 0) for Section 4of 1-69 lists 24 sites (site 12Gr1095 is the site not mentioned in the DEIS). Also, on page 
4-143, the top paragraph refers to the IDNR-DHPA "guidelines," which more appropriately should be referred to as 
"Guidebook for Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory-Archaeological Sites." 

We wonder if some clarification regarding the current state of archaeological investigations for the proposed project area 
would be helpful as Section 4.4.3.1 informs that archaeological reconnaissance will be carried out, and section 4.4.3.2 
indicates that archaeological investigations have been conducted and information submitted to the SHPO. The Robertson 
and Hambacher Phase Ia report documented archaeological resources in the footprint of the proposed project area and our 
office commented in detail on the report in our letter of August 30, 2010. Should a general summary regarding the 
archaeological investigations to date be included in the DEIS? We wonder also if the possibility of an archaeological 
multiple property listing, cultural landscape, or discontinuous district for the Virginia Ironworks or early industry in the 
vicinity should be mentioned. Finally, we suggest that it be made clear in the DEIS that all necessary archaeological 
investigations (including Phase I, 11, and 111, if necessary) for archaeological sites in the proposed project area will be 
conducted. 

If you have questions about issues pertaining to above-ground properties, please contact John Carr at (3 17) 233-1949 or 
jcarr@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about archaeological issues should be directed to Dr. Rick Jones at (317) 233-0953 or 
rjones@dnr.IN.gov. In all future correspondence regarding this project, please refer to DHPA No. 1016. 

u a m e s  A. Glass, Ph.D. 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

JAG: JLC:JRJ:jj 

cc: Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E., Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Staffan Peterson, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation 

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Mary Kennedy, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services Indiana Department of Transportation 
Shaun Miller, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services Indiana Department of Transportation 
Jason DuPont, P.E., Bemardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc, 
Linda Weintraut, Ph.D., Weintraut & Associates Historians, Inc. 
Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, Inc. 
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment. Mitchell E. Daniels Jr. 100 North Senate Avenue Governor 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
(317) 232-8603 Thomas w: Easterly Toll Free (800) 451-6027 
Commissioner www.idem.IN.gov 

October 28, 2010 
Mr. Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana LLC 

P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

Dear Mr. Fisk: 
Re: Connnents to Draft EIS Project: 1-69 Section 4 Counties: Greene and Monroe 
The Office ofWater Quality has reviewed the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
Section 4 of the Interstate 69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project dated July 2010. The 
DEISwasreviewedforactivitiesthatfallwithintheregulatoryauthority oftheSection 401 Water Quality 
Certification Program and the State Wetland Regulatory Program. 
The proposed project will start at the terminus of Section 3 ofI-69 at the US 231 interchange near the 
Crane Naval Surface Warfare Center and proceed in a northeasterly direction to SR 37 near 
Bloomington. This section of the proposed highway is approximately 27 miles in length and travels 
through a mostly rural area dominated by a forested landscape.. The Tier 2 study corridor is 
approximately 2,000 feet in width, and within the corridor, several alternative alignments were selected 
for study. According to the DEIS, you have selected Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative. Based on 
the corridor study and the proposed alternative alignments, the Indiana Department ofEnvironmental 
Management (IDEM) agrees with the selection ofthe preferred alternative within the Section 4 corridor. 
Below you will find specific connnents related to the proposed project and preferred alternative. 
The typical cross section for the proposed interstate will be a variable 500 foot right-of-way (ROW). The 
ROW will consist oftwo 12 foot wide travel lanes on each side with an 84 foot wide depressed median 
which includes two 7 foot wide inside shoulders. Outside each pair of travel lanes, you propose a 35 
foot wide clear zone containing 11 foot wide usable shoulders. The ROW will vary between 300 feet and
800 feet to allow for extra space due to cut and fill activities and drainage requirements as well as safety
requirements associated with ROW fencing and tree fall clearance. Based on the typical cross section, 
IDEM reconnnends ROW clearance is kept to the minimum necessary to construct the interstate facility 
in all areas that contain Waters ofthe State. Cut and fill activities, which may require the widest ROW, 
should be located outside of these areas. 
Recycled Paper (1) An Equal Opportunity Employer Please Recycle 0 
Direct impacts associated with the project are estimated to be between 1,457 to 1,830 acres ofland 
disturbance. As identified in the DEIS, approximately 66-70% of the land is upland forest, herbaceous, 
and scrub shrub habitat and approximately 20-26% is agricultural land. To reduce additional direct 
impacts, ensure all borrow and waste disposal sites are located in non-forested upland areas and at a 
distance from Waters of the State that they will not result in secondary impacts such as draining 
wetlands, lowering the water table, and cutting offa watershed to a wetland. Ifborrow areas are to be 
located adjacent to streams with forested corridors, the borrow areas should be located at a distance 
away to preserve the forested corridor. 
Approximately 287 streams were identified within the corridor consisting of 14 perennial streams, 38 
intermittent streams, and 235 ephemeral streams. It is estimated that stream impacts associated with 
the preferred alternative varies between 93,110 and 112,801 linear feet of stream. Stream relocations 
associated with the preferred alternative vary between 16,315 and 22,658 linear feet ofstream charmel. 
Riparian corridor loss associated with the preferred alternative is estimated to be between 323.79 and 
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397.74 acres. Due to the mostly forested and stable nature ofthe corridor, this project has a high 
potential for stream degradation both upstream and downstream of the corridor. During stream crossing 
design, avoid using structures that will require the stream to be manipulated. The DEIS highlighted the 
negative effects ofstream manipulation on page 5-446. Ensure that these negative impacts are 
considered during the design phase and IDEM requests that this be considered as an environmental 
commitment recorded in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). All stream relocations 
should follow the natural stream charmel design protocols; 
IfyouarecapturingastreamwithintheROW,theoutside ROWedgeofthestream should be planted with trees 
and shrubs or located adjacent to existing forest areas to minimize the impacts ofheat inputs associated
with impervious surface. Signage should be placed along all jurisdictional streams captured in the ROW
during and after construction for both contractors and for highway maintenance staff. IDEM has been 
coordinating on this project and participating in field reviews for potential stream mitigation sites and 
believes you have selected adequate stream mitigation locations. However, additional meetings need to
be held to discuss and fmalize mitigation proposals before the FEIS is published or before the project 
goes to permitting. 
Approximately 60 wetlands totaling 66.54 acres were identified within the corridor. Consisting of3 
emergent, 19 forested, 2 scrub shrub, and 36 unconsolidated bottom wetlands. As with stream 
mitigation, IDEM has been participating in field reviews for potential mitigation sites and believes that 
suitable wetland mitigation sites have been identified for this project. 
The preferred alternative would directly impact 87 to 106 karst features. There is minimal discussion on 
karst avoidance and minimization outside ofthe actual preferred alternative alignment selection. The 
DEIS states appropriate BMP's will be used and mostly refers to "alternative drainage" and the use 
of"grassy swales". In Section 7 ofthe DEIS you discuss road salt spray and salt runoff (page 7-31) and 
reference INDOT's Standard Operating Procedures in Appendix Q. The only document in Appendix Q 
addressing this issue is a 3 page INDOT Memorandum that classifies road types and states the 
standard for snow removal down to bare pavement. Therewasnodiscussion 
ofanythingspecificallyrelatedtothetypes ofmaterialsand rates of applications to be used in karst 
topography. The June 2010 Section 4 Karst Survey Report identifies specific practices to be used but 
again this is a general recommendation. IDEM recommends that you further address the use ofdeicing 
materials in the FEIS and provide more detailed information on specific practices and the locations 
ofwhere they are being used. This 
-2 -
infOlmation will be a required component of any application for Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
for this project. 
Erosion and sediment control will be the most crucial part ofthis project during construction. The 
importance has been referenced in almost every chapter ofthe DEIS that references aquatic resource 
impacts as well as karst features, however, the DEIS does not provide any specific details on what 
measures are likely to be used. The DEIS references the standard use ofsilt fence, rock dams, and 
other measures but these may not be appropriate or applicable to a landscape that has as much as 300
feet ofelevation change with steep sided valleys. The purpose of327 rAC 15-5 (Rule 5) "is to establish 
requirements for storm water discharges from construction activities of one (1) acre or more so that the 
public health, existing water uses, and aquatic biota are protected." As part ofRule 5, it is a requirement 
to ensure that "sediment-laden water which otherwise would flow from the project site shall be treated 
by erosion and sediment control measures appropriate to minimize sedimentation". This section ofI-69 
has the highest concentration of streams and the most significant changes in elevation compared to any
other section ofI-69 and thus will have the highest potential for water quality impacts. Specific detail, 
including sequencing must be provided as part ofthe construction plans required by Rule 5. All 
measures must be selected to protect aquatic resources on the project site as well as karst features. 
The agency recommends that specific practices be included in the FEIS that deal with the control of 
erosion and sediment in areas with high topographic relief. Without a better understanding of the 
erosion and sediment control practices proposed to be used, the agency cannot adequately comment 
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on water quality impacts nor can we issue Section 401 Water Quality Certification for proposed wetland 
and stream impacts. During review ofthe DEIS it was noted that on page 5-593 you referenced the 
Indiana Handbook for Erosion Control in Developing Areas (Division of Soil Conservation, Indiana 
Department ofNatural Resources). This is an outdated publication and should no longer be used or 
referenced. This manual has been replaced by the Indiana Storm Water Ouality Manual, October 2007, 
Indiana Department ofEnvironmental Management. To view a copyof the new storm water manual 
please visit the following webpage address: http://www.in.gov/idem/4899.htm. 
Within Section 4, you propose to construct three interchanges. Interchange Option 1 is the preferred 
interchange option. This option consists ofinterchanges located at SR 45, GreenelMonroe County line 
constructed with a South Connector Road, and at SR 37 near Victor Pike in Bloomington. IDEM 
generally agrees with your interchange option, however, we have comments related to the South 
Connector Road associated with the Greene/Monroe County Line interchange. As depicted in Figure 
6-2 (page 6-91) the South Connector Road crosses Indian Creek on a hard meander. Meanders are an 
unstable part of a stream system and are constantly. eroding and shifting. The agency recommends that
the South Connector Road be shifted either upstream or downstream so that the road crossing is 
located on a riffle. The riffle portion ofa stream is the most stable part of a stream system. IDEM also 
recommends that the South Connector Road access be limited to the SR 45/SR 445 intersection. This 
will prevent development along the highly forested area between the interchange system and the SR 
45/SR 445 intersection which will minimize both indirect and cumulative impacts to aquatic resources. 
In regards to the other activities that will impact Waters ofthe State, IDEM recommends that you 
continue to look at avoidance and minimization measures as you finalize the National Environmental 
Policy Act process. 
-3-
~ 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this project. Should you have any questions 
about this letter, please contact JasonRandolph, ProjectManager, ofmy staffat 
317-233-0467, or you may contact the Office ofWater Quality through the IDEM Environmental Helpline 
(1-800-451-6027). 
810=ly, Q~JQ= 
Martha Clark Mettler ~ Deputy Assistant Commissioner Office ofWater Quality 
cc: Deb Snyder, USACE-Louisville, Indianapolis Field Office Robin McWilliams-Munson, USFWS
Matt Buffington, IDNR Kathy Garra, USEPA Region 5 Nathan Saxe, lNDOT, Jeremy Kieffuer, Bernardin 
Lochmueller and Associates 
-4-
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Christie 
LastName = Stanifer 
StreetAddress = 402 W Washington St, Room W273 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46204 
Email = cstanifer@dnr.in.gov 
Comments = Environmental Unit 
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W273 
Indianapolis, IN  46204-2781 
                                                                                 28 
October 2010 
 
Mr. Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana LLC 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, Indiana 47716 
 
Re:  DNR #11903-2: I-69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2 
Section 4 DEIS, FHWA-IN-EIS-10-01-D; Multi (Greene, Lawrence, Martin, Monroe, and Owen 
Counties) 
                   
Dear Mr. Fisk: 
 
        The Indiana DepartÂ¬ment of Natural ReÂ¬ sources 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. 
 
The Department agrees with the preferred alternative 2 (4A-2, 4B-1, 4C-2, 4D-1, Hybrid 
4E-1/4E2, 4F-3, 2G2 and 4 H-2), as it shows the greatest level of habitat avoidance and 
minimization. 
 
All alternatives will result in impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources; 
however, impacts should be avoided to the greatest extent possible.  Be prepared to 
demonstrate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacted resources.  The following 
are recommendations for potential impacts identified in the proposed project area: 
 
North/South Connector Road: 
We recommend that the intersection at the Greene/Monroe County line be reconsidered.  The 
South Connector Road will run through three of the I-69 mitigation sites and will bisect 
a large area of contiguous forest.  The North Connector Road will minimize impacts to the 
existing forest by skirting its northern edge.  The North Connector will still divide 
parts of the mitigation sites, but it appears to leave bigger areas of core forest intact 
or available for restoration. 
 
We suggest considering whether or not County Road 150N/Carter Road can be upgraded and 
utilized as an exit for this area.  Also, rest areas were not mentioned in the DEIS; 
however, we question if they are being proposed within this section. 
 
Noise and Light: 
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 

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 2:59 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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the spread of light and should be shielded so the light shines only on the highway and 
not up or out from the road. 
 
 
 
 
Letter to Mr. Fisk 
October 28, 2010 
Page 2 
 
Wetlands: 
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.  The use of bridges is recommended over culverts. 
 
Bridges and Culverts/Wildlife Crossings: 
Any new or redesigned bridges in areas of high wildlife use should incorporate design 
specifications that provide for wildlife habitat connectivity.  This includes an adequate 
space under bridges with unsubmerged 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.   If box or pipe culverts are used, the bottoms 
should be buried a minimum of 6" (or 20% of the culvert height/pipe diameter, whichever 
is greater up to a maximum of 2') below the stream bed elevation.  Crossings should span 
the entire channel width (a minimum of 1.2 times the bankful width); maintain the natural 
stream substrate within the structure; have a minimum openness ratio (height x width / 
length) of 0.25; and have stream depth and water velocities during low-flow conditions 
that are approximate to those in the natural stream channel. In cases where culverts are 
unusually long, consider using 
  grated culverts in order to allow for more light penetration. 
 
Riprap poses the threat of injury or death to wildlife trying to cross the bridge 
opening; 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. 
 
INDOT should continue to coordinate efforts with DNR to minimize impacts to the eastern 
box turtle.  Use results from turtle work in Section 2 to guide planning decisions in 
Section 4.  Include wildlife passage design at as many crossings as possible, 
particularly those in areas known to contain box turtles. 
 
Bank Stabilization: 
Establishing vegetation along the banks is critical for stabilization and erosion 
control.  In addition to vegetation, some other form of bank stabilization may be 
required.  While hard armoring alone (e.g. riprap or glacial stone) may be required in 
certain instances, soft armoring and bioengineering techniques should be considered 
first.  In many instances, one or more methods are necessary to increase the likelihood 
of vegetation establishment.  Combining vegetation with most bank stabilization methods 
can provide additional bank protection while not compromising the benefits to fish and 
wildlife.  The following is a link to a USDA / NRCS document that outlines many different 
bioengineering techniques for streambank stabilization:  
http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/17553.wba   (Choose Handbooks; Title 210 Engineering;  
Letter to Mr. Fisk 
October 28, 2010 
Page 3 
 
National Engineering Handbook; Part 650 Engineering Field Handbook.  Choose Chapter 16 
from next window). 
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Riprap must not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the streambed in a 
manner that precludes fish or aquatic organism passage (riprap must not be placed above 
the existing streambed elevation).  Riprap may be used only at the toe of the sideslopes 
up to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  The banks above the OHWM must be restored, 
stabilized, and revegetated using geotextiles and a mixture of grasses, sedges, 
wildflowers, shrubs, and trees native to Central Indiana and specifically for stream 
bank/floodway stabilization purposes as soon as possible upon completion. 
 
Channel Relocation: 
Channel relocations are not recommended, are difficult to design, and have a high 
likelihood of failure or permanent loss of habitat and function.  If relocation remains 
the best option after a complete examination of the possible alternatives and avoidance 
of impacts, mitigation plans must be developed.  Mitigation for channel relocations is at 
a 2:1 ratio and requires replacement of an equal or greater length of channel with 
equivalent or higher quality habitat, enhancing habitat along an additional length of 
stream equal to the length of impact, and protection of the relocated channel.  Habitat 
improvements include enhancing (invasive species removal) or replanting a minimum 35 foot 
wide woody or herbaceous riparian buffer strip using a mixture of grasses, sedges, 
wildflowers, vines, shrubs, and trees native to the area and specifically for stream 
bank/floodway stabilization purposes. 
 
Cofferdams: 
Any proposed dewatering should be detailed using the following guidelines: 
a)  Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written 
approval of the Division of Fish and Wildlife. 
b)  Dewatering should be limited to one streambank or side of the creek (at the bridge 
construction site) at a time so at least half of the creek is always flowing naturally.  
On larger streams, both sides can be dammed at once as long as the center of the channel 
is allowed to flow naturally. 
c)  Do not dewater directly into the stream.  Dewater into a sediment bag, into a roll 
off box, and onto a riprap apron or similar system. 
d)  Cofferdam materials and methods can vary.  Self-contained and encapsulated materials 
and methods are recommended.  Anything filled with water is better than soil- filled where 
there is a potential for leaking or failure of the system due to length of use or 
accidents. 
e)  Dewatering pumps should incorporate filters or bypasses to avoid injuring or killing 
fish and other aquatic organisms. 
  
Causeways / Runarounds: 
Any impacts to the waterway from the installation and removal of a temporary causeway 
must be reduced by the following: minimizing the amount of time the causeway is in place, 
reducing the temporary crossing width, using more and larger culvert pipes, placing 
filter fabric under the aggregate fill to reduce impacts during the removal of the 
causeway post construction, and by using larger size aggregate with no fines included.  
The use of temporary, easily removed structures such as timber mats should be considered 
before using causeways. 
Letter to Mr. Fisk 
October 28, 2010 
Page 4 
 
A justification for the necessity of the causeway must be provided with any permit 
application.  Ease of access from one bank to the other during construction is not 
necessarily a justification.  In many cases, the use of a causeway can be eliminated or 
reduced.  For example, if the bridge can be constructed from either bank, then a causeway 
might not be needed.   
 
If a causeway is needed, it might not need to span the entire channel.  It could extend 
from just one bank or the other, or both, such that at least one side or the middle of 
the channel can remain open/flowing at all times.  If the causeway needs to span the 
entire width, consider whether or not construction can be sequenced in such a way that as 
a portion of the bridge is completed, a section of the causeway can be removed. 
 
Karst Impacts: 
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According to the Survey of Karst Features Report, it was found that multiple karst 
features do have hydrological connections to the Section 4 alignment, including possible 
Indiana Bat hibernacula.  Additional information of recharge flow paths, runoff treatment 
procedures, and protocol for long term monitoring should be included in future submittals 
and on any Construction in a Floodway permit applications. 
 
Miscellaneous: 
Fish, wildlife, and botanical resource losses as a result of this project can be further 
minimized through implementation of the following measures: 
1)      Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of grasses (excluding all 
varieties of tall fescue), legumes, and native shrub and hardwood tree species as soon as 
possible upon completion. 
2)      Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior 
written approval of the Division of Fish and Wildlife. 
3)      Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat roosting (greater than 3 inches 
dbh, living or dead, with loose hanging bark) from April 1 through September 30. 
4)      Appropriately designed measures for controlling erosion and sediment must be 
implemented to prevent sediment from entering the stream or leaving the construction 
site; maintain these measures until construction is complete and all disturbed areas are 
stabilized. 
 
        Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service.  Please do not hesitate 
to contact Christie Stanifer, Environmental Coordinator at (317) 232- 8163 if we can be of 
further assistance. 
 
                                                                                 
Sincerely, 
 
                                                                 
 
                                                                                 J. 
Matthew Buffington 
                                                        Environmental Supervisor 
                                                        Division of Fish and Wildlife 
verifyCaptcha = 6T3JAB 
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RE: Request for Extension of Comment Period - I-69 Section 4 DEIS  

Robert.Tally@dot.gov [Robert.Tally@dot.gov]  

Mayor Kruzan, 
 
I received your request as did our HQ and I was asked to respond for both of us.  First, thank you for your inquiry and request.  I hope 
by now that you have received my August 13, 2010 letter responding to your request for an extension of the comment period for the 
Tier 2 DEIS for Section 4 of the proposed I-69 project.  If not, I have attached a copy for your records.  Please let me know if you 
have any further questions regarding this DEIS. 
 
Respectfully, 
Robert Tally 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Mark Kruzan [mailto:mayor@bloomington.in.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 12, 2010 3:34 PM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); mcline@indot.in.gov; FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Cc: Tom Micuda; Josh Desmond; Raymond Hess 
Subject: Request for Extension of Comment Period - I-69 Section 4 DEIS 
 
Greetings, 
 
I've seen requests from others concerning an extension of the comment period for the Tier 2 DEIS for Section 4 of the proposed I-69 
project, and I was asked to make a similar request. 
 
Given just the length of the document as well as the complexity, it seems to be a reasonable request to make.  I'm certain City and 
MPO staff would benefit from additional time to review and make meaningful comment on the draft. 
 
I'm not qualified enough to know the appropriate length of additional time necessary to fully review the document but any added days 
would certainly make a difference in the ability of the public and the public's representatives to have a genuine opportunity to 
comment, and I would appreciate that consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Mark 
 
Mark Kruzan, Mayor 
City of Bloomington, Indiana 
PO Box 100 
Bloomington IN 47402 
812.349.3406 

Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 12:46 PM 

To: mayor@bloomington.in.gov  

Cc: Jay.DuMontelle@dot.gov; Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov; Indiana.FHWA@dot.gov; Max.Azizi@dot.gov; Bren.George@dot.gov; 

Robert.Dirks@dot.gov; ExecSecretariat.FHWA@dot.gov; SSARVIS@indot.IN.gov; jstark@indot.IN.gov 

Attachments: Letter to Bloomington Mayo~1.pdf  (378 KB )
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OFFICE OF 

MONROE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


100 West Kirkwood Avenue 

The Courthouse Room 322 


BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 47404 


Telephone 812-349-2550 

Facsimile 812-349-7320 


Patrick Stoffers, President Iris F. Kiesling, Vice President Mark Stoops, Member 

August 17, 2010 

Michael B. Cline, Commissioner Robert F. Talley, Division Administrator 
Indiana Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Government Center North, Room N758 Indiana Division 
100 North Senate Avenue 575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

RE: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana Project, Section 4, Crane NSWC to Bloomington, Indiana 

Dear Mr. Cline and Mr. Talley: 

We, the Monroe County Board of Commissioners, are in receipt of your notice regarding the Tier 2, Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Section 4 of the 1-69 project. We appreciate your contacting our office for 
comments. 

Given the complexity of this issue as it relates to Monroe County and the surrounding area, we are respectfully 
requesting you allow the community an extension of 180 days to submit formal written comments to you regarding this 
project. There are many reasons for this request, namely; 

1) In previous discussions and documents regarding the interstate's impact on Monroe County's local road network, 
only a few local roads were proposed to be closed. With Alternate No.2, the preferred alternate, there could be as 
many as seven road closures to our network. The proposed closures have a considerable fiscal and safety impact on 
our road system for the traveling public given the redistribution of traffic. On the other side of this same issue, there 
are overpasses/underpasses that could be eliminated if a short road connection were made. Additional time is 
required to review and comment regarding this matter in order to make an improved and safer overall transportation 
network for the State of Indiana and Monroe County. 

2) Emergency response considerations must be reviewed with all local responders. This will include discussions with 
the fire departments, Sheriff Department, Bloomington Ambulance Service, to name a few. These agencies are 
paramount in the safety to the traveling public as well as the public's quality of life. Everyone deserves and expects 
these services to be available (n a timely manner when they are needed. This discussion needs to occur and we 
request additional time for these meetings. 

3) Drainage issues are a concern with storm water runoff from the interstate. While detailed drainage design will be 
incorporated into the final design of the project, review of the impact on our drainage systems, both roadway and 
streams, must be evaluated. Given the nature of design / build projects, we are not sure how the review will be 
afforded to Monroe County once the project is awarded. Language to include a review by the Monroe County 
Drainage Board during various stages should be afforded. If our concerns are overlooked, this would be another cost, 
both financial and environmental, to Monroe County that would take years to recoup if not addressed initially. 



Page two 
1-69, Section 4, Tier 2 letter 
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4) Environmental concerns, given the road closures and land disturbance, should be rev iewed thoroughly. As INDOT 
and FHWA are aware, the proposed road traverses through Karst areas which are very sensitive as it relates to ground 
water contamination, in an area that has wells that provide the drinking water supply to our citizens. Additional time to 
review the impacts of the interstate to storm water quality is needed. Air quality and noise impacts are another 
concern . In previous documents, INDOT studies have indicated neither will impact the community along the corridor. 
However, given the road closures and its environmental concerns, additional time to review these concerns should be 
given to the areas where redistributed traffic will traverse. 

5) Land use issues are a paramount concern with the construction of a new interstate. We have reviewed these 
issues in our State Road 37 Corridor Study report, submitted to the INDOT Planning Division, reviewed and approved 
by said division in April 2010 of this year. We need additional time to compare both documents for similarities and 
conflicts. 

In summary, we appreciate your offering the opportunity to comment on this matter and believe additional time 
is required in order to address the issues of the proposed ,interstate. Your favorable review of this request is 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Monroe County Board of Commissioners 

PS/IKlMS/ww 

Cc: Gary Fisk, DLZ Indiana LLC 
Sam Sarvis, INDOT, Deputy Commissioner, Major Program-Management 
Sen. Vi Simpson 
Rep. Matt Pierce 
Rep. Peggy Welch 
Mayor Mark Kruzan 
James Kennedy, Monroe County Sheriff 
Monroe County Plan Commission 
James Comerford, Monroe County Emergency Management Director 
Josh Desmond, Director, Bloomington I Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Van Buren Fire Department 
Indian Creek Volunteer Fire Department 
Bloomington Hospital Ambulance Service 
Monroe Hospital Ambulance Service 



MONROE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
and office ofthe 

MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
Courthouse - Room 306 

Bloomington, IN 47404 


Telephone: (812)-349-2560 / Fax (812)-349-2967 

http://www.co.monroe.in.lIs/planning 


August 18, 2010 

Michael B. Cline, Commissioner Robert F. Talley, Division Administrator 
INDOT Management Team Federal Highway Administration 
100 N. Senate Ave. Indiana Division 
IGCN- Room N758 575 N. Pennsylvania Street, Rm. 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, IN 46204 

The Monroe County Plan Commission requests a 180 day extension of the public 

comment period for the Tier 2 DEIS Study for Section 4 of the 1-69 Evansville to 

Indianapolis Corridor. The comment period is set to close on September 28th 
, 2010. We 

request an extension until February 20, 2011. 

Monroe County completed an 1-69 Corridor Study with the assistance of a planning grant 

secured from the Indiana Department of Transp0l1ation (INDOT). The purpose of this 

grant and Study was to aid our local efforts in planning for impacts 1-69 will have upon 

our local network of roadways and our land use polices. This effort was undertaken 

utilizing information provided by the Section 4 - Tier 2 DEIS Study project office and 

INDOT personnel. The completed Study was reviewed by Steve Smith at INDOT with 

only minor comment concerning the treatment of karst features. 

Based upon a preliminary review of the preferred alignment alternative provided in the 

released Tier 2 DEIS Study, we have identified significant alterations related to 

connectivity for our local roadways. These alterations differ significantly from any 

information provided by the INDOT subcontractor project office and INDOT personnel 

over the past several years. As a result we need additional time to review what we 

perceive to be major new impacts to the long term viability of our local roadway network, 

its currently planned improvements, emergency service provision, and recommended 

land use in the Section 4 Corridor areas. 

http://www.co.monroe.in.lIs/planning


We need adequate time to review and consider the potential environmental impacts on 

the significant karst features contained within the Section 4 Corridor in the southwestern 

part of Monroe County. We know from discussions with INDOT employees, agents, or 

independent contractors who were doing field work in this area that INDOT has compiled 

extensive data about these features. Given the comments of Steve Smith cited previously, 

we need adequate time to evaluate the Tier 2 DEIS with respect to our existing ordinance 

provisions for karst treatment. We must avoid a double standard for protection of these 

very sensitive natural features. 

Given our statutory obligations to manage land and property use in Monroe County, the 

existing case load, and limited staff availability, we urge you to provide additional time 

for us to address the disparity between the information provided when originally 

developing our own Corridor Study and that which is presented in the preferred 

alignment alternative. 

As a community we entered into the planning grant process in good faith so that we 

would be able to effectively plan for and mitigate the impacts of the 1-69 project. 

However, repeated requests for details regarding design changes (e.g. road closures) and 

details about potential karst impacts that could have prevented our need for additional 

review time were not addressed by INDOT personnel. As a result, the lack of 

satisfactory communication and coordination in the past now compels us to request 

additional time to review the Tier 2 DEIS Study for Section 4 of the 1-69 Evansville to 

Indianapolis Corridor. 

In view of the fact that Bloomington and Monroe County are the most heavily populated 

areas in Section 4 of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Corridor it would be prudent to 

clarify changes directly affecting these communities. Therefore, we request that INDOT 

conduct a public meeting in Monroe County for the purpose of obtaining spoken input 

regarding the disparity between the information provided by ThTDOT during the 

"development of the Monroe County 1-69 Corridor Study and the information now 

presented in the Tier 2 DEIS Study for Section 4 as the preferred alignment alternative. 



If you have any questions regarding this request, please do not hesitate to contact the 

Monroe County Interim Planning Director, Jason Eakin, AICP at (812) 349-2560. 

SinCerelY'~~ 

Kevin Enright 
President 
Monroe County Plan Commission 

cc: 	 Monroe County Board of Commissioners 
Gary Fisk, DLZ Indiana LLC 
Sam Sarvis, INDOT, Deputy Commissioner, Major Program Management 
Sen. Vi Simpson 
Rep. Matt Pierce 
Rep. Peggy Welch 
Mayor Mark Kruzan 
James Kennedy, Monroe County Sheriff 
James Comerford, Monroe County Emergency Management Director 
Bill Williams, Public Works Director / Highway Engineer 
Josh Desmond, Director, BloomingtonIMonroe County MPO 





City of Bloomington 

Office of the Common Council 


August 19, 2010 

Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E. 
u.s. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Division Administrator . 
575 W. Pennsylvania St., Rm. 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Dear Mr. Tally: 

The Bloomington City Council requests an extension of the comment period for the Tier 
2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 1-69, Evansville to Indianapolis 
project for Section 4 between Crane NSWC and Bloomington, Indiana [FFHWA-IN-EIS-10
01-0] . As this is a substantially voluminous document that directly impinges on the 
welfare of our community, we ask that the comment period be extended from 60 to 180 
days. Such extension will provide members of the public and their elected officials 
sufficient time to thoroughly review this study and offer meaningful comment. 

We request that the public comment period be extended for a number of reasons. First, 
the two-volume study is immense - Volume I alone is 4 inches thick. Secondly, the issues 
involved in this study are both extensive and complex. Lastly, new and critical 
information regarding this study has emerged subsequent to the release of the DEIS. As 
elected officials charged with protecting the health, welfare and safety of the community, 
we maintain that, given the document's length and complexity, a prudent review of this 
DEIS is not possible within the narrow time frame you have afforded. 

Both INDOT and the FHWA have stated that they value public input. Given this 
commitment to public participation, the Council's history of engagement with this 
project, the controversial nature of 1-69 and the systemic fiscal, social and 
environmental impacts of the project, 180 days for comment is only fair. 

401 N. Morton Street • Bloomington, IN 47404 : Phone: (812) 349-3409 • Fax: (812) 349-3570 


www.bloomington.in.gov 

e-mail: council@bloomington.in.gov 
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We await your prompt reply. 

Sincerely, 

Isabel Piedmont-Smith, President 
District V Representative 

J.~~ 

Susan Sandberg 

At-Large Representative 


~\~ 

~adWisler 

District II Representative 

illY0
5';;'ve VOI~ 
District VI Representative 

n 
/"

Chris Sturbaum 
District J Representative 

' ," 

Dave Rollo 
District IV Representative 

cc: U.S. Senator Richard Lugar; U.S. Senator Evan Bayh; U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency; Indiana Congressional Delegation; Indiana Representatives Matt 
Pierce and Peggy Welch; Indiana Senator Vi Simpson; Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels 



COMMENTS BY MS. ISABEL PIEDMONT-SMITH: 
 
Yes.  Thank you. My name is Isabel Piedmont-Smith.  I'm President of the Bloomington City 
Council.  And as you know, the Bloomington City Council and the Mayor have expressed our 
opposition to I-69 for many years.  (APPLAUSE) Basically, we have requested INDOT to 
extend the public comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement because really 
the period given is not nearly long enough to digest this huge mass of information that has been 
put out, so we respectfully ask for another few months for the public and elected officials such as 
ourselves to go through that massive document.  I have several questions and comments about 
the project, especially Section 4.  One, a big question mark for me and some of my colleagues is 
where is the funding coming from?  It has still not been clearly established.  And it's my 
understanding that when the estimated cost of a project exceeds $500 million as this section of 
the interstate does, the Federal Highway Administration must concur that there are adequate 
funds to cover the cost before they can give their okay.  So I'd like to know what is the answer to 
that?  Where is that money coming from?  In general, the priorities are backward in the state as 
far as spending on transportation.  We have bridges that are closed in northern Indiana and not be 
able to use by the people who live there because they cannot be repaired because all the 
transportation funding is going into this new terrain project.  So that, I ask INDOT to really 
closely look at your priorities and see that it is not the best interest of the residents of this state. 
(APPLAUSE) What about future changes?  We've seen in Sections 1 through 3 that there have 
been many changes made since the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was approved.  Are 
we going to get another chance to review prospective changes, especially when you're talking 
about karst landscapes as has been mentioned?  They are very difficult to build upon.  And so it's 
quite likely that changes might need to be brought forth, especially since the funding is not 
secure, and the State is looking to cut costs.  And so I implore you, if there are going to be 
substantive changes, it's only right that you let the public and public officials look at those before 
they go forward. (APPLAUSE)  



COMMENTS BY MAYOR DON BOWLING: 
 
Thank you, sir.  Am I doing this right? My only claim to fame is that I am the mayor of 
Loogootee, Indiana, and I happen to be the—the oldest-serving mayor in the State of Indiana. 
That's my only claim to fame. (APPLAUSE) I realize that this is a very controversial project, and 
a lot of people have very strong feelings on this, as I do.  I may have stronger feelings than I am 
prepared for here, but I do feel economically we need this road.  The times dictate that we have 
to have this road; for 70 years ago, this was a very rural and—and poverty-stricken area.  About 
that time Crane came in.  That's one reason I'm going to tell you I'm 82 years old.  Crane came in 
about 70 years ago, and we all know what happened then.  We didn't all benefit by good jobs at 
Crane, but we all benefited for what they did with the economy. Then about five years ago I was 
invited to be a part of the group that went to St. Louis to make the BRAC presentation, and let 
me tell you; I found out then that Crane was that close to being closed.  Through a lot of work by 
a lot of people, we did manage to save the base.  And one of the items that was brought out was 
that we were going to build 69.  I-69 was already on the drawing board; but it had been held up 
for years, and it was very important that I-69 be built. We needed a new transportation network, 
and I-69 would bring it.  It certainly brought it to the forefront at that time. We have to be ready 
to move into the 21st Century.  I would bet that most people here have a computer, and I would 
bet that they have moved from their first one to their second one.  That's progress.  And we're 
living in an age of progress. We have to move forward.  Economically, we need I-69.  We have 
to have I-69. 
 
 



COMMENTS BY VALERIE MERRIAM: 
 
Thank you very much for this opportunity.  I'm a school board member, Monroe County.  Most 
people don't realize that Monroe County School Corporation covers the second largest area in 
transportation in the state.  So any changes to our bus routes poses great problems.  We have 
over 430 square miles a day.  The Section 5 is going to be much more problematic to us than 
Section 4, but the number of limited access roads has tremendous implication for our 
transportation budget, which will necessitate increased tax levies.  And as you know, our 
Attorney General recently handed down an opinion that school corporations cannot charge for 
bus services.  This also as an impact on the amount of time that some of our students might be 
riding buses.  Right now we have students who ride 45 minutes to an hour.  I'm very concerned 
about the limited access and how we might be going through different--any number of roads, 
accesses, to get to overpasses, across the highway and continue our routes.  I read the Monroe 
County plan in July.  But I asked our transportation director, Mike Clark, if he had been 
contacted, and he had not when I asked him in August.  And I think that that's a real shame that 
those in charge of transportation in the schools have been left out of the process until now 
because they can truly identify the closures that are most important to them for the counties that 
they serve.  Thank you. 
 



COMMENTS BY CHERYL MUNSON: 
 
Thank you.  I'm Cheryl Munson, Indian Creek Township Board Member since 1995.  In August 
2006 the Indian Creek Community Association asked to have a township meeting about the plans 
for I-69.  People were given a chance to comment, and all who wished to speak had that chance.  
Afterwards a vote was taken to judge the sentiment. 100 people were for--100 people were 
against I-69.  Only one was in favor of the highway.  (APPLAUSE)  Afterwards the Community 
Association asked the Township Board to go on record, and they unanimously passed a 
resolution in opposition to I-69.  This is because the highway would impact families' homes, 
farms, forests, and the pocketbooks of the people in our area to a greater extent than in any other.  
We are not a rural area of large farms, but many small farms and residential lots.  Most 
households drive local roads to get to highways.  There will not be an I-69 interchange in the 
entirety of Indian Creek Township.  Families who use well water do not know the effects on their 
water supplies because changes in grade of the highway will bring, have not been studied or 
communicated to them.  INDOT chose the zigzag route through Indiana Creek Township that 
will place the highway over many karst features and underground streams and case systems that 
link them.  Highway construction in karst areas cost more than those on other land forms, so the 
plan for Section 4 is far more costly than it needs to be.  But additionally, karst landscapes are 
happening and will require more highway repairs.  Taxpayers of Monroe County will be paying 
not just for I-69's construction, but they will be paying for years to come for maintenance.  In 
addition to-- (APPLAUSE) --there are costs that will keep on costing taxpayers.  A very big 
cost— 
MR. CLARK:  I'm sorry.  The time has elapsed here.  I apologize. 
MS. MUNSON:  Thank you.  I'm sorry.  I didn't see the light. (APPLAUSE)  



COMMENTS BY MARK STOOPS: 
 
Thank you.  My name is Mark Stoops.  I'm a Monroe County Commissioner.  And for those of 
you from Bloomfield and Greene County, you may wonder why there are so many Monroe 
County and Bloomington officials here tonight, and that's because there is no public comment or 
public hearing planned for Bloomington.  And so I would appreciate--appreciate it if INDOT 
held a public hearing in Bloomington.  (APPLAUSE)  Also, like the City Council, the Monroe 
County Commissioners and the Monroe County Planning Commission have also officially 
requested an extension of the public comment period of 180 days extension.  And has anybody 
seen that DEIS?  The report is that thick.  (Uses hands to indicate thickness size).  And that 
doesn't even cover some of the very technical environmental reports.  So it's very difficult for us 
to analyze that data in a month and a half that we've had.  It's actually kind of ridiculous to 
assume that we could.  So, again, we'd appreciate the extension of the public comment period.  
The gentlemen mentioned that I-69 would be an economic development tool or bring economic 
development to some counties in southwest Indiana.  But according to the original I-69 studies, 
there is no difference between the amount of economic development planned in the next 20, 30 
years with I-69 or without I-69.  And I think you all know of some very poor counties and cities 
on current interstate routes.  An interstate is not going to 20 do anything to help the economic 
development situation and the economy in Greene County and some of these southwest Indiana 
counties. Again, Isabel, I think, got a hold of my speech before I came out here.  One of the big 
question, especially with Indiana's financial constraints now, is this the most efficient use 
money?  80 percent of our bridges are rated as deficient and unsafe.  And really, the bill for 
fixing our unsafe roads and bridges is about the same as the cost of I-69, $2 billion to $3 billion. 
MR. CLARK:  Mr. Stoops, I'm sorry.  The time has elapsed. 
MR. STOOPS:  I'm sorry.  My bad.  But anyway, I appreciate your time. 
 











FirstName = Daniel 
LastName = Sichting 
StreetAddress = 500 West South Street 
Address = P.O. Box 266 
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = dsichting@bsd.k12.in.us 
Comments = I represent Blomfield School District.  My name is Daniel A. 
Sichting and serve as the Superintendent of Schools.  I am concerned over 
the proposed closure of Co. Road 475 East.  This road is also referred to 
as Taylor Ridge Road.  Currently, we provide bus transportation to 
students on this road by utilizing County Road 600 East to County Road 450 
South to County Road 475 East.  This route will no longer be available due 
to the closing of 475 East at the I-69 right of way.  475 East will only 
be accessible from County Road 350 South (Mineral-Koleen Road). Buses and 
emergency vehicles will need to navigate a large hill to access 475 East.  
The slope and condition of the roadway and this hill will make this task 
virtually impossible during four or five months of the year.  
Additionally, 475 East houses the Taylor Ridge Cemetary.  Again this will 
not be accessible during times of the year.   
 
Bloomfield School District is also concerned about the loss of Assessed 
Valuation in the I-69 right of way.  A small corporation with only 
$154,000,000 dollars of Assessed Valuation, Bloomfield School District 
will be hit hard by any loss of A.V. 
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Section 4 Project Office 

3802 Industrial Boulevard – Suite 2 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

Phone: 812-334-8869  Fax: 812-334-2370 

 

 
 

PHONE RECORD 
 

 
Date: October 21, 2010 
Call From: Mr. David Doane, Director 
Organization: Greene County Ambulance Service 
Project: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 
Re:  DEIS Comments 
Account No.: 0461-1511-70 
 

 
Brief Summary:  
The purpose of the call was to offer comments on the I-69 Section 4 Tier 2 Studies DEIS. 
 
Mr. Doane would like INDOT to notify the Greene County EMS dispatcher of any road closures 
at least two weeks prior.  He also indicated a preference for keeping CR 215E and Mineral-
Koleen Road open.   
 
Mr. Doane had no other comments pertaining to the DEIS. 
 
 

 
The foregoing constitutes our understanding of matters discussed and conclusions reached.  Please review these items and 
advise the undersigned, in writing and within five (5) business days, of any errors or omissions. 
 

DLZ Indiana, LLC 
cc: INDOT, PMC, AR 

Tom Molt 
Name  

Environmental Scientist 
Title 

 





Linda Hollingsworth 

8383 S. Mt. Zion Rd. 

Bloomington, In 47403 

Phone 812-824-4981 

October 25th-2010 

To: Mr. Gary Fisk 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO Box 8464 

Evansville, In. 47716 

From: Linda Hollingsworth 

8383 S. Mt. Zion Rd. 

Bloomington, In 47403 

lndian Creek Township Trustee 

Monroe Co. In Phone: 812-824-4981 

Comment: I am very opposed to the closing of Harmony Rd. I realize that 169 is progress and I 

am not opposed to that. Harmony Road is one of the main roads from southern lndian Creek. It 

will hinder fire protection, police protection and the several bus drivers that use the road every 

day. It will also drop the value of property for those who will have to detour around the closure. 

This is not a short term disadvantage this will hinder generations to come. It will also be a 

disadvantage to all the farmers in this area. I hope you will take another count of the traffic on 

Harmony Rd. and please change your mind. 

Linda Hollingsworth 

lndian Creek Township Trustee 







FirstName = Cheryl  
LastName = Munson 
StreetAddress = Monroe County Courthouse 
Address = Room 306 
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = eshane@co.monroe.in.us 
Comments = October 27, 2010 
 
 
Mr. Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana LLC 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN  47716 
 
Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration-Indiana Division 
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
 
Mr. Michael B. Cline, Commissioner 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 N. Senate Ave. 
IGCN Room N755 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
   
Re:     DEIS (Tier 2) for the I-69, Evansville to Indianapolis project 
for Section 4 between Crane NSWC and  Bloomington, Indiana  
        FHWA-IN-EIS-10-01-D 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Monroe County Historic Preservation 
Board, which has been awarded CLG status by the National Park 
Service.  Under Section 106, our Board is a Consulting Party regarding 
I-69 in Monroe County, Indiana. We have available expertise in county 
history, architecture, survey, and evaluation of the historic 
significance of sites and structures for local designation and for the 
National Register of Historic Places.  
 
We have two general concerns regarding I-69 thorough Monroe County, as 
noted below:   



 
I.      Our board has consistently alerted INDOT to the presence of 
Virginia Iron Works (VIW) in the APE.  VIW is considered by our Board 
and many people throughout Monroe County to be a National Register 
quality historic district as a group of related sites (blast furnace, 
associated processing structures, iron mines, quarries, etc).  The VIW 
historic district extends a short distance over Monroe County’s 
western boundary into Greene County to include the Hardy Sparks 
Cemetery.  
 
Mr. Sparks was one of the 40 pioneer settlers who worked at the iron 
making complex. Given the scale of employment and operation, the VIW 
paid the highest property taxes in the county in the 1830s. 
 
In any other state, VIW would be a state park because of its historic 
importance. In Indiana, it is the only remaining iron works of the 
Pioneer era and so warrants special mitigation. 
 
Because I-69 will seriously detract from the quality of a visitor’s 
experience in this historic landscape and its related sites, we 
believe appropriate mitigative steps to be (1) acquisition of the 
historic sites for protection and use as a state or local historic 
park for the enjoyment and edification of people throughout the region 
and the state; and (2) intensive planning and planting of trees and 
other vegetation to comprehensively address the negative visual and 
noise impacts that will be generated from I-69.  
 
II.     It should be noted that rural southwestern Monroe County has 
recently lost historic properties at an alarming (and increasing) rate 
since the I-69 route was chosen.  In the 4 years time between historic 
property surveys there are 19 demolished historic buildings and one 
lost to fire in the part of the County that coincides with the Section 
4, I-69 APE (pp. 76-79).  Two of the lost historic houses were 
initially recommended by the 2004 survey as National Register 
eligible.  We believe they were actually in the corridor for the 
highway.  Some people have speculated widely about these two 
particular losses viz. I-69, and abound among people who live nearby. 
 
It is noteworthy that the loss of historic properties elsewhere in the 
rural parts of the county and far from the path of I-69 is not as 
great as it is in the APE of Section 4 of I-69, Monroe County. 
 
With 86 properties evaluated in 2004, the hard truth is the documented 
loss equals more than 22%, and this occurred in just a very short 
time!  Property owners and developers are already planning for I-69, 



and we are certain the intentional demolition of historic buildings 
near the highways path will occur in the APE and beyond as we progress 
closer to I-69’s construction.  There are undoubtedly more recent 
losses that we cannot enumerate at this point that are located close 
to, but just outside of the APE.  
 
This indicates that the APE has been too narrowly defined for a 
project of this scale. Given this unmitigated loss of historic 
properties, we ask that the APE be expanded and a thorough inventory 
done of the expanded area.  The expansion of the APE should extend to 
all possible intersections with I-69, and to the configuration of 
roads leading to those intersections.  We ask that you work not only 
with our County Highway Department but our Historic Preservation Board 
to redefine the APE. 
 
 
Regarding the Section 4 DEIS release, we strongly disagree with the 
findings regarding the effects on historic properties as follows: 
 
 
I.      INDOT proposes trees and other vegetation as mitigation for 
auditory and visual impacts on nation register eligible properties; 
however INDOT does not plan on owning the properties where the trees 
are located.  How can you ensure maintenance and perpetuation of 
mitigation areas?   
 
Given the proximity of I-69 to the National Register-eligible historic 
properties, the proposal of trees is not a feasible solution to 
address the certain auditory and visual impacts.  Shifting the highway 
further from the national register eligible properties is the only 
sensible solution to address these impacts.  
 
II.     We do not concur with the no adverse effect of visual and 
auditory effects for the Koontz House (Monroe County 45005), Stipp-
Bender Farmstead (Monroe County 35005) and the Maurice Head House (no 
Monroe County #).   
Koontz is located on a narrow rural road far from highways. We 
disagree with the mitigation of auditory impacts being achieved by the 
difference in elevation between the house and the highway.  The 
experience of members of our Board near highways with a configuration 
similar to what is planned for Koontz, is that the noise of large 
trucks especially on hills is much greater than the small increase in 
noise that has been estimated in the report.  
 
The same is true for the locations of the Stipp-Bender Farmstead.  



Here, it is also necessary to incorporate the intersection of SR 37 
North and I-69 South into planning and impact evaluation.  This was 
not done, since this particular intersection was eliminated from the 
design as a cost-saving measure.  Nonetheless, the intersection will 
be built someday, and so planning for it must take place now as part 
of the inventory and evaluation study.  The land for the ramped 
intersection at this location also needs to be purchased by INDOT for 
its eventual construction, so that other uses of the land do not 
preempt this connection. It is an understatement to relate that Monroe 
County has experienced problems dealing with ramped intersections 
added to 4 –lane highways (cf. SR 37). 
 
Specific to the Maurice–Head House, the 5.5 acre remaining tree stand 
referenced in the Section 106 Finding of No Adverse Effect report 
(Section 4, 800 11e) will not be owned or maintained by INDOT; 
therefore, its use as an adequate buffer cannot be guaranteed.  INDOT 
must acquire this buffer to ensure no adverse effects.   
 
III.    We wish to reiterate the lack of prior consultation that led 
to properties not being inventoried and evaluated as part of the 
Section 106 study. Had we been contacted the additional information 
study would not have designated a property as “NOT located” when in 
fact it is present. Our County Departments and Offices have detailed 
GIS records (Planning Dept.) and property information records relating 
to dates of construction and alteration (Assessor’s Office). 
 
Given the obvious missing data, the survey study is incomplete.  
 
IV.     The historic landscape of southern Monroe County in the 
Section 4 APE includes a number of dry stone masonry walls that are an 
important part of the historic cultural landscape.  The best preserved 
examples of these walls at the Ketcham Cemetery along Victor Pike are 
not even mentioned in the report.  Moreover, Victor Pike is a historic 
and scenic roadway in Monroe County.  
 
        This historic landscape warrants historic evaluation and 
mitigation of impacts.  
 
V.      For properties built between 1954-1967, there is a major 
omission in summary data on what properties were actually surveyed and 
inventoried that do NOT meet the criteria of contributing or higher 
status, and why.  Were these other 1954-1967 constructed properties 
overlooked? There needs to be a list of the OTHER 1954-1967 
constructed properties that are present in the APE (INDOT defined Area 
of Potential Effect), their addresses and photos, and why they are 



considered to be non-contributing as historic sites. 
 
Therefore, the survey study is incomplete.  
 
VI.     For properties built prior to 1954, there are multiple serious 
omissions.  Our County historic site survey lists 12 notable or 
outstanding properties and 3 contributing properties that are not 
documented in the I-69 surveys. The numbers for the notable or 
outstanding properties are: 
 
105-115-45001   N 
105-115-35044   O 
105-115-35045   N 
105-115-35047   N 
105-115-35050   N 
105-115-35060   N 
105-115-35061   N 
105-115-35064   N 
105-115-35065   N 
105-115-35066   N 
105-115-36025   N 
105-115-40053   N 
 
The numbers for the three contributing properties are: 
 
105-607-45039    
105-607-45036    
105-115-45063    
 
VII.    It is our understanding that staff of the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) office, as part of the Indiana Department 
of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation and Archeology 
(DHPA) is funded in part through INDOT or FHWA to evaluate highway 
projects for their impact on highway properties.  
 
How is it possible for professional staff working under this paid-by-
highways arrangement to carry out an INDEPENDENT review of cultural 
resource surveys and adverse effect determinations for highway 
projects?          
 
We believe that this funding relationship compromises the integrity of 
the historic preservation review process, as it presents a conflict of 
interest.   
 
Our Board stands ready to work with the historic properties study team 



for Section 4 to better evaluate the significance of and impacts on 
historic properties.  We want to preserve wherever possible not only 
the structures themselves but their setting, feeling, and 
associations, so that present and future citizens of the county may 
appreciate and enjoy their cultural heritage.  Please contact me or 
the Board Secretary, Erin Shane, so that we may work in partnership to 
this end.   
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Cheryl Ann Munson 
Chairwoman, Monroe County Historic Preservation Board 
 
 
CC:     Monroe County Board of Commissioners 
        Monroe County Council  
        Monroe County Historic Preservation Board  
        Monroe County History Center 
        Mayor Mark Kruzan, City of Bloomington 
        City of Bloomington, Historic Preservation Commission 
         Bloomington Restorations, Inc. 
        



OFFICE OF 
MONROE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

100 West Kirkwood Avenue 
The Courthouse Room 322 

BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 47404 

Telephone 81 2-349-2550 
Facsimile 812-349-7320 

Patrick Staffers, President Iris F. Kiesling, Vice President Mark Stoops, Member 

October 27,2010 

Gary Fisk 
DLZ, Indiana, LLC 
P. 0. Box 8464 
Evansville, lndiana 4771 6 

RE: 1-69, Section 4; DElS Comments. 

Dear Mr. Fisk: 

Please find attached a report prepared by the Monroe County Highway Department for the Monroe 
County Commissioners as it relates to the impacts of 1-69 in our County. Be advised that we have reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Section 4-, have discussed the latest alignments, potential road 
closures and impacts of the project with Bill Williams, Monroe County Public Works Director I Highway 
Engineer, in detail, and concur with the requirements, concerns and recommendations that are listed in the 
report. 

Therefore, consider the attached report the formal comments from the Monroe County Board of 
Commissioners on the DElS for Section 4 of the 1-69 project. We urge the lndiana Department of 
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration to favorably consider the information outlined in this 
report. 

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact us at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Monroe CowfBoard of Commissioners 

Enclosure 

Cc: Robert F. Talley, Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration 
Michael B. Cline, Commissioner, lndiana Department of Transportation 
Larry Wilson Monroe County Planning Director 
Bill Williams, Monroe County Public Works Director I Highway Engineer 
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Introduction 
 
This report was prepared to use as a directive for the review of the impacts the 
construction of I-69, Section 4, will have on the road system of the Monroe County 
Highway Department.  Unlike this Department’s review of Tier 1 and the 2005 review of 
Tier 2, which reviewed all roads in the entire 2 mile wide Study Band and, in some 
instances, discussed possible affects on the road network outside of that study boundary, 
this report will focus on specific access issues to the interstate and the proposed grade 
separations and/or closures being proposed at this time and the impact on the local 
transportation network, both vehicular and alternative, caused by these various 
alternatives.  It will also address other environmental issues such as drainage and noise, as 
well as construction concerns and phasing of the project. 
 
The report focuses on Section 4, from the Monroe / Greene County lines, with information 
provided to this office by the Indiana Department of Transportation and their consultant, 
DLZ, Indiana, LLC, specifically documents and maps titled “I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Section 4: Crane NSWC to 
Bloomington”, dated July, 2010.   
 
As with most projects of this magnitude, it is anticipated that additional comments by the 
Monroe County Commissioners and Monroe County Drainage Board will be afforded as 
the detailed plans are developed once a specific route is selected by the INDOT and 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration.  This is in accordance with current 
Federal Highway Administration rules and regulations.  We further anticipate being able 
to review and comment on the drainage impacts on our existing roadway drainage ditches 
and structures that a refined alignment will provide, thus the ability to review the impacts 
in accord with Monroe County Code Chapter 761, Monroe County’s Storm Water 
Management Ordinance, shall be required.  Given the possibility of a design–build 
contract for Section 4, as has been done with previous Sections, versus the design-bid-
build, which affords additional comments during the design period, timely coordination 
and review is necessary by all parties if the design-build process is used.  Monroe County 
Government agencies, such as the Highway Department and Planning Department, request 
to be advised of the design as it is developed.  This is necessary for coordination with 
emergency agencies, schools and other public and private agencies. 
 
As was stated in previous the Tier 1 and Tier 2 submittals by this Department and the 
Monroe County Board of Commissioners, we expect the Federal Highway Administration 
and the Indiana Department of Transportation to fund and construct frontage roads, grade 
separations and interchanges at critical locations in order to maintain a high degree of 
safety for the public and our emergency response personnel.  Previous Tier 1 and Tier 2 
studies indicated that the County transportation would remain as is however, in the Tier 2 
DEIS, road closures are proposed.  Most of those locations have been identified in this 
report, however, due to Monroe County being a County that is continuing to develop at a 
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rapid pace, this report is by no means conclusive and will require further study as 
construction plans are developed. 

 
Monroe County actively participated in the “I-69 Community Planning Program” and 
submitted a report to the INDOT which was found acceptable and approved by the 
Division of Planning.  Recommendations for improvements as it relates to the INDOT’s 
implementation of this project were detailed in said report and incorporated as a part of 
Monroe County’s formal comment as it applies to Section 4 of this project.   The report 
was unanimously recommended for approval by the Monroe County Plan Commission on 
July 20, 2010, and was formally adopted by the Monroe County Board of Commissioners 
on August 27, 2010 via Resolution 2010-20. 
 
There are three preferred interchange options in Section 4 between US 231 and State Road 
37, inclusive of these locations, of which the preferred alternates are supported.  
Additionally, however, for the safety of the traveling public that use this interstate, 
emergency access points should be provided for ambulance, fire and police agencies given 
their need to provide their services on this State-owned facility.       
 
Grade separations were proposed at Breeden Road, Rockport Road, Lodge Road and 
Tramway Road.  We suggest that a frontage road be constructed along Evans Road in 
place of the grade separation on Lodge Road, however, otherwise concur with the 
preferred alternatives at these locations.  Also proposed are closures of Carter Road and 
That Road.  Due to the low traffic volume and additional access to the west for Carter 
Road, we concur with this proposal.  We further concur with the west side of That Road 
but not the east side of That Road.  Also, additional public comments were sought on the 
grade separations at Burch Road, Evans Lane, Harmony Road and Bolin Lane. With the 
exception of Evans Lane, a proposed buy out of the affected parcels, we disagree with the 
closure of these roads.  Tier 1 and 2005 Tier 2 documents stated these roads would likely 
remain open.  A benefit cost analysis for said closures was not provided in the DEIS 
therefore, one was prepared and submitted as part of this report.  The analysis proves the 
economic benefit to the public for the construction of the grade separations.  Therefore, it 
is recommended that grade separations at these locations be constructed as part of this 
project in order not to effectively tax the traveling public with a detour around a closed 
roadway. 
 
This report will comment only on those Subsections in Monroe County, those being 4F, 
4G and 4H.  Comments will be further refined to the preferred alternates in those 
subsections. 
 
This report was submitted on behalf of the Monroe County Board of Commissioners.  
Comments regarding this report should be directed to Bill Williams, Monroe County 
Public Works Director / Highway Engineer, Courthouse, Room 323, Bloomington, 
Indiana, 47404, by calling (812) 349-2555, or by e-mail at bwilliams@co.monroe.in.us. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SUBSECTION 4F-5 
Monroe/Greene County line to 900’ east of Breeden Road 

 
1.  TRAFFIC STUDIES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - There is no supporting documentation / studies as 
it relates to road closures in this Subsection.  After a review of “I-69 Corridor Travel Demand Model: 
Technical Memorandum”, dated June, 2006, it was found that traffic modeling was not conducted on this 
Section.  Therefore, impacts on area County roads in which detoured traffic will be required to travel 
were not conducted.  This was questioned during the last Section 4 Community Advisory Committee and 
not addressed.  Increased traffic directed to substandard roads is not acceptable and should be addressed 
with this project for safety of the traveling public.  A chart denoting traffic crashes over a ten year period 
on the area roads is attached for your review.  Roadways, where permanently detoured traffic is to travel, 
should be accessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current Indiana Road Design 
Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IRDM’s criteria for the functional 
classification of the impacted road. 
A benefit/cost analysis of the possible road closures as outlined at the public hearing and in the DEIS is 
attached.  None were analyzed in this Subsection as the majority of the closed portion of the Carter Road 
users will continue to utilize Breeden Road as they do today.  We did not analyze any road that was 
determined to have a grade separation as stated by the DEIS.  Furthermore, we support the construction of 
a grade separation at Breeden Road as stated in the DEIS. 
 
2.  KARST - This area has Karst features that require avoidance and protection during construction.  
Erosion control measures shall be adhered to in order to protect these features.  Recommend that Monroe 
County Code Chapter 761, Stormwater Management, be applied (attached). 
 
3.  DRAINAGE - Flash flooding occurs on Breeden Road, south of County Bridge No. 95, from Indian 
Creek.  Impacts to the all bridges and drainage structures shall be evaluated for construction impacts 
during the design phase with a review by the Monroe County Highway Department.  All hydraulic studies 
and information regarding stormwater runoff impacts shall be available for review and comment as the 
detailed design plans are prepared in accordance with Monroe County Code 761, the Storm Water 
Management Ordinance.  This is needed in order to assess the capabilities of downstream structures to 
adequately handle increased runoff from this facility. 
 
4.  EMERGENCY SERVICES - Emergency response time will be hindered by closures in this 
subsection.  Given only one access being proposed in Monroe County, at State Road 37 along this 27 mile 
segment, emergency access points should be considered in order to improve this for public health and 
safety purposes.  
 
5. ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION - Alternative modes of transportation should be considered 
along this segment.  Many bicyclists utilize the road network in this area of Monroe County of which 
accommodations should be reviewed and constructed with grade separations.  Compliance and 
application of the INDOT’s Context Sensitive Solutions policies, which can further incorporate 
Bloomington Monroe County MPO’s Complete Street Policy, adopted January 9, 2009, and Monroe 
County’s Alternative Transportation and Greenways Plan, adopted by the Board of Commissioners via 
Resolution 2006-08, should be adhered to. 
 
6. CONSTRUCTION - Construction plans and phasing shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe 
County Highway Department with input from the Monroe County Sheriff Department and other 
emergency response agencies.  Coordination of construction related activities shall be provided until 
completed.  Routing of construction materials shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe County to 
assure weight limits and loadings are adhered to. 
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7. THOROUGHFARE PLANS - The Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan, adopted via Monroe County 
Ordinance 95-28, provides minimum standards for our roadways and the Functional Classification of 
each road segment.  New construction of County Road segments shall comply with the INDOT Road 
Design Manual as it applies to each road segment that is reconstructed within the footprint of the I-69 
environmental document.  Furthermore, if it is decided to close a road segment, cul-de-sacs shall be 
constructed at those locations that will provide for a vehicle wheel base of 50 feet to turn around.  This is 
necessary for emergency vehicles, highway maintenance vehicles, school busses and others that may need 
such an improvement.  Also, the Bloomington-Monroe County Long Range Transportation Plan shall be 
reviewed for compliance for coordination of improvements.  
 
8. SCHOOLS – With the closure of County Roads, additional impacts will be realized by the Monroe 
County Community School Corporation due to rerouting of busses in this area.  Communication shall 
occur with the MCCSC Transportation Department in order to minimize the additional costs of a 
permanent detour.   
 
9. NOISE ANALYSIS – This area is rural in nature.  Landscaping should be providing for minimizing 
noise impacts to this area.  Context Sensitive Solutions is mentioned in the DEIS with no formal 
application made to minimize noise impacts thus should be investigated further to minimize impacts. 
 
 

Subsection 4F-5 – Monroe/Greene County line to 900’ east of Breeden Road 

COUNTY  
ROAD NAME 

PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION 

FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICA-
TION1 

ADT  
ROAD 
WIDTH  

& SURFACE 

 COMMENTS /  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Carter Road / 
Green County 
Road 150 N 

Close  
 
Cul-de-sac 
proposed in each 
County. 

Local 96 
 

16 feet  
 

Chip & Seal 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic.  14 residences in 
Monroe County will use Carter Road to 
Breeden Road to SR 45.  Impacts to 
Greene County residents however will 
use SR 45 to the west with possible 
access to I-69.  This closure could 
inhibit emergency response given an 
interagency agreement via this route 
however other routes are available.   
Recommendations: 

1) Carter Road be widened to 20’ 
with 4’ usable shoulders per 
INDOT Road Design Manual 
from cul-de-sac to Breeden 
Road.   

2) The proposed cul-de-sac 
radius shall satisfy turning 
movements of up to WB-50 
vehicles. 

Breeden Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grade Separation Minor 
Collector 

890 
 

20 feet 
 

Bituminous 
surface 

 As is stated in previous studies, road 
will remain open to traffic as proposed 
in the DEIS.  This road segment will 
realize increased traffic use due to 
proposed / potential closures of Carter 
Road and Burch Road.   
Recommendations: 

1) Support Grade Separation.  
2) Breeden Road be widened to 

24’ with 6’ usable shoulder.           
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Breeden Road 
(continued) 

3) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road) 

4) Safety improvements to the 
intersection of SR 45 shall be 
made by the INDOT (currently 
planned) due to high crash 
rate.       

Other Road with Potential Impacts - Not Directly Impacted 
Carmichael 
Road  
 
&  
 
Rockeast 
Road 

No construction 
proposed. 

Minor 
Collector 

200  
18 feet 

Chip & Seal 
 
 

197 
18 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 While these roads will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to closures in Greene County, 
increases in traffic could be realized.   
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT should study this area 
to determine if an impact will 
occur and provide 
improvements if deemed 
necessary from the study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard.  

Tom Phillips 
Road 
 
 

No construction 
proposed. 

Local 50 
12 feet 

Chip & Seal 
 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, this roadway 
could realize increase traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct study as 
mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 

Graves Road No construction 
proposed. 

Local 50 
13 feet 

Chip & Seal 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, this roadway 
could realize increase traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct study as 
mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SECTION 4G-2 
900’ east of Breeden Road to 400’ west of Lodge Road 

 
1.  TRAFFIC STUDIES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - There is no supporting documentation / studies as 
it relates to road closures in this Subsection.  After a review of “I-69 Corridor Travel Demand Model: 
Technical Memorandum”, dated June, 2006, it was found that traffic modeling was not conducted on this 
Section.  Therefore, impacts on area County roads in which detoured traffic will be required to travel 
were not conducted.  This was questioned during the last Section 4 Community Advisory Committee and 
not addressed.  Increased traffic directed to substandard roads is not acceptable and should be addressed 
with this project for safety of the traveling public.  Roadways, where permanently detoured traffic is to 
travel, should be accessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current Indiana Road 
Design Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IRDM’s criteria for the functional 
classification of the impacted road. 
A benefit/cost analysis of the possible road closures as outlined at the public hearing and in the DEIS is 
attached.  Since Evans Lane is a proposed buy out of all affected parcels, it was not analyzed in this 
report.  We also did not analyze any road that was determined to have a grade separation by the DEIS.  
The economic analysis supports keeping open Burch Road and Harmony Road in this Subsection based 
on the results of the study.  Furthermore, we support the construction of a grade separation at Rockport 
Road as stated in the DEIS. 
 
2. KARST - This area has Karst features that require avoidance and protection during construction.  
Erosion control measures shall be adhered to in order to protect these features.  Recommend that Monroe 
County Code Chapter 761, Stormwater Management, be applied (attached). 
 
3.  DRAINAGE - Impacts to the all bridges and drainage structures shall be evaluated for construction 
impacts during the design phase with a review by the Monroe County Highway Department.  All 
hydraulic studies and information regarding stormwater runoff impacts shall be available for review and 
comment as the detailed design plans are prepared in accordance with Monroe County Code 761, the 
Storm Water Management Ordinance.  This is needed in order to assess the capabilities of downstream 
structures to adequately handle increased runoff from this facility. 
 
4. EMERGENCY SERVICES - Emergency response time will be hindered by closures in this subsection.  
Given only one access being proposed in Monroe County, at State Road 37 along this 27 mile segment, 
emergency access points should be considered in order to improve this for public health and safety 
purposes.  
 
5. ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION - Alternative modes of transportation should be considered 
along this segment.  Many bicyclists utilize the road network in this area of Monroe County of which 
accommodations should be reviewed and constructed with grade separations.  Compliance and 
application of the INDOT’s Context Sensitive Solutions policies, which can further incorporate 
Bloomington Monroe County MPO’s Complete Street Policy, adopted January 9, 2009, and Monroe 
County’s Alternative Transportation and Greenways Plan, adopted by the Board of Commissioners via 
Resolution 2006-08 should be adhered to. 
 
6. CONSTRUCTION - Construction plans and phasing shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe 
County Highway Department with input from the Monroe County Sheriff Department and other 
emergency response agencies.  Coordination of construction related activities shall be provided until 
completed.  Routing of construction materials shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe County to 
assure weight limits and loadings are adhered to.  Blasting should be coordinated with area limestone 
quarries in this area to prevent damages to mineral deposits at or near this subsection. 
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7. THOROUGHFARE PLANS - The Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan, adopted via Monroe County 
Ordinance 95-28, provides minimum standards for our roadways and the Functional Classification of 
each road segment.  New construction of County Road segments shall comply with the INDOT Road 
Design Manual as it applies to each road segment that is reconstructed within the footprint of the I-69 
environmental document.    Furthermore, if it is decided to close a road segment, cul-de-sacs shall be 
constructed at those locations that will provide for a vehicle wheel base of 50 feet to turn around.  This is 
necessary for emergency vehicles, highway maintenance vehicles, school busses and others that may need 
such an improvement.  Also, the Bloomington-Monroe County Long Range Transportation Plan shall be 
reviewed for compliance for coordination of improvements.  
 
8. SCHOOLS – With the closure of County Roads, additional impacts will be realized by the Monroe 
County Community School Corporation due to rerouting of busses in this area.  Harmony Road has a 
large impact on the community’s school bus routes.  Communication shall occur with the MCCSC 
Transportation Department in order to minimize the additional costs of a permanent detour.   
 
9. NOISE ANALYSIS – This area is rural in nature.  Landscaping should provide for minimizing noise 
impacts to this area.  Context Sensitive Solutions is mentioned in the DEIS with no formal application 
made to minimize noise impacts thus should be investigated further to minimize impacts. 
 
 

Subsection 4G-2 – 900’ east of Breeden Road to 400’ west of Lodge Road 

COUNTY  
ROAD NAME 

PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION 

FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICA-
TION2 

ADT  
ROAD 
WIDTH  

& SURFACE 

 COMMENTS /  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Burch Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grade Separation 
or Closed 

Local Road North of 
closure; 

405 
18 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 
South of 
closure; 

144 
15 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic.  The Van Buren Fire 
Department has a 24/7-manned fire 
station located 1.1 miles north of this 
crossing and should be provided an 
emergency access at this location.   
Recommendations: 

1) Benefit / Cost Analysis 
indicates an economic gain for 
the traveling public if a grade 
separation is provided at this 
location (see attached analysis 
+$5.95 million over 20 year 
period with construction of GS) 

2) Provide an emergency access 
only at this site for emergency 
vehicles to access I-69 via a 
proposed interchange due to 
the nearest access for 
emergency vehicles being over 
6 miles to increase response 
times. 

3) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road). 

4) Safety improvements to the 
intersection of SR 45 shall be 
made by the INDOT due to 
anticipated increase traffic from 
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Burch Road 
(continued) 
 

closures. 
5) Construction traffic shall not 

use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 

6) If it is determined to close this 
road, cul-de-sacs shall be 
constructed.  The proposed 
cul-de-sac radius shall satisfy 
turning movements of up to 
WB-50 vehicles. 

Evans Lane  Grade Separation 
or Closed 

Local Road 62 
10 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic.  The current proposal is 
to acquire almost all of the properties 
on this road as they are in the 
proposed Right-of-Way or will be 
landlocked. 
Recommendations: 

1) Acquire all parcels adjacent to 
Evans Lane as proposed. 

Harmony 
Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grade Separation 
or Closed 

Minor 
Collector 

1,565 
19 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic.  Due to this roadway 
being the main road used by the public, 
schools and emergency services, this 
roadway must remain open to traffic.  
Major detours in the southwestern 
portion of the County will be realized 
with this closure thus causing concerns 
for public health and safety. 
Recommendations: 

1) Benefit / Cost Analysis 
indicates an economic 
advantage for the traveling 
public if a grade separation is 
provided at this location (see 
attached analysis; +$43.8 
million over 20 year period with 
construction of GS).  Construct 
a grade separation at this 
location for continuity of traffic 
flow.  

2) Harmony Road be widened to  
      24’ with 8’ usable shoulder.           
3) Accommodations for bicycles 

shall  be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road) 

4) Safety improvements to the 
intersection of SR 45 shall be 
made by the INDOT (currently 
planned) due to high crash 
rate. 

5) Harmony Road is the direct    
      route from State Road 45 to the 
     unincorporated town of   
      Kirksville, a small, but active, 
      rural community. 
6) If it is determined to close this 

road, cul-de-sacs shall be 
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Harmony 
Road 
(continued) 

constructed.  The proposed 
cul-de-sac radius shall satisfy 
turning movements of up to 
WB-50 vehicles. 

Rockport 
Road 
 

Grade Separation Major 
Collector 

2,230 
18 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 As is stated in previous studies, road 
will remain open to traffic as proposed 
in the DEIS.  This road segment will 
realize increased traffic use due to 
proposed closures of Harmony Road.   
Recommendations: 

1) Support Grade Separation.         
2) Rockport Road be widened to 

24’ with 10’ usable shoulder.   
3) Accommodations for bicycles  

shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road) 

4) Temporary safety 
improvements to the 
intersection of SR 37 due to 
increased traffic shall be made 
by the INDOT due to potential 
closures of Harmony Road, 
Bolin Lane and That Road.  

West Evans 
Road 

Closed (west of 
Rockport Road – 
not County 
maintained)  
or  
Not Affected (east 
of Rockport Road; 
County 
maintained) 

Local ADT UK 
10 feet 

Bituminous 
surface  

(east only) 

 This road segment is proposed to 
remain open on the west side and 
closed on the east side of Rockport 
Road.  Twelve homes exist on the east 
side and three on the west.  The 
proposed Right-of-Way will take homes 
on the west side of Rockport. 
Recommendations: 

1) West Evans Road be widened 
to 20’ with 2’ usable shoulder 
from Rockport Road to Lodge 
Road. 

2) Consider eliminating grade 
separation and connecting 
Lodge Road to this 
improvement (subject to review 
of environmental concerns 
along this segment) and 
improving West Evans Road 
from Rockport Road to Victor 
Pike, both Major Collectors. 

Other Road with Potential Impacts - Not Directly Impacted 
Evans Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No construction 
proposed. 

Local 230 
14 feet 

Chip & Seal 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, this roadway 
could realize increase traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct study as 
mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
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Evans Road 
(continued) 

traffic safety hazard. 

Koontz Road 
 
 
 
 
 

No construction 
proposed. 

Local 340 
18 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, this roadway 
could realize increase traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct study as 
mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 

Mt. Zion Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No construction 
proposed. 

Local 227 
14 feet 

Chip & Seal 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, this roadway 
could realize increase traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct study as 
      mentioned above and  
      implement improvements if         
      deemed necessary from study. 
2) Construction traffic shall not 

use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 

Rockeast 
Road 

No construction 
proposed. 

Minor 
Collector 

197 
18 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 While these roads will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closures of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, increases in 
traffic could be realized.   
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT should study this area 
to determine if an impact will 
occur and provide 
improvements if deemed 
necessary from the study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard.  

Crum Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No construction 
proposed. 

Local 100 
16 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Burch Road 
and/or Harmony Road, this roadway 
could realize increase traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct study as 
mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 
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Crum Road 
(continued) 

2) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SECTION 4H-2 
400’ west of Lodge Road to State Road 37 at That Road 

 
1.  TRAFFIC STUDIES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - There is no supporting documentation / studies as 
it relates to road closures in this Subsection.  After a review of “I-69 Corridor Travel Demand Model: 
Technical Memorandum”, dated June, 2006, it was found that traffic modeling was not conducted on this 
Section.  Therefore, impacts on area County roads in which detoured traffic will be required to travel 
were not conducted.  This was questioned during the last Section 4 Community Advisory Committee and 
not addressed.  Increased traffic directed to substandard roads is not acceptable and should be addressed 
with this project for safety of the traveling public.  Roadways, where permanently detoured traffic is to 
travel, should be accessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current Indiana Road 
Design Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IRDM’s criteria for the functional 
classification of the impacted road. 
A benefit/cost analysis of the possible road closures as outlined at the public hearing and in the DEIS is 
attached.  We also did not analyze any road that was determined to have a grade separation by the DEIS.  
The economic analysis supports keeping open Bolin Lane and the east side of That Road in this 
Subsection based on the results of the study.  Furthermore, we support the construction of grade 
separations at Lodge Road (if found that Evan Road cannot be improved instead of the grade separation) 
and Tramway Road as stated in the DEIS. 
 
2. KARST - This area has Karst features that require avoidance and protection during construction.  
Erosion control measures shall be adhered to in order to protect these features.  Recommend that Monroe 
County Code Chapter 761, Stormwater Management, be applied (attached). 
 
3.  DRAINAGE - Impacts to the all bridges and drainage structures shall be evaluated for construction 
impacts during the design phase with a review by the Monroe County Highway Department.  All 
hydraulic studies and information regarding stormwater runoff impacts shall be available for review and 
comment as the detailed design plans are prepared in accordance with Monroe County Code 761, the 
Storm Water Management Ordinance.  This is needed in order to assess the capabilities of downstream 
structures to adequately handle increased runoff from this facility. 
 
4. EMERGENCY SERVICES - Emergency response time will be hindered by closures in this subsection.  
Given only one access being proposed in Monroe County, at State Road 37 along this 27 mile segment, 
emergency access points should be considered in order to improve this for public health and safety 
purposes.  
 
5. ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION - Alternative modes of transportation should be considered 
along this segment.  Many bicyclists utilize the road network in this area of Monroe County of which 
accommodations should be reviewed and constructed with grade separations.  Compliance and 
application of the INDOT’s Context Sensitive Solutions policies, which can further incorporate 
Bloomington Monroe County MPO’s Complete Street Policy, adopted January 9, 2009, and Monroe 
County’s Alternative Transportation and Greenways Plan, adopted by the Board of Commissioners via 
Resolution 2006-08 should be adhered to. 
 
6. CONSTRUCTION - Construction plans and phasing shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe 
County Highway Department with input from the Monroe County Sheriff Department and other 
emergency response agencies.  Coordination of construction related activities shall be provided until 
completed.  Routing of construction materials shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe County to 
assure weight limits and loadings are adhered to.  Blasting should be coordinated with area limestone 
quarries in this area to prevent damages to mineral deposits at or near this subsection. 
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7. THOROUGHFARE PLANS - The Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan, adopted via Monroe County 
Ordinance 95-28, provides minimum standards for our roadways and the Functional Classification of 
each road segment.  New construction of County Road segments shall comply with the INDOT Road 
Design Manual as it applies to each road segment that is reconstructed within the footprint of the I-69 
environmental document.    Furthermore, if it is decided to close a road segment, cul-de-sacs shall be 
constructed at those locations that will provide for a vehicle wheel base of 50 feet to turn around.  This is 
necessary for emergency vehicles, highway maintenance vehicles, school busses and others that may need 
such an improvement.  Also, the Bloomington-Monroe County Long Range Transportation Plan shall be 
reviewed for compliance for coordination of improvements.  
 
8. SCHOOLS – With the closure of County Roads, additional impacts will be realized by the Monroe 
County Community School Corporation due to rerouting of busses in this area.  That Road has a large 
impact on area school transportation.  Communication shall occur with the MCCSC Transportation 
Department in order to minimize the additional costs of a permanent detour.   
 
9. NOISE ANALYSIS – This area is rural in nature except nearing State Road 37 which is largely estate 
residential.  Landscaping or noise mitigation should be provided for minimizing noise impacts in the area.  
Context Sensitive Solutions is mentioned in the DEIS with no formal application made to minimize noise 
impacts thus should be investigated further to minimize impacts. 
 
 

Subsection 4H-2 – 400’ west of Lodge Road to State Road 37 at That Road 

COUNTY  
ROAD NAME 

PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION 

FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICA-
TION3 

ADT  
ROAD 
WIDTH  

& SURFACE 

 COMMENTS /  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Lodge Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grade Separation Local  140 
11 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic.  It is a dead end road, 
now and as proposed.    
Recommendations: 

1) Support construction of a 
grade separation at this 
location for continuity of traffic 
flow as proposed. 

2) Consider reconstructing West 
Evans Road to connect into 
Lodge Road, construct cul-de-
sacs at each end, and 
eliminate the grade separation.  
This is subject to 
environmental review.  
Consider improving West 
Evans Road from Rockport 
Road to Victor Pike, both Major 
Collectors. 

3) Lodge Road be widened to 20 
feet with 2’ usable shoulder 
width.  

4) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan. 

5) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
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Lodge Road 
(continued) 

and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 

Tramway 
Road 

Grade Separation Local  315 
19 feet 

Chip & Seal 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic as proposed in the DEIS. 
Recommendations; 

1) Support construction of a 
grade separation at this 
location for continuity of traffic 
flow as proposed. 

2) Tramway Road be widened to 
20 feet with 6’ usable 
shoulders or the current IRDM 
standards. 

3) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road). 

4) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads 
and the road width is 
insufficient and would create a 
traffic safety hazard. 

Glenview 
Drive 
 
 
 

Closed Local  ADT UK 
24 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 Previous studies indicated access 
could be severed due to the 
construction of a grade separation of 
Bolin Lane.  
Recommendation; 

1) Improve intersection of Victor 
Pike at State Road 37 to 
accommodate left turn storage 
and through movements.   

2) Construct cul-de-sac at the 
north end of Glenview Drive for 
a minimum of WB-50 to use. 

3) The intersection of Glenview 
Drive and Wheaton Court 
needs to be reviewed – as 
shown on the plans, there is no 
access to Wheaton Court 
which is currently served only 
by Glenview Drive.  A curve 
constructed between the two 
streets could mitigate 2) above 
and satisfy design 
requirements. 

4) Provide noise mitigation for the 
residents in this area via 
increased landscaping or 
sound walls.  Area likely to 
continue see residentially 
approved development. 

5) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads, 
creating a traffic safety hazard. 

Bolin Lane 
 
 
 

Grade Separation 
or Closed 

Local 875 
16 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 In previous studies, road was to remain 
open to traffic.  Due to this roadway 
being used by the public, schools and 
emergency services, this roadway 
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Bolin Lane 
(continued) 

must remain open to traffic.  This will 
create delays in response time for the 
Perry-Clear Creek Fire Department. 
Recommendations; 

1) Construct overpass as 
previously proposed.  Benefit / 
Cost Analysis indicates an 
economic advantage for the 
traveling public if a grade 
separation is provided at this 
location (see attached 
analysis; +$5.7 million over 20 
year period with construction of 
GS).  Construct a grade 
separation at this location for 
continuity of traffic flow.  

2) Improve intersection of Victor 
Pike at State Road 37 to 
accommodate left turn storage 
and through movements.   

3) Bolin Lane to be widened to 20 
feet with 6’ usable shoulders or 
current IRDM standards. 

4) If it is determined to close Bolin 
Lane, cul-de-sacs shall be 
constructed to accommodate 
turning movements for a WB-
50 vehicle on both sides of the 
closure area. 

5) Provide noise mitigation for the 
residents in this area via 
increased landscaping or 
sound walls.  Area likely to 
continue see residentially 
approved development. 

6) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road). 

7) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road, if not improved, 
as the roadbed is not sufficient 
for these loads, and the road 
width is insufficient thus 
creating a traffic safety hazard 
if used. 

Crop Circle 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not affected Local  ADT UK 
24 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 Previous studies indicated access 
could be severed due to the 
construction of a grade separation of 
Bolin Lane. The DEIS indicates this 
intersection with Bolin Lane is not 
affected. 
Recommendation; 

1) Improve intersection of Victor 
Pike at State Road 37 to 
accommodate left turn storage 
and through movements.   

2) Provide noise mitigation for the 
residents in this area via 
increased landscaping or 
sound walls.   
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Crop Circle 
(continued) 

3) Construction traffic shall not 
use this road as the roadbed is 
not sufficient for these loads, 
creating a traffic safety hazard. 

State Road 37 Interchange Interstate   Concur with the construction of an 
interchange at this location. 
Recommendations; 

1)  Provide noise mitigation for the 
residents in this area via increased 
landscaping or sound walls.   

Victor Pike Intersection 
unchanged with 
SR 37 

Local 800 
18 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 Previous studies indicated a need for 
further review.  Concur with the DEIS 
proposal to leave the intersection open 
to traffic. 
Recommendations; 

1) Improve storage lane lengths 
for both Victor Pike 
approaches to accommodate 
additional traffic caused by 
road closures, potentially Bolin 
Lane, and anticipated 
increased traffic to commercial 
site in the immediate area. 

2) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road). 

That Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

West side – closed 
 
East side – 
relocated with 
Section 5 
construction 

Major 
Collector 

West side 
725 

22 feet 
Bituminous 

surface 
 

East side 
3,600 
24 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 Discussions of That Road in Section 4 
were never reviewed until the DEIS, as 
it always has been in Section 5, 
however, closures were proposed with 
connection made to Rockport Road on 
the east side of I-69.  A closure without 
a completed frontage road on the east 
side will cause long detours and 
response times for emergency 
agencies, shift traffic to other roadways  
for the public, school systems, and 
others.   
Recommendations; 

1) Study movements and area to 
accommodate keeping this 
intersection open until frontage 
roads can be constructed on 
east side of interstate as 
proposed with Section 5 of I-
69. 

Or;  
2) Leave east side open to traffic 

for SR 37 northbound & 
southbound movements until 
the frontage road to Rockport 
Road can be constructed.  A 
Benefit / Cost Analysis 
indicates an economic 
advantage for the traveling 
public if this intersection is to 
remain open on the east side 
(see attached analysis; +$30.6 
million location over 20 year 
period with construction).  If it 
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That Road 
(continued) 

is determined to close Bolin 
Lane, cul-de-sacs shall be 
constructed to accommodate 
turning movements for a WB-
50 vehicle on both sides of the 
closure area. 

3) West side improvements; 
a) Construct a cul-de-sac 

at the east end of That 
Road for a minimum of 
WB-50 to use. 

b) Improve storage lane 
lengths for both 
Rockport Road 
approaches to 
accommodate 
additional traffic 
caused by road 
closures and 
anticipated increased 
traffic. 

4) Accommodations for bicycles 
shall be made per Monroe 
County Alternative 
Transportation Plan (on-road). 

Other Road with Potential Impacts - Not Directly Impacted 
Dillman Road No construction 

proposed. 
Local 575 

17 feet 
Bituminous 

surface 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Bolin Lane, 
this roadway could realize increased 
traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct a traffic 
study as mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not  
      use this road as the roadbed is 
      not sufficient for these loads       
      and the road width is  
      insufficient and would create a 
      traffic safety hazard. 

Church Lane No construction 
proposed. 

Local 2,302 
19 feet 

Bituminous 
surface 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of Bolin Lane, 
this roadway could realize increase 
traffic. 
Recommendations: 

1) INDOT to conduct traffic study 
as mentioned above and 
implement improvements if 
deemed necessary from study. 

2) Construction traffic shall not  
      use this road as the roadbed is 
      not sufficient for these loads       
      and the road width is  
      insufficient and would create a 

             traffic safety hazard. 
Rogers Street 
 
 

No construction 
proposed. 

Major 
Collector 

5,790 
19 feet 

Bituminous 

 While this road will not be closed or 
directly impacted with construction, due 
to the potential closure of That Road 
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Rogers Street 
(continued) 

surface on the east side of SR 37, this roadway 
will realize additional traffic. 
Recommendations; 

1) INDOT to conduct traffic study   
      as mentioned above and  
      implement improvements if  

            deemed necessary from study. 
 
 
 
Attachments 

1) I-69 Planning Community Planning Grant report titled “Monroe County State Road 37 
Corridor Plan”, dated February, 2010. 

2) Monroe County Code 761, Stormwater Ordinance 
3) Monroe County Ordinance 95-28, Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan,  
4) MCHD Drainage Engineer’s Memo, dated August 27, 2010 
5) Monroe County – Benefit/Cost Analysis of Potential Road Closures 
6) Monroe County Crash History in I-69, Section 4 Area 
 

                                                 
1 The Monroe County Functional Classification of each road segment is referenced in this column.  Said classification was 
publicly conducted via four public hearings and codified by Ordinance 95-28. 
2 The Monroe County Functional Classification of each road segment is referenced in this column.  Said classification was 
publicly conducted via four public hearings and codified by Ordinance 95-28. 
3 The Monroe County Functional Classification of each road segment is referenced in this column.  Said classification was 
publicly conducted via four public hearings and codified by Ordinance 95-28. 



RESOLUTION NO. 2010-_0---,=2..=--_

RESOLUTION OF THE GREENE COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION APPROVING THE CREATION OF

AN OVERPASS FOR CR 215 EAST

WHEREAS, the Indiana Department of Transportation recently released a list of roads in
Greene County, Indiana, that will be affected by the construction of Interstate 69; and

WHEREAS, the current plans call for the construction of an over pass for County Road
200 East and for the path of I-69 to cut through County Road 215 East, eliminating CR 215 E as
a Northerly thoroughfare for local traffic; and

WHEREAS, County Road 215 East constitutes a major thoroughfare utilized by police,
fire, and other emergency vehicles, as well as local traffic; while county Road 200 East is not
utilized as a major thoroughfare, and does not connect to other major thoroughfares within the
county; and

WHEREAS, the closing of county Road 215 East to through traffic will cause delays and
disruptions by police, fire, and other emergency vehicles in responding to county emergencies;
and

WHEREAS, the closing of County Road 200 East to through traffic will cause only
minimal disruption to current traffic patterns and routes utilized by emergency services, and will
likewise have minimal impact upon the economic development occurring in the WestGate @
Crane Technology Park;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:

The Greene County Economic Development Corporation opposes the closing of County
Road 215 East to through traffic, and urges the Indiana Department of Transportation to alter the
proposed plan for Section 4 of Interstate 69 so as to include an overpass or underpass for County
Road 215 East.

ADOPTED this ~ day of October, 2010.

GREENE COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
CORPORA TION

By: tL ~
Brian Sparks, resident

Attest: ~D+.~u..~.?
Dere ROllison, Secretary





 

401 N. Morton Street ▪ Suite 160 ▪ PO Box 100 ▪ Bloomington, IN 47402 ▪ Ph: (812) 349-3423 ▪ Fx: (812) 349-3535 
www.bloomington.in.gov/mpo ▪ mpo@bloomington.in.gov 

 
October 28, 2010 
 
Mr. Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana LLC 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 
 
RE:  Public Comment on the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Section 4 of I-69 
 
Mr. Fisk, 
 
Please accept this letter and attachments as the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s (BMCMPO) written public comment for the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Section 4 of I-69 (DEIS).  The BMCMPO seeks clear, understandable, and accountable decisions regarding the 
development and implementation of I-69.  The BMCMPO requests the following issues be addressed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and ensuing Record of Decision (ROD):     
 
Traffic and Safety Mitigation:  The FEIS should address mitigation strategies to improve the safety of 
dangerous intersections within the BMCMPO MPA.  
 
Section 4 of I-69 will significantly impact the BMCMPO’s Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), even though less 
than 2 miles are within the current MPA.  This is because a completed four-lane divided highway will now exist, 
where once there was none, between Evansville and the Canadian border.  This connection will bring increased 
traffic onto a facility which already has noteworthy safety issues.   
 
This concern is particularly salient because there currently is no identified implementation schedule for Section 5 
of I-69. While it is understood that Section 5 will attempt to address dangerous intersections within its project 
boundaries, the absence of an implementation schedule provides no assurance that these improvements will be 
made in the foreseeable future.  This is worrisome because many dangerous intersections within the BMCMPO 
MPA will have to accommodate the pressures of increased traffic upon the completion of Section 4.   
 
Therefore, the BMCMPO requests that the FEIS address mitigation strategies to improve the safety of these 
dangerous intersections within the BMCMPO MPA even in the absence of full Section 5 construction.  This 
request is in keeping with Goal 4 of the “Purpose and Need, I-69 between Evansville and Indianapolis” of the 
DEIS (p. 2-2), “[to] Reduce traffic safety problems.”  
 
Specifically, the following locations have been consistently identified as some of the most dangerous 
intersections in Monroe County and the State of Indiana: 

 State Road 37 and Vernal Pike – Support documentation:  Indiana 2007 Five-Percent Report 
(Attachment A); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2003-2006 (Attachment B); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 
2005-2007 (Attachment C); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2006-2008 (Attachment D);  BMCMPO Crash 
Report CY 2007-2009 (Attachment E) 

 State Road 37 and Bloomfield Rd. – Support documentation: BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2003-2006 
(Attachment B); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2005-2007 (Attachment C); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 
2006-2008 (Attachment D);  BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2007-2009 (Attachment E) 

 State Road 37 and State Road 48/3rd Street - Support documentation: Indiana 2008 Five-Percent 
Report (Attachment F); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2003-2006 (Attachment B); BMCMPO Crash 
Report CY 2005-2007 (Attachment C); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2006-2008 (Attachment D);  
BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2007-2009 (Attachment E) 

 State Road 37 and Tapp Road - Support documentation: BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2003-2006 
(Attachment B); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2005-2007 (Attachment C); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 
2007-2009 (Attachment E) 
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 State Road 37 and Dillman Road - Support documentation: Indiana 2007 Five-Percent Report 
(Attachment A); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2003-2006 (Attachment B); BMCMPO Crash Report CY 
2007-2009 (Attachment E) 

 State Road 37 and Victor Pike – Support documentation: BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2006-2008 
(Attachment D);   

 State Road 37 and S. Old State Road 37 – Support Documentation: BMCMPO Crash Report CY 2007-
2009 (Attachment E); 

 State Road 37 and W. Fullerton Pike – Support Documentation: Indiana 2009 Five-Percent Report 
(Attachment F) 

  
Traffic and Air Quality:  The FEIS should provide further investigation of the effects of I-69 on the air 
quality of Monroe County.  
 
The DEIS states, “Because Bloomington and Monroe County are attainment areas for the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS), there are no air quality conformity analysis requirements applicable to Bloomington 
and Monroe County” (p. 5-231).  This determination seems shortsighted and represents a failure to demonstrate 
that air quality within the Monroe County will not be adversely affected in the long-term by the increased traffic 
expected along I-69. 
 
According to the Indiana Department of Environmental Protection, “Recent research indicates that the largest 
sources of air toxics emissions are vehicles like cars and trucks” 1.  There is no debate that Section 4 of I-69 is 
anticipated to generate additional traffic.  Table 5.6-6 of the DEIS (p. 5-198) shows significant increases to 
average daily traffic (ADT) over existing conditions.  For example SR 37 and Tapp Road is expected to 
experience more than a doubling in traffic between 2007 and 2030, even if Sections 5 and 6 are not 
constructed.  The BMCMPO’s Travel Demand Model (TDM) developed in 2005/2006 by Bernardin, 
Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. shows even higher ADT projections for the I-69 corridor (Attachment H).  
 
Furthermore, the Particulate Matter 2.5 air quality monitor located in Monroe County indicates that 73 days of 
342 days monitored (or 21%) between October 2009 and September 2010 exceeded the annual NAAQ 
standard for fine particulate (Attachment I).  It is acknowledged that these current levels indicate that the 
BMCMPO is not in danger of becoming a nonattainment area.  However, the BMCMPO would like reassurance 
that Section 4 of I-69 will not push the BMCMPO closer to noncompliance with the Clean Air Act.  For this 
reason, the BMCMPO asks that the FEIS provide further investigation and analysis of the effects of I-69 on the 
air quality of Monroe County.   
 
Non-motorized Transportation:  The FEIS should better document the accommodations for non-
motorized transportation, especially the inclusion of a multi-use trail into the project. 
 
Multi-modal transportation has long been a priority for the BMCMPO, Monroe County, and the City of 
Bloomington.  Unfortunately, the DEIS does not adequately address accessible, non-motorized transportation or 
identify adequate provisions for bicyclists, pedestrians, or users of mass transit.  In particular, the absence of an 
identified multi-use trail to be incorporated as part of I-69 is a noteworthy omission.  This seems contrary to 
federal, state, and local policy.   
 
Support for a trail along the I-69 corridor is documented in the following policies and plans: 

 United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Accommodation which states, “The DOT policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and 
bicycling facilities into transportation projects” (Attachment J). 

 Indiana’s comprehensive trail plan, “Hoosiers on the Move,” identifies a trail along I-69 as a “priority 
visionary trail” (Attachment K).   

 The Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways System Plan identifies a “freeway 
greenway opportunity” along I-69 (Attachment L). 

 The BMCMPO’s 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan states that “A multi-use path along State Road 
37/Interstate I 69 should be constructed from Morgan County to Lawrence County (SR 37) and/or 

                                                      
1 Source:  http://www.in.gov/idem/6544.htm (accessed 10/25/10) 
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List of Attachments 
 A – Indiana 2007 Five-Percent Report (p. 13) 

B – BMCMPO Crash Report Calendar Years 2003 through 2006 (p. 7) 
 C – BMCMPO Crash Report Calendar Years 2005 through 2007 (p. 9) 
 D – BMCMPO Crash Report Calendar Years 2006 through 2008 (p. 10) 
 E – BMCMPO Crash Report Calendar Years 2007 through 2009 (p. 10) 
 F – Indiana 2008 Five-Percent Report (p. 4 of 8) 
 G – Indiana 2009 Five-Percent Report (p. 28)  
 H – Bloomington/Monroe County Travel Demand Model year 2030 Alternative 5 – Run 2 

I – Aggregated data from the CAMS 69 (Bloomington) PM 2.5 Air monitoring station between October 
2009 and September 2010 
J - United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations 
K - Hoosiers on the Move (p. 15) 
L - The Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways System (p. 3.22-.23, 3.43-.45) 
M - The BMCMPO 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (p 66). 
N - The BMCMPO 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (p 23). 
O – Letter from Karen Ryg dated 1/24/05 

 
 
 



Table 2  Intersections and interchanges in Indiana 2007 Five-Percent Report (sorted by county) 
 

Location City County 
No. 

Fatal 
Crashes 
(FTC) 

No. 
Incapa-
citating 
Injury 

Crashes 
(IINC) 

No. Non-
Incapa-
citating 
Injury 

Crashes 
(NINC) 

No. 
Property-
Damage-

Only 
Crashes 
(PDC) 

No. Fatal 
and 

Injury 
Crashes 

(IFC) 

No. 
Persons 

Killed 
(FTP) 

No. 
Persons 
Seriously 
Injured 
(IINP) 

Index 
of 

Crash 
Loss (I) 

No. Fatal 
and 

Incapa-
citating 
Injury 

Crashes 
(FTIINC) 

No. 
Persons 
Killed or 
Seriously 
Injured 
(FTINP) 

Inter-
section ID 
(INT_ID) 

SR 930 (Coliseum Blvd) at 
Crescent Av, 2.2 miles east of US 
27 

Fort Wayne  Allen 0 4 17 85 21 0 5 3.59 4 5 11116 

SR 930 (Coliseum Blvd) at 
Coldwater Rd, 0.7 mile east of US 
27 

Fort Wayne  Allen 1 2 32 117 35 1 4 4.97 3 5 10664 

SR 930 (Coliseum Blvd) at 
Goshen Rd, 0.4 mile southeast of 
I-69 

Fort Wayne  Allen 0 2 13 68 15 0 3 4.54 2 3 10836 

US 27 (Lafayette St) at Main St, 
2.8 miles south of SR 930 Fort Wayne  Allen 0 2 18 63 20 0 4 4.26 2 4 13039 

SR 930 (Coliseum Blvd) at Clinton 
St, 1.1 miles east of US 27 Fort Wayne  Allen 1 1 23 92 25 1 2 3.76 2 3 10674 

US 31 at 10th St at Taylor Rd, 3.3 
miles north of SR 46 Columbus  Bartholomew 1 1 16 44 18 1 1 3.76 2 2 21583 

SR 18 at CR CR 400W/CR 1200E 
(Grant-Blackford county line), 5.5 
miles east of I-69 

NA Blackford 0 2 6 15 8 0 2 3.19 2 2 27173 

SR 62 at Decker Ln, 4.2 miles 
northeast of SR 3, near 
Charleston 

NA Clark  2 0 10 17 12 2 1 3.59 2 3 51386 

SR 257 at old US 50 (National St) 
at Wolf St Washington  Daviess 0 3 16 23 19 0 3 5.51 3 3 70664 

SR 8 at Grandstaff Dr Auburn  DeKalb 0 2 17 84 19 0 3 5.56 2 3 90994 
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ATTACHMENT A:  Indiana 2007 Five-Percent Report Available online:
http://www.in.gov/indot/3068.htm



Table 2 continues 
              

SR 9 at 5th St Anderson  Madison  1 2 16 55 19 1 2 3.19 3 3 260789 

SR 135 at Southport Rd Indianapolis  Marion  1 6 16 45 23 1 7 3.44 7 8 296638 

US 31 at Thompson Rd Indianapolis  Marion  0 5 30 80 35 0 5 3.55 5 5 296806 

US 36 (Pendleton Pike) at 
Franklin Rd, 0.5 mile northeast of 
I-465 East Leg 

Indianapolis  Marion  1 2 28 68 31 2 5 3.78 3 7 274653 

US 40 at Raceway Rd Indianapolis  Marion  0 2 40 91 42 0 2 7.09 2 2 174154 

US 36 (Pendleton Pike) at Post 
Rd, 1.6 miles east of I-465 East 
Leg 

Indianapolis  Marion  0 2 29 58 31 0 3 4.53 2 3 274966 

US 36 (Rockville Rd) at Girls 
School Rd Indianapolis  Marion  0 2 28 172 30 0 2 4.52 2 2 291100 

SR 135 at Johnson-Marion 
County Line Rd 

Indianapolis, 
Greenwood Marion  1 1 19 64 21 1 1 3.69 2 2 204269 

US 52 at Post Rd Indianapolis  Marion  1 1 11 31 13 1 1 3.33 2 2 290158 

US 36 at High School Rd Indianapolis  Marion  0 2 31 104 33 0 2 3.05 2 2 289727 

US 30 at Oak Road, 3.1 miles 
west of US 31 Plymouth  Marshall  1 1 15 42 17 1 1 4.3 2 2 301405 

SR 37 at Dillman Rd, 4.2 miles 
south of SR 45 west junction NA Monroe  1 2 14 13 17 1 2 3.59 3 3 319704 

SR 37 at Vernal Pike Bloomington  Monroe  0 2 32 56 34 0 2 5.57 2 2 311409 

SR 45 at Curry Pike/Leonard 
Springs Rd Bloomington  Monroe  0 2 15 36 17 0 4 3.72 2 4 315343 
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ATTACHMENT A:  Indiana 2007 Five-Percent Report Available online:
http://www.in.gov/indot/3068.htm

hessr
Highlight



 

   
 

7 

Many of the intersections that were problematic in 2006 have been associated with higher crash frequency for several 
years. For instance, the intersection of State Road 37 & Vernal Pike is consistently the worst intersection in Monroe 
County in terms of the overall number of crashes, averaging approximately 50 crashes annually (Table 3; see appendix 
Figure A1 for a corresponding map of total crashes by location and Figure A4 for an aerial photo of State Road 37 & 
Vernal Pike).  
 
Table 3. Total Crashes by Location, 2003-2006  

2003 2004 2005 2006

1 State Road 37 & Vernal Pike 50 50 47 52 199

2 Bloomfield Road & State Road 37 44 46 46 38 174

3 3rd Street & State Road 45/46 Bypass 50 43 36 29 158

4 Country Club Drive & Walnut Street 41 35 41 30 147

5 10th Street & State Road 45/46 Bypass 33 36 36 39 144

6 3rd Street & State Road 37 33 49 35 26 143

7 State Road 45/46 Bypass & Walnut Street 32 42 18 25 117

8 3rd Street & Jordan Avenue 23 29 39 22 113

9 10th Street & Jordan Avenue 25 27 28 29 109

10 3rd Street & Liberty Drive 21 29 32 26 108

11 3rd Street & Curry Pike 24 31 27 10 92

12 3rd Street & Gates Drive 24 32 18 18 92

13 3rd Street & Smith Road 15 26 16 23 80

14 10th Street & College Avenue 21 15 27 11 74

15 17th Street & Fee Lane 26 19 12 17 74

16 3rd Street & Kingston Drive 8 29 20 12 69

17 13th Street & Indiana Avenue 17 21 14 15 67

18 Atwater Avenue & Henderson Street 16 17 16 18 67

19 State Road 37 & Tapp Road 13 20 17 14 64

20 3rd Street & Washington Street 16 21 13 13 63

21 Leonard Springs Road & State Road 45 15 16 18 14 63

22 10th Street & Fee Lane 17 18 8 19 62

23 3rd Street & College Avenue 22 10 12 18 62

24 3rd Street & Pete Ellis Drive 15 17 12 17 61

25 Dillman Road & State Road 37 20 15 12 14 61

Rank Location 4-Year Total
Year

 
 
In addition to the total number of crashes, the frequency of crashes compared to the number of vehicles entering the 
intersection is an important consideration. This allows the crash tendency of intersections to be compared without the 
influence of traffic volume.  In 2006, the intersection of 13th Street & Indiana Avenue had the worst crash rate from this 
perspective, with close to five crashes per million vehicles entering the intersection (Table 4, appendix Figures A2, A5).5 

                                                 
5 The Crashes per Million Entering Vehicles Rate (MEV) is calculated as follows: (Annual number of crashes * 1,000,000) / (Average 
Daily Traffic*365). Average Daily Traffic was obtained using the Bloomington/Monroe County Travel Demand Model.   

ATTACMENT B: BMCMPO Crash Report Calendar Year 2003 through 2006 Available online:
http://bloomington.in.gov/clearinghouse
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Issued: May 2009  
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Table 2. Total Crashes Ranked by Location from 2005-2007 

2005 2006 2007
1 SR 37 and Vernal Pike 38 43 50 131
2 3rd Street and SR 45/46 Bypass 36 32 46 114
3 10th Street and SR 45/46 34 41 30 105
4 Bloomfield Road and SR 37 23 29 40 92
5 3rd Street and SR 37 46 25 17 88
5 3rd Street and Pete Ellis Drive 12 34 42 88
7 College Avenue/Walnut Street and SR 45/46 21 22 39 82
8 Walnut Street Pike and Winslow Road * 31 28 19 78
9 Curry Pike/Leonard Springs Road and SR 45 22 17 37 76
9 Hickory Leaf Drive/Liberty Drive and SR 45 19 25 32 76
11 10th Street and Jordan Avenue 30 34 10 74
12 3rd Street and Kingston Drive 24 23 22 69
12 10th Street and Fee Lane 13 32 24 69
14 3rd Street and Liberty Drive 22 21 19 62
15 3rd Street and Jordan Avenue 31 14 16 61
16 3rd Street and Landmark Drive 20 21 18 59
17 Kinser Pike and SR 45/46 20 12 25 57
18 3rd Street and Washington Street 18 15 23 56
19 3rd Street and Gates Drive 17 26 12 55
20 3rd Street and Curry Pike 25 9 16 50
20 3rd Street and Highland Avenue 14 16 20 50
20 3rd Street and Smith Road 15 22 13 50
20 3rd Street and College Avenue 19 18 13 50
20 Kirkwood Avenue and Walnut Street 18 15 17 50
25 Atwater Avenue and Henderson Street 17 21 10 48
26 8th Street and College Avenue 21 16 10 47
27 Grimes Lane and Walnut Street 9 20 17 46
27 2nd Street and College Mall Road 15 15 16 46
27 10th Street and College Avenue 23 11 12 46
30 3rd Street and Woodlawn Avenue 11 12 21 44
30 7th Street and Walnut Street 10 17 17 44
32 3rd Street and Walnut Street 15 14 13 42
32 17th Street and SR 45/46 5 20 17 42
34 3rd Street and Dunn Street 16 10 15 41
34 7th Street and College Avenue 8 15 18 41
34 10th Street and Union Street 14 13 14 41
34 10th Street and Pete Ellis Drive/Range Road 12 15 14 41
34 13th Street and Indiana Avenue 13 15 13 41
39 Country Club Drive/Winslow Road and Walnut Street* 13 18 9 40
39 17th Street and Fee Lane 10 12 18 40
41 Union Valley Road/Outback Road and SR 46 19 11 9 39
41 SR 37 and Tapp Road 15 9 15 39
41 3rd Street and Indiana Avenue 9 16 14 39
41 4th Street and Walnut Street 20 9 10 39
41 9th Street and College Avenue 13 10 16 39
41 10th Street and Woodlawn Avenue 15 14 10 39
47 17th Street and Dunn Street 11 14 13 38
48 Miller Drive and Walnut Street 14 10 13 37
48 College Avenue and Kirkwood Avenue 12 11 14 37
48 SR 46 and SR 446 4 11 22 37

Rank Intersection Year 3-Year 
Total

 
 * Close proximity of these intersections may introduce difficulty in the assignment of crashes to either intersection. 

ATTACHMENT C:  BMCMPO Crash Report 2005-2007 Available online:
http://bloomington.in.gov/clearinghouse

hessr
Highlight

hessr
Highlight

hessr
Highlight

hessr
Highlight



   
Issued: June 2010  

10 

Table 2. Total Crashes Ranked by Location from 2006-2008 

2006 2007 2008
1 W Bloomfield Rd at S SR 37 Ramp 43 50 54 147
2 W 3rd St at S SR 37 Ramp 44 50 46 140
3 N SR 37 at W Vernal Pike 44 50 45 139
4 N College Ave/N Walnut St at E SR 45/46 Bypass 23 38 63 124
5 E 3rd St/S College Mall Rd at S SR 46 34 49 33 116
6 E 10th St at N SR 45/46 Bypass 41 31 41 113
7 E 3rd St at S Pete Ellis Dr 33 39 30 102
8 S Liberty Dr at W SR 45 25 32 34 91
9 S Curry Pike / S Leonard Springs Rd at W SR 45 17 37 35 89

10 E 10th St at N Fee Ln 32 24 23 79
11 E 3rd St at S Kingston Dr 23 25 26 74
12 W 3rd St at S Gates Dr 34 12 26 72
13 S Walnut Street Pike at E Winslow Rd 28 19 22 69
14 W 3rd St at S Liberty Dr. 13 20 32 65
15 E 10th St at N Jordan Ave 34 10 19 63
16 N Kinser Pike at W SR 45/46 Bypass 12 25 21 58
17 SR 446 at SR 46 11 22 22 55
18 Grimes Ln at S Walnut St 20 17 17 54
19 E 3rd St at S Smith Rd 22 13 17 52
20 W 3rd St at S Landmark Ave 20 19 12 51
21 7th St at N Walnut St 17 17 16 50
22 E 3rd St at S Woodlawn Ave 12 21 16 49
22 W 3rd St at S Curry Pike 9 19 21 49
24 E Atwater Ave at S Henderson St 21 10 17 48
24 Kirkwood Ave at S Walnut St 15 17 16 48
24 W 17th St / Arlington Rd at N Monroe St 16 13 19 48
27 E 2nd St at S College Mall Rd 15 16 16 47
27 E 3rd St at S Jordan Ave 14 16 17 47
27 S College Mall Rd at E Covenanter Dr 8 20 19 47
30 E 17th St at N SR 45/46 Bypass 20 18 8 46
30 E 3rd St at S Washington St 15 23 8 46
30 E Eastgate Ln at N SR 46 Bypass 17 13 16 46
33 E 10th St at N Pete Ellis / Range Rd 17 14 14 45
33 E 13th St at N Indiana Ave 15 13 17 45
33 E 3rd St at S Highland Ave 16 20 9 45
33 W 2nd St at S Rogers St 11 11 23 45
33 W 3rd St at S College Ave 18 13 14 45
38 E 10th St at N Union St 15 16 13 44
38 3rd St at S Walnut St 14 13 17 44
38 W 7th St at N College Ave 15 18 11 44
41 W 10th St at N College Ave 11 14 18 43
42 E 17th St at N Fess Ave 11 14 14 39
42 N Dunn St at E SR 45/46 Bypass 11 13 15 39
42 Indiana Ave at E Kirkwood Ave 11 15 13 39
45 E 3rd St at S Dunn St 10 15 13 38
45 E 3rd St at S Indiana Ave 17 13 8 38
45 W Kirkwood Ave at Rogers St 8 15 15 38
48 E 17th St at N Fee Ln 12 18 7 37
48 E 3rd St at S Overhill Dr 13 13 11 37
48 E 3rd St at Woodscrest Dr 6 15 16 37
48 E Rhorer Rd at S Walnut Street Pike 10 10 17 37
48 SR 37 at S. Victor Pike 16 14 7 37
48 W Gordon Pike at Old SR 37 / S Walnut St 8 11 18 37

Rank Intersection Year 3-Year 
Total
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Table 2. Top 50 Crash Locations, 2007-2009 
Year Rank Intersection 

2007 2008 2009 
3-Year Total 

1 State Road 37 & S. Bloomfield Rd. 55 56 42 153 
2 State Road 37 & W. 3rd St. 53 50 42 145
2 State Road 45/46 Bypass & N. College Ave./N. Walnut St. 38 62 45 145
4 State Road 37 & W. Vernal Pike 50 45 35 130
5 State Road 46/S. College Mall Rd. & E. 3rd St. 47 32 38 117
6 State Road 45 & S. Curry Pike/S. Leonard Springs Rd. 37 35 36 108
7 State Road 45/46 Bypass & E. 10th St. 34 39 28 101
8 E. 3rd St. & S. Pete Ellis Dr. 39 30 28 97
9 State Road 45 & S. Liberty Dr. 32 34 26 92

10 W. 3rd St. & S. Liberty Dr. 20 35 31 86
11 E. 3rd St. & S. Kingston Dr. 25 26 25 76
12 E. 10th St. & N. Fee Ln. 24 23 22 69
13 State Road 45/46 Bypass & N. Kinser Pike 25 21 21 67
14 W. 3rd St. & S. Gates Dr. 12 26 25 63
15 State Road 46 & State Road 446 22 22 17 61
16 W. 3rd St. & S. Curry Pike 19 21 19 59
17 S. Walnut St. Pike & E. Winslow Rd. 19 22 17 58
18 E. 3rd St. & S. Washington St. 23 8 24 55
19 E. 3rd St. & S. Woodscrest Dr. 15 16 21 52
19 E. 3rd St. & S. Smith Rd. 13 17 22 52
19 S. College Mall Rd. & E. Covenanter Dr. 20 19 13 52
22 W. 3rd St. & S. Landmark Ave. 19 12 20 51
23 W. 2nd St. & S. Rogers St. 11 23 16 50
23 E. 10th St. & N. Pete Ellis Dr./N. Range Rd. 14 14 22 50
25 E. 3rd St & S. Walnut St. 13 17 19 49
26 E. 7th St. & N. Walnut St. 17 16 15 48
27 E. 10th St. & N. Jordan Ave. 10 19 18 47
27 E. Kirkwood Ave. & S. Walnut St. 17 16 14 47
27 W. 10th St. & N. College Ave. 14 18 15 47
30 E. Grimes Ln. & S. Walnut St. 17 17 12 46
30 E. 3rd St. & S. Woodlawn Ave. 21 16 9 46
32 E. 17th St. & N. Fess Ave. 14 14 17 45
32 E. 3rd St. & S. Jordan Ave. 16 17 12 45
32 W. 2nd St. & S. College Ave. 9 13 23 45
35 W. 7th St. & N. College Ave. 18 11 14 43
35 W. 17th St./W. Arlington Rd. & N. Monroe St. 13 19 11 43
37 State Road 37 & W. Tapp Rd. 16 12 14 42
37 State Road 45/46 Bypass & N. Dunn St. 13 15 14 42
39 E. 10th St. & N. Union St. 16 13 12 41
40 E. 13th St. & N. Indiana Ave. 13 17 10 40
41 N. Indiana Ave. & E. Kirkwood Ave. 15 13 11 39
41 W. 3rd St. & S. College Ave. 13 14 12 39
41 State Road 45/46 Bypass & E. 17th St. 18 9 12 39
41 E. Rhorer Rd. & S. Walnut Street Pike 10 17 12 39
45 E. 2nd St. & S. College Mall Rd. 16 16 6 38
45 State Road 37 & S. Old State Road 37 11 11 16 38
47 State Road 46 & E. Eastgate Ln. 11 12 14 37
47 E. Atwater Ave. & S. Henderson St. 10 17 10 37
47 E. 3rd St. & S. Dunn St. 15 13 9 37
47 S. Basswood Dr. & W. Bloomfield Dr. 11 17 9 37
47 W. Kirkwood Ave. & N. Rogers St. 15 15 7 37
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US 421 (Franklin Street) 
at W Kieffer Road, 0.53 
mi N of I-94 Michigan City LaPorte LaPorte 0 4 15 44 19 0 4 3.36 

Page 4 of 8 
2008 5% State Road Intersections 

Location City / Town County DISTRICT 

No. 
Fatal 

Crashes 
(FTC) 

No. 
Incapaci-

tating 
Injury 

Crashes 
(IINC) 

No. Non-
Incapaci-

tating 
Injury 

Crashes 
(NINC) 

No. 
Property-
Damage-

Only 
Crashes 
(PDC) 

No. 
Fatal 
and 

Injury 
Crashes 

(IFC) 

No. 
Persons 

Killed 
(FTP) 

No. 
Persons 
Seriously 
Injured 
(IINP) 

Crash 
Loss 
Index       

(I) 

SR 9 (Scatterfield Road) 
at SR 236 (E 53rd 
Street), 0.59 mi N of I-69 Anderson Madison Greenfield 0 2 30 125 32 0 2 2.93 
US 40 (W Washington 
Street) at S Raceway 
Road, 3.53 mi SW of I-
465 (West Leg) Indianapolis Marion Greenfield 0 2 22 61 24 0 2 4.28 

US 40 (E Washington St) 
at Mitthoeffer Road, 2.13 
mi E of I-465 (E Leg) Indianapolis Marion Greenfield 0 2 38 109 40 0 2 4.25 

US 52 (Brookville Rd) at 
Franklin Rd, 0.41 mi NE 
of I-465 (E Leg) Indianapolis Marion Greenfield 0 2 23 54 25 0 3 3.63 

US 36 (Pendleton Pike) 
at N Post Road, 1.60 mi 
NE of I-465 (E Leg) Lawrence Marion Greenfield 0 2 23 62 25 0 3 2.80 

US 31 (S East Street) at 
E Thompson Road, 0.40 
mi S of I-465 (S Leg) Indianapolis Marion Greenfield 0 5 33 101 38 0 5 2.77 
SR 67 (Kentucky Ave) at 
Norcroft Dr, 0.31 mi SW 
of I-465 (W Leg) Indianapolis Marion Greenfield 0 2 12 34 14 0 2 2.74 
SR 37 (Ruel Steele 
Memorial Hwy) at SR 48 
(3rd Street), 1.89 mi S of 
SR 46 Bloomington Monroe Seymour 0 2 28 49 30 0 2 3.62 
SR 45 at S Leonard 
Springs Rd/S Curry Pike, 
0.64 mi SW of SR 37 Bloomington Monroe Seymour 0 2 15 55 17 0 4 3.22 

ATTACHMENT F:  Indiana 2008 Five-Percent Report   Available online:
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 2009 Five Percent State Road Intersections in Indiana (Cont'd) 

 Location City / Town County District 
No. 

Fatal 
Crashes 
(FTC) 

No. 
Incapaci-

tating Injury 
Crashes 
(IINC) 

No. Non-
Incapacitating 
Injury Crashes 

(NINC) 

No. 
Property-
Damage-

Only 
Crashes         
(PDC) 

No. Fatal 
and Injury 
Crashes 
(INJFAT) 

No. 
Persons 

Killed 
(FTP) 

No. 
Persons 
Seriously 
Injured 
(IINP) 

Crash 
Loss 
Index       

(I) 

Signifi-
cance 

of 
Crash 
Loss          
(P) 

 

Intersection SR 
45/SR 46 (E Matlock 
Road) at N Walnut St 
(~ 1.10 mi E of SR 
37) Bloomington Monroe SEYMOUR 0 2 12 66 15 0 2 6.02 0.00000 

 

Intersection of SR 
45/SR 46 Bypass at 
Kinser Pike (~ 0.93 mi 
E of SR 37) Bloomington Monroe SEYMOUR 0 3 10 33 17 0 3 4.63 0.00000 

 

Intersection of SR 48 
(3rd Street) at SR 
37(Ruel Steeler 
Memorial Hwy)(~1.89 
mi NE of SR 46)  

Bloomington Monroe SEYMOUR 0 2 11 44 16 0 2 4.55 0.00000 

 

Intersection of SR 37 
at W Fullerton Pike (~ 
1.77 mi S of SR 45) Monroe Monroe SEYMOUR 0 4 10 7 17 0 8 4.38 0.00600 

 

Intersection of SR 37 
S at  Hospital Dr (~ 
0.5 mi SW of SR 44) Martinsville Morgan SEYMOUR 0 4 11 66 16 0 4 7.02 0.00000 

 

Intersection of SR 37 
at Burton Ln (~0.44 mi 
S of SR 39 (Morton 
Ave)) Martinsville Morgan SEYMOUR 0 2 11 18 13 0 2 4.37 0.01126 

 

Intersection of SR 37 
at Industrial Dr (~1.36 
mi SW of SR 
252(Hospital Dr)) Martinsville Morgan SEYMOUR 0 2 5 21 7 0 2 3.87 0.01468 

ATTACMENT G:  Indiana 2009 Five-Percent Report Available online:
http://www.in.gov/indot/3068.htm
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Bloomington/Monroe County Travel Demand Model

Year 2030 Alternative 5 - Run2 (Daily Volume and LOS)
2030 ALT5 Network
Monday, December 5, 2005
BLM30_ALT5_2 LOS.LAY
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Available online: http://leads.idem.in.gov/cgi-bin/idem/monthly_summary.pl

October November December January February March April May June July August September
# of Days with 
an Average 2.5 
Particulate 
Matter > 
15μg/m^3 1 3 6 9 11 1 8 4 3 11 13 3
# of Days 
monitored 23 23 31 31 28 31 25 31 30 31 29 29
Monthly 
Maximum 50.05 57.44 88.19 64.6 47.6 26.31 34.06 29.01 32.64 32.76 44.5 38.46
Monthly 
Average 8.06 11.82 11.83 12.6 14.37 9.33 12.15 10.76 10.44 13.688 15.64 8.14

2009 2010

Aggregated data from the CAMS 69 (Bloomington) PM 2.5 Air monitoring station between October 2009 and September 2010
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United States Department of Transportation 
Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Accommodation 
Regulations and Recommendations 

Signed on March 11, 2010 and announced March 15, 2010 

Purpose 

The United States Department of Transportation (DOT) is providing this Policy Statement to reflect 
the Department’s support for the development of fully integrated active transportation networks. The 
establishment of well-connected walking and bicycling networks is an important component for livable 
communities, and their design should be a part of Federal-aid project developments. Walking and 
bicycling foster safer, more livable, family-friendly communities; promote physical activity and 
health; and reduce vehicle emissions and fuel use. Legislation and regulations exist that require 
inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian policies and projects into transportation plans and project 
development. Accordingly, transportation agencies should plan, fund, and implement improvements 
to their walking and bicycling networks, including linkages to transit. In addition, DOT encourages 
transportation agencies to go beyond the minimum requirements, and proactively provide convenient, 
safe, and context-sensitive facilities that foster increased use by bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages 
and abilities, and utilize universal design characteristics when appropriate. Transportation programs 
and facilities should accommodate people of all ages and abilities, including people too young to 
drive, people who cannot drive, and people who choose not to drive. 

Policy Statement 

The DOT policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling facilities into 
transportation projects. Every transportation agency, including DOT, has the responsibility to improve 
conditions and opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their 
transportation systems. Because of the numerous individual and community benefits that walking and 
bicycling provide — including health, safety, environmental, transportation, and quality of life — 
transportation agencies are encouraged to go beyond minimum standards to provide safe and 
convenient facilities for these modes. 

Authority 

This policy is based on various sections in the United States Code (U.S.C.) and the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) in Title 23—Highways, Title 49—Transportation, and Title 42—The Public Health 
and Welfare. These sections, provided in the Appendix, describe how bicyclists and pedestrians of all 
abilities should be involved throughout the planning process, should not be adversely affected by 
other transportation projects, and should be able to track annual obligations and expenditures on 
nonmotorized transportation facilities.  

Recommended Actions 

The DOT encourages States, local governments, professional associations, community organizations, 
public transportation agencies, and other government agencies, to adopt similar policy statements on 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodation as an indication of their commitment to accommodating 
bicyclists and pedestrians as an integral element of the transportation system. In support of this 
commitment, transportation agencies and local communities should go beyond minimum design 
standards and requirements to create safe, attractive, sustainable, accessible, and convenient 
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bicycling and walking networks. Such actions should include: 

Considering walking and bicycling as equals with other transportation modes: The primary goal 
of a transportation system is to safely and efficiently move people and goods. Walking and 
bicycling are efficient transportation modes for most short trips and, where convenient 
intermodal systems exist, these nonmotorized trips can easily be linked with transit to 
significantly increase trip distance. Because of the benefits they provide, transportation 
agencies should give the same priority to walking and bicycling as is given to other 
transportation modes. Walking and bicycling should not be an afterthought in roadway design.  
Ensuring that there are transportation choices for people of all ages and abilities, especially 
children: Pedestrian and bicycle facilities should meet accessibility requirements and provide 
safe, convenient, and interconnected transportation networks. For example, children should 
have safe and convenient options for walking or bicycling to school and parks. People who 
cannot or prefer not to drive should have safe and efficient transportation choices.  
Going beyond minimum design standards: Transportation agencies are encouraged, when 
possible, to avoid designing walking and bicycling facilities to the minimum standards. For 
example, shared-use paths that have been designed to minimum width requirements will need 
retrofits as more people use them. It is more effective to plan for increased usage than to 
retrofit an older facility. Planning projects for the long-term should anticipate likely future 
demand for bicycling and walking facilities and not preclude the provision of future 
improvements.  
Integrating bicycle and pedestrian accommodation on new, rehabilitated, and limited-access 
bridges: DOT encourages bicycle and pedestrian accommodation on bridge projects including 
facilities on limited-access bridges with connections to streets or paths.  
Collecting data on walking and biking trips: The best way to improve transportation networks 
for any mode is to collect and analyze trip data to optimize investments. Walking and bicycling 
trip data for many communities are lacking. This data gap can be overcome by establishing 
routine collection of nonmotorized trip information. Communities that routinely collect walking 
and bicycling data are able to track trends and prioritize investments to ensure the success of 
new facilities. These data are also valuable in linking walking and bicycling with transit.  
Setting mode share targets for walking and bicycling and tracking them over time: A byproduct 
of improved data collection is that communities can establish targets for increasing the 
percentage of trips made by walking and bicycling.  
Removing snow from sidewalks and shared-use paths: Current maintenance provisions require 
pedestrian facilities built with Federal funds to be maintained in the same manner as other 
roadway assets. State Agencies have generally established levels of service on various routes 
especially as related to snow and ice events.  
Improving nonmotorized facilities during maintenance projects: Many transportation agencies 
spend most of their transportation funding on maintenance rather than on constructing new 
facilities. Transportation agencies should find ways to make facility improvements for 
pedestrians and bicyclists during resurfacing and other maintenance projects.  

Conclusion 

Increased commitment to and investment in bicycle facilities and walking networks can help meet 
goals for cleaner, healthier air; less congested roadways; and more livable, safe, cost-efficient 
communities. Walking and bicycling provide low-cost mobility options that place fewer demands on 
local roads and highways. DOT recognizes that safe and convenient walking and bicycling facilities 
may look different depending on the context — appropriate facilities in a rural community may be 
different from a dense, urban area. However, regardless of regional, climate, and population density 
differences, it is important that pedestrian and bicycle facilities be integrated into transportation 
systems. While DOT leads the effort to provide safe and convenient accommodations for pedestrians 
and bicyclists, success will ultimately depend on transportation agencies across the country 
embracing and implementing this policy. 

Ray LaHood, United States Secretary of Transportation 
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APPENDIX 

Key Statutes and Regulations Regarding Walking and Bicycling 

Planning Requirements 

The State and Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) planning regulations describe how walking 
and bicycling are to be accommodated throughout the planning process (e.g., see 23 CFR 450.200, 
23 CFR 450.300, 23 U.S.C. 134(h), and 135(d)). Nonmotorists must be allowed to participate in the 
planning process and transportation agencies are required to integrate walking and bicycling facilities 
and programs in their transportation plans to ensure the operability of an intermodal transportation 
system. Key sections from the U.S.C. and CFR include, with italics added for emphasis: 

The scope of the metropolitan planning process "will address the following factors…(2) Increase 
the safety for motorized and non-motorized users; (3) Increase the security of the 
transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users; (4) Protect and enhance the 
environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life…" 23 CFR 450.306(a). 
See 23 CFR 450.206 for similar State requirements.  
Metropolitan transportation plans "…shall, at a minimum, include…existing and proposed 
transportation facilities (including major roadways, transit, multimodal and intermodal facilities, 
pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities, and intermodal connectors that should function as an 
integrated metropolitan transportation system…" 23 CFR 450.322(f). See 23 CFR 450.216(g) 
for similar State requirements.  
The plans and transportation improvement programs (TIPs) of all metropolitan areas "shall 
provide for the development and integrated management and operation of transportation 
systems and facilities (including accessible pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation 
facilities)." 23 U.S.C. 134(c)(2) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(c)(2). 23 CFR 450.324(c) states that the 
TIP "shall include …trails projects, pedestrian walkways; and bicycle facilities…"  
23 CFR 450.316(a) states that "The MPOs shall develop and use a documented participation 
plan that defines a process for providing…representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and 
bicycle transportation facilities, and representatives of the disabled, and other interested 
parties with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan planning process." 23 
CFR 450.210(a) contains similar language for States. See also 23 U.S.C. 134(i)(5), 135(f)(3), 
49 U.S.C. 5303(i)(5), and 5304(f)(3) for additional information about participation by 
interested parties.  

Prohibition of Route Severance 

The Secretary has the authority to withhold approval for projects that would negatively impact 
pedestrians and bicyclists under certain circumstances. Key references in the CFR and U.S.C. include: 

"The Secretary shall not approve any project or take any regulatory action under this title that 
will result in the severance of an existing major route or have significant adverse impact on the 
safety for nonmotorized transportation traffic and light motorcycles, unless such project or 
regulatory action provides for a reasonable alternate route or such a route exists." 23 U.S.C. 
109(m).  
"In any case where a highway bridge deck being replaced or rehabilitated with Federal financial 
participation is located on a highway on which bicycles are permitted to operate at each end of 
such bridge, and the Secretary determines that the safe accommodation of bicycles can be 
provided at reasonable cost as part of such replacement or rehabilitation, then such bridge shall 
be so replaced or rehabilitated as to provide such safe accommodations." 23 U.S.C. 217(e). 
Although this statutory requirement only mentions bicycles, DOT encourages States and local 
governments to apply this same policy to pedestrian facilities as well.  
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23 CFR 652 provides "procedures relating to the provision of pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodations on Federal-aid projects, and Federal participation in the cost of these 
accommodations and projects."  

Project Documentation 

"In metropolitan planning areas, on an annual basis, no later than 90 calendar days following 
the end of the program year, the State, public transportation operator(s), and the MPO shall 
cooperatively develop a listing of projects (including investments in pedestrian walkways and 
bicycle transportation facilities) for which funds under 23 U.S.C. or 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 were 
obligated in the preceding program year." 23 CFR 332(a).  

Accessibility for All Pedestrians 

Public rights-of-way and facilities are required to be accessible to persons with disabilities 
through the following statutes: Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504) (29 
U.S.C. §794) and Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 
12131-12164).  
The DOT Section 504 regulation requires the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to 
monitor the compliance of the self-evaluation and transition plans of Federal-aid recipients (49 
CFR §27.11). The FHWA Division offices review pedestrian access compliance with the ADA and 
Section 504 as part of their routine oversight activities as defined in their stewardship plans.  
FHWA posted its Clarification of FHWA's Oversight Role in Accessibility to explain how to 
accommodate accessibility in policy, planning, and projects.  
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THE INDIANA STATE TRAILS, GREENWAYS & BIKEWAYS PLAN

CHAPTER 1

Making the Connections
Indiana’s Trail System

A vision of the Indiana State Trails System (July, 2006)

ATTACHMENT K:  Hoosiers on the Move Available online:
http://www.in.gov/indot/2957.htm
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3 section 

22 page 

2.   ROAD IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Road improvement opportunities are identified 
on the “Vision Plan” along state roads and 
major arterials throughout the County. These 
opportunities connect with the facilities located 
in the Bloomington Alternative Transportation & 
Greenways System Plan at the City of 
Bloomington limits. The primary benefits for all 
road improvement opportunities is connectivity. 
Although all offer the possibility of a 
recreational benefit, especially for bicyclists. 
These benefits relate to the previously 
discussed plan concepts and goals. 

3.   FREEWAY GREENWAY OPPORTUNITY

The freeway greenway opportunity illustrated in 
the “Vision Plan” is located along the proposed 
route of Interstate 69. Currently, a parallel 
facility is planned from Bloomington to 
Indianapolis. It will be separated from vehicular 
traffic, but remain located within the road right-
of-way. A design challenge exists where the 
greenway crosses interchanges. This facility 
has the potential to extend throughout Monroe 
County and beyond, possibly linking Evansville 
to northern Indiana and all points in between. 
This opportunity has the potential of 
connectivity, recreation, and tourism benefits. 
These benefits relate to the previously 
discussed plan concepts and goals. 

Cyclists currently use many of Monroe County’s roads. An 
alternative transportation road improvement opportunity 
would include a road designated as a bike route, with 
appropriate signage, or creating an on-street bike lane. 
Photo courtesy Storrow Kinsella Associates. 
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System Plan 3

section 3

page  23 
Monroe County Alternative Transportation & Greenways System Plan 
Monroe County, Indiana

FREEWAY GREENWAY OPPORTUNITY
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page  43 
Monroe County Alternative Transportation & Greenways System Plan 
Monroe County, Indiana

3. FREEWAY GREENWAY OPPORTUNITY 

Description 
Incorporat ing alternat ive modes of 
transportation into freeways is challenging.   
However, as illustrated in the photos to the 
right, other communities are incorporating 
bicycle and pedestrian modes into limited 
access and freeway right-of-ways. 

If planned correctly, incorporating a multi-use 
trail or sidepath into a freeway can also serve 
transportation modes such as horse and 
buggies in addition to bicycles and pedestrians.  

Benefits
Promotes and facilitates a variety of 
mobility options. 
Shares the infrastructure and right-of-way 
of existing or new roadway corridors, 
leveraging existing infrastructure. 
Shares continuous corridors that provide 
regional/area-wide connectivity.  
Provides opportunity for shared use and 
multiple constituencies to become engaged 
with development and management. 

Recommendations
Utilize adjacent paths as right-of-way 
opportunities for underground utilities. 
New roadways should incorporate all 
alternative transportation modes in their 
planning for optimal utilization of their 
infrastructure investment. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Adjacent multi-use path within an urban interstate right-of-
way. 

Adjacent multi-use path on an interstate bridge. 

Separated crossings can be planned into the facility. 

ATTACHMENT L.  The Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways System Available online: 
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/
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Key Design Guidelines Notes 

CS/S 
Collector Sidewalk/Sidepath 

8’ min if bike lane provided in the roadway, 10’ 
width desirable for shared bike/pedestrian use 
separated from roadway. 

Should be consistent width and provide 
connectivity to adjacent destinations. 

CP 
Connector Path 8’ width desirable. Connector path links the Freeway Greenway with 

adjacent destinations. 

Bridge Bridge accommodates multi-use path. Opportunity to provide an overlook. 

3. FREEWAY GREENWAY OPPORTUNITY FACILITY: MULTI-USE TRAIL ALONG LIMITED 
ACCESS ROADWAYS

Benefits
Provides long-distance pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity between destinations. 
Breaks down the barrier between adjacent 
land uses that are separated by limited 
access roadways by incorporating safe 
crossings. 

Recommendations
Create places to pause and overlooks at 
intervals and on bridges to enhance bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. 
Provide connector paths to adjacent 
destinations to promote economic 
development. 
Physical separation or barrier may be 
needed between travel lanes and trail/
sidepath. 

ATTACHMENT L.  The Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways System Available online: 
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/
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3. FREEWAY GREENWAY OPPORTUNITY FACILITY: MULTI-USE TRAIL ALONG 
COLLECTOR ROADS

Benefits
Provides long-distance pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity between destinations. 
Breaks down the barrier between adjacent 
land uses by incorporating safe crossings. 

Recommendations
Provide clear crossings at driveways/
entrances and from one side of the road to 
the other. 
Provide connector paths to adjacent 
destinations to promote economic 
development. 

Key Design Guidelines Notes 

BL 
Bike Lane 

5’ min width recommended, varies depending 
on traffic speed and volume. N/A 

BP
Bike Parking 

Encourage the provision of bike parking at 
destinations. N/A 

CP
Connector Path 

8’ min if bike lane provided in the roadway, 10’ 
width desirable for shared bike/pedestrian use 
separated from roadway.

Should be consistent width and provide 
connectivity to adjacent destinations. 

CR 
Crossing 

Traffic volume and speed will determine 
crossing design. Shown is “yield to 
pedestrian” signage with pedestrian activated 
flashers.

Recommend treating multi-modal crossings like 
“school zone crossings.” 

CS/S
Collector Sidewalk/Sidepath 8’ min width if bike lanes provided. Provide connectivity to adjacent destinations. 

MUP 
Multi-Use Trail See Multi-Use Trail Guideline. Should be consistent width and provide 

connectivity to adjacent destinations. 

SZ
Separation Zone 

Varies in width, accommodates utilities, lights 
(LT), and urban forest. N/A 

ATTACHMENT L.  The Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways System Available online: 
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/
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Bloomington/monroe County metropolitan planning organization��

alternatIve transPortatIon (cont.)

Areas of special concern, in no particular order, are:

State Road 37/Interstate 69 (Morgan County Line to the Lawrence County and/or 
Greene County Line)

Problem: This highway bisects the County and provides no alternative 
transportation opportunities.  It is also a substantial barrier to east/west 
alternative transportation movement.
Need: A multi-use path along State Road 37/Interstate 69 should be 
constructed from Morgan County to Lawrence County (SR 37) and/or 
Greene County (I-69) with exclusive east/west bicycle/pedestrian crossings 
including but not limited to 2nd Street, 3rd Street and Vernal Pike.  This would 
create an alternative transportation spine that could serve Bloomington and 
Monroe County and provide access to adjoining counties.

State Road 45 (Greene County Line to State Road 37)
Problem: This state road lacks bicycle and pedestrian facilities along the 
majority of this section.  The lack of facilities limits connections between 
Greene County, Monroe County, and Bloomington.
Need: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be installed along State Road 
45 from the Greene County Line to State Road 37.

State Road 45 (State Road 45/46 Bypass to Brown County)
Problem: This section of state road serves a significant number of residential 
units and businesses but has either substandard bicycle/pedestrian facilities, 
or lacks them altogether.  The lack of facilities limits connections between 
Bloomington, Monroe County, and Brown County.
Need: The bicycle and pedestrian facilities along E. State Road 45 should 
be upgraded to current standards, filled in where lacking, and extended to 
Brown County.

State Road 45/46 Bypass (State Road 37 to East 3rd Street)
Problem: This bypass serves a large concentration of the population 
within the MPA and connects to educational, commercial, and recreational 
destinations but provides negligible bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  
Additionally, crossing several lanes of congested high speed traffic poses a 
significant risk to both pedestrians and cyclists along the bypass.
Need: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be installed along the State 
Road 45/46 Bypass from State Road 37 to 3rd Street.  Exclusive bicycle/
pedestrian crossings at 10th Street and 7th Street and improved crossings at 
Walnut Street, College Avenue, and 3rd Street should be provided along the 
State Road 45/46 Bypass.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

ATTACHMENT M:  The BMCMPO 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan Available online:
www.bloomington.in.gov/clearinghouse
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Mobility is an integral component of economic activity, recreation, education and 
travel.  The network of transportation facilities that serves the community has been 
instrumental in creating a society that is highly dependent on the continuing efficiency 
and economy of both freight and passenger services.  However, changes to this 
transportation network have been one of the factors which have caused an expanded 
metropolitan area, a dispersal of shopping and industry and the growing number 
of rural residents who live an urban life without living in an urban community.  As 
a result, the transportation network of the future must provide a menu of effective 
choices for community mobility without creating an unnecessary expansion of 
Bloomington’s urbanized area.

goal 1
Develop a well-integrated, multi-modal transportation system for the efficient and 
economic movement of people and goods while supporting the land use policies of 
the respective communities Comprehensive Plans.

Objective 1.1 Provide for better access between the arterial roadway network  
and major employment and activity centers.

Objective 1.2 Ensure connectivity of the transportation system, including all 
modes of travel, between jurisdictions.

Objective 1.3 Enhance the efficient movement of freight through maintenance, 
operational and capital investment decisions.

Objective 1.4 Identify transportation needs for individuals with limited resources 
and/or limited access to a personal vehicle.

Objective 1.5 Identify opportunities for improved coordination and cost 
effective delivery of transportation services associated with 
human services destinations such as schools, hospitals, and social 
service agencies.

Objective 1.6 Increase public transit capital and operating investment to expand, 
enhance, and increase the use of transit services.

goal 2
Create a network of multi-use pathways, bicycle routes, greenways and sidewalks 
that traverses the community, connects activity centers, and links recreation 
opportunities.

Objective 2.1 Ensure transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facility design standards 
are incorporated into the design standards for thoroughfares as 
set forth in alternative transportation plans, thoroughfare plans, 
subdivision control ordinances and site design review processes.

Objective 2.2 Provide walkways, bikeways, and aesthetic features in association 
with all thoroughfare improvements to ensure their integration 
with the overall transportation network.

Objective 2.3 Identify and solicit transportation enhancement projects for 
the metropolitan area in a coordinated and unified manner, and 
aggressively pursue funding of selected projects.

Objective 2.4 Pursue all opportunities for the expansion of the community’s 
alternative transportation and greenways networks, including rail-
to-trail and rail-with-trail projects.

ATTACHMENT N: The BMCMPO 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan Available online:
www.bloomington.in.gov/clearinghouse

hessr
Highlight

hessr
Highlight



ATTACHMENT O:  Letter from Karen Ryg dated 1/24/05 Available in DEIS Appendix P 



ATTACHMENT O:  Letter from Karen Ryg dated 1/24/05 Available in DEIS Appendix P 



ATTACHMENT O:  Letter from Karen Ryg dated 1/24/05 Available in DEIS Appendix P 































I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington 
 
MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION 
Comments on the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
 
BACKGROUND 

 

• In October of 2006 the Monroe County Board of Commissioners and Monroe 

County Plan Commission entered into a good faith partnership with the I-69 

Community Planning Program initiated by the Indiana Department of 

Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration.  In particular, 

Monroe County sought to take advantage of the assistance offered by a grant 

program designed to aid the local community in responding to the anticipated 

effects of the I-69 Project.  Monroe County received this grant which 

identified the protection and enhancement of natural resources as a key 

objective of the grant program overall  (I-69 Community Planning Program, 

Community Workshop #2, August 20th & 21st, 2007,  

http://www.i69indyevn.org/CommunityPlanningProgram/pdf/second-

community-meeting-presentation.pdf ).    

 

• Following the grant award Monroe County set out to develop a Corridor Study 

to address local concerns and compile the essential data needed to fulfill the 

objectives set forth by the grant program.  Also running parallel to the 

Corridor Study effort was the update of the Monroe County Comprehensive 

Plan in which long-range planning concerns related to the I-69 corridor were 

readily identified.  To that end, it quickly became evident that the most critical 

component to the development of viable recommendations consistent with the 

programmatic objectives of the grant program and the viability of a 

comprehensive plan update would be the acquisition of current and accurate 

data related to the proposed I-69 project.  In a letter dated  March 3, 2009 

(figure 1) the Monroe County Plan Commission made the following request: 

 

o “For that reason, the Plan Commission respectfully requests that the 

Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”) provide it with the 

following information, which it believes is necessary to prepare the 

new Plan:  any existing alignment, intersection, frontage road, and 

environmental data and information (including, without limitation, 

maps, reports, studies, memoranda, etc.), gathered to date by, or on 

behalf of, INDOT related to the Tier 1 and Tier 2 DEIS Studies for 

Section 4 and Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 

Corridor.  If the data and information is not yet in completed report 

form, the Plan Commission requests any and all memorandums or raw 

field studies that INDOT or any of its agents, contractors, consultants, 



or employees have in their possession concerning I-69 planning in 

Monroe County, Indiana.” 

 

This request was received and acknowledged by INDOT, however, no 

information was ever provided beyond reference to existing historical 

documentation that lacked the specificity and detail necessary for any 

reasonable analysis to take place. 

 



 
figure 1 
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• Subsequent to this previous data request a meeting was held on June 17, 2009 

between representatives from the Monroe County Board of Commissioners, the 

Monroe County Plan Commission, and INDOT in a further attempt to establish 

detail at a level sufficient enough to conduct a corridor analysis that would be able 

to comply with the requirements set for in the I-69 Community Planning Program 

grant objectives.  At that time the following information was requested: 

 

o Post-construction County Road traffic count projections developed for the 

I-69 project. 

o Clarity on how INDOT intends to abide by the Karst Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) from October of 1993.  Of special concern is the 

design of hazardous materials traps addressed in the MOU.  Please supply 

copies of any details proposed for these traps that have been prepared. 

o Clarity on how INDOT will address wildlife crossings for the Monroe 

County portion of the I-69 route.  Please supply the locations of all 

proposed crossings so the corridor plan can lay the groundwork for this 

issue. 

o Provide maps of any locations where forest replacement and / or 

protection have been identified as part of forest mitigation requirements in 

Monroe County.   

o Supply GIS data for the current I-69 route alternatives so that this 

information can be incorporated into planning for this project and other 

ongoing county planning efforts. 

o Provide an update on the current intentions for interchange and grade 

separation locations through Monroe County.   Specifically, please 

identify any preliminary or final decisions reached since the November 

2005 plans for Section 4 were released, and since the April 2007 plans for 

Section 5 were released.  Furthermore, associated with this, please provide 

updated plans for the interchanges at SR 37 and the County Line (SR 

45/445). 

o Identify proposed detour routing during I-69 closures.  Specifically, there 

is concern that there are no suitable alternative highways or local roads 

between Bloomington and Martinsville in the event of a closure in that 

area.  Will continuous frontage roads between Bloomington and 

Martinsville be provided to accommodate this need? 

 

The INDOT representatives, subcontractors from Baker and DLZ, present at this 

meeting conveyed limited information with the caveat that all information is 

considered preliminary.    

 

During this meeting it was stated by INDOT representatives that the Tier 2 release 

would include 1-foot and 2-foot contour information as well as Karst Area details.  

As of the date of this response document no formal GIS data that would aid 

significantly in the long range planning and natural resource impact analysis has been 

released by INDOT officials.   

 



Further, in this meeting representative Jim Peyton of Baker indicated that hazmat 

traps will be used as part of the design, and there will be best management practices 

for all of these issues.  Information regarding the implementation of this practice is 

not clearly addressed in the Tier 2 study release.    

 

Tom Moat of DLZ stated in comments related to Section 4 that Carter Road, Evans 

Road, and That Road were the only known closures consistent with the maps 

provided during the meeting (figure 2). 

 



 
figure 2 



SUMMARY 

 

The overall lack of specificity, detail, and commitment on the part of INDOT and 

their representatives has made natural resource planning and impact mitigation an 

unworkable premise for local agencies.  Given the clear intent to pursue the I-69 

project there is no reason to avoid sharing a level of detail sufficient enough to allow 

for fulfillment of the grant objectives set out by the project itself.   

 
 
MONROE COUNTY 
State Road 37 Corridor Plan 
 
The Monroe County State Road 37 Corridor Plan was funded by the I-69 
Community Planning Program.  The report was completed in February, 2010, and 
delivered to INDOT at that time.  The Report is incorporated by reference into 
these comments. 

 

 
Monroe County was awarded a planning grant by INDOT to facilitate coordination 

among the State, Federal, and Local authorities.  It is our contention that in terms of 

construction of I-69 in Monroe County, the jurisprudential maxim which must be 

followed is that local conditions are best understood and best measured by local 

standards.  INDOT has chosen to ignore the joint planning effort between Monroe 

County and INDOT by the unexpected closing of multiple roads and intersections.  

Of particular local concern in the unexpected and unknowable impact those 

closures will have on our local environment.  By local environment we include the 

dangers of unanticipated toxic spills and our local ability to respond which would 

have a disastrous impact on the quality of our drinking water, destruction of both 

human and animal habitat.  Adverse hazardous chemical impacts on the Monroe 

County envir is particularly poignant because of our history with PCB 

contamination and the resultant millions of dollars of mitigation cost not to mention 

the lingering adverse health impacts on our citizens.  Because PCBs were introduced 

either by inadvertence or stealth into our local environmental system we do not 

want to see a similar adverse impact imposed either by inadvertence  or stealth in 

the construction of I-69 on in its utilization.   

 

Other unexpected consequences of county road closures beyond those previously 

identified by DLZ are reflected by the lack of information regarding the re-routing 

of that traffic to existing county road ways.  The INDOT funded Monroe County 

planning grant could not examine the economic and environmental consequences of 

road closures because INDOT did not respond to our request for information. 

 

The evil of this omission may not be readily apparent but it lies in the fact that 

INDOT has deprived a local unit of government of its rightful place in the review 

process as mandated by Federal law. Moreover, the evilness of the impact is doubly 

compounded by the fact that INDOT itself will never be required to perform such a 



study because these local roads to which the traffic must be re-routed lie outside of 

the geographically impacted area of the I-69 corridor. 
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Monroe County be liable to the recipient or any other party for 

damages arrising out of the use or inability to use these materials.
  This agreement shall be governed by the law of Indiana, where 
any litigation arising hereunder shall take place. The agreement is
 the complete and exclusive statement of the agreement between 
the parties and may be modified only by a written agreement.  

 
 
 
 
 
 



KARST IMPACTS 
In order to illustrate the extent and concentration of Karst features in this area of Monroe 

County, the Section 4 Corridor was placed onto a GIS map of the county: 

r
r
rrr
r
r

r
rr

r
r
r

rrr r
rr
r rr

r

r
rrr
r
r rr

rrrr

r

rr

r
r

rrrr
rrrr
rr

r

r

r
rrrr
r
rrrr
rr
rrr

r
rrrrrrrrr
rrrr

r
r

r
r

r
r
rr
r
rr

rrr
rrrrrr

r

rr
r

r
rr
r

r

r

rrr
r
r

r

rrrrr r
r

r
rr

rrrrr
rr

rr
rr
r

rr

rrr

rrrr
r
rrrr

rrr
r
rr
rr
rrr

rrrrrr

rrr
r

r

r

r

rrrrr
r
rrrr

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X

!X!X
!X
!X

!X!X
!X

!X
!X !X

!X!X !X!X
!X

!X
!X !X
!X

!X
!X

!X !X!X
!X!X
!X!X !X!X!X !X!X!X!X!X !X!X!X !X!X !X!X!X !X !X!X !X!X!X!X!X

!X!X!X!X!X!X !X!X !X!X !X!X !X!X !X!X!X!X!X !X!X!X !X!X !X!X!X

R
O
C

K
P

O
R
T

V
IC
T
O
R

MAY

POP
C O

R
N

S
N
O
W

H
A
R
M
O

N
Y

KETCHAM

ISON

B
R
E
E
D
E
N

BURC
H

ST
A
TE
 R
O
A
D 
45

RO
CK

EAST

M
T
 Z
I O
N

EVA

N S

ELWREN

CRUM

S
TA

TE R
O
A
D
 37

DUVALL

KOONTZ

GAR
DNER

THAT

THACKER

BE
NN

E T

T

HI
ND

S

BOLIN

ELLER

W
E
V
E
R

TRAMWAY

GRAVES

S
T
A
N
F
O
R
D

KIRKSVILLE

LE
E 
PH

IL
L
IP
S

CARTER

D
U
N
C
A
N

FULLERTON

D
U
N
L
A
P

L
O

D
GE

CEDAR BLUFF

THRASHER

DIL
LMAN

LIZZY

MILTON

SIMS

B

IDA

CAR
MICHAEL

GORDON

B
U
N
G
E
R

FLUCK MILL

B
R
ID
LE
 P
AT
H

TOM PHILLIPS

FOWLER

WOODHAVEN

C
A
S
S
A
N
D
R
A

W
A
L
T
E
R

SPARKS

DOVE

OCEAN

FESTIVE

WATSON

H
E
N
A
D
Y

W
IC
K
E
N
S

L
IL
A
C

EVANS

Proposed I69 & Karst Features- SW Monroe County, Indiana

October 2010  
Data Sources: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, IN 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Study July 2010 and Monroe County
Datum: WGS 84.  Coordinate system: US State Plane NAD 83.  
Created by Monroe County Planning Department

0 0.5 1 1.5 20.25
Miles

8

G
re
e
n
e
 C
o
u
n
ty

Lawrence County

Indian Creek

Clear Creek

Bloomington

Van Buren

Perry

ÆX

All GIS and electronic database materials, and any services which
 may be provided related thereto, are provided "as-is" without any 
warranty of kind, and all warranties of merchantability and fitness for

 a particular purpose are hereby disclaimed.  In no event shall 
Monroe County be liable to the recipient or any other party for 

damages arrising out of the use or inability to use these materials.
  This agreement shall be governed by the law of Indiana, where 
any litigation arising hereunder shall take place. The agreement is

 the complete and exclusive statement of the agreement between 
the parties and may be modified only by a written agreement.

Legend

Karst featurer

Caves!X

Major Roads

Proposed I69 Corridor

Hydrology

 



Karst Zoning 

 

Monroe County has regulated construction and development activities in Karst areas 

since 2000.  The Monroe County Zoning Ordinance provides as follows: 
 

CHAPTER 829 

ZONING ORDINANCE: KARST AND SINKHOLE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

 

829-1. Purpose and Intent 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to establish review procedures, use limitations, design 

standards and performance standards applicable to site developments that encompass or 

affect sinkholes or other Karst features. The intent of this chapter is to protect the public 

health, safety and welfare by requiring the development and use of environmentally 

constrained areas to proceed in a manner that promotes safe and appropriate storm 

water management and ground water quality. 

 

829-2. Policy 

 

Unless expressly stated otherwise or contrary to context, the provisions of this chapter 

shall be interpreted and applied in accordance with the following policies: 

 

(A) Development in areas that encompass or affect sinkholes or other Karst features (i.e., 

in “sinkhole areas”) is prohibited unless expressly permitted by this chapter or until it is 

demonstrated that the development would have no significant detrimental impact on 

storm water management or ground water quality. 

 

(B) Potential impacts on storm water management and ground water quality must be 

identified, assessed and addressed through written studies at the earliest stages of the 

development approval process (e.g., during the preliminary plat, development plan or 

site plan approval stages). 

 

(C ) The extent and sophistication of any required study should directly reflect the nature 

and complexity of the proposed development and of the development site (e.g., the more 

complex the Karst features, the more extensive and sophisticated the study). 

 

(D) All applicable Federal, State and Local permits shall be obtained prior to 

construction. 

 

These policies and the other provisions of Zoning Ordinance illustrate the longstanding 

determination of Monroe County government to protect Karst structures and prevent 

groundwater contamination. These policies recognize that the only way to protect Karst 

systems is by keeping construction activity and infrastructure away from sinkholes and 

other Karst features.  Under the current zoning ordinance, it is unlikely a driveway would 

be allowed in much of the proposed I-69 corridor in Monroe County. 

 

 

5.21 Karst Impacts  

 

The Section 4 Karst study area includes the 27-mile long Section 4 corridor and 

appropriate areas outside of the corridor to encompass Karst features that may be 

associated with the corridor via Karst groundwater flowpaths or surface run-off.  



Total people  

Within the corridor, there are a total of 447 Karst features including 14 caves, 19 

swallets, 6 sinking streams, 103 springs and 305 sinkholes.  

 

 

 

Comment: 

 

If the preferred strategy of INDOT and the FHWA to minimize the impact of 

highway construction upon Karst  resources, the decision to locate all of the Section 

4 Alternatives within Karst terrain is inappropriate and contrary to the purpose 

and intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   The Draft EIS is 

inadequate due to its failure to propose any alternative to decision-makers which 

would avoid environmental impact to significant environmental resources. 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

5.21.3.6 Potential Impacts upon Unidentified Karst Features 

 

The alternatives are located within Karst terrain exhibiting dense concentrations of Karst 

features distributed across the Section 4 corridor. Highway construction and operation-

related impacts to identified Karst features are unavoidable. It should be noted that 

unidentified subterranean Karst features are undoubtedly present, and an unknown 

number of such unidentified features will be encountered and impacted during highway 

construction. The methodology developed for the Karst survey included the identification 

of Karst features that could be visually observed from the surface of the ground. Dye 

tracing was conducted in order to determine groundwater flow patterns in the area; 

however, due to the invasive ground disturbance necessary to identify all subsurface 

Karst features, identification of such features was not included in the Karst survey 

methodology. The Karst MOU was developed with the possibility of discovering 

previously unknown subsurface Karst features. According to Step 14 of the Karst MOU, 

if during construction previously unknown Karst features are identified and it is found 

that the mitigation agreement must be altered, all of the agencies will be contacted and 

agreement reached prior to work continuing in that specific area of the project. Mitigation 

for impacts to unidentified Karst features will be managed in the same manner as 

mitigation for impacts to identified features, as described below. 

 

Comment: 

 

• The purpose and intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is 

to identify and avoid adverse environmental impacts prior to the 

commencement of construction activity.  A bulldozer is not the appropriate 

tool to determine the location and extent of the Karst systems within the 

corridor.  Non-invasive tools such as ground-penetrating radar (GPR) and 

electrical resistivity imaging (ERI) should be utilized.  The Draft EIS is 

inadequate because although it acknowledges unidentified Karst features 

which are present it fails to acknowledge the impossibility of determining 



alternatives Section 4 routes would be preferable because of Federal envir 

standards.   INDOTs failure to provide adequate studies supported by hard 

data has led to an obfuscation of alternative routes which would be 

preferable if appropriate envi studies were done in accordance with Federal 

law. 

 

5.21.4 Mitigation 
 

 

Collection and management of highway runoff is an important consideration during the 

development of the roadway design as well as the development of Karst impact 

mitigation measures. The term “alternative drainage” involves directing highway runoff 

away from recharge features such as sinkholes, swallets and sinking streams. Alternative 

drainage also includes avoiding severing Karst conduits between recharge features and 

discharge features so as to avoid/minimize potential downstream effects upon troglobitic 

species (cave-dwelling species adapted to total darkness) that cannot be directly observed 

due to lack of adequate access to caves which serve as their habitat. Dye tracings of 

Section 4 showed, in rare cases, flowpaths as long as four miles between dye injection 

and dye recovery. Therefore, the potential exists for water quality degradation related to 

normal highway runoff as well as hazardous materials spills in locations removed from 

the Section 4 corridor. It should be noted that utilizing alternative drainage will not 

always be a viable option within the Section 4 corridor. In some areas Karst features are 

distributed across the corridor, which could preclude diverting runoff from the highway 

away from all Karst features. This is especially true in Monroe County. Identifying areas 

to divert runoff away from Karst features may be easier to implement in portions of the 

corridor where the frequency of Karst features is not as high. 

 

 

Comment: 

Spills of fuels and hazardous waste, both during the construction and operation of I-

69, are a great concern to Monroe County.  The Draft EIS clearly identifies the 

connectivity of Karst structures within the right-of-way to sinking streams and 

springs.  All drainage, including normal highway runoff, should be diverted away 

from Karst areas or filtered and treated prior to entering sinkholes and swallets.  

The proposal to establish an emergency response plan for hazardous materials spills 

is inadequate.   By the time Emergency Response arrives from Bloomington or the 

Van Buren Fire Department, it may well be too late.  Unless the highway is designed 

to capture and hold spills, contamination of the Karst groundwater systems is 

inevitable.  The requirement of the MOU to install hazardous waste containment 

should be followed. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Best Management Practices  
June, 2010 Survey of Karst Features Report  

Pages xvii to xviii  



 

• Strict runoff/erosion control must be planned, with staging and materials set up outside 

of Karst areas or on impervious surfaces with controlled drainage. Same season 

revegetation of land disturbed during the construction process should occur when 

possible 

 

• Road maintenance should include posted no-salt/spray areas to prevent contaminants 

from entering Karst systems. Mowing should be restricted to appropriate times, and 

repairing damaged vegetation and drainages should be required 

 

• Some of the channels that cross the corridor may be under-drained in Karst areas and 

appear to transmit water infrequently. Culverts and bridge openings must be sized to 

accommodate the required rainfall events as defined by the INDOT Drainage Design 

Manual. Unique backwater conditions created by sinking streams and other insurgence 

features will require further evaluation during subsequent design stages to assure that 

adequate detention storage volume is available 

 

 • The drainage design for I-69 should provide for proper energy dissipation devices at 

the culvert and storm sewer system outlet locations to prevent erosion to existing 

channels. Energy dissipater devices include such items as scour holes, riprap linings and 

stilling basins. Design of energy dissipater devices and ditch linings should be based on 

INDOT’s Drainage Design Manual 

 

• Run-off from the roadway should have as much natural treatment as is possible. It is 

recommended that run-off be dispersed through natural vegetation and/or an engineered 

treatment system before reaching potential Karst recharge features 

 

• The roadway construction, when possible, should be planned to maintain the drainage 

to Karst recharge features 

 

• Utilization of lined ditches to the outfall discharge points are recommended within the 

Karst areas designed to prevent erosion. Water flow within the roadway ditches will need 

an analysis for lining requirements. Culvert outlets should be designed to discharge 

water to at grade terrain. This design will reduce erosion scour and sediment transport 

into the Karst and other environments. Design of ditches and culverts should be based on 

INDOT’s Drainage Design Manual. This will reduce soil erosion through Karst features 

that could compromise the integrity of the roadway 

 

• A spill response plan should be established with response equipment readily available 

during and after road construction. Karst groundwater systems have the potential for 

high groundwater flow velocities, which makes quick response to any spill a necessity. 

Drainage and runoff control mechanisms should be in place to prevent contaminants 

from entering the Karst system. In the event that contaminants enter the Karst system, use 

of response or mitigation measures at discharge points may be necessary 

 



• If a Karst recharge feature cannot be avoided or appropriately filled and capped, the 

roadway should span the feature and be anchored into competent bedrock. This will 

avoid the problem of instability and roadway runoff entering the recharge feature 

 

• If a spring cannot be avoided or the drainage adequately accommodated by a structure, 

the roadway should span the spring and be anchored into competent bedrock. This will 

avoid the potential undermining of the roadbed by excess head pressure and discharge 

 

• Cuts into bedrock should be minimized when possible to decrease the potential to 

expose caves and other Karst conduits 

 

• If a cave is exposed during construction, Karst experts should be consulted to determine 

the significance of the cave 

 

• Per the 1993 Karst MOU, if any federal and/or state listed species are encountered 

during construction that were not previously noted and evaluated, construction in that 

area should be halted until the species can be evaluated. 

 

Comment: 

 

It is unclear from the Draft EIS if the above Best Management Practices from the 

June, 2010 Survey Karst Features Report will be adopted for the Project.  Please 

identify which (if any) of the above BMP’s will not be implemented and state what 

alternative practices/standards will be utilized. 

 

 
Best Management Practices  
June, 2010 Survey of Karst Features Report  

Page xviii  
 

 

• Run-off from the roadway should have as much natural treatment as is possible. It is 

recommended that run-off be dispersed through natural vegetation and/or an engineered 

treatment system before reaching potential Karst recharge features   

 

 

Comment:  

 

Adverse environmental impact on Karst features can not be corrected.  The reason for our 

inability to correct environmental damage is the very nature of Karst topography itself.  

Karst is a rapid flow through mechanism, developed over eons, that simply pushes 

environmental damage to its ultimate point of degradation.  The most that can be done to 

alleviate an adverse event such as a hazardous waste spill are stringent mitigation efforts 

at potential disaster points.   

 

With these limitations, we highly support Best Management Practices and request that 

they be incorporated into the drainage plan for the construction of I-69, Tier 2.  



Specifically, bioretention should be utilized to capture stormwater run-off at every point 

of diversion along the corridor.  This method has been proven to be highly adaptable, 

cost-effective, and is a recommended alternative to traditional stormwater design (EPA, 

2007; Li and Davis, 2009).  The Karst Report (attached as Appendix AA of the July 2010 

EIS, see pg 115)) states “Run-off from the roadway should have as much natural 

treatment as is possible. It is recommended that run-off be dispersed through natural 

vegetation and/or an engineered treatment system before reaching potential Karst 

recharge features.”  Bioretention will reduce run-off volume, encourage infiltration, 

remove and reduce pollutants, recharge and protect groundwater, and reduce flash-

flooding (Li and Davis, 2009; Hunt, et.al., 2008; Zhen, et.al. 2006).  These characteristics 

are necessary to protect our resident’s health and safety as well as our sensitive Karst 

features and lesson the further degradation of our impaired waterways.  

 

Traditional engineering techniques focus on diverting water as quickly as possible to low 

spots and mitigating peak flow rates (Zhen, et.al. 2006).  The development of I-69 will 

negatively impact the natural hydrologic cycle through the increase in impervious surface 

and wide-scale disturbance to the natural grade (Dietz, 2007).  The use of bioretention 

will mitigate the impact to the natural hydrology whereas traditional engineering 

techniques will not.  Bioretention instead uses a system approach to mimic the natural 

hydrologic cycle by maintaining the pre-development run-off volume (Dietz, 2007).  

 

Since components of bioretention can vary based on application, it is useful to lay out the 

components that are needed along I-69 to maximize the benefits of the technique 

(Rossenn, et.al. 2009).  Over two years of case-study of bioretention installation in 

Monroe County has revealed the following components maximize performance of the 

system under our environmental conditions: 

 

(1) Filter strips or area (turf grass, gravel, or stone) shall be placed between 

 impervious surface and bioretention area. Purpose is to reduce run off velocity 

and  filter particulates and trash. 

 

(2)  Ponding Area.  Ponding depth during rain events must range from one to six 

inches to insure complete saturation of the underlying soil mix.  Three   inches well 

aged hardwood mulch, decorative stone, or a combination shall be used in all beds.  

Purpose is to provide storage of excess runoff and  facilitates the settling of particulates 

and the evaporation of excess water. 

 

 (3) Overflow practices are required to prevent more than one inch of flooding during 

rain events. 

 

(4) Soil Amendments.  Soil mix shall be 50 percent compost, 10% sand, 10% clay, 

and 30% top soil.  Minimum depth of amended soil shall be 18 inches but will vary with 

desired capacity.  Soil shall be backfilled only after the watershed draining to it has been 

stabilized.  Purpose is for storm water storage and filtration, to absorb pollutants, and 

facilitate nutrient uptake by plants. 

 



(5) Underdrain and Stone bed.  Underdrains bedded in and covered with pea gravel 

shall be provided so that water does not pond on the surface of the bioretention filter area 

longer than 12 hours following the end of a rainfall event.   All stone should be washed 

and open graded and provide at least 12 inches of capacity underneath the underdrain 

(e.g. the underdrain should not be placed at the bottom of the system). 

 

(6) Native Plants.  It is recommended that 1 tree and a mixture of 10 perennials and 

grasses to used for every 100ft².  Although native wildflower and grass mix can be used 

in small areas, bare root trees and plugs will establish deep root systems that will 

maximize the absorption of pollutants. 

 

Due to the scale of the construction of I-69 it is important that the network of bioretention 

cells be engineered as early in the design process as possible.  It has been proven that the 

cost associated with the installation of bioretention decreases dramatically when initially 

planned for (EPA, 2007).  Monroe County stands ready to assist with the planning efforts 

and can provide design examples of successful bioretention.  Due to the sensitive natural 

features that I-69 will be disturbing; Monroe County encourages INDOT to use 

bioretention for stormwater management for the health and safety of our residents and 

environment.   

 

For more information contact Heidi Russell Wagner, LEED AP at 812-349-2560 or 

hrussell_wagner@co.monroe.in.us  
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Indiana Karst Conservancy, Inc. 
"PROTECTING CAVES THROUGH ACTIVE CONSERVATION" 


PO Box 2401 • INDIANAPOLIS, IN, 46206-2401 • IKC.CAVES.ORG 


August 17, 2010 
Robert Tally 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Mr. Tally: 

We recently became aware that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Section 4 of the proposed 1-69 interstate was made available. As a 
reading conservation group in Indiana, and an organization focused on the 
protection of karst within Indiana, we are very interested in studying, 
reviewing, and thoughtfully commenting on this document. 

We have been carefully reading and taking notes, but feel we can only 
provide constructive input after reading the DEIS and the associated 
appendices "cover-to-cover". As you know, the documents are voluminous 
and thus the task is considerable, and at this point we feel it will be 
impossible to properly complete this effort by the September 28th comment 
deadline. I suspect other individuals, organizations, and government 
agencies will have similar problems. InDOT and their consultants have had 
over four years to draft this document and it only seems appropriate that 
the caring and concerned citizens of this State and the responsible state and 
federal agencies have more than 60 days to read, understand, and craft our 
responses to this $600 million project. 

As such, we respectfully request that InDOT extends their comment period 
to at least 120 days (60 additional days). We would also request that InDOT 
schedule and publicize a second public hearing in September to be held in 
the Bloomington area to better facilitate soliciting comments from the 
citizens the project will serve, as well as impact, the most. 

Sincerely, 

James Adams 
Secretary 
Indiana Karst Conservancy 

http:IKC.CAVES.ORG




RE: Section 4 Comment Period  

Robert.Tally@dot.gov [Robert.Tally@dot.gov]  

Mr. Meyer, 
  
I apologize for the lateness of my response, I have been out of the office most of this week in the Louisville 
Area.  To answer your question, yes, the Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana Department of 
Transportation have agreed to extend the comment period for Section 4 of the proposed I-69, Evansville to 
Indianapolis.  We have forwarded a request for an amended Notice of Intent to appear in the Federal Register.  
We anticipate it will appear in the Federal Register today.  The new final date for receiving public comments on 
the DEIS will be October 28, 2010.   If you have any questions, please contact Janice Osadczuk at 317-226-
7486. 
  
Robert Tally 
Division Administrator 
FHWA Indiana Division 
  
From: Steven Meyer [mailto:smeyer@hecweb.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2010 3:52 PM 

To: Tally, Robert (FHWA) 

Cc: ssarvis@indot.in.gov; Tim Maloney 
Subject: Section 4 Comment Period 
  
Mr. Tally, 
  
On September 7, 2010, INDOT Deputy Commissioner Sarvis sent a letter to the Bloomington MPO indicating that FHWA 
planned to extend the comment period for Section 4 of the I-169 project.  However, the letter did not provide a new 

closing date for submitting comments.  The I-69 website still indicates that the last day to submit comments is September 

28th.  Has a new end date been determined and, if so, when will the comment period close? 
  
Thank you for your prompt response. 

 
  
Steven A. Meyer, Esq. 
Land Use Policy Coordinator 
Hoosier Environmental Council 
3951 N. Meridian Street, Suite 100 
Indianapolis, IN� 46208 
Office: 317.685.8800 
Fax: 317.686.4794 
smeyer@hecweb.org 
� 

Sent: Friday, September 17, 2010 10:43 AM 

To: smeyer@hecweb.org  

Cc: ssarvis@indot.in.gov; maloneyt@hecweb.org; Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov 

    

Page 1 of 2RE: Section 4 Comment Period

9/22/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2fH...



This message is intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entities named above and may contain confidential information that is 
legally privileged.� If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or 
copying of this message is strictly prohibited.� If you have received this message in error, please notify the Hoosier Environmental Council 
at (317) 685-8800. 

���� Please consider the environment before printing this email 
  

Page 2 of 2RE: Section 4 Comment Period
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RE: Section 4 Comment Period  

smeyer@hecweb.org [smeyer@hecweb.org]  

Mr. Tally, 
 

HEC did receive a notice yesterday via mail confirming the new closing date for public comments.  Thank you for your 
response.   
  
Steven A. Meyer, Esq. 
Land Use Policy Coordinator 
Hoosier Environmental Council 
� 
This message is intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entities named above, and contains confidential information that may be 
legally privileged.� If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or 
copying of this message is strictly prohibited.� If you have received this message in error, please notify the Hoosier Environmental Council 
at (317) 685-8800. 
  

From: Robert.Tally@dot.gov [mailto:Robert.Tally@dot.gov]  

Sent: Friday, September 17, 2010 10:43 AM 
To: Steven Meyer 

Cc: ssarvis@indot.in.gov; Tim Maloney; Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov 
Subject: RE: Section 4 Comment Period 
  
Mr. Meyer, 
  
I apologize for the lateness of my response, I have been out of the office most of this week in the Louisville 
Area.  To answer your question, yes, the Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana Department of 
Transportation have agreed to extend the comment period for Section 4 of the proposed I-69, Evansville to 
Indianapolis.  We have forwarded a request for an amended Notice of Intent to appear in the Federal Register.  
We anticipate it will appear in the Federal Register today.  The new final date for receiving public comments on 
the DEIS will be October 28, 2010.   If you have any questions, please contact Janice Osadczuk at 317-226-
7486. 
  
Robert Tally 
Division Administrator 
FHWA Indiana Division 
  
From: Steven Meyer [mailto:smeyer@hecweb.org]  

Sent: Monday, September 13, 2010 3:52 PM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA) 

Cc: ssarvis@indot.in.gov; Tim Maloney 

Subject: Section 4 Comment Period 
  
Mr. Tally, 
  
On September 7, 2010, INDOT Deputy Commissioner Sarvis sent a letter to the Bloomington MPO indicating that FHWA 

planned to extend the comment period for Section 4 of the I-169 project.  However, the letter did not provide a new 
closing date for submitting comments.  The I-69 website still indicates that the last day to submit comments is September 

28th.  Has a new end date been determined and, if so, when will the comment period close? 
  

Sent: Friday, September 17, 2010 11:42 AM 

To: Robert.Tally@dot.gov  

Cc: ssarvis@indot.in.gov; maloneyt@hecweb.org; Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov 

    

Page 1 of 2RE: Section 4 Comment Period
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Thank you for your prompt response. 

 
  
Steven A. Meyer, Esq. 
Land Use Policy Coordinator 
Hoosier Environmental Council 
3951 N. Meridian Street, Suite 100 
Indianapolis, IN� 46208 
Office: 317.685.8800 
Fax: 317.686.4794 
smeyer@hecweb.org 
� 
This message is intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entities named above and may contain confidential information that is 
legally privileged.� If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or 
copying of this message is strictly prohibited.� If you have received this message in error, please notify the Hoosier Environmental Council 
at (317) 685-8800. 

���� Please consider the environment before printing this email 
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  Indiana Karst Conservancy, Inc. 
“PROTECTING CAVES THROUGH ACTIVE CONSERVATION” 

PO BOX 2401  INDIANAPOLIS, IN, 46206-2401   IKC.CAVES.ORG 
 
         October 16, 2010 
Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS comments 
 
Dear Mr. Fisk: 
 
The Indiana Karst Conservancy is a non-profit environmental organization focused on cave 
and karst protection in Indiana, so as you can imagine, our organization is quite interested in 
Section 4 of the I-69 project.  We have reviewed the entire Section 4 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and the unredacted Survey of Karst Features Report (Appendix AA) and 
have a number of general comments and concerns.  We have also collaborated with other 
reviewers on specific details and analyses and understand their comments are being 
submitted, so we will not duplicate those comments in detail in this letter. 
 
We would first like to complement InDOT and the preparers of the Survey of Karst Features 
Report.  The document is thorough and well organized with extensive maps detailing the 
karst features found, recharge areas delineated, and the dye traces completed.  However, we 
think this document was subsequently poorly used (and mis-used) in that it gave InDOT over 
confidence by having a specific list of features to avoid in the existing corridor, rather than 
an understanding that I-69 is entering a mine-field of “unexploded ordnance” waiting to be 
uncovered as the bulldozers proceed.  We understand InDOT’s position that “failure is not an 
option” in constructing I-69 and one way or another there will be a highway that spans from 
the start point at Section 3 and ends at SR 37 in Bloomington.  However, we firmly believe 
that InDOT failed to exercise all of the options afforded to them in the Tier 1 Record of 
Decision, specifically, “…the flexibility will exist to consider alternatives outside the 
selected corridor to avoid significant impacts within the selected corridor.”  
 
The Survey of Karst Features Report clearly indicated numerous “hot spots” east of 
Rockport Road and the DEIS perhaps correctly suggested that shifting the alignment north or 
south would likely just find more “hot spots”, so the “head down and plow ahead” approach 
basically categorized the impacts as “unavoidable”.  We do not necessarily agree with this, 
but have no viable alternatives to suggest other than to not build the highway. 
 
However, west of Rockport Road, while the densities of karst features are less, there are 
many more opportunities to avoid such features beyond tweaking the alignments within the 
corridor.  Missing a few identified features is no assurance major caves passages will not be 
intersected (caves are like icebergs, most are hidden below the “waterline”).  We suggest that 
InDOT should have looked at alignments shifted significantly outside of the given corridor, 
such as the proposal attached at the end of this letter.  While obviously there is no guarantee 
this alignment would not also encounter some karst features, the impact likelihoods are less 
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for two reasons: first it is a shorter route (1 to 1-1/2 miles depending upon the in-corridor 
alignments) and second, much of the alignment runs on the top of the ridge.   
 
Basically the alignment we are proposing would replace portions of sub-sections 4F and 4G. 
The new alignment would follow Alternatives 4F-1 east of Hobbieville to the point where it 
crosses Indian Creek.  From there the alignment would parallel the eastern boundary of the 
existing corridor east of Carmichael Cemetery to the point where the alignment would cross 
into Monroe County.  From there it would curve east along the ridge top, staying on the ridge 
top in township sections 18, 17, 8, and 9, passing just south of Mt Zion Church where it 
would re-enter the existing corridor and blend back into the existing 4G alignments just west 
of Rockport Road.  Approximately 3-1/2 miles of the proposed alignment would venture 
outside the Tier 1 corridor, less than 3% of the entire I-69 corridor. 
 
Independent of the karst impact avoidance, this shorter alignment would greatly reduce the 
right-of-way and mitigation acres needing to be acquired, reduce the number of stream 
crossings (particularly Indian Creek), reduce the vertical profile variation significantly, 
improve a number of performance metrics (reduced travel time, improved safety, reduced 
user operating expenses, reduced auto emissions, all the result of eliminating 13 to 20 million 
miles traveled per year) and perhaps most importantly, reduce the initial construction costs 
by $17 - 40 million.  Looking at construction and users costs for the first 20 years, the 
proposed alignment would save $50 - 92 million in present value dollars, potentially 10-20 % 
of the entire Section 4 initial cost, and avoid 150,000 tons of CO2 being produced (a concern 
that will grow significantly in the next 20 years). While we understand looking at a new 
alignment outside of the corridor at this stage of the project would result in additional 
scoping and some confusion, we feel that neglecting to do so would be completely 
irresponsible and a breech of the NEPA process to study viable alternatives authorized under 
the Tier 1 ROD.  To us, the DEIS is flawed without such an alternative being considered. 
 
Our second major issue to comment on is the DEIS ‘s recommendation for interchange 
Option 1 which includes the Greene/Monroe County Line interchange.  We have carefully 
studied the reasons and rationale for adding this post-Tier 1 interchange.  While we 
understand the perception of why this interchange is desirable for local access and 
utilization, our evaluation concludes that this interchange provides very little, if any, benefit 
over traveling to Bloomington via the existing SR 45 route.  Emergency response on I-69 
was another justification for this interchange, but a DLZ study in Appendix BB suggests a 
much better solution would be to have an emergency entry point at the Burch Road grade 
separation.  Our preference would be the Tier 1 proposed interchanges at SR 54 and SR 45 
(Option 3).  These interchanges would provide local access for those who could benefit from 
I-69 and better serve emergency responders along the western half of Section 4.  Option 3 
would also be much less expensive and have less direct impact on right-of-way footprint, 
stream crossings, resident noise exposure, and residential and business relocations.  
 
However, our main objection to the Green/Monroe County Line interchange are the same 
objections USFWS and EPA raised in Tier 1, that being the increase of indirect impacts on 
karst due to development in western Monroe County along SR 45 and potential impacts on 
Ray’s Cave due to development on SR 54 west of SR 445.  The concerns raised during the 
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Tier 1 study, which we concur with, were that an interchange between SR 37 and SR 54 
would leapfrog development into far western Monroe County and eastern Greene County, 
rather than the slower “sprawl” emanating from Bloomington.  We also disagree with 
InDOT’s stated logic in the DEIS that this interchange would “demote” the upgrading of SR 
45, thus slowing development west of Bloomington (page 6-39).  It is the level of congestion 
that slows growth.  It does not matter if the congestion is decreased by upgrading SR 45 or 
by diverting traffic off SR45 onto I-69, the end result is the same, development is encouraged 
when transportation facilitates it.   So the County Line interchange would encourage 
“sprawl” by reducing congestion closer to Bloomington and encourage new growth around 
the SR 45/SR 445 intersection growing in all directions. 
 
The County Line interchange would also directly inject development into Ray’s Cave five-
mile Winter Active Area, something we thought InDOT had agreed to avoid during the Tier 
1 consultation with USFWS.  With the onslaught of White-nose Syndrome, minimizing 
development in this cave’s WAA will be critical for the survival of the Indiana bat.   
 
Finally, we also find it objectionable that InDOT is not honoring its Tier 1 commitment to 
not have an interchange in western Monroe County.  While technically the proposed 
interchange is located just feet into Greene County, we feel the spirit and intent of the 
commitment is being violated.  It is clear from all the agency communications in Appendix C 
that the County Line interchange is contentious.  It is even more disheartening when there is 
no compelling analysis to support this interchange compared to reverting to interchanges at 
SR 54 and SR 45 as proposed in Tier 1.  We feel InDOT has done a huge injustice to the 
environment in ignoring USFWS’s and EPA’s position by promoting, then recommending 
the County Line interchange. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
James Adams 
Secretary 
Indiana Karst Conservancy 
 
 
cc: USFWS, EPA 
 







COMMENTS	  ON	  THE	  TIER	  2,	  DRAFT	  EIS,	  SECTION	  4	  
By:	  Citizens	  for	  Appropriate	  Rural	  Roads	  (CARR)	  
PO	  Box	  54	  
Stanford,	  IN	  47463	  
October	  27,	  2010	  
	  
SUMMARY:	  
	  
The	  entire	  NEPA,	  EIS	  process	  for	  I-69	  has	  been,	  and	  remains,	  an	  elaborate	  deception.	  
This	  EIS,	  like	  all	  the	  ones	  before	  it,	  is	  biased,	  misleading	  and	  filled	  with	  errors.	  The	  outcome	  
of	  those	  studies	  has	  never	  been	  in	  doubt.	  The	  preferred	  route	  was	  predetermined.	  These	  
EISs	  have	  not	  served	  to	  inform	  the	  public	  or	  policy	  makers	  as	  to	  the	  extent	  and	  cost	  of	  the	  
impacts	  of	  this	  project.	  It	  is	  a	  classic	  example	  of	  quantity	  over	  quality.	  	  
All	  rational	  arguments	  against	  I-‐69	  are	  treated	  like	  flies	  at	  a	  picnic.	  In	  the	  end	  it	  is	  a	  serious	  
waste	  of	  tax	  dollars	  used	  to	  further	  a	  socially	  and	  environmentally	  destructive,	  hugely	  
expensive,	  unnecessary	  highway.	  It	  has	  been	  allowed	  to	  proceed	  due	  to	  political	  pressure	  
and	  lack	  of	  oversight	  and	  outright	  collusion	  by	  state	  and	  federal	  agencies.	  The	  personal	  
threats	  directed	  towards	  public	  employees,	  researchers	  and	  other	  who	  might	  have	  spoken	  
out	  against	  this	  project	  has	  led	  to	  a	  distorted	  perception	  by	  the	  public	  at	  large	  of	  its	  
purpose,	  need,	  impacts	  and	  costs.	  	  
	  
The	  State	  of	  Indiana	  will	  suffer	  negative	  consequences	  for	  generations	  because	  of	  the	  
construction	  of	  this	  highway	  and	  due	  to	  the	  process	  by	  which	  it	  was	  advanced.	  The	  benefits	  
will	  never	  outweigh	  the	  enormous	  costs	  both	  in	  dollars	  and	  damage	  to	  the	  economy	  and	  
the	  environment.	  It	  is	  being	  constructed	  in	  a	  shoddy,	  substandard	  manner	  through	  one	  of	  
the	  most	  environmentally	  sensitive	  areas	  of	  the	  State.	  Lost	  opportunity	  costs	  alone	  will	  
make	  this	  project	  a	  sad	  reminder	  of	  backward	  thinking	  and	  greed	  over	  good	  sense,	  good	  
government	  and	  responsible	  transportation	  planning.	  	  
	  
This	  dysfunctional	  process	  has	  led	  to	  great	  frustration	  and	  bitter	  disappointment	  on	  the	  
part	  of	  many,	  many	  citizens	  who	  once	  believed	  that	  truth	  was	  more	  important	  than	  special	  
interests	  and	  politics.	  It	  will	  bolster	  the	  ranks	  of	  cynics	  who	  proclaim:	  ‘You	  can’t	  beat	  the	  
government,	  no	  matter	  what,	  so	  don’t	  even	  try.’	  As	  a	  result,	  many	  caring	  citizens	  will	  
withdraw	  from	  participation	  in	  civic	  discourse.	  	  Thid	  has	  been	  the	  most	  undemocratic	  
process	  we	  have	  ever	  experienced.	  Indiana	  deserves	  better.	  
	  
The	  only	  possible	  good	  outcome	  of	  this	  process	  would	  be	  if	  agencies	  and	  educational	  
institutions	  used	  it	  as	  an	  example	  of	  how	  not	  to	  do	  EISs.	  It	  is	  an	  embarrassment	  to	  Indiana	  
and	  a	  slap	  in	  the	  face	  of	  responsible	  transportation	  planning.	  
	  
SUMMARY:	  
	  
The	  entire	  NEPA,	  EIS	  process	  for	  I-69	  has	  been	  an	  elaborate	  deception.	  This	  EIS,	  like	  
all	  the	  ones	  before	  it,	  is	  biased,	  misleading	  and	  filled	  with	  errors.	  The	  outcome	  of	  those	  
studies	  has	  never	  been	  in	  doubt.	  The	  preferred	  route	  was	  predetermined.	  These	  EISs	  have	  
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not	  served	  to	  inform	  the	  public	  or	  policy	  makers	  as	  to	  the	  extent	  and	  cost	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  
this	  project.	  It	  is	  a	  classic	  example	  of	  quantity	  over	  quality.	  	  
All	  rational	  arguments	  against	  I-‐69	  are	  treated	  like	  flies	  at	  a	  picnic.	  In	  the	  end	  it	  is	  a	  serious	  
waste	  of	  tax	  dollars	  used	  to	  further	  a	  socially	  and	  environmentally	  destructive,	  hugely	  
expensive,	  unnecessary	  highway.	  It	  has	  been	  allowed	  to	  proceed	  due	  to	  political	  pressure	  
and	  lack	  of	  oversight	  and	  outright	  collusion	  by	  state	  and	  federal	  agencies.	  The	  personal	  
threats	  directed	  towards	  public	  employees,	  researchers	  and	  other	  who	  might	  have	  spoken	  
out	  against	  this	  project	  has	  led	  to	  a	  distorted	  perception	  by	  the	  public	  at	  large	  of	  its	  
purpose,	  need,	  impacts	  and	  costs.	  	  
	  
The	  State	  of	  Indiana	  will	  suffer	  negative	  consequences	  for	  generations	  because	  of	  the	  
construction	  of	  this	  highway	  and	  due	  to	  the	  process	  by	  which	  it	  was	  advanced.	  The	  benefits	  
will	  never	  outweigh	  the	  enormous	  costs	  both	  in	  dollars	  and	  damage	  to	  the	  economy	  and	  
the	  environment.	  It	  is	  being	  constructed	  in	  a	  shoddy,	  substandard	  manner	  through	  one	  of	  
the	  most	  environmentally	  sensitive	  areas	  of	  the	  State.	  Lost	  opportunity	  costs	  alone	  will	  
make	  this	  project	  a	  sad	  reminder	  of	  backward	  thinking	  and	  greed	  over	  good	  sense,	  good	  
government	  and	  responsible	  transportation	  planning.	  	  
	  
This	  dysfunctional	  process	  has	  led	  to	  great	  frustration	  and	  bitter	  disappointment	  on	  the	  
part	  of	  many,	  many	  citizens	  who	  once	  believed	  that	  truth	  was	  more	  important	  than	  special	  
interests	  and	  politics.	  It	  will	  bolster	  the	  ranks	  of	  cynics	  who	  proclaim:	  ‘You	  can’t	  beat	  the	  
government,	  no	  matter	  what,	  so	  don’t	  even	  try,’	  As	  a	  result,	  many	  caring	  citizens	  will	  
withdraw	  from	  participation	  in	  civic	  discourse.	  	  It	  has	  been	  the	  most	  undemocratic	  process	  
we	  have	  ever	  experienced.	  Indiana	  deserves	  better.	  
	  
The	  only	  possible	  good	  outcome	  of	  this	  process	  would	  be	  if	  agencies	  and	  educational	  
institutions	  used	  it	  as	  an	  example	  of	  how	  not	  to	  do	  EISs.	  It	  is	  an	  embarrassment	  to	  Indiana	  
and	  a	  slap	  in	  the	  face	  of	  responsible	  transportation	  planning.	  
	  
A	  Supplemental	  EIS	  is	  in	  order	  for	  Section	  4.	  Misinformation,	  the	  lack	  of	  information,	  
manipulation	  of	  data,	  selective	  use	  of	  data	  (cherry	  picking)	  and	  changes	  in	  design	  have	  led	  
to	  an	  underestimate	  of	  environmental	  as	  well	  as	  social	  and	  fiscal	  impacts.	  A	  SEIS	  is	  needed	  
to	  correct	  these	  deficiencies.	  	  
	  
It	  is	  highly	  doubtful	  that	  this	  highway	  will	  ever	  be	  completed	  from	  Canada	  to	  Mexico	  as	  
planned.	  It	  is	  also	  doubtful	  that	  sections	  5-‐6	  in	  Indiana	  will	  be	  completed	  in	  the	  near	  future.	  
They	  may	  never	  be	  completed.	  	  Since	  many	  of	  the	  predicted	  benefits	  and	  assumptions	  are	  
based	  a	  completed	  route,	  all	  such	  presumed	  benefits	  and	  assumptions	  are	  unreliable.	  	  
	  
As	  our	  comments	  and	  those	  of	  others	  will	  show,	  a	  supplemental	  EIS	  is	  in	  order	  for	  Section	  
4.	  Misinformation,	  the	  lack	  of	  information,	  manipulation	  of	  data,	  selective	  use	  of	  data	  
(cherry	  picking)	  and	  changes	  in	  design	  have	  led	  to	  an	  underestimate	  of	  environmental	  as	  
well	  as	  social	  and	  fiscal	  impacts.	  A	  SEIS	  is	  needed	  to	  correct	  these	  deficiencies.	  	  
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COMMENT	  PERIOD	  TOO	  SHORT:	  
The	  comment	  period	  for	  this	  massive	  DEIS	  was	  not	  nearly	  long	  enough	  to	  allow	  citizens	  to	  
thoroughly	  read	  and	  review	  its	  contents.	  To	  critically	  read	  this	  DEIS	  one	  must	  also	  refer	  
back	  to	  previous	  EISs.	  This	  is	  a	  very	  time	  consuming	  process.	  In	  addition,	  there	  are	  34	  
appendices.	  	  Some	  of	  these	  documents	  are	  very	  large.	  The	  Draft	  Stream	  Assessment	  Report	  
is	  1200	  pages;	  the	  karst	  reports	  are	  about	  750	  pages;	  the	  noise	  report	  is	  over	  650	  pages;	  
the	  Draft	  Wetland	  Report	  is	  346	  pages	  and	  on	  and	  on.	  	  Many	  of	  these	  pages	  contain	  pictures	  
but	  they	  still	  must	  be	  studied.	  We	  do	  not	  criticize	  the	  length	  of	  these	  reports,	  but	  we	  do	  
request	  more	  time	  to	  review	  them.	  We	  also	  need	  more	  time	  for	  experts	  to	  examine	  
particular	  aspects	  of	  the	  reports.	  	  Extending	  the	  comment	  period	  from	  60	  to	  90	  days	  made	  
it	  seem	  like	  INDOT	  and	  FHWA	  listened	  to	  citizen	  complaints	  and	  were	  being	  generous.	  But	  
no	  one	  could	  possibly	  believe	  that	  60	  days	  was	  sufficient	  time,	  adding	  30	  more	  days	  is	  still	  
not	  nearly	  enough	  time.	  We	  asked	  for	  180	  days	  but	  that	  was	  rejected.	  Let	  it	  go	  on	  the	  
record	  that	  the	  time	  given	  to	  review	  all	  of	  these	  documents	  is	  ridiculously	  insufficient.	  Our	  
comments	  are,	  therefore,	  not	  as	  thorough	  as	  they	  should	  be.	  	  
One	  has	  to	  wonder	  if	  INDOT/FHWA	  are	  hiding	  something.	  If	  studied	  more	  carefully	  what	  
else	  would	  be	  found	  that	  compromises	  the	  justification	  for	  this	  highway.	  If	  you	  want	  to	  hide	  
needles	  throw	  them	  in	  haystacks.	  
	  
ALL	  PREVIOUS	  COMMENTS	  TO	  BE	  INCLUDED	  AS	  COMMENTS	  ON	  THIS	  DEIS	  
	  
We	  request	  that	  all	  of	  the	  comments	  previously	  submitted	  by	  Citizens	  for	  Appropriate	  
Rural	  Roads	  (CARR)	  on	  all	  previous	  EISs	  for	  this	  project	  be	  included	  as	  	  
comments	  on	  this	  	  Section	  4,	  Tier	  2	  DEIS.	  	  
	  
CHAPTER	  2:	  PURPOSE	  AND	  NEED	  
	  
A	  core	  goal	  of	  the	  I-‐69	  project,	  as	  listed	  in	  the	  Tier	  1	  FEISs	  for	  sections	  1-‐3,	  has	  been	  
dropped	  from	  this	  DEIS.	  This	  core	  goal:	  	  “Facilitate	  interstate	  and	  international	  movements	  
of	  freight	  through	  the	  I-‐69	  corridor,	  in	  a	  manner	  consistent	  with	  the	  national	  I-‐69	  policies”	  
does	  not	  appear.	  A	  somewhat	  similar	  goal:	  “Facilitate	  interstate	  and	  international	  
movement	  of	  freight”	  is	  listed	  but	  not	  as	  a	  core	  goal.	  	  
Changing	  one	  of	  the	  core	  goals	  of	  a	  project	  should	  require	  that	  a	  Supplemental	  EIS	  be	  
undertaken	  at	  least	  for	  that	  section.	  The	  assumptions	  that	  justified	  the	  project	  in	  
Tier	  1	  have	  changed	  and	  the	  resulting	  costs	  and	  impacts	  have	  changed.	  In	  fact,	  so	  
many	  requests	  for	  significant	  changes	  are	  now	  being	  made	  that	  a	  SEIS	  may	  be	  
necessary	  for	  the	  entire	  project.	  It’s	  like	  they	  promised	  a	  hog	  and	  now	  want	  to	  deliver	  a	  
guinea	  pig.	  
	  
Page	  2-‐9	  mentions	  some	  vague	  support	  for	  I-‐69	  by	  some	  businesses	  in	  Bloomington	  but	  
nothing	  is	  stated	  about	  the	  opposition	  in	  Bloomington.	  The	  Bloomington	  Common	  Council	  
has	  passed	  a	  resolution,	  signed	  by	  the	  Mayor,	  opposing	  bringing	  I-‐69	  through	  their	  city.	  The	  
Monroe	  County	  Commissioners	  have	  also	  passed	  a	  resolution	  opposing	  building	  I-‐69	  
through	  the	  county.	  In	  fact,	  there	  has	  been	  strong	  opposition	  to	  I-‐69	  from	  its	  inception,	  but	  
no	  mention	  is	  made	  of	  this.	  
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No	  alternatives	  to	  an	  interstate	  were	  studied	  for	  this	  Section	  4	  DEIS.	  	  Since	  each	  section	  is	  a	  
stand-‐alone	  project,	  other	  alternatives,	  including	  upgrading	  existing	  roads,	  should	  be	  a	  part	  
of	  this	  DEIS.	  	  	  
	  
The	  section	  on	  safety,	  2.3.4,	  is	  once	  again	  very	  much	  out-‐of-‐date.	  Table	  2-‐3	  is	  data	  from	  
1991,	  nearly	  20	  years	  old.	  	  Surely,	  more	  current	  data	  is	  available.	  We	  can	  only	  assume	  that	  
more	  current	  data	  would	  not	  show	  as	  many	  safety	  benefits	  from	  I-‐69.	  	  
	  
The	  traffic	  modeling	  used	  for	  this	  DEIS	  is	  highly	  suspect.	  This	  DEIS	  states	  that	  newer	  
models	  are	  being	  used	  to	  show	  the	  need	  for	  this	  highway.	  Models,	  as	  most	  people	  know,	  are	  
subject	  to	  biased	  manipulations.	  You	  can	  devise	  a	  model	  to	  prove	  anything	  you	  want.	  Valid	  
models	  are	  best	  created	  by	  independent	  organizations.	  That	  has	  not	  been	  the	  case	  with	  I-‐69	  
modeling.	  	  These	  newer	  models	  purport	  to	  show	  that	  the	  increase	  in	  traffic	  on	  SR-‐37,	  even	  
if	  it	  is	  not	  upgraded,	  will	  cause	  no	  problems.	  This	  is	  not	  credible.	  Traffic	  on	  SR	  -‐37	  is	  
already	  congested	  at	  times.	  Dumping	  thousands	  more	  vehicles,	  including	  many	  big	  trucks	  
on	  SR-‐37	  will	  undoubtedly	  increase	  congestion	  problems	  and	  cause	  more	  accidents.	  If	  
there	  isn’t	  going	  to	  be	  much	  increase	  in	  traffic	  then	  where	  do	  INDOT’s	  projections	  for	  
economic	  development	  come	  from?	  And	  why	  are	  we	  building	  a	  major	  new	  interstate	  with	  
all	  its	  attendant	  damage	  to	  the	  environment	  and	  huge	  costs	  if	  there	  won’t	  be	  vast	  
improvements	  in	  the	  economy?	  INDOT	  wants	  to	  have	  it	  both	  ways:	  great	  economic	  
development	  but	  no	  problems.	  This	  is	  completely	  unrealistic	  and	  deceptive.	  	  
	  
This	  DEIS	  states	  that	  forecasted	  traffic	  volumes	  for	  the	  Build	  Alternative	  assumes	  all	  6	  
sections	  are	  built,	  including	  a	  new	  Ohio	  River	  Bridge.	  	  (5-‐184)	  This	  is	  a	  dubious	  
assumption.	  The	  state	  does	  not	  have	  the	  money	  to	  complete	  Section	  1-‐3	  and	  little	  or	  no	  
money	  for	  Sections	  4-‐6.	  It	  is	  unlikely	  that	  all	  the	  sections	  will	  ever	  be	  built.	  The	  bridge	  over	  
the	  Ohio	  River	  is	  estimated	  to	  cost	  $1	  billion	  alone.	  	  The	  State	  of	  Kentucky	  has	  stated	  that	  
the	  only	  way	  it	  could	  pay	  its	  share	  is	  by	  making	  it	  a	  toll	  bridge.	  The	  chances	  of	  that	  being	  
approved	  are	  very	  slim.	  Wildly	  optimistic	  funding	  projections	  are	  simply	  not	  credible.	  
	  
This	  DEIS	  does	  not	  deal	  with	  alternatives	  to	  this	  interstate	  for	  relieving	  some	  traffic	  
problems.	  	  For	  example,	  the	  planned	  interchange	  at	  the	  Greene	  County/Monroe	  County	  line	  
is	  given	  as	  the	  only	  way	  to	  reduce	  congestion	  on	  SR	  45.	  It	  is	  unrealistic	  to	  think	  that	  many	  
drivers	  will	  use	  the	  interstate	  when	  SR	  45	  will	  be	  a	  more	  direct	  route.	  There	  are	  other	  ways	  
to	  reduce	  congestion	  but	  those	  methods	  were	  not	  even	  considered.	  
	  
CHAPTER	  5:	  ENVIRONMENTAL	  CONSEQUENCES	  
	  
As	  this	  chapter	  makes	  clear,	  there	  will	  be	  serious	  environmental	  damage	  inflicted	  on	  this	  
area	  of	  the	  state.	  Unfortunately,	  little	  will	  be	  done	  to	  make	  up	  for	  this	  damage.	  “Mitigation”	  
will	  not	  prevent	  or	  remedy	  the	  destruction.	  Many	  of	  the	  other	  measures	  proposed	  are	  
unlikely	  to	  be	  carried	  out	  due	  to	  funding	  difficulties.	  Over	  time,	  the	  highway	  will	  continue	  
to	  impact	  wildlife	  all	  along	  the	  route	  and	  the	  quality	  of	  Indiana’s	  environment	  will	  continue	  
to	  deteriorate.	  This	  is	  inexcusable	  as	  a	  reasonable	  alternative	  route,	  US41	  and	  I-‐70,	  is	  
available.	  That	  route	  was	  rejected	  for	  political	  reasons.	  In	  fact,	  political	  considerations	  
dictated	  the	  preferred	  route.	  Specific	  comments	  follow.	  
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P.	  5-‐6-‐-‐The	  decision	  to	  use	  only	  data	  that	  could	  be	  applied	  to	  all	  26	  counties	  in	  the	  Tier	  1	  
study	  was	  a	  seriously	  flawed	  accommodation	  to	  INDOT.	  They	  had	  already	  decided	  on	  their	  
preferred	  route	  and	  did	  not	  want	  any	  serious,	  foreseeable	  problems	  to	  interfere.	  	  This	  
resulted	  in	  the	  use	  of	  incorrect	  data	  that	  allowed	  INDOT	  to	  overlook	  problems	  they	  knew	  
were	  going	  to	  impact	  the	  preferred	  route.	  Karst	  information	  is	  a	  case	  in	  point.	  The	  karst	  
data	  used	  for	  the	  Tier	  1	  study	  was	  known	  to	  be	  incomplete	  and	  incorrect.	  	  Yet	  it	  was	  
allowed	  because	  it	  was	  the	  only	  karst	  data	  that	  was	  available	  covering	  all	  26	  counties.	  In	  
Tier	  2	  studies,	  more	  current,	  specific	  and	  complete	  data	  was	  used	  and	  the	  impacts	  to	  karst	  
are	  revealed	  to	  be	  enormous,	  as	  most	  karst	  experts	  knew	  they	  would	  be.	  Allowing	  INDOT	  
to	  hide	  data	  until	  it	  is	  too	  late	  to	  change	  the	  route	  is	  unacceptable.	  It	  will	  result	  in	  a	  more	  
expensive	  and	  environmentally	  destructive	  route.	  Reasonable	  alternatives	  avoiding	  karst	  
features	  are	  available.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐7,	  5-‐8:	  Features	  of	  the	  low-‐cost	  design	  (LCD)	  studied	  in	  Sections	  2-‐3	  are	  incorporated	  
into	  the	  initial	  cost	  design	  (ICD)	  for	  Section	  4.	  	  These	  include	  a	  narrower	  median	  and	  
shoulders.	  These	  will	  result	  in	  a	  less	  safe	  highway.	  	  The	  low-‐	  cost	  alternative	  for	  Section	  4	  
might	  also	  include	  steeper	  grades	  and	  cheaper	  pavement	  materials,	  i.e.,	  asphalt	  instead	  of	  
concrete.	  The	  overall	  result	  is	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  substandard	  highway	  and	  means	  more	  
costs	  will	  accrue	  in	  the	  long	  run.	  It	  also	  means	  a	  more	  dangerous	  highway.	  A	  dollar	  saved	  
now	  means	  a	  thousand	  dollars	  spent	  later	  and	  more	  lives	  lost.	  This	  shortsighted	  approach	  
is	  very	  poor	  public	  policy	  and	  is	  an	  irresponsible	  use	  of	  transportation	  tax	  dollars.	  	  
This	  DEIS	  also	  states	  that	  design	  changes	  can	  be	  made	  after	  the	  ROD.	  Citizens	  can	  have	  no	  
confidence	  that	  what	  INDOT	  promises	  now	  will	  actually	  be	  carried	  out.	  We	  see	  this	  already	  
happening	  in	  Sections	  2-‐3.	  	  It	  is	  unclear	  if	  these	  LCD	  changes	  will	  be	  made	  in	  Section	  1.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐45,	  50:	  The	  Pic-‐a-‐Chic	  Farms	  business	  would	  be	  relocated	  by	  any	  alternative	  for	  the	  
highway.	  The	  DEIS	  states	  that	  the	  owner	  would	  just	  relocate	  on	  another	  part	  of	  the	  
property.	  This	  is	  misleading.	  In	  a	  news	  article	  in	  the	  Bloomington	  Herald-‐Times,	  August	  15,	  
2010,	  one	  of	  the	  co-‐owners	  states:	  “We	  won’t	  be	  able	  to	  relocate	  this	  venue.	  It’	  s	  just	  a	  one-‐
of-‐a-‐kind	  place.”	  She	  goes	  on	  to	  say:	  “I	  just	  don’t	  understand	  why	  they	  need	  I-‐69.”	  The	  
business’s	  response	  to	  the	  Business	  Needs	  Survey	  says	  nothing	  about	  relocating	  the	  
business	  on	  another	  part	  of	  the	  property.	  The	  site	  now	  is	  secluded	  and	  quiet.	  Being	  located	  
next	  to	  an	  international	  truck	  corridor	  would	  not	  help	  that	  business.	  	  
We	  have	  to	  question	  how	  many	  other	  responses	  have	  been	  distorted	  by	  this	  DEIS.	  Due	  to	  
the	  short	  comment	  period	  there	  is	  not	  enough	  time	  to	  investigate	  this	  concern.	  	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐49,	  52:	  Replacement	  housing	  does	  not	  take	  into	  account	  the	  acreage	  it	  is	  on	  nor	  does	  it	  
replace	  the	  peace	  and	  quiet	  and	  quality	  of	  life	  that	  is	  lost.	  	  Homeowners	  who	  are	  left	  
stranded	  next	  to	  a	  major	  highway	  lose	  more	  than	  just	  some	  land.	  They	  lose	  the	  value	  of	  
their	  homes	  and	  remaining	  land.	  They	  may	  be	  forced	  to	  move	  because	  they	  cannot	  live	  next	  
to	  a	  noisy,	  polluting	  interstate.	  Noise	  levels	  at	  the	  Rolling	  Glen	  Estates	  and	  Farmer’	  Field	  
Acres	  neighborhoods	  would	  be	  excessive	  but	  INDOT	  states	  it	  would	  not	  be	  cost	  effective	  to	  
build	  noise	  barriers.	  (‘There	  goes	  the	  neighborhood!’)	  There	  is	  no	  compensation	  for	  these	  
losses.	  According	  to	  INDOT,	  loss	  of	  quality	  of	  life	  is	  non-‐compensable.	  	  
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Rural	  communities	  are	  by	  their	  nature	  dispersed	  but	  are	  still	  communities.	  INDOT	  does	  not	  
consider	  the	  impacts	  of	  this	  highway	  on	  rural	  communities.	  This	  highway	  will	  create	  a	  huge	  
barrier	  separating	  families	  in	  rural	  areas.	  Rural	  families	  don’t	  live	  in	  clustered	  housing	  but	  
nevertheless	  they	  are	  neighborhoods.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐49-‐50:	  Replacement	  farmland	  is	  difficult	  to	  find	  in	  Sections	  1,	  2,	  3	  or	  4.	  Lost	  farmland	  
cannot	  be	  mitigated,	  it	  is	  just	  lost	  forever.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐54:	  As	  in	  other	  sections	  of	  this	  DEIS,	  INDOT	  ignores	  the	  deep	  and	  widespread	  
opposition	  to	  this	  highway	  proposal.	  They	  only	  euphemistically	  refer	  to	  “concerns”.	  	  There	  
has	  never	  been	  as	  much	  opposition	  to	  a	  highway	  project	  in	  Indiana	  as	  there	  is	  to	  the	  I-‐69	  
extension.	  	  But	  in	  INDOT’s	  public	  documents	  and	  statements,	  the	  past	  2	  decades	  of	  
opposition	  and	  massive	  citizen	  comments	  against	  the	  project	  are	  treated	  as	  a	  mere	  
nuisance.	  	  All	  of	  INDOT’s	  proclamations	  of	  the	  importance	  of	  public	  comments	  are	  nothing	  
more	  than	  empty	  words.	  No	  one	  takes	  his	  or	  her	  pronouncements	  seriously.	  	  INDOT	  is	  
about	  as	  concerned	  with	  public	  opinion	  as	  the	  early	  settlers	  were	  concerned	  with	  the	  
opinions	  of	  the	  Native	  Americans.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐55:	  This	  DEIS	  states:	  “No	  person	  displaced	  by	  this	  project	  will	  be	  required	  to	  move	  
from	  a	  displaced	  dwelling	  unless	  comparable	  replacement	  housing	  is	  available	  to	  that	  
person.”	  	  In	  Section	  2,	  this	  edict	  was	  not	  followed.	  At	  least	  one	  homeowner	  was	  ordered	  out	  
of	  his	  home	  and	  was	  not	  compensated	  for	  months.	  The	  family	  was	  	  
forced	  to	  put	  their	  belongings	  in	  rental	  storage	  and	  pay	  rent	  on	  a	  home.	  INDOT’s	  treatment	  
of	  homeowners	  is	  callous,	  cruel	  and	  arrogant.	  	  
	  
We	  have	  heard	  similar	  stories	  from	  other	  sections.	  We	  have	  also	  heard	  disturbing	  stories	  of	  
INDOT	  preying	  on	  elderly	  people	  who	  are	  confused	  by	  the	  land	  acquisition	  process	  and	  are	  
forced	  out	  and	  don’t	  know	  what	  to	  do.	  These	  predatory	  tactics	  are	  reprehensible.	  	  The	  
human	  suffering	  caused	  by	  I-‐69	  is	  not	  addressed	  in	  the	  DEIS	  and	  there	  is	  no	  “mitigation”	  
proposed	  for	  the	  permanent	  damage	  that	  greed	  and	  politics	  are	  wreaking	  on	  human	  life.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐73,	  163:	  By	  agreement	  with,	  and	  in	  response	  to	  concerns	  from	  the	  USFWS,	  no	  
interchange	  in	  the	  Greene	  Co./Monroe	  Co.	  area	  was	  planned	  for	  in	  Tier	  1.	  This	  was	  to	  avoid	  
development	  in	  sensitive	  karst	  areas	  and	  near	  a	  major	  Indiana	  Bat	  hibernaculum.	  Now	  such	  
an	  interchange	  is	  not	  only	  in	  the	  design,	  but	  is	  preferred	  and	  economic	  studies	  are	  based	  
upon	  it.	  Cleary,	  INDOT	  cannot	  be	  trusted	  to	  hold	  to	  its	  promises.	  	  
This	  decision	  also	  demonstrates	  that	  INDOT	  is	  more	  concerned	  with	  economic	  
development	  than	  with	  the	  health	  of	  the	  environment.	  This	  interchange	  will	  also	  have	  
negative	  social	  impacts.	  Sprawl	  development	  that	  is	  generated	  by	  interchanges	  like	  this	  one	  
will	  only	  lead	  to	  problems	  in	  the	  future.	  Greater	  demand	  will	  be	  put	  on	  local	  law	  
enforcement	  agencies	  and	  school	  systems	  as	  demand	  for	  services	  increases.	  Typically,	  the	  
tax	  base	  increases	  somewhat	  but	  not	  enough	  to	  cover	  the	  cost	  of	  services.	  As	  the	  area	  
develops	  congestion	  will	  increase	  as	  well.	  This	  pattern	  of	  development	  ends	  up	  being	  
problematic	  for	  everyone.	  It	  has	  been	  discredited	  and	  should	  not	  have	  been	  allowed.	  	  This	  
is	  another	  example	  of	  INDOT	  pandering	  to	  local	  officials	  to	  get	  support	  for	  the	  highway	  
knowing	  the	  outcome	  will	  not	  be	  in	  the	  community’s	  best	  interest.	  	  
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This	  DEIS’s	  claim	  that	  the	  interchange	  at	  the	  MC/GC	  line	  would	  take	  large	  numbers	  of	  
vehicles	  off	  SR	  45	  is	  questionable.	  Victor	  Pike,	  where	  the	  SR-‐37/I-‐69	  interchange	  would	  be	  
located	  is	  3.5	  miles	  south	  of	  the	  current	  interchange	  at	  SR-‐37/SR-‐45.	  This	  means	  someone	  
using	  SR	  45	  from	  the	  Bloomfield	  area	  would	  have	  to	  travel	  an	  extra	  7	  miles	  on	  a	  round	  trip	  
if	  they	  were	  to	  use	  I-‐69	  to	  travel	  to	  the	  same	  point.	  	  
The	  decision	  to	  build	  this	  interchange	  in	  a	  rural,	  undeveloped	  area	  is	  proof	  of	  INDOTs	  
backward	  thinking.	  	  Instead	  of	  planning	  for	  future	  transportation	  needs,	  INDOT	  is	  stuck	  in	  
the	  the1940s	  and	  50s.	  	  They	  are	  still	  encouraging	  people	  to	  commute	  an	  hour	  and	  a	  half,	  
one	  way,	  to	  a	  job	  in	  the	  city.	  	  This	  pattern	  is	  simply	  not	  sustainable	  in	  our	  current	  
environmental	  and	  economic	  situation.	  
	  
5.4:	  Farmland	  is	  an	  irreplaceable	  resource.	  Its	  loss	  cannot	  be	  mitigated.	  In	  fact,	  the	  
mitigation	  of	  forest	  will	  require	  the	  loss	  of	  more	  farmland.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐161:	  Each	  of	  the	  six	  sections	  of	  I-‐69,	  Evansville	  to	  Indianapolis,	  are	  supposed	  to	  be	  
segments	  of	  independent	  utility	  (SIUs).	  That	  is,	  they	  are	  stand-‐alone	  projects	  whose	  
justifications	  do	  not	  depend	  on	  each	  other.	  In	  reality,	  this	  is	  a	  sham.	  	  Segmenting	  the	  project	  
was	  done	  to	  avoid	  admitting	  to	  the	  total	  cost	  and	  impacts	  of	  the	  entire	  route.	  Of	  what	  
possible	  value	  is	  Section	  3	  as	  a	  stand	  alone	  project:	  an	  interstate	  highway	  from	  Washington,	  
Indiana	  to	  SR	  231	  in	  rural	  Greene	  County,	  Crane	  NSWC	  not	  withstanding?	  	  The	  DEIS	  states:	  
“The	  localized	  impacts	  	  (referring	  to	  Section	  4)	  need	  to	  be	  viewed	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  overall	  
economic	  benefits	  that	  will	  accrue	  to	  all	  of	  Southwest	  Indiana	  when	  I-‐69	  is	  completed	  
between	  Evansville	  and	  Indianapolis.”	  This	  same	  statement	  appears	  in	  the	  FEISs	  for	  
Sections	  2	  and	  3.	  These	  statements	  tie	  all	  the	  sections	  together	  into	  one	  project,	  which	  is	  
what	  it	  really	  is.	  These	  EISs	  have	  segmented	  one	  project.	  This	  used	  to	  be	  forbidden	  but	  the	  
rules	  were	  changed	  to	  make	  the	  proposed	  highway	  more	  acceptable—more	  palatable	  in	  
little	  bites	  than	  the	  one	  big	  gulp	  it	  really	  is.	  
	  
The	  Traffic	  Analysis	  Zones	  (TAZs)	  used	  traffic	  forecasts	  based	  on	  outdated	  assumptions.	  
The	  ISTDM	  used	  for	  this	  DEIS	  was	  developed	  in	  2004	  with	  a	  base	  year	  of	  2000.	  Due	  to	  high	  
fuel	  prices	  and	  fewer	  VMTs	  the	  future	  patterns	  of	  growth	  have	  changed.	  Concern	  over	  
global	  climate	  change	  will	  also	  alter	  previous	  assumptions	  about	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  
volumes.	  More	  current	  data	  and	  assumptions	  for	  traffic	  analysis	  must	  be	  used	  if	  his	  study	  is	  
to	  be	  predictive	  of	  future	  traffic	  patterns.	  The	  traffic	  data	  in	  this	  EIS	  is	  unreliable.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐170:	  The	  accident	  data	  in	  Table	  5.5-‐4	  shows	  little	  improvement	  in	  accident	  numbers	  
with	  I-‐69.	  	  Fatalities	  are	  the	  same,	  property	  damage	  accidents	  are	  slightly	  higher	  with	  I-‐69	  
and	  injury	  accidents	  are	  slightly	  higher	  for	  the	  No-‐Build.	  	  However,	  
Tables	  5.1-‐3	  and	  5.1-‐4	  contain	  data	  that	  is	  out	  of	  date.	  The	  counts	  are	  unreliable.	  It	  is	  
unclear	  if	  these	  charts	  included	  increases	  in	  traffic	  on	  SR-‐37.	  Table	  5.6-‐6	  shows	  that	  traffic	  
on	  SR	  37	  will	  increase	  greatly	  due	  to	  I-‐69.	  It	  is	  unlikely	  that	  SR	  37	  will	  be	  upgraded	  in	  the	  
near	  future,	  if	  ever.	  When	  I-‐69	  dumps	  much	  more	  traffic	  on	  this	  already	  busy	  highway,	  
accidents	  and	  fatalities	  will	  increase.	  	  
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P.	  5-‐172,	  173:	  The	  Tables	  on	  these	  pages	  show	  very	  little	  job	  growth	  due	  to	  I-‐69—a	  total	  of	  
771	  jobs	  in	  Monroe	  and	  Greene	  Counties	  by	  the	  year	  2030.	  If	  I-‐69	  is	  completed	  in	  2014,	  as	  
predicted,	  that	  equates	  to	  only	  48	  jobs	  per	  year.	  Over	  half	  of	  those	  will	  be	  in	  Monroe	  
County.	  The	  jobs	  for	  Greene	  County	  would	  be	  near	  the	  US-‐	  231	  exit.	  This	  is	  the	  location	  of	  
the	  West	  Gate	  Development.	  That	  development	  is	  highly	  speculative	  and	  may	  not	  generate	  
the	  jobs	  predicted	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  supporting	  infrastructure.	  The	  rest	  of	  Greene	  County,	  
including	  Bloomfield,	  is	  predicted	  to	  get	  only	  35	  jobs	  induced	  by	  I-‐69	  in	  16	  years.	  	  	  
	  
An	  increase	  of	  517	  jobs	  is	  expected	  for	  the	  no-‐build	  scenario.	  	  
	  
If	  I-‐69	  is	  supposed	  to	  be	  a	  jobs	  generator	  it	  is	  not	  indicated	  by	  these	  data.	  How	  can	  we	  
believe	  INDOT	  when	  they	  say	  this	  highway	  will	  generate	  economic	  growth	  throughout	  SW	  
Indiana?	  Also,	  these	  charts	  do	  not	  indicate	  how	  many	  of	  these	  jobs	  would	  be	  new	  jobs	  as	  
opposed	  to	  relocated	  jobs.	  The	  Transfer	  Effect	  would	  indicate	  that	  most	  of	  these	  jobs	  would	  
be	  relocations	  from	  other	  areas	  in	  Indiana.	  In	  fact,	  this	  is	  already	  happening.	  The	  West	  Gate	  
development	  has	  brought	  some	  jobs,	  but	  many	  of	  those	  are	  existing	  jobs	  moved	  from	  the	  
surrounding	  area.	  For	  example,	  SAIC	  jobs	  were	  transferred	  from	  Bloomfield	  to	  West	  Gate.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐175:	  There	  will	  be	  a	  loss	  in	  the	  tax	  base	  due	  to	  the	  presence	  of	  I-‐69.	  There	  will	  also	  be	  a	  
loss	  in	  property	  value	  due	  to	  I-‐69.	  Homes	  and	  land	  near	  an	  interstate	  are	  devalued	  due	  to	  
noise,	  light	  and	  air	  pollution.	  The	  only	  exceptions	  may	  be	  near	  and	  interchange,	  but	  even	  
that	  is	  not	  assured.	  Many	  interstate	  interchanges	  in	  rural	  areas	  do	  not	  become	  developed,	  
or	  only	  slightly	  so.	  This	  is	  confirmed	  as	  one	  drives	  the	  interstates,	  including	  I-‐69,	  through	  
rural	  areas.	  
	  
The	  land	  values	  given	  on	  this	  page	  are	  too	  low.	  Land	  in	  Monroe	  County	  is	  very	  highly	  
valued	  now.	  In	  some	  rural	  areas	  it	  sells	  at	  around	  $15,000/acre.	  Greene	  County	  land	  sells	  
for	  less	  than	  Monroe	  County	  land	  but	  still	  more	  than	  the	  $2000	  estimated	  in	  this	  DEIS.	  Land	  
values	  do	  fluctuate	  but	  they	  do	  not	  drop	  this	  low.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐184:	  This	  DEIS	  states:	  “The	  forecasted	  traffic	  volumes	  for	  the	  Build	  Alternative	  assume	  
the	  following:	  all	  of	  the	  six	  Tier	  2	  sections	  are	  completed	  for	  I-‐69	  between	  Evansville	  and	  
Indianapolis;	  and	  the	  I-‐69	  project	  between	  Henderson	  and	  Evansville	  is	  completed,	  
including	  an	  additional	  Ohio	  River	  bridge	  in	  Evansville.”	  As	  noted	  elsewhere	  in	  these	  
comments,	  all	  three	  of	  these	  conditions	  are	  highly	  unlikely	  to	  be	  fulfilled	  in	  the	  near	  future,	  
if	  ever.	  Therefore,	  for	  these	  and	  other	  reasons,	  the	  traffic	  modeling	  for	  this	  highway	  is	  not	  
reliable	  and	  is	  not	  predictive	  of	  future	  patterns	  or	  volumes	  of	  traffic.	  	  
P.	  5-‐185:	  Some	  of	  the	  traffic	  counts	  in	  Chart	  5.6-‐1	  make	  no	  sense.	  This	  chart	  shows	  traffic	  
on	  SR	  45	  from	  SR	  37	  to	  SR	  445	  plummeting.	  Why?	  Much	  of	  the	  traffic	  on	  SR	  45	  is	  from	  
residents	  and	  businesses	  in	  that	  area.	  These	  numbers	  are	  not	  likely	  to	  drop	  due	  to	  I-‐69.	  	  
From	  SR	  445	  to	  SR	  37,	  the	  distance	  on	  I-‐69	  would	  be	  greater	  than	  on	  SR	  45.	  Travelers	  going	  
from	  Bloomington	  to	  Bloomfield	  will	  not	  use	  I-‐69	  because	  it	  would	  also	  be	  longer	  than	  on	  
existing	  roads.	  From	  the	  interchange	  at	  SR	  231	  to	  Bloomfield	  would	  be	  7.5	  miles	  long,	  
fifteen	  miles	  for	  a	  round	  trip.	  Granted	  that	  SR	  54	  is	  winding	  in	  places,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  7.5	  miles	  
longer.	  	  
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The	  idea	  that	  all	  roads	  that	  parallel	  or	  cross	  I-‐69	  would	  lose	  traffic	  to	  I-‐69	  is	  also	  suspect.	  
What	  happened	  to	  the	  induced	  travel	  that	  comes	  with	  economic	  development?	  Will	  there	  
be	  no	  development	  and	  therefore	  less	  traffic?	  The	  traffic	  modeling	  for	  this	  project	  is	  simply	  
not	  reliable.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐197:	  Monroe	  County	  officials	  were	  told	  during	  the	  Tier	  1	  study	  that	  no	  roads	  would	  be	  
closed	  in	  Monroe	  County.	  Now,	  several	  roads	  could	  be	  closed	  and	  some	  certainly	  will	  be	  
closed.	  INDOT’s	  promises	  are	  like	  a	  pinch	  of	  salt	  on	  an	  open	  wound.	  
	  
P.5-‐215:	  The	  DEIS	  states	  that	  some	  views	  of	  the	  highway	  will	  be	  obstructed	  due	  to	  
vegetative	  cover.	  On	  many	  stretches,	  this	  will	  only	  be	  true	  for	  about	  half	  the	  year,	  May	  
through	  October.	  Perhaps	  INDOT	  has	  forgotten	  that	  most	  trees	  are	  bare	  from	  November	  to	  
May.	  
	  
P.5-‐581:	  Karst	  impacts	  will	  be	  enormous.	  	  Other	  experts	  will	  cover	  this	  subject	  more	  
thoroughly	  than	  we	  will	  here.	  We	  refer	  to	  their	  comments.	  	  All	  of	  these	  impacts	  could	  have	  
been	  avoided	  by	  using	  the	  US	  41/I-‐70	  alternative.	  A	  bypass	  is	  currently	  under	  construction	  
around	  Terre	  Haute.	  This	  route	  would	  have	  avoided	  most	  of	  the	  environmental	  impacts	  
and	  would	  have	  been	  about	  one-‐half	  the	  cost	  of	  the	  new	  terrain	  route.	  The	  time	  savings	  on	  
the	  new	  terrain	  route	  compared	  to	  the	  upgraded	  US	  41/I-‐70	  route	  are	  insignificant.	  
	  
Pp.	  5-‐239-‐43	  MSAT:	  This	  DEIS	  essentially	  dismisses	  any	  increase	  in	  Mobile	  Source	  Air	  
Toxics,	  MSATs,	  as	  unimportant	  or	  unknowable.	  It	  further	  states	  that	  future	  regulatory	  
control	  will	  decrease	  these	  emissions.	  According	  to	  this	  DEIS:	  “…	  emissions	  will	  likely	  be	  at	  
or	  lower	  than	  present	  levels	  in	  the	  design	  year	  as	  a	  result	  of	  USEPA’s	  national	  control	  
programs	  that	  are	  projected	  to	  reduce	  the	  MSAT	  emissions	  by	  72%	  from	  1990	  to	  2050.”	  
This	  statement	  disregards	  the	  political	  reality	  behind	  these	  projections	  and	  whether	  they	  
will	  ever	  be	  achieved.	  	  
This	  DEIS	  further	  states:	  “(the	  closest	  communities	  to	  the	  Preferred	  Alternative	  are	  the	  
unincorporated	  communities	  of	  Scotland	  and	  Hobbieville,	  which	  are	  about	  one-‐half	  mile	  
away).	  What	  about	  Bloomington?	  This	  Section	  will	  dump	  large	  amounts	  of	  traffic,	  and	  
pollutants,	  in	  the	  area	  of	  SR	  -‐37,	  a	  very	  busy,	  major	  thoroughfare.	  	  
	  
This	  highway	  will	  generate	  much	  more	  traffic	  in	  a	  relatively	  unpolluted	  area	  of	  the	  state.	  
This	  will	  cause	  a	  concomitant	  increase	  in	  MSATs	  spread	  over	  a	  wide	  area.	  For	  this	  DEIS	  to	  
throw	  up	  its	  hands	  and	  say,	  essentially:	  ‘gee,	  its	  too	  bad	  but	  there	  is	  nothing	  we	  can	  do	  
about	  it,	  and	  besides,	  trust	  us,	  it	  won’t	  be	  all	  that	  bad.’	  This	  is	  an	  unacceptable	  failure	  to	  
admit	  and	  to	  deal	  with	  a	  real	  problem:	  I-‐69	  will	  substantially	  increase	  toxic	  emissions	  along	  
its	  entire	  length.	  To	  dismiss	  pollution	  because	  it	  will	  occur	  in	  a	  relatively	  unpolluted	  area	  is	  
irresponsible.	  To	  say,	  in	  effect,	  pollution	  isn’t	  a	  problem	  until	  it	  gets	  “really	  bad”	  is	  
dismissive	  of	  the	  health	  concerns	  of	  rural	  communities.	  It	  is	  unsatisfactory	  and	  repugnant.	  
It	  is	  like	  saying:	  ‘we	  won’t	  	  make	  any	  attempt	  to	  prevent	  or	  deal	  with	  a	  problem	  until	  it	  is	  
making	  people	  obviously	  sick’.	  This	  is,	  in	  fact,	  the	  reasoning	  of	  sick	  minds.	  	  
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To	  attempt	  to	  balance	  the	  negative	  effects	  of	  air	  pollution	  with	  a	  decrease	  in	  accidents	  	  (5-‐
241)	  is	  ludicrous.	  As	  can	  be	  shown	  with	  the	  simplest	  of	  studies,	  congestion,	  accidents	  and	  
fatalities	  are	  likely	  to	  increase	  with	  I-‐69.	  
	  
On	  page	  5-‐243	  fine	  particulate	  matter	  (PM)	  is	  dismissed	  in	  one	  sentence	  as	  not	  a	  problem.	  
This	  is	  unacceptable.	  I-‐69	  will	  be	  a	  major	  truck	  route	  from	  Canada	  to	  Mexico.	  These	  trucks	  
mostly	  use	  diesel	  fuel	  which	  is	  a	  source	  of	  fine	  PM	  pollution.	  This	  source	  must	  be	  evaluated	  
in	  a	  SEIS.	  	  
	  
Pp.	  5-‐247-‐49:	  Highway	  Noise:	  The	  I-‐69	  International	  NAFTA	  Truck	  Corridor	  will	  bring	  
significant	  noise	  pollution	  to	  a	  relatively	  quiet	  area	  of	  the	  state.	  That	  pollution	  will	  occur	  24	  
hours	  a	  day,	  7	  days	  a	  week,	  365	  days	  a	  year	  forever.	  This	  impact	  will	  be	  felt	  for	  miles	  on	  
either	  side	  of	  the	  highway.	  Attempt	  to	  cheapen	  the	  highway	  design	  to	  allow	  steeper	  grades	  
will	  make	  it	  much	  worse.	  Attempts	  to	  downplay	  this	  impact	  with	  lots	  of	  numbers	  are	  like	  
trying	  to	  cover	  up	  the	  sound	  of	  a	  racetrack	  with	  billboards.	  Noise	  pollution	  is	  a	  serious	  
problem	  with	  this	  highway	  proposal	  that	  will	  not	  and	  cannot	  be	  mitigated	  by	  INDOT.	  The	  
affect	  of	  noise	  pollution	  from	  this	  project	  on	  human	  health	  and	  wildlife	  impacts	  has	  not	  
been	  adequately	  studied.	  Once	  again,	  this	  DEIS	  is	  dismissive	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  this	  highway	  
in	  rural	  areas.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐297:	  Heavy	  blasting	  will	  occur	  in	  this	  section.	  This	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  not	  only	  disturb	  
the	  quality	  of	  life	  but	  also	  to	  disturb	  karst	  features	  and	  damage	  water	  wells.	  If	  water	  wells	  
are	  damaged	  it	  is	  unlikely	  INDOT	  or	  their	  contractors	  will	  admit	  it	  was	  due	  to	  their	  
activities.	  This	  could	  generate	  legal	  challenges	  and	  costs	  that	  neither	  the	  public	  nor	  the	  
state	  can	  afford.	  	  
	  
The	  following	  species	  are	  in	  Section	  4	  but	  were	  not	  observed	  by	  INDOT’s	  consultants:	  
Spadefoot	  toad,	  barn	  owl,	  red-‐shouldered	  hawk,	  cerulean	  warbler,	  bobcat,	  rough	  green	  
snake,	  bald	  eagle,	  and	  cougar.	  What	  else	  did	  they	  miss?	  How	  thorough	  was	  their	  study?	  
What	  did	  they	  chose	  not	  to	  see?	  Would	  it	  make	  any	  difference	  if	  ivory	  billed	  woodpeckers	  
and	  dusky	  seaside	  sparrows	  were	  found?	  Probably	  not.	  	  INDOT’s	  lack	  of	  concern	  for	  
wildlife	  impacts	  due	  to	  this	  highway	  is	  completely	  unacceptable.	  In	  Section	  4,	  another	  
wildlife	  rich	  area	  of	  the	  state,	  one	  of	  the	  last	  ones	  left,	  will	  be	  desecrated	  and	  fragmented	  
with	  loss	  of	  critical	  habitat,	  replaced	  by	  another	  highway.	  And	  so	  it	  may	  go	  until	  nothing	  is	  
left	  but	  memories	  and	  regrets.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐379:	  This	  page	  states	  that	  trees	  will	  be	  left	  in	  the	  median	  for	  Indiana	  Bat	  habitat.	  On	  
page	  380,	  under	  the	  heading	  “All	  Habitats”	  it	  is	  stated	  that	  no	  trees	  will	  be	  left	  in	  the	  
median.	  In	  another	  section	  it	  states	  the	  IDNR	  will	  manage	  the	  timber	  in	  the	  median.	  Which	  
is	  it?	  	  
P.	  5-‐381:	  This	  page	  says	  interchanges	  in	  karst	  areas	  will	  be	  limited.	  In	  fact,	  in	  Tier	  1	  there	  
were	  no	  plans	  for	  an	  interchange	  at	  the	  Greene	  County/Monroe	  County	  Line.	  Now	  such	  an	  
interchange	  is	  preferred.	  INDOT’s	  assurances	  are	  as	  vaporous	  as	  auto	  exhaust.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐383:	  This	  DEIS	  states	  that	  tree	  plantings	  for	  mitigation	  will	  be	  monitored	  for	  only	  5	  
years.	  After	  that	  they	  will	  be	  protected	  by	  conservation	  easements.	  This	  is	  not	  adequate	  
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protection.	  It	  will	  take	  100	  years	  for	  a	  forest	  to	  mature	  from	  a	  planted	  field.	  Who	  will	  
oversee	  these	  areas	  for	  that	  length	  of	  time?	  Easements	  have	  a	  way	  of	  disappearing	  and	  
being	  forgotten.	  Other	  priorities	  can	  also	  override	  an	  easement.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐384-‐86:	  Several	  measures	  are	  given	  to	  monitor	  Indiana	  bats	  and	  perhaps	  purchase	  
habitat,	  but	  some	  conditions	  for	  implementation	  of	  these	  measures	  are	  vague	  and	  
uncertain.	  INDOT	  has	  made	  some	  efforts	  to	  mitigate	  the	  impacts	  of	  this	  highway	  on	  the	  
endangered	  Indiana	  bat.	  None	  of	  these	  efforts	  will	  be	  as	  successful	  as	  not	  building	  the	  
highway	  at	  all.	  USFWS	  is	  given	  the	  authority	  to	  protect	  this	  bat	  and	  presumably	  they	  would	  
continue	  to	  do	  so	  without	  this	  highway.	  There	  is	  no	  guarantee	  that	  these	  promises	  will	  be	  
carried	  out	  after	  a	  period	  of	  years	  has	  passed	  and	  priorities	  and	  funding	  levels	  change.	  One	  
provision	  in	  this	  DEIS	  concerning	  bats	  is	  that	  $25,000	  will	  be	  provided	  (by	  whom	  is	  not	  
stated)	  for	  educational	  posters	  and	  other	  outreach	  measures.	  This	  is	  scandalous.	  The	  sad	  
reality	  is	  that	  if	  we	  don’t	  make	  a	  greater	  effort	  to	  protect	  bats	  and	  their	  habitat	  we	  may	  end	  
up	  with	  pictures	  on	  a	  poster	  but	  no	  bats.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐388:	  This	  DEIS	  states:	  “INDOT	  will	  coordinate	  with	  IDNR	  to	  evaluate	  potential	  impacts	  
to	  the	  eastern	  box	  turtle	  during	  construction	  and	  develop	  protocols	  to	  address	  these	  
impacts.”	  This	  is	  pie	  in	  the	  sky	  thinking.	  What	  contractor	  is	  going	  to	  limit	  in	  any	  way	  his	  
work	  to	  consider	  the	  presence	  of	  a	  turtle?	  How	  many	  IDNR	  personnel	  hours	  are	  going	  to	  be	  
committed	  to	  this	  work	  when	  this	  agency	  is	  already	  understaffed	  and	  underfunded?	  
Statements	  like	  this	  cannot	  be	  taken	  seriously.	  This	  is	  a	  feel-‐good,	  PR	  tactic	  to	  give	  the	  
impression	  INDOT	  is	  serious	  about	  protecting	  the	  environment.	  If	  they	  really	  cared	  they	  
would	  not	  be	  building	  this	  highway	  through	  one	  of	  the	  most	  environmentally	  sensitive	  
areas	  in	  the	  state.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐402:	  The	  DEIS	  states:	  “The	  field	  investigations	  for	  this	  study	  did	  not	  include	  extensive	  
trapping	  or	  other	  observations	  that	  would	  confirm	  the	  presence	  of	  listed	  species	  in	  the	  
project	  corridor.”	  This	  is	  made	  clear	  by	  the	  number	  of	  even	  common	  species	  that	  were	  not	  
noted	  in	  this	  study.	  	  The	  impacts	  of	  this	  highway	  on	  many	  species	  is	  simply	  unknown.	  	  
Given	  the	  length	  of	  this	  chapter	  one	  would	  expect	  a	  more	  thorough	  examination	  of	  wildlife	  
impacts.	  	  A	  few	  prominent	  species	  were	  given	  special	  attention	  and	  everything	  else	  is	  
forgotten.	  Mitigation	  focuses	  on	  these	  few	  prominent	  species	  but	  the	  rest	  are	  on	  their	  own.	  
No	  one	  will	  study	  them	  and	  the	  impacts	  will	  go	  unreported.	  One	  thing	  is	  certain,	  the	  quality	  
of	  the	  overall	  environment	  in	  SW	  Indiana	  will	  suffer	  greatly	  due	  to	  the	  construction	  of	  I-‐69.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐408:	  All	  of	  the	  measures	  proposed	  in	  this	  section	  are	  tenuous.	  Concerns	  with	  wildlife	  
crossings,	  lighting,	  and	  vegetative	  planting	  are	  mentioned	  as	  possible	  measures	  to	  be	  used	  
to	  ameliorate	  the	  impacts	  on	  wildlife.	  However,	  statements	  such	  as:	  “…consideration	  will	  
be	  given	  to…”,	  	  “measures	  will	  be	  assessed…”,	  and	  “…where	  feasible…”	  are	  not	  reassuring.	  
When	  funding	  is	  such	  a	  problem,	  as	  with	  this	  highway,	  it	  is	  unlikely	  most	  of	  these	  measures	  
will	  be	  actually	  be	  undertaken.	  
	  
Wildlife	  collisions	  with	  vehicles	  are	  certain	  to	  occur	  in	  this	  area.	  Measures	  to	  provide	  
wildlife	  corridors	  may	  actually	  concentrate	  animals	  in	  some	  areas	  and	  make	  impacts	  more	  
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likely.	  Extensive	  measures	  to	  prevent	  impacts	  would	  be	  very	  expensive	  and	  therefore	  
unlikely	  to	  be	  carried	  out.	  	  
	  
The	  assessment	  of	  impacts	  on	  wetlands	  due	  to	  I-‐69	  is	  sketchy	  and	  unclear.	  On	  page	  5-‐425	  it	  
states	  that	  NWI	  wetlands	  were	  identified	  by	  aerial	  photos	  and	  only	  some	  were	  field	  
verified.	  	  	  
	  
The	  DEIS	  admits	  (5-‐435)	  that	  the	  alignment	  was	  not	  able	  to	  avoid	  many	  wetland	  impacts	  in	  
the	  preferred	  corridor.	  Because	  there	  are	  two	  alternatives	  (low-‐cost	  and	  initial	  cost)	  and	  
the	  study	  does	  not	  indicate	  which	  will	  be	  used,	  it	  is	  impossible	  estimate	  the	  amount	  of	  
damage	  to	  wetlands.	  The	  information	  in	  Table	  5.19-‐4	  is	  not	  totaled	  which	  makes	  
comparisons	  difficult.	  	  
	  
Proposed	  mitigation	  of	  wetland	  impacts	  is	  vague	  and	  contingent	  on	  unclear	  criteria.	  (5-‐
478)	  Once	  again	  we	  run	  into	  the	  phrase	  “…will	  be	  considered…”	  when	  mitigation	  options	  
are	  mentioned.	  This	  is	  no	  assurance	  as	  to	  what	  may,	  or	  may	  not,	  be	  done.	  
Once	  again,	  we	  see	  that	  the	  route	  chosen	  for	  I-‐69	  will	  cause	  a	  degradation	  of	  the	  
environment	  that	  will	  not	  be	  mitigated.	  This	  could	  have	  all	  been	  avoided	  by	  using	  the	  US-‐
41/I-‐70	  alternative.	  	  	  
	  	  
P	  .5-‐446:	  The	  preferred	  alternative	  will	  require	  the	  relocation	  of	  39-‐44	  streams	  with	  
impacts	  in	  riparian	  areas	  of	  several	  lineal	  miles.	  These	  are	  major	  environmental	  impacts.	  It	  
is	  not	  clear	  in	  this	  section	  if	  streams	  in	  karst	  areas	  were	  correctly	  identified.	  	  
	  
Due	  to	  the	  short	  comment	  period	  we	  were	  unable	  to	  thoroughly	  study	  the	  impacts	  of	  
this	  project	  on	  these	  very	  important	  wetland	  and	  stream	  resources.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐480:	  Runoff	  from	  highways	  can	  be	  a	  serious	  environmental	  problem,	  as	  this	  DEIS	  
points	  out.	  Unfortunately,	  proposed	  drainage	  controls	  for	  runoff	  are	  weak,	  at	  best.	  INDOT’s	  
current	  deicing	  practices	  do	  not	  mention	  deicing	  procedures	  in	  environmentally	  sensitive	  
areas	  (Appendix	  Q).	  INDOT	  has	  a	  poor	  record	  for	  controlling	  erosion	  and	  there	  are	  no	  
assurances	  their	  practices	  in	  these	  areas	  will	  improve.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐481:	  The	  discussion	  of	  responses	  to	  hazardous	  waste	  spills	  is	  vague	  and	  unverified.	  
Are	  local	  emergency	  responders	  adequately	  trained	  and	  do	  they	  have	  the	  personnel	  and	  
equipment	  to	  handle	  waste	  spills?	  	  How	  long	  would	  it	  take	  for	  state	  agencies	  to	  reach	  a	  spill	  
site?	  	  How	  active	  and	  equipped	  are	  these	  response	  agencies?	  I-‐69	  will	  be	  a	  major	  truck	  
corridor	  and	  a	  hazardous	  materials	  route	  that	  will	  traverse	  very	  environmentally	  sensitive	  
areas	  including	  karst	  terrain.	  	  What	  will	  happen	  when	  a	  truck	  hauling	  toxic	  liquid	  turns	  
over,	  breaks	  open	  and	  empties	  its	  contents	  into	  a	  sinkhole?	  	  Alternative	  routes	  could	  have	  
avoided	  karst	  areas	  all	  together.	  	  Even	  within	  this	  Section	  moving	  the	  route	  within	  the	  
corridor	  would	  avoid	  many	  karst	  features.	  INDOT	  is	  not	  following	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  
MOU	  for	  karst	  areas.	  
	  
Pp,	  5-‐484-‐86:	  It	  appears	  that	  no	  study	  was	  done	  to	  evaluate	  the	  impacts	  of	  I-‐69	  to	  private	  
water	  wells.	  Forty-‐six	  such	  wells	  were	  identified	  for	  the	  preferred	  alternative	  but	  these	  
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were	  only	  wells	  within	  1000	  feet	  of	  the	  ROW.	  Construction	  can	  impact	  wells	  situated	  
beyond	  1000	  feet	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  mitigation	  for	  contamination	  or	  diminution	  of	  
water	  in	  private	  wells.	  The	  impacts	  of	  the	  highway	  on	  this	  valuable	  resource	  are	  completely	  
inadequate	  and	  must	  be	  addressed	  in	  an	  SEIS.	  
	  
Pp.	  5-‐499-‐505:	  Details	  on	  these	  stream	  maps	  are	  unreadable	  so	  their	  accuracy	  is	  
impossible	  to	  verify.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐531:	  Mitigation	  ratios	  for	  forest	  losses	  will	  be	  based	  on	  the	  entire	  Evansville	  to	  
Indianapolis	  route	  not	  necessarily	  for	  each	  section.	  This	  raises	  serious	  questions:	  each	  
section	  is	  supposed	  to	  be	  independent	  of	  all	  other	  sections	  (SIUs)	  yet	  mitigation	  will	  extend	  
over	  a	  147	  mile	  corridor.	  This	  ties	  the	  sections	  together.	  Loss	  of	  forest	  in	  one	  section	  may	  
not	  be	  mitigated	  in	  that	  section	  which	  means	  impacts	  of	  each	  section	  are	  not	  necessarily	  
remedied	  in	  that	  section	  but	  in	  some	  other	  section.	  This	  is	  one	  example	  of	  how	  SIUs	  do	  not	  
work	  and	  should	  not	  be	  allowed.	  This	  is	  one	  project	  with	  a	  set	  of	  costs,	  benefits	  and	  impacts	  
and	  that	  is	  the	  way	  it	  should	  have	  been	  studied.	  Arguing	  that	  it	  is	  too	  big	  a	  project	  to	  study	  
in	  detail	  all	  at	  once	  is	  not	  convincing.	  It	  may	  have	  taken	  more	  time	  but	  it	  certainly	  could	  
have	  been	  done.	  The	  impacts	  of	  this	  project	  are	  so	  extreme	  that	  it	  must	  be	  looked	  at	  as	  a	  
whole	  and	  not	  broken	  up	  into	  little	  pieces	  to	  make	  it	  more	  palatable.	  If	  the	  public	  and	  
responsible	  public	  officials	  choke	  on	  the	  damages	  and	  costs	  so	  be	  it.	  In	  a	  democracy	  the	  
public	  has	  a	  right	  to	  all	  the	  facts	  and	  cannot	  make	  responsible	  decisions	  without	  all	  the	  
facts.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐532:	  The	  study	  states	  that	  core	  forests	  in	  some	  areas	  would	  increase	  based	  on	  
mitigation.	  This	  is	  a	  false	  statement.	  Mitigation	  does	  not	  replace	  core	  forest.	  As	  
described	  in	  this	  EIS,	  mitigation	  sets	  aside	  forest	  areas	  to	  be	  supervised	  for	  a	  period	  of	  time	  
and	  other	  areas	  to	  be	  planted	  with	  seedling.	  These	  latter	  areas	  won’t	  be	  mature	  forest	  for	  a	  
hundred	  years,	  if	  ever.	  Global	  climate	  change	  may	  impact	  forest	  succession.	  The	  future	  may	  
not	  mirror	  the	  past.	  
	  
Also,	  it	  must	  be	  acknowledged	  that	  not	  only	  are	  core	  forests	  fragmented	  by	  this	  highway,	  
but	  also	  proposed	  mitigation	  sites	  are	  next	  to	  this	  highway.	  This	  will	  further	  degrade	  the	  
quality	  of	  these	  forests	  due	  to	  noise,	  light,	  air	  and	  water	  pollution.	  The	  quality	  of	  these	  
forests	  will	  decline.	  Mitigation	  will	  not	  replace	  or	  make	  up	  for	  the	  loss	  of	  core	  forests	  due	  to	  
this	  project.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐575-‐604:	  There	  will	  be	  major	  karst	  impacts	  due	  to	  this	  project.	  The	  US-‐41/I-‐70	  
alternative	  would	  have	  avoided	  all	  of	  these	  impacts.	  One	  of	  the	  main	  points	  in	  the	  Karst	  
Memorandum	  Of	  Understanding	  is	  to	  avoid	  karst	  areas	  where	  possible.	  This	  was	  not	  done.	  	  
This	  DEIS	  recognizes	  that	  karst	  features	  were	  likely	  missed	  in	  the	  karst	  studies.	  This	  is	  
undoubtedly	  the	  case,	  e.g.,	  in	  the	  section	  from	  SR	  54	  to	  Harmony	  Road	  only	  one	  sinking	  
stream	  is	  counted	  in	  the	  preferred	  alternative.	  We	  know	  that	  there	  are	  at	  least	  2	  such	  
streams	  in	  one	  small	  stretch	  of	  this	  route.	  Only	  two	  other	  sinking	  streams	  are	  listed	  for	  the	  
rest	  of	  the	  route.	  This	  number	  seems	  low.	  	  
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There	  will	  be	  no	  meaningful	  mitigation	  of	  impacts	  to	  karst	  areas.	  Even	  within	  the	  chosen	  
corridor	  a	  route	  with	  many	  fewer	  impacts	  to	  karst	  features	  was	  not	  preferred.	  The	  reasons	  
for	  this	  are	  unclear.	  	  
As	  well	  as	  our	  comments	  here,	  we	  include	  the	  comments	  of	  Keith	  Dunlap	  and	  the	  Indiana	  
Karst	  Conservancy.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐607:	  Thirty-‐nine	  privately	  owned	  managed	  areas	  will	  be	  impacted,	  directly	  or	  
indirectly,	  by	  this	  highway.	  These	  lands	  total	  over	  2,000	  acres.	  They	  are	  used	  mostly	  for	  
conservation	  purposes	  and	  all	  would	  be	  negatively	  impacted.	  Private	  landowners’	  efforts	  to	  
conserve	  natural	  areas	  are	  being	  seriously	  thwarted	  by	  this	  highway.	  Forest	  and	  wetland	  
mitigation	  ratios	  will	  be	  the	  same	  as	  for	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  highway.	  No	  special	  mitigation	  
efforts	  will	  be	  made	  to	  make	  up	  for	  the	  degradation	  and	  loss	  of	  these	  areas.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐636:	  Construction	  in	  a	  floodway	  permits	  will	  be	  required	  for	  this	  project.	  
Unfortunately,	  these	  permits	  are	  being	  manipulated	  to	  allow	  INDOT	  to	  cheapen	  the	  design	  
of	  the	  highway.	  In	  Section	  2,	  parallel	  permits	  were	  sought	  for	  a	  bridge	  over	  Prairie	  Creek.	  	  
Construction	  permits	  are	  applied	  for	  under	  one	  set	  of	  design	  standard	  and	  later	  a	  new	  set	  
of	  permits	  is	  applied	  for	  to	  allow	  shortening	  of	  bridges.	  This	  shortening	  will	  cause	  more	  
flooding	  so	  more	  flood	  easements	  are	  then	  required.	  These	  changes	  will	  cause	  significant	  
impacts	  to	  farming	  operations	  and	  also	  lead	  to	  wildlife	  impacts.	  If	  allowed	  to	  continue,	  a	  
substandard	  highway	  will	  be	  built	  that	  will	  have	  more	  negative	  impacts	  and	  fewer	  benefits.	  
This	  directly	  impacts	  the	  purpose	  and	  need	  of	  the	  project.	  Manipulation	  of	  the	  permitting	  
process	  should	  not	  be	  allowed	  for	  this	  project	  for	  any	  reason.	  
	  
This	  same	  manipulation	  could	  also	  occur	  with	  Class	  V	  Injection	  Well	  Permits.	  This	  should	  
not	  be	  allowed.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐640:	  This	  DEIS’s	  attempt	  to	  downplay	  the	  impacts	  of	  this	  project	  by	  comparing	  the	  loss	  
of	  resources	  in	  the	  corridor	  to	  all	  the	  resources	  in	  a	  26	  county	  study	  area	  is	  very	  
misleading.	  The	  impacts	  in	  a	  particular	  area	  are	  immediate	  and	  serious	  losses.	  These	  
conversions	  can	  change	  the	  character	  and	  quality	  of	  the	  environment	  and	  the	  local	  
economy.	  Taking	  large	  swathes	  of	  farmland	  and	  closing	  roads	  in	  farm	  county	  has	  
significant	  negative	  impacts.	  	  Forest	  and	  wetlands	  losses	  and	  degradation	  in	  less	  disturbed	  
areas	  of	  the	  state	  have	  a	  deep	  impact	  on	  what	  is	  left.	  	  The	  forests	  in	  Monroe	  and	  Greene	  
Counties	  that	  would	  be	  cut	  up	  by	  this	  highway	  are	  some	  of	  the	  last	  remaining	  large	  tracts	  of	  
forests	  in	  the	  state.	  Fragmenting	  them	  impacts	  the	  environment	  in	  Indiana	  as	  a	  whole.	  Neo-‐
tropical	  migrant	  warblers,	  for	  example,	  will	  have	  fewer	  nesting	  sites	  which	  means	  fewer	  of	  
these	  birds	  in	  the	  state.	  Indiana	  was	  originally	  about	  96%	  forested,	  it	  is	  now	  about	  19	  %	  
forested.	  Those	  losses	  did	  not	  occur	  in	  one	  huge	  block	  but	  in	  small	  losses	  over	  many	  years.	  
These	  takings	  are	  a	  continuation	  of	  a	  way	  of	  thinking	  that	  has	  created	  the	  environmental	  
crisis	  we	  are	  in	  today—‘oh,	  this	  is	  only	  one	  small	  area	  we	  are	  taking,	  there	  is	  plenty	  more	  
out	  there’.	  Oh,	  this	  will	  add	  only	  a	  little	  bit	  more	  pollution	  to	  this	  area	  that	  has	  lots	  of	  clean	  
air	  so	  it	  won’t	  make	  any	  difference.	  These	  excuses,	  repeated	  over	  and	  over,	  lead	  to	  a	  
degraded,	  polluted	  landscape.	  This	  may	  have	  been	  accepted	  years	  ago,	  before	  we	  realized	  
the	  problems	  we	  were	  creating,	  but	  in	  the	  world	  we	  live	  in	  it	  is	  intolerable.	  	  
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This	  is	  especially	  disconcerting	  because	  a	  less	  disruptive	  alternative	  was	  available.	  All	  of	  
these	  losses	  are	  completely	  unnecessary,	  especially	  since	  the	  presumed	  benefits	  are	  so	  
minimal.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐647,	  Table	  5.24-‐2:	  Projected	  job	  creation	  for	  this	  section	  is	  slight:	  771	  jobs	  by	  the	  year	  
2030.	  	  And	  some	  of	  these	  jobs	  are	  also	  counted	  for	  Section	  3	  (5-‐653).	  This	  computes	  to	  39	  
jobs	  per	  year.	  At	  a	  median	  projected	  cost	  of	  $670	  million,	  each	  job	  will	  cost	  nearly	  
$900,000.	  This	  is	  way	  out	  of	  line	  with	  all	  other	  job	  creation	  mechanisms.	  (Note;	  we	  do	  not	  
accept	  this	  DEIS’s	  estimate	  of	  $533	  million	  for	  the	  low-‐cost	  alternative.	  	  Construction	  
through	  the	  karst	  areas	  will,	  by	  INDOT’s	  own	  admission,	  be	  difficult.	  There	  are	  likely	  more	  
karst	  features	  to	  deal	  with	  than	  are	  currently	  known.	  It	  is	  understood	  that	  INDOT	  routinely	  
inflates	  benefits	  and	  underestimates	  costs.	  We	  are	  now	  seeing	  cost	  increases	  in	  Sections	  1-‐
3.)	  
	  
According	  to	  the	  DEIS,	  336	  jobs	  in	  Greene	  County	  will	  be	  created	  near	  the	  West	  Gate	  
development.	  How	  many	  of	  these	  jobs	  are	  already	  there?	  The	  jobs	  at	  West	  Gate	  may	  not	  be	  
due	  to	  I-‐69	  at	  all.	  Those	  types	  of	  defense	  jobs	  do	  not	  depend	  on	  access	  to	  an	  interstate	  
highway.	  Many	  of	  those	  workers	  would	  very	  likely	  come	  from	  surrounding	  counties,	  not	  all	  
will	  come	  from	  Greene	  County.	  This	  is	  already	  occurring.	  Only	  35	  jobs	  are	  projected	  for	  the	  
rest	  of	  Greene	  County	  by	  2030	  years	  due	  to	  the	  presence	  of	  I-‐69.	  Monroe	  County	  is	  forecast	  
to	  gain	  400	  jobs.	  	  
	  
I	  find	  no	  discussion	  in	  this	  EIS	  of	  the	  transfer	  effect:	  most	  jobs	  brought	  to	  an	  area	  by	  a	  new	  
highway	  are	  not	  new	  jobs	  but	  transfers	  from	  other	  areas.	  This	  is	  a	  well	  know	  factor	  that	  
tempers	  job	  numbers	  and	  that	  this	  DEIS	  has	  neglected	  to	  mention.	  
The	  process	  of	  predicting	  job	  growth	  is	  subjective	  and	  speculative;	  there	  are	  no	  guarantees.	  
The	  benefits	  appear	  to	  be	  so	  slim	  that	  they	  cannot	  justify	  such	  destruction	  and	  degradation	  
of	  the	  environment,	  or	  the	  extreme	  cost.	  
	  
Without	  I-‐69,	  this	  DEIS	  forecasts	  no	  increase	  in	  jobs	  in	  Greene	  County	  to	  the	  year	  2030.	  
What	  happened	  to	  the	  West	  Gate	  jobs?	  Those	  jobs	  will	  not	  depend	  on	  the	  presence	  of	  I-‐69.	  
The	  no-‐build	  scenario	  predicts	  an	  increase	  in	  population	  of	  2000	  for	  Greene	  County.	  The	  
data	  for	  Monroe	  County	  show	  much	  larger	  increases	  in	  jobs	  and	  population	  growth	  for	  the	  
no-‐build	  scenario:	  22,275	  jobs	  and	  a	  population	  increases	  of	  39,000.	  	  Why	  such	  a	  
difference?	  Perhaps	  this	  is	  a	  function	  of	  the	  belief	  by	  Greene	  County	  economic	  development	  
personnel	  that	  highways	  are	  economic	  saviors.	  But	  if	  so,	  why	  are	  the	  predicted	  
improvements	  for	  Greene	  County	  so	  minor	  even	  with	  I-‐69?	  It	  might	  also	  be	  a	  scare	  tactic	  by	  
Greene	  County	  officials	  to	  gain	  support	  for	  I-‐69.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐672-‐73:	  Pollutant	  runoff	  from	  I-‐69	  will	  occur	  all	  along	  the	  corridor,	  not	  just	  next	  to	  
wetlands.	  All	  of	  these	  impacts	  should	  have	  been	  evaluated	  in	  this	  DEIS.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐664:	  The	  DEIS	  states:	  “Greene	  County	  recently	  adopted	  a	  comprehensive	  plan	  to	  
provide	  local	  planning	  officials	  the	  tools	  to	  control	  development	  through	  land	  use	  
planning.”	  This	  statement	  is	  incorrect.	  	  It	  also	  ignores	  the	  controversy	  surrounding	  
planning	  and	  zoning	  in	  this	  county.	  Recent	  plans	  to	  zone	  some	  areas	  around	  I-‐69	  have	  met	  
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with	  fierce	  opposition.	  	  In	  addition,	  planning	  may	  not	  control	  growth	  at	  all.	  It	  just	  allows	  a	  
small	  group	  of	  developers	  to	  control	  who	  gets	  to	  develop	  and	  where	  they	  get	  to	  develop.	  
There	  is	  no	  assurance	  that	  planning	  and	  zoning	  will	  limit	  growth	  to	  any	  extent.	  Certainly	  
that	  is	  not	  the	  intent	  of	  Greene	  County	  officials.	  
	  
Pp.	  5-‐667-‐68:	  The	  DEIS	  states	  that	  according	  to	  the	  expert	  land	  use	  panels	  in	  Monroe	  and	  
Greene	  Counties,	  most	  of	  the	  growth	  from	  I-‐69	  will	  occur	  outside	  the	  project	  area.	  This	  
needs	  to	  be	  explained.	  Where	  will	  it	  occur?	  In	  another	  part	  of	  this	  DEIS	  it	  states	  that	  in	  
Greene	  County	  most	  of	  the	  growth	  in	  jobs	  will	  occur	  near	  the	  SR-‐231	  interchange.	  Why	  the	  
contradiction?	  What	  do	  they	  mean	  by	  growth?	  
	  
P.5-‐681:	  The	  DEIS	  states:	  “Because	  it	  was	  determined	  through	  this	  analysis	  that	  there	  were	  
no	  significant	  impacts	  to	  farmland,	  wetlands,	  and	  streams,	  no	  monitoring	  system	  would	  be	  
put	  in	  place	  for	  these	  resources.”	  No	  significant	  impacts!?	  This	  is	  just	  false.	  Just	  because	  you	  
close	  your	  eyes	  does	  not	  make	  something	  go	  away.	  INDOT	  may	  not	  want	  to	  monitor	  the	  
impacts	  but	  that	  does	  not	  mean	  they	  don’t	  exist.	  	  Of	  course	  farmland,	  wetlands	  and	  streams	  
will	  be	  impacted,	  but	  the	  public	  will	  not	  hear	  about	  them	  because	  they	  won’t	  be	  publicized.	  
The	  same	  is	  true	  for	  impacts	  on	  private	  water	  wells.	  These	  impacts	  should	  be	  addressed	  in	  
a	  Supplemental	  EIS.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐684-‐86,	  Tables	  5.24-‐6,7,8:	  Indirect	  impacts	  to	  karst	  have	  not	  been	  determined.	  This	  
will	  undoubtedly	  lead	  to	  increased	  costs.	  	  There	  will	  be	  no	  mitigation	  to	  make	  up	  for	  the	  
loss	  of	  farmland.	  In	  fact,	  mitigation	  for	  other	  lost	  resources	  could	  convert	  over	  1100	  
additional	  acres	  of	  farmland	  to	  other	  uses.	  This	  figure	  should	  be	  added	  in	  whenever	  
farmland	  losses	  are	  discussed.	  	  
	  
The	  chart	  on	  forest	  changes	  shows	  no	  net	  loss	  of	  forest.	  This	  is	  simply	  wrong.	  Forest	  
mitigation	  does	  not	  replace	  all	  of	  the	  forests	  taken	  for	  the	  highway.	  	  It	  simply	  preserves	  
other	  forested	  areas	  for	  an	  undetermined	  period	  of	  time	  and	  replants	  agricultural	  fields.	  
Those	  replanted	  areas	  will	  take	  a	  hundred	  years,	  if	  ever,	  to	  replace	  the	  lost	  mature	  forests.	  	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐670:	  Little	  induced	  growth	  is	  predicted	  for	  Monroe	  or	  Greene	  Counties,	  to	  say	  
nothing	  about	  surrounding	  counties.	  This	  belies	  all	  the	  rhetoric	  about	  I-69	  being	  an	  
engine	  of	  growth	  for	  all	  of	  SW	  Indiana.	  
	  
P.5-‐672:	  According	  to	  FHWA,	  runoff	  from	  highways	  poses	  no	  pollution	  problems.	  This	  is	  a	  
questionable	  conclusion.	  In	  other	  parts	  of	  this	  DEIS	  runoff	  is	  mentioned	  as	  a	  problem.	  
Highway	  runoff	  certainly	  can	  pollute	  surface	  waters	  and	  does	  so	  regularly.	  To	  claim	  it	  is	  
below	  EPA	  criteria	  is	  suspect.	  	  Highway	  run	  off	  is	  a	  serious	  problem	  in	  karst	  areas.	  
	  
In	  general,	  too	  much	  credit	  is	  given	  to	  INDOT’s	  “Standard	  Specifications	  and	  Special	  
Provisions”	  for	  overseeing	  construction	  and	  making	  sure	  proper	  procedures	  are	  followed.	  
INDOT	  cannot	  be	  trusted	  to	  monitor	  their	  own	  activities	  and	  FHWA	  is	  little	  more	  than	  a	  
rubber	  stamp	  for	  INDOT.	  This	  will	  lead	  to	  problems	  not	  only	  during	  construction	  but	  in	  the	  
future.	  INDOT	  is	  being	  driven	  by	  political	  pressure	  which	  has	  already	  caused	  problems.	  
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Some	  of	  those	  problems	  are	  mentioned	  elsewhere	  in	  these	  comments.	  Lack	  of	  oversight	  is	  a	  
very	  serious	  concern.	  
	  
P.	  5-‐680:	  The	  four	  points	  listed	  on	  this	  page	  which	  are	  supposed	  to	  be	  measures	  to	  limit	  
cumulative	  impacts	  are	  meaningless,	  feel	  good	  pabulum.	  In	  practice	  they	  are	  seldom	  
followed.	  Costs	  are	  a	  much	  more	  determining	  factor	  for	  design	  and	  construction.	  	  
	  
P.	  5-‐689-‐90:	  The	  construction	  of	  the	  I-‐69	  extension	  will	  result	  in	  a	  significant	  increase	  in	  
energy	  use.	  Higher	  interstate	  speeds	  increase	  fuel	  consumption	  and	  induce	  more	  travel.	  
Closing	  roads	  will	  result	  in	  more	  local	  travel	  to	  get	  around	  the	  highway.	  If	  the	  low-‐cost	  
alternative	  is	  followed	  and	  increased	  grades	  are	  allowed,	  then	  even	  more	  energy	  will	  be	  
consumed.	  	  
This	  project	  is	  out	  of	  time	  in	  its	  purpose	  and	  needs.	  The	  travel	  demands	  of	  the	  future	  will	  
not	  be	  a	  simple	  replay	  of	  the	  past.	  It	  may	  have	  been	  acceptable	  in	  the	  1940s	  or	  50s	  but	  it	  is	  
anachronistic	  and	  irresponsible	  in	  our	  current	  environment.	  
	  
Table	  5.25-‐1:	  does	  not	  show	  if	  it	  refers	  to	  the	  low-‐cost	  or	  the	  initial	  cost	  alternative.	  There	  
will	  be	  a	  difference.	  
	  
One	  environmental	  issue	  not	  dealt	  with	  in	  this	  DEIS	  is	  the	  composition	  of	  fill	  materials.	  
That	  decision	  is	  presumably	  left	  up	  to	  the	  contractors.	  One	  possible	  problem	  is	  the	  use	  of	  
coal	  combustion	  waste	  (CCW)	  for	  fill.	  	  Near	  water	  sources	  and	  in	  karst	  areas	  use	  of	  
this	  toxic	  material	  should	  not	  be	  allowed.	  	  We	  understand	  CCW	  is	  being	  considered	  for	  
building	  the	  ramps	  to	  the	  bridge	  over	  the	  White	  River	  in	  Pike	  and	  Daviess	  Counties.	  	  CCW	  
has	  been	  used	  in	  other	  transportation	  projects	  in	  Indiana.	  
	  
CHAPTER	  5	  Mitigation	  and	  Commitments:	  
	  
Table	  7-‐1:	  GIS	  availability,	  Updating	  Historic	  Sites	  and	  Distance	  Learning	  have	  nothing	  to	  
do	  with	  mitigation	  yet	  are	  listed	  as	  major	  mitigation	  initiatives.	  	  
	  
P.	  7-‐3:There	  is	  a	  huge	  hole	  in	  the	  Context	  Sensitive	  Solutions	  (CSS)	  initiative.	  The	  measures	  
listed	  are	  contingent	  and	  will	  “…be	  considered	  within	  the	  objectives	  of	  mobility,	  safety	  and	  
economics.”	  This	  leaves	  INDOT	  with	  broad	  categories	  of	  reasons	  to	  do	  nothing	  at	  all	  within	  
the	  guidelines	  of	  CSS.	  CSS	  is	  another	  of	  the	  feel	  food	  initiatives	  that	  do	  little	  in	  actual	  
practice.	  
	  
P.	  7-‐4:	  Mitigation	  lands	  will	  be	  donated	  to	  local	  or	  governmental	  agencies	  and	  have	  deed	  
restrictions.	  This	  does	  not	  assure	  they	  will	  be	  protected	  forever.	  Agencies	  and	  conservation	  
groups	  sometimes	  sell	  off	  or	  trade	  protected	  sites	  for	  various	  reasons.	  Funding	  of	  
personnel	  to	  monitor	  these	  sites	  is	  also	  not	  always	  available	  and	  the	  sites	  end	  up	  being	  
neglected.	  Purchase	  of	  mitigation	  sites	  is	  not	  assured.	  As	  noted,	  this	  will	  depend	  on	  
availability,	  coordination	  with	  agencies,	  willing	  sellers	  and	  funding.	  	  
P.	  7-‐5:	  The	  DEIS	  suggests	  that	  mitigation	  sites	  may	  be	  found	  within	  the	  Crane	  NSWC.	  It	  is	  
not	  known	  if	  this	  is	  even	  possible.	  This	  is	  federal	  land;	  just	  because	  the	  land	  is	  there	  does	  
not	  mean	  it	  can	  be	  bought	  or	  used	  for	  mitigation	  purposes.	  This	  section	  also	  states	  that	  this	  
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site	  could	  be	  “…used	  to	  add	  to	  the	  existing	  core	  forest	  areas.”	  One	  would	  have	  to	  assume	  
that	  it	  is	  already	  core	  forest	  area	  and	  so	  how	  is	  it	  adding	  to	  core	  forest?	  You	  don’t	  add	  to	  
core	  forest	  by	  simply	  protecting	  existing	  areas.	  	  
	  
Some	  mitigation	  measures	  mentioned	  here	  are	  subject	  to	  “cost	  effectiveness”	  or	  “cost	  
benefit	  considerations.”	  This	  opens	  a	  huge	  loophole:	  it	  will	  be	  very	  easy	  to	  say,	  gee,	  we	  just	  
can’t	  afford	  this	  now.	  This	  is	  more	  likely	  to	  occur	  because	  the	  costs	  of	  this	  entire	  project	  are	  
being	  reduced.	  How	  can	  INDOT	  cut	  out	  interchanges	  and	  then	  add	  amenities	  for	  wildlife?	  
Also,	  on	  page	  7-‐21	  it	  says	  that	  amenities	  for	  the	  Fern	  Hill	  Nudist	  Colony,	  to	  block	  the	  view	  
and	  make	  the	  area	  more	  attractive,	  would	  be	  considered.	  How	  is	  INDOT	  going	  to	  explain	  
that	  to	  farmers	  who	  have	  lost	  access	  to	  their	  fields?	  How	  can	  it	  justify	  those	  amenities	  while	  
denying	  noise	  barriers	  to	  homeowners?	  	  
	  
P.	  7-‐6:	  The	  DEIS	  states:	  “In	  Section	  4,	  the	  proposed	  forest	  mitigation	  sites	  are	  the	  same	  as	  
those	  described	  above	  for	  wetland	  mitigation.”	  	  It	  is	  unclear	  from	  this	  statement	  if	  
mitigation	  sites	  are	  being	  double	  counted.	  Is	  the	  same	  acreage	  being	  used	  for	  both	  forest	  
and	  wetland	  mitigation?	  
	  
P.	  7-‐13:	  Decisions	  on	  local	  access	  roads	  will	  not	  be	  determined	  until	  the	  final	  design	  stage.	  
Once	  again,	  cost	  will	  be	  a	  deciding	  factor.	  
	  
P.	  7-‐15:	  The	  DEIS	  states	  that	  roadway	  geometrics	  will	  be	  considered	  to	  abate	  noise	  levels.	  It	  
does	  not	  mention	  the	  opposite	  is	  also	  true:	  the	  low-‐cost	  alternative	  for	  the	  highway	  would	  
increase	  allowable	  grades	  which	  would	  cause	  a	  serious	  increase	  in	  noise	  levels.	  Noise	  
barriers	  are	  unlikely	  because	  most	  of	  Section	  4	  is	  rural	  and	  because	  they	  cost	  a	  lot	  of	  
money.	  
	  
Pp.	  7-‐14-‐17:	  These	  pages	  of	  possible	  control	  measures	  are	  riddled	  with	  contingency	  
phrases	  that	  completely	  muddle	  their	  effectiveness.	  	  
Storm	  water	  protection	  measures	  in	  karst	  areas	  will	  be	  followed	  only	  in	  the	  right-‐of-‐way.	  
This	  is	  not	  adequate.	  There	  will	  be	  many	  karst	  features	  next	  to	  the	  highway	  that	  also	  must	  
be	  protected	  from	  run	  off	  and	  storm	  water	  drainage.	  
	  
Heavy	  blasting	  will	  occur.	  This	  could	  not	  only	  affect	  Indiana	  bat	  populations	  but	  also	  many	  
other	  kinds	  of	  wildlife.	  It	  could	  also	  affect	  water	  wells.	  These	  other	  impacts	  apparently	  
were	  not	  studied.	  	  
	  
Pp.	  7-‐18-‐19:	  Expecting	  construction	  workers,	  maintenance	  staff	  and	  other	  workers	  to	  
report	  on	  the	  bat	  presence	  for	  as	  long	  as	  the	  highway	  exists	  is	  a	  joke.	  No	  one	  can	  possibly	  
believe	  this	  would	  happen.	  
	  
P.	  7-42:	  There	  is	  a	  blatant	  falsehood	  on	  this	  page:	  it	  states	  that	  avoidance	  of	  karst	  
features	  has	  been	  a	  key	  objective	  in	  studies	  dating	  back	  to	  the	  early	  1990s.	  Why	  then,	  
wasn’t	  the	  US-41/I-70	  route	  chosen?	  
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P.	  7-‐45:	  Of	  the	  $1	  million	  mitigation	  budgeted	  for	  I-‐69,	  $500,000	  applies	  to	  Section	  4.	  This	  
amount	  of	  money	  is	  ridiculously	  low.	  If	  that	  is	  all	  they	  intend	  to	  spend	  on	  protecting	  karst	  
then	  severe	  degradation	  of	  karst	  areas	  can	  be	  expected.	  
	  
CHAPTER	  11:	  COMMENTS	  COORDINATION	  AND	  PUBLIC	  INVOLVEMENT	  
Not	  once	  in	  this	  chapter	  is	  the	  widespread	  and	  overwhelming	  opposition	  to	  I-‐69	  
mentioned.	  At	  the	  public	  hearing	  in	  Greene	  County	  CARR	  presented	  documents	  to	  be	  
included	  in	  the	  public	  record	  that	  clearly	  show	  this	  opposition.	  A	  stack	  of	  paper	  over	  8	  feet	  
high	  containing	  tens	  of	  thousands	  of	  petition	  signatures	  and	  comments	  were	  presented	  to	  
INDOT.	  In	  all,	  approximately	  140,000	  petition	  signatures	  opposing	  I-‐69	  have	  been	  
submitted	  to	  INDOT—all	  met	  with	  stony	  silence.	  	  
	  
Official	  opposition	  by	  public	  bodies,	  e.g.,	  city	  councils,	  county	  commissioners,	  and	  elected	  
state	  officials	  has	  also	  been	  ignored.	  It	  appears	  that	  the	  only	  comments	  that	  matter	  are	  
those	  in	  support	  of	  the	  highway.	  	  This	  one-‐sided	  interest	  in	  comments	  is	  unacceptable.	  We	  
are	  supposed	  to	  live	  in	  a	  democracy	  where	  the	  opposition	  is	  acknowledged	  and	  respected.	  
This	  has	  not	  been	  the	  attitude	  with	  the	  proposed	  I-‐69	  highway.	  	  Despite	  its	  public	  
statements,	  INDOT	  views	  the	  opposition	  as	  an	  obstacle	  it	  has	  to	  get	  over	  to	  do	  whatever	  it	  
wants.	  There	  has	  been	  no	  attempt	  to	  work	  with	  I-‐69	  opposition	  groups	  or	  public	  officials	  to	  
discuss	  how	  to	  plan	  for	  responsible	  transportation	  options.	  
	  
THE	  PROCESS	  IS	  BROKEN	  
	  
Bernardin-‐Lochmueller	  &	  Assoc	  	  (BLA),	  the	  lead	  consultant	  for	  the	  I-‐69	  project,	  has	  given	  
large	  sums	  of	  money	  to	  various	  governors’	  campaigns	  for	  many	  years.	  This	  Pay-‐To-‐Play	  
requirement	  to	  assure	  BLA	  will	  get	  future	  contracts	  has	  been	  privately	  conveyed	  to	  us	  by	  
personnel	  at	  BLA.	  Unfortunately,	  it	  means	  that	  citizens	  do	  not	  get	  unbiased	  studies.	  Neither	  
the	  outcome	  nor	  the	  route	  of	  the	  I-‐69	  proposal	  has	  been	  in	  doubt	  for	  20	  years.	  This	  is	  just	  
one	  of	  the	  problems	  that	  indicates	  that	  the	  entire	  process	  is	  broken.	  	  
	  
Tiering	  is	  also	  a	  major	  problem.	  We	  have	  commented	  on	  this	  aspect	  previously.	  Sufficient	  
and	  complete	  information	  is	  not	  given	  in	  Tier	  1	  to	  adequately	  inform	  citizens	  and	  policy	  
makers	  to	  make	  informed	  judgments	  on	  the	  merits	  of	  the	  project.	  We	  understand	  that	  
under	  NEPA	  guidelines	  INDOT	  does	  not	  have	  to	  pick	  the	  most	  environmentally,	  socially	  and	  
fiscally	  responsible	  alternative,	  but	  they	  are	  required	  to	  give	  credible,	  complete	  and	  
verifiable	  information.	  This	  has	  not	  been	  done	  with	  this	  project.	  Tier	  1information	  was	  
incomplete,	  inaccurate	  and	  biased	  in	  favor	  of	  a	  predetermined	  route	  for	  this	  highway.	  This	  
undermines	  a	  basic	  tenant	  of	  NEPA:	  agencies	  are	  not	  supposed	  to	  mislead	  and	  lie	  to	  get	  
what	  they	  want.	  In	  Tier	  2	  the	  extent	  of	  the	  environmental,	  social	  and	  fiscal	  costs	  are	  more	  
completely	  revealed,	  after	  the	  route	  is	  decided	  and	  it	  is	  too	  late	  to	  change	  it.	  	  This	  corrupts	  
the	  entire	  process.	  Segmentation	  of	  the	  project	  is	  also	  a	  major	  problem	  which	  we	  discuss	  in	  
more	  detail	  later	  in	  these	  comments.	  
Tiering	  and	  segmentation	  also	  allow	  the	  approval	  of	  projects	  far	  in	  advance	  of	  their	  actual	  
construction	  dates.	  This	  means	  information	  about	  some	  projects,	  such	  as	  costs	  and	  need,	  
are	  out-‐of-‐date	  before	  the	  process	  is	  started	  or	  completed.	  	  
	  



	   20	  

	  A	  major	  overhaul	  of	  the	  EIS	  procedures	  is	  needed	  to	  insure	  that	  the	  public	  and	  
public	  officials	  are	  getting	  complete,	  impartial,	  and	  timely	  information	  on	  which	  to	  
base	  decisions	  on	  the	  feasibility	  of	  this	  as	  well	  as	  other	  projects.	  Reliable	  information	  
is	  a	  fundamental	  requirement	  of	  a	  functioning	  democracy.	  That	  requirement	  has	  
been	  distressingly	  missing	  since	  the	  I-69	  process	  began.	  
	  
A	  recently	  published	  book:	  I-‐69,	  The	  Unfinished	  History	  of	  the	  Last	  Great	  American	  
Highway,	  by	  Matt	  Dellinger,	  details	  the	  history	  and	  political	  chicanery	  that	  has	  led	  to	  I-‐69	  
being	  a	  “priority”	  project.	  	  	  
	  
LOST	  OPPORTUNITY	  COSTS	  
	  
INDOT	  states	  (P.	  2-‐7)	  that	  they	  will	  use	  “traditional	  transportation	  funding”	  for	  Section	  4.	  
The	  billions	  of	  dollars	  spent	  on	  I-69	  means	  that	  that	  much	  money	  will	  not	  be	  
available	  for	  other	  needed	  transportation	  projects	  throughout	  the	  State.	  This	  is	  an	  
important	  issue	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  addressed	  in	  this	  DEIS.	  	  Roads	  and	  bridges	  in	  Indiana	  
are	  badly	  in	  need	  of	  repair	  and	  upgrades.	  A	  recent	  federal	  report	  rated	  4000	  bridges	  in	  
Indiana	  as	  structurally	  deficient	  or	  obsolete.	  Road	  projects	  and	  INDOT	  personnel	  are	  being	  
cut	  to	  save	  money.	  Indeed,	  this	  project	  is	  being	  downgraded	  to	  save	  money	  and	  this	  will	  
result	  in	  a	  substandard	  highway	  that	  will	  require	  more	  maintenance	  sooner.	  It	  is	  also	  
creating	  a	  less	  safe	  highway	  that	  will	  result	  in	  more	  accidents	  and	  deaths.	  Indiana’s	  
deficient	  transportation	  system	  is	  also	  causing	  serious	  economic	  losses.	  These	  losses	  and	  
long-‐term	  costs	  must	  be	  included	  in	  any	  benefit/cost	  analysis	  for	  the	  I-‐69	  project.	  	  
	  
In	  the	  Tier	  1,	  FEIS	  the	  FHWA	  gave	  assurances	  that	  INDOT	  had	  the	  funding	  to	  build	  I-‐69	  
through	  traditional	  funding	  sources.	  This	  turned	  out	  to	  be	  wrong.	  	  The	  state	  has	  had	  to	  use	  
income	  from	  the	  long-‐term	  lease	  of	  the	  northern	  toll	  road	  to	  begin	  Sections	  1-‐3.	  The	  $700	  
million	  budgeted	  for	  those	  sections	  is	  already	  too	  little.	  Those	  costs	  have	  risen	  to	  nearly	  $1	  
billion	  and	  are	  likely	  to	  increase,	  even	  as	  measures	  to	  cheapen	  the	  highway	  are	  ongoing.	  	  	  
It	  will	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  gas	  tax	  revenues	  are	  down	  and	  the	  federal	  highway	  trust	  fund	  is	  
essentially	  in	  receivership.	  	  	  
A	  reliable	  source	  of	  funding	  for	  the	  entire	  I-‐69	  projects	  must	  be	  guaranteed	  before	  any	  
section	  is	  begun.	  Otherwise,	  the	  state	  risks	  starting	  a	  project,	  spending	  millions,	  and	  later	  
admitting	  it	  does	  not	  have	  the	  money	  to	  finish	  it.	  Unfortunately,	  this	  standard	  operating	  
procedure	  for	  major	  INDOT	  projects—let’s	  just	  get	  it	  started	  and	  spend	  enough	  money	  so	  
they	  won’t	  be	  able	  to	  just	  drop	  it.	  This	  is	  extremely	  poor	  public	  policy	  and	  an	  irresponsible	  
use	  of	  scarce	  transportation	  dollars.	  
	  	  
LACK	  OF	  OVERSIGHT	  
We	  understand	  that	  state	  and	  federal	  oversight	  agencies	  do	  not	  choose	  projects	  to	  build,	  
INDOT	  and	  the	  Governor	  do	  that.	  But	  these	  agencies	  have	  a	  responsibility	  to	  see	  that	  the	  
health	  and	  safety	  of	  citizens	  is	  assured	  and	  that	  the	  environment	  is	  properly	  protected.	  	  
There	  is	  a	  serious	  lack	  of	  oversight	  of	  the	  I-‐69	  project	  by	  state	  and	  federal	  agencies	  which	  
are	  supposed	  to	  fulfill	  that	  role.	  This	  defect	  is	  due	  in	  part	  to	  an	  inability	  to	  oversee	  projects	  
and	  not	  just	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  desire	  to	  do	  so.	  The	  Federal	  Highway	  Administration	  (FHWA)	  is	  too	  
closely	  tied	  to	  the	  political	  powers	  in	  the	  state	  to	  exercise	  independent	  oversight.	  	  In	  fact,	  
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Robert	  Tally,	  FHWA’s	  Division	  Administrator	  is	  a	  supporter	  of	  this	  project.	  FHWA	  
personnel	  have	  been	  known	  to	  manipulate	  data	  to	  remove	  obstacles	  to	  the	  construction	  of	  
the	  I-‐69	  extension.	  
	  
The	  Environmental	  Protection	  Agency	  (EPA),	  the	  Indiana	  Department	  of	  Natural	  Resources	  
(IDNR),	  Indiana	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Management	  (IDEM),	  and	  US	  Army	  Corp	  of	  
Engineers	  (USACOE)	  are	  constrained	  in	  their	  duties	  by	  a	  lack	  of	  personnel	  and	  political	  
pressure	  to	  not	  interfere	  with	  the	  I-‐69	  project.	  This	  has	  been	  an	  ongoing	  problem.	  
Personnel	  in	  state	  agencies	  have	  been	  threatened	  with	  a	  loss	  of	  their	  jobs	  if	  they	  do	  
anything	  to	  get	  in	  the	  way	  of	  the	  completion	  of	  I-‐69.	  Even	  a	  slowing	  of	  the	  process	  due	  to	  
legitimate	  concerns	  is	  forbidden	  because	  of	  these	  threats.	  Problems	  are	  covered	  up	  or	  not	  
addressed.	  	  In	  these	  circumstances,	  agencies	  can	  be	  placated	  by	  “mitigation”	  projects.	  
INDOT	  mollifies	  them	  with	  set	  asides,	  studies,	  promises	  to	  monitor	  impacts	  and	  money	  to	  
pay	  personnel.	  
	  
For	  the	  above	  reasons,	  these	  oversight	  agencies	  tend	  to	  work	  for	  and	  with	  each	  other	  
rather	  than	  for	  the	  public	  good.	  No	  one	  wants	  to	  cross	  a	  sister	  agency.	  No	  one	  wants	  to	  be	  
perceived	  as	  delaying	  I-‐69.	  Oversight	  has	  been	  replaced	  by	  accommodation.	  Politics	  is,	  in	  
fact,	  the	  chief	  regulator	  of	  this	  project.	  The	  loser	  is	  the	  public,	  the	  environment	  and	  fiscal	  
responsibility.	  
	  
These	  problems	  are	  well	  understood	  by	  anyone	  familiar	  with	  this	  project.	  It	  is	  another	  
example	  of	  why	  the	  process	  to	  build	  I-‐69	  is	  broken.	  	  	  
These	  serious	  faults	  need	  to	  be	  investigated	  by	  an	  independent	  body	  if	  meaningful	  
oversight	  and	  regulation	  are	  to	  be	  restored.	  	  
	  
Lack	  of	  regulation	  by	  state	  and	  federal	  agencies	  across	  the	  country	  has	  resulted	  in	  
calamities	  from	  economic	  collapse	  to	  coal	  mine	  disasters	  to	  widespread	  food	  borne	  
illnesses	  to	  the	  Deep	  Water	  Horizon	  oil	  calamity	  in	  the	  Gulf	  of	  Mexico.	  I-69	  is	  a	  disaster	  in	  
the	  making.	  We	  can	  only	  hope	  that	  someone	  wakes	  up	  to	  the	  lurking	  problems	  
before	  deaths,	  injuries	  and	  loss	  of	  property	  results.	  It	  is	  unlikely	  that	  anyone,	  anywhere	  
will	  accept	  responsibility	  or	  be	  held	  accountable	  after	  the	  collisions,	  mishaps	  and	  failures	  
occur.	  	  
	  
BAIT-‐AND-‐SWITCH	  TACTICS	  ARE	  UNACCEPTABLE	  
	  
In	  Sections	  2-‐3	  major	  changes	  in	  design	  of	  the	  highway	  were	  made	  after	  the	  FEIS	  and	  ROD.	  
Many	  supporters	  were	  led	  to	  believe	  the	  highway	  would	  have	  interchanges	  and	  grade	  
separations	  that	  they	  thought	  would	  give	  them	  improved	  access.	  After	  they	  bought	  into	  the	  
project	  they	  were	  told	  these	  promises	  could	  not	  be	  kept.	  Rising	  costs	  were	  the	  reasons	  cuts	  
had	  to	  be	  made.	  In	  a	  classic	  bait-‐and-‐switch	  routine	  some	  interchanges	  were	  “deferred”,	  
which	  means	  they	  will	  likely	  never	  be	  built,	  more	  roads	  were	  closed	  and	  bridges	  were	  
shortened	  which	  will	  cause	  more	  flooding,	  all	  to	  reduce	  costs.	  	  
	  
These	  changes	  also	  affect	  the	  efficiency	  of	  the	  highway	  and	  directly	  impact	  the	  purpose	  and	  
need	  of	  the	  project.	  Many	  of	  the	  benefits	  used	  to	  justify	  the	  highway	  are	  weakened	  or	  
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eliminated	  yet	  no	  attempt	  was	  made	  to	  reevaluate	  the	  project	  based	  on	  these	  design	  
changes.	  	  
	  
Due	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  oversight,	  we	  fear	  the	  same	  will	  happen	  in	  Section	  4.	  Will	  communities	  be	  
told	  one	  thing	  now	  and	  something	  else	  when	  it	  comes	  time	  to	  construct	  the	  highway?	  How	  
can	  communities	  plan	  for……….what?	  INDOT,	  unfortunately,	  has	  no	  credibility	  due	  to	  its	  
past	  statements	  and	  subsequent	  actions.	  Over	  the	  years	  many	  of	  their	  statements	  have	  
been	  proven	  false	  and	  their	  estimates	  way	  off.	  For	  example,	  the	  cost	  of	  the	  highway	  has	  
risen	  steadily	  even	  though	  they	  consistently	  say	  they	  believe	  the	  cost	  is	  right	  at	  the	  time	  
they	  estimate	  it.	  We	  have	  many	  times	  argued	  that	  the	  costs	  are	  low-‐balled	  and	  the	  benefits	  
exaggerated.	  	  In	  fact,	  we	  have	  a	  better	  record	  for	  predicting	  costs	  and	  benefits	  than	  INDOT	  
does.	  Why	  should	  communities	  and	  public	  officials	  believe	  anything	  they	  say	  now?	  
	  
MITIGATION	  
	  
Many	  mitigation	  measures	  are	  contingent	  on	  funding	  and	  “feasibility”.	  For	  example,	  see	  the	  
contingency	  phrases	  on	  5-‐219	  and	  many	  similar	  phrases	  scattered	  throughout	  this	  
document.	  Road	  closings,	  access	  roads	  and	  wildlife	  mitigation	  measures	  are	  also	  contingent	  
on	  funding	  and	  “feasibility”.	  What	  does	  “feasibility”	  depend	  on?	  That	  is	  never	  explained.	  
There	  is	  no	  assurance	  that	  agency	  personnel	  or	  funding	  will	  be	  available	  in	  the	  future	  to	  
carry	  out	  proposed	  monitoring	  schedules.	  	  
	  
The	  mitigation	  measures	  proposed	  here	  will	  not	  make	  up	  for	  the	  severe	  environmental	  
damage	  caused	  by	  this	  highway.	  Forest	  mitigation,	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  3:1	  will	  not	  replace	  the	  
forests	  cut	  down.	  Two	  of	  the	  three	  acres	  will	  be	  simply	  setting	  aside	  other	  forested	  area	  
that	  will	  not	  be	  cut	  for	  now.	  Another	  one	  acre	  of	  agricultural	  land	  will	  be	  planted	  with	  
seedlings.	  	  Those	  replanted	  areas	  will	  take	  around	  100	  years	  to	  mature	  and	  so	  do	  not	  
replace	  existing	  forests.	  	  How	  long	  they	  will	  be	  monitored	  is	  uncertain.	  Due	  to	  the	  long	  time	  
periods	  involved,	  it	  is	  not	  certain	  that	  mitigation	  areas	  will	  remain	  under	  supervision	  in	  
perpetuity	  as	  suggested,	  or	  even	  for	  5	  years.	  	  Some	  of	  the	  forest	  mitigation	  land	  will	  be	  next	  
to	  this	  interstate	  which	  means	  it	  will	  be	  degraded	  from	  the	  start.	  Air,	  noise,	  water	  and	  light	  
pollution	  that	  wasn’t	  there	  before	  will	  corrupt	  these	  forests	  forever.	  Farmland	  loses,	  of	  
course,	  cannot	  be	  mitigated.	  	  Karst	  mitigation	  and	  monitoring	  will	  depend	  on	  funding	  and	  
personnel	  that	  may	  not	  be	  there.	  	  
	  
OTHER	  ISSUES:	  	  
	  
Much	  of	  the	  I-‐69	  corridor	  is	  in	  an	  earthquake	  zone.	  All	  bridges	  for	  I-‐69	  must	  be	  built	  to	  
earthquake	  standards.	  INDOT	  has	  not	  committed	  to	  these	  building	  standards.	  
	  
Governor	  Daniels	  has	  instructed	  INDOT	  to	  	  “Throw	  out	  the	  rulebook	  to	  the	  extent	  the	  feds	  
will	  let	  you	  do	  it.”	  This	  is	  a	  dangerous	  directive	  that	  will	  lead	  to	  many	  problems.	  An	  
independent	  monitoring	  service	  should	  be	  required	  to	  oversee	  all	  construction	  activities.	  
Self-‐monitoring	  by	  INDOT	  or	  its	  contractors	  will	  result	  in	  shoddy	  work.	  
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SECTION	  106	  	  	  I-‐69	  Tier	  2	  Studies,	  Section	  4,	  	  	  
	  
Specific	  Comments:	  
-‐-‐Section	  1:1	  Project	  Description	  should	  state	  that	  it	  is	  unlikely	  that	  the	  project	  will	  ever	  be	  
completed	  to	  Indianapolis.	  	  In	  addition	  the	  Project	  Description	  should	  state	  that	  it	  is	  
extremely	  unlikely	  that	  the	  Canada	  to	  Mexico	  I-‐69	  will	  ever	  be	  completed.	  	  
	  
-‐-‐CARR	  rejects	  the	  finding	  of	  no	  adverse	  effect	  on	  the	  Scotland	  Hotel,	  the	  Blackmore	  Store,	  
Old	  Clifty	  Church	  and	  the	  Koontz	  House.	  There	  is	  no	  guarantee	  that	  the	  design	  proposed	  in	  
the	  DEIS	  or	  the	  FEIS	  or	  the	  ROD	  will	  be	  the	  actual	  design	  of	  the	  highway.	  	  
	  
The	  finding	  of	  no	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  the	  Old	  Clifty	  Church	  is	  unacceptable.	  It	  is	  nonsense	  to	  
state	  that	  the	  noise	  and	  pollution	  of	  an	  international	  truck	  route	  will	  have	  no	  adverse	  
impact	  on	  this	  lovely	  old	  chapel	  and	  its	  rural	  setting.	  This	  chapel	  is	  still	  used	  by	  people	  in	  
the	  area.	  	  In	  a	  2006	  letter	  to	  Robert	  Talley,	  John	  Carr	  acknowledged	  “...that	  the	  serenity	  of	  
the	  setting	  of	  the	  Old	  Clifty	  Church	  is	  important	  to	  the	  use	  of	  that	  historic	  property.”	  
	  
-‐	  I-‐69	  will	  have	  a	  negative	  effect	  on	  the	  Scotland	  Hotel	  and	  the	  Blackmore	  Store	  in	  Scotland.	  
Development	  that	  will	  follow	  the	  highway	  will	  further	  deteriorate	  this	  historic	  setting.	  We	  
reject	  the	  consultants	  finding	  of	  no	  adverse	  impact	  on	  these	  historic	  properties.	  
	  
-‐I	  cannot	  find	  in	  this	  report	  any	  evaluation	  of	  the	  long-‐term	  and	  cumulative	  impacts	  to	  
historic	  properties	  and	  cultural	  landscapes	  from	  development.	  The	  APE	  is	  much	  too	  
narrow.	  	  Impacts	  from	  development	  around	  intersections	  will	  spread	  for	  several	  miles	  in	  
all	  directions.	  The	  APE	  needs	  to	  be	  expanded	  and	  long	  term	  and	  cumulative	  impacts	  to	  
historic	  properties	  in	  the	  expanded	  area	  must	  be	  fully	  and	  honestly	  evaluated.	  	  	  
	  
-‐-‐Regarding	  Appendix	  G:	  The	  information	  in	  this	  appendix	  shows	  a	  very	  clear	  conflict	  of	  
interest	  by	  SHPO	  and	  DNR-‐DHPA.	  It	  appears	  that	  the	  National	  Register	  eligibility	  for	  the	  
231	  Bridges-‐-‐Doan's	  Creek	  and	  Doan's	  Branch-‐-‐has	  been	  sacrificed	  on	  the	  I-‐69	  altar.	  	  This	  is	  
really	  scandalous.	  	  As	  a	  consulting	  party,	  I	  received	  no	  notice	  about	  the	  change	  in	  eligibility	  
for	  these	  bridges.	  	  
	  
This	  change	  in	  eligibility	  indicates	  the	  arbitrary	  and	  capricious	  manner	  in	  which	  eligibility	  
to	  the	  National	  Register	  is	  decided.	  	  The	  231	  bridges	  are	  at	  least	  in	  their	  historic	  locations.	  
The	  Harris	  Ford	  Bridge	  in	  Monroe	  County	  was	  moved	  from	  a	  different	  county.	  
	  
-‐Despite	  the	  fact	  that	  I	  have	  several	  times	  submitted	  comments	  about	  the	  Knott	  property	  
(Taylor	  Ridge	  Road	  and	  CR	  450	  South),	  I	  cannot	  find	  any	  mention	  of	  it	  in	  this	  document.	  
This	  property	  has	  at	  least	  3	  historic	  coalmines	  and	  the	  remains	  of	  a	  camp.	  These	  date	  from	  
the	  early	  1900’s.	  	  There	  is	  a	  retaining	  wall	  extant	  along	  the	  creek	  and	  spoil	  piles	  are	  
evident.	  
	  
-‐CARR	  rejects	  the	  Weintraut	  &	  Associates	  designation	  of	  the	  Dowden-‐Boyd	  farmstead	  as	  
not	  eligible	  for	  the	  Historic	  Register.	  	  We	  request	  a	  new	  evaluation	  by	  an	  unbiased	  scholar.	  
	  



	   24	  

-‐CARR	  questions	  why	  this	  report	  has	  been	  submitted	  (July	  23,	  2010)	  as	  the	  report	  states	  
“since	  results	  of	  the	  archaeology	  surveys	  are	  unknown	  at	  the	  time	  of	  this	  drafting,	  the	  
finding	  for	  this	  project	  is	  “adverse	  effect.””	  	  If	  the	  archaeological	  studies	  were	  not	  complete,	  
why	  was	  the	  DEIS	  released	  on	  July	  23,	  2010.	  	  This	  is	  an	  inexcusable	  ploy	  to	  rush	  the	  project	  
forward	  in	  keeping	  with	  Governor	  Daniels’	  political	  ambitions.	  
	  
-‐The	  Section	  4	  study	  lists	  22	  cemeteries	  within	  the	  APE,	  the	  earliest	  dating	  from	  1818.	  	  No	  
mention	  is	  made	  of	  noise	  and	  visual	  impacts	  to	  the	  cemeteries.	  	  
	  
-‐The	  cross	  section	  graphics	  used	  to	  demonstrate	  noise	  and/or	  visual	  impacts	  to	  historic	  
properties	  are	  technical,	  clean	  and	  precise	  ON	  PAPER.	  At	  the	  meeting	  at	  the	  Section	  4	  office	  
in	  December	  2009,	  the	  consultants	  were	  clearly	  charmed	  by	  this	  graphic	  tool.	  In	  fact,	  it	  is	  
nonsense	  to	  think	  that	  this	  gives	  any	  realistic	  idea	  of	  the	  impact	  of	  an	  international	  truck	  
route	  on	  these	  historic	  properties	  and	  cultural	  resources.	  	  The	  line	  of	  sight	  graphs	  do	  not	  
necessarily	  simulate	  the	  on-‐the-‐ground	  conditions.	  	  Not	  enough	  information	  is	  given.	  	  Very	  
slight	  changes	  in	  elevation	  can	  dramatically	  change	  the	  line	  of	  view.	  	  The	  conclusion	  of	  no	  
adverse	  impacts	  on	  historic	  properties	  is	  incorrect.	  There	  is	  no	  assurance	  that	  the	  lines	  of	  
sight	  indicated	  in	  the	  cross	  section	  graphics	  will	  not	  change.	  	  It	  is	  probable	  they	  will	  change.	  
Since	  the	  project	  is	  being	  cheapened,	  it	  is	  quite	  likely	  that	  the	  final	  design	  will	  be	  
significantly	  different	  from	  the	  design	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  cross	  section	  graphics.	  
	  
-‐Audio	  tours	  are	  not	  mitigation	  for	  the	  destruction	  that	  I-‐69	  will	  cause.	  They	  are	  frippery	  at	  
the	  taxpayers’	  expense.	  	  	  
	  
-‐Trees	  are	  not	  mitigation	  of	  visual	  impacts	  unless	  the	  tree	  stand	  is	  large	  enough	  to	  shield	  
the	  line	  of	  sight	  in	  all	  seasons	  AND,	  INDOT	  purchases	  the	  tree	  lots	  and	  maintains	  them	  as	  
barriers	  to	  views	  in	  perpetuity	  
	  
-‐-‐The	  following	  statement	  from	  I-‐69	  Evansville	  to	  Indianapolis	  Tier	  2	  Studies	  
Historic	  Property	  Report,	  Section	  4	  Description	  of	  Undertaking	  
Section	  4:	  US	  231	  (near	  Crane	  NSWC)	  to	  SR	  37	  (near	  Bloomington)	  
August	  29,	  2006	  is	  incorrect: 
 
  “In a continued effort to include the public in the transportation decision-making process,  

INDOT has divided the approved corridor, which is approximately 2,000 feet wide and 
142 miles long, into six sections.”  

 
The	  statement	  should	  be	  corrected	  to	  read:	  	  

“In a continued effort to avoid reporting the true costs and impacts of the entire project, 
INDOT has divided the approved corridor, which is approximately 2,000 feet wide and 142 
miles long, into six sections.”  

 
General	  remarks:	  
	  
Since	  1990	  the	  environmental	  and	  historical	  studies	  of	  the	  I-‐69	  project	  have	  been	  fraught	  
with	  errors	  and	  calculated	  intent	  to	  mislead	  the	  public	  and	  elected	  officials	  about	  the	  costs	  
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and	  impacts	  of	  this	  project.	  	  The	  main	  (unstated)	  purpose	  of	  I-‐69	  is	  political.	  	  The	  purpose	  
of	  the	  project	  is	  to	  ensure	  the	  support	  of	  the	  Evansville	  development	  community	  and	  the	  
highway	  construction	  lobby	  for	  whichever	  political	  party	  and	  individual	  politician	  is	  
currently	  in	  power.	  
	  
The	  original	  intent	  of	  the	  EIS	  process	  under	  NEPA	  and	  the	  Section	  106	  process	  was	  to	  
ensure	  that	  elected	  officials	  and	  citizens	  have	  information	  about	  the	  environmental	  and	  
cultural	  impacts	  and	  costs	  of	  a	  project	  before	  starting	  it,	  to	  determine	  if	  it	  should	  be	  built.	  	  
NEPA	  and	  NHPA	  have	  been	  co-‐opted	  by	  the	  highway	  construction	  lobby.	  	  The	  
environmental	  and	  historic	  review	  process	  has	  become	  a	  cash	  cow	  for	  engineering	  and	  
consulting	  firms,	  at	  the	  taxpayers’	  expense.	  
	  
The	  I-‐69	  project	  is	  a	  particularly	  egregious	  example	  of	  this	  abuse	  of	  the	  public	  trust.	  
	  
The	  political	  pressures	  for	  the	  Build	  alternative	  have	  skewed	  the	  environmental	  and	  
historic	  studies.	  Federal	  HIGHWAY	  Administration	  relies	  on	  models	  and	  standards	  that	  are	  
designed	  to	  support	  building	  highway	  projects	  over	  maintaining	  the	  quality	  of	  life	  in	  rural	  
areas	  and	  preservation	  of	  cultural	  resources.	  	  	  	  
	  
It	  would	  be	  far	  better	  for	  the	  consultants,	  InDOT	  and	  FHWA	  to	  just	  be	  truthful	  and	  
acknowledge	  that	  the	  damage	  this	  project	  is	  doing	  to	  our	  historic	  and	  cultural	  resources	  is	  
permanent	  and	  cannot	  be	  repaired	  or	  mitigated. 
	  
“Perhaps our age will be known to the future historian as the age of the bulldozer 
and the exterminator; and in many parts of the country the building of a highway 
has about the same result upon vegetation and human structures as the passage of 
a tornado or the blast of an atom bomb.” --Lewis Mumford 
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1201 W. THAT ROAD 0 BLOOMINGTON, IN 47403 0 Office: (812) 824-2000 @ Fax: (812) 824-2017 0 www.lighthouse-christian.com 

October 27,2010 

Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 *O4? 

Dear Mr. Fisk, 

As representative for Lighthouse Christian Academy, I am pleased to offer comment, provide input and 
to express concern regarding the closure and re-route of That Road at the intersection of State 
Highway 37. 

It would be the preference of Lighthouse Christian Academy that the closure and re-route of That Road 
be reconsidered as presently planned in Tier 2 studies. It is our position that closing That Road detracts 
from school identity and curtails direct access to the school campus. By eliminating direct access to 
State Highway 37 and 1-69, drive time will increase for over 50% of the families currently enrolled. 
Accessibility and convenience are major co~isiderations for families that choose to enroll their students 
at I-ighthouse Christian Academy. The elimination of this factor alone will potentially influence future 
enrollment. 

In an effort to provide and gather information, we conducted traffic studies at the intersections of 
Victor Pike and State Highway 37 and That Road and State Highway 37. The results of these traffic 
studies are attached for your reference. If That Road is closed to cross traffic and re-routed to Rockport 
Road and eventually the Fullerton Pike interchange, we feel that the majority of traffic (see study) will 
detour to Victor Pike which would at least double the traffic load upon a road ill-equipped to handle 
such an increase, thereby jeopardizing public safety. 

Our specific concerns about the safety of Victor Pike are as follows: 
Very narrow roadway 
Narrow concrete bridge at Clear Creek Trail 
Blind curves exist 
Lack of guardrails 
Lack of shoulder 
Lack of sidewalks 
Lack of lighting in the area 
Increased pedestrian traffic surrounding the Clear Creek Trail 
Shaded roadway prohibits snow melt 
Winding roadway will be hazardous during wet and icy conditions 
Large amount of wildlife seeking water at Clear Creek and near the roadway 
Commuters from the south will also use Victor Pike to avoid the traffic at the interchange. 



Lighthouse Ct-~ristian Academy has experienced consistent enrollment increases over the past several 
years. (See enclosure) Should this pattern of increase continue, vehicular traffic will likewise, increase. 
An additional factor to be considered is the steady increase of the number of high school students 
driving to and from school. Adding increased traffic, along with inexperienced drivers to an already 
crowded roadway intensifies this potentially dangerous situation. 

In summary, Lighthouse Christian Academy respectfully requests that the closure of That Road be 
reconsidered and that That Road be allowed to remain open by providing direct access to 1-69 and 
State Highway 37. If this request cannot be granted, at the very least, we respectfully request that 
funding be allocated for the improvement of Victor Pike to increase the safety of all concerned. Again, 
thank you for the opportunity to provide input. I stand ready to answer questions regarding the 
information included in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Michael Baldomero, F a d  of School 
Lighthouse Christian Academy 



Lighthouse Christian Academy 
Traffic Study 

lndiana 37 and That Road - 7:00 AM through 8:30 AM 

Location 7:00 AM 7:15 AM 7:30 AM 7:45 AM 8:00 AM 8:15 AM Totals 

37s & That Rd. E. 
That Rd. W & 37N 
That Rd. W &That  Rd. E 
That Rd. E & That Rd. W 

That Rd. E & 37 N 

That Rd. E & 37 S 
37N & That Rd. W 

37N &'That Rd. E 
Tota Is 

*13 busses entered this intersection during this time frame. 

lndiana 37 and That Road - 
7:00 AM through 8:30 AM 

F 
F 

Direction of Vehicles at Intersection 



lndiana 37 and That Road - 2:15 PM through 3:30 PM 

Location 2:15 PM 2:30 PM 2:45 PM 3:00 PM 3:15 PM Totals 

37s & That Rd. E. 

That Rd. W & 37N 

That Rd. W & That Rd. E 

-That Rd. E & That Rd. W 

'That Rd. E & 37 N 

That Rd. E & 37 S 
37N & That Rd. W 

37N & That Rd. E 

Totals 

*15 busses entered this intersection during this time frame. 

lndiana 37 and That Road - 
2:15 PM through 3:30 PM 

Direction of Vehicles at Intersection 



lndiana 37 and Victor Pike - 7:00 AM through 8:30 AM 

Location 7:00 AM 7:15 AM 7:30 AM 7:45 AM 8:00 AM 8:15 AM Totals 

37s t o  E. Victor Pike 24 27 27 21  12 18 129 

W. Victor Pike t o  371U 27 26 35 30 18 30 166 

W. Victor Pike t o  E. Victor Pike 19 24 25 15 11 19 113 

E. Victor Pike t o  W. Victor Pike 5 5 10 10 9 6 45 
W. Victor Pike t o  37N 6 15 18 9 8 9 65 

37N t o  W. Victor Pike 1 1 1 0 1 3 7 
37N t o  E. Victor Pike 8 13 9 15 4 6 55 

W. Victor Pike t o  37s 6 11 9 13 7 9 55 

Tota Is 96 122 134 113 70 100 635 

*12 busses entered this intersection during this time frame. 

lndiana 37 and Victor Pike - 
7:00 AM through 8:30 AM 

Direction of Vehicles at Intersection 



lndiana 37 and Victor Pike - 2:15 PM through 3:30 PM 

Location 2:15 PM 2:30 PM 2:45 PM 3:00 PM 3:15 PM Totals 

37s t o  E. Victor Pike 
W. Victor Pike t o  37N 
W. Victor Pike t o  E. Victor Pike 

E. Victor Pike t o  W. Victor Pike 

W. Victor Pike t o  37N 

37N t o  W. Victor Pike 

37N t o  E. Victor Pike 

W. Victor Pike t o  37s 

Totals 

*7 busses entered this intersection during this time frame. 

lndiana 37 and Victor Pike - 
2:15 PM through 3:30 P M  

Z L L 

0 0 Z a, 
b + .CI b r 
M u M a .- U .- 
0 > > 0 L 
.CI + 0 
a, I i  2 a, + U 

r 0 r .- 
a + 2 a, a 

> 
L 

0 2; a,. + a Y a 
8 

U .CI U 
2 

.- a .- 0 
> L > +-r 

0 L + 0 Z 
U .- > 

+-r 3 b 
U .- M 
> 

2 w 
Direction of Vehicles at Intersection 
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1601 W. THAT ROAD r BLOOMINGTON, IN 47403 Office: (812) 824-2000 Fax: (812) 824-2017 www.lighthouse-christian.com 

Lighthouse Christian Academy 
Enrollment Data - 2008 - 2009 School Year 

Kindergarten- 2 classes - 23 students 
Grade 1- 2 classes - 27 students 
Grade 2- 1 class - 2 1  students 
Grade 3- 1 class - 2 1  students 
Grade 4- 1 class - 2 1  students 
Grade 5- 1 class - 1 9  students 
Grade 6- 2 classes - 2 8  students 

Total Elementary Kindergarten through Grade 6 = 160 Students 

I Grade 7 - 2 4  students 
1 Grade 8 - 22  students 

1 Total Grades 7 - 8 = 46 Students 

Grade 9 - 2 1  students 
Grade 1 0  - 10 students 
Grade 11 - 11 students 
Grade 1 2  - 6 students 

Total Grades 9-12 = 48 Students 

Total Grades 7 - 12 = 94 Students 

1 Total Enrollment Kindergarten through Grade 12 = 254 students 
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Lighthouse Christian Academy 
Enrollment Data - 2009 - 2010 School Year 

Kindergarten- 2 classes - 27 students 
Grade 1- 2 classes - 25  students 
Grade 2- 2 classes - 25 students 
Grade 3- 1 class - 2 0  students 
Grade 4- 1 class - 2 4  students 
Grade 5- 1 class - 23 students 
Grade 6- 1 class - 2 2  students 

Total Elementary Kindergarten through Grade 6 = 166 Students 

Grade 7 - 33  students 
Grade 8 - 22  students 

Total Grades 7 - 8 = 55 Students 

Grade 9 - 13 students 
Grade 10 - 1 6  students 
Grade 11 - 10 students 
Grade 1 2  - 11 students 

Total Grades 9-12 = 50 Students 

Total Grades 7 - 12 = 105 Students 

Total Enrollment Kindergarten through Grade 12 = 271 students 



1201 W. THAT ROAD * BLOOMINGTON, IN 47403 a Office: (812) 824-2000 a Fax: (812) 824-2017 a www.Iighth0~se-christian.com 

Light house Christian Academy 
Enrollment Data - 2010-2011 School Year 

Kindergarten- 2 classes - 26 students 
Grade 1- 2 classes - 27 students 
Grade 2- 2 classes - 24 students 
Grade 3- 2 classes - 26 students 
Grade 4- 1 class - 18 students 
Grade 5- 1 class - 23 students 
Grade 6- 1 class - 25 students 

Total Elementary Kindergarten through Grade 6 = 169 Students 

Grade 7 - 21  students 
Grade 8 - 28 students 

Total Grades 7 - 8 = 49 Students 

Grade 9 - 23 students 
Grade 10 - 12 students 
Grade 11 - 14 students 
Grade 12 - 13 students 

Total Grades 9-12 = 62 Students 

Total Grades 7 - 12 = 111 Students 

Total Enrollment Kindergarten through Grade 12 = 280 students 



Estimated Drive Time 

To project the amount of time a student spends to travel to school we utilized the "zone' feature of 
Microsoft MapPoint 2010. The results car1 be seen from the graphic below: 

Summary 

5 Minutes. 13 families - 7% 
10 Minutes. 57 families - 31% 
15 Minutes, 125 families - 67% 
20 Minutes, 152 families - 82% 

2010 LCA Parent Survey P a g e  12 



Student Location 

Using Microsoft MapPoint 2010, the addresses of 186 families (where the address was known by the 
system) was plotted to determine distance to school. The graphic below shows the results: 

Summary 
94% within 20 miles 
81% within 10 Miles 
56% within 5 Miles 
21% within 2 Miles 
13% within 1 Mile 

2010 LCA Parent Survey P a g e  11 



RESOLUTION NO. 2010- if

RESOLUTION OF THE WESTGATE @ CRANE AUTHORITY, INC.
APPROVING THE CREATION OF

AN OVERPASS FOR CR 215 EAST AND THE
CLOSING OF 200 EAST TO THROUGH TRAFFIC

WHEREAS, the Indiana Department of Transportation recently released a list of roads in
Greene County, Indiana, that will be affected by the construction ofInterstate 69; and

WHEREAS, the current plans call for the construction of an overpass for County Road
200 East and for the path ofI-69 to cut through County Road 215 East, eliminating CR 215 E as
a Northerly thoroughfare for local traffic; and

WHEREAS, County Road 215 East constitutes a major thoroughfare utilized by police,
fire, and other emergency vehicles, as well as local traffic; while County Road 200 East is not
utilized as a major thoroughfare, and does not connect to other major thoroughfares within the
county; and

WHEREAS, the closing of County Road 215 East to through traffic will cause delays and_
disruptions by police, fire, and other emergency vehicles in responding to county emergencies;
and

WHERAS the closing of County Road 200 East to through traffic will cause only
minimal disruption to current traffic patterns and routes utilized by emergency services, and will
likewise have minimal impact upon the economic development occurring in the Westgate @
Crane Technology Park;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:

The Westgate @ Crane Authority, Inc., expresses its support for the closing of County
Road 200 East to through traffic and supports the construction of an overpass or underpass for
County Road 215 East to maintain County Road 215 East as a major thoroughfare over the
Interstate 69.

ADOPTED this 2.(" day of October, 2010.

E AUTHORITY, INC.



 

October 28, 2010 
 

 
Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana LLC 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 
 
Robert F. Tally, Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration-Indiana Division 
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
 
Michael B. Cline, Commissioner 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 N. Senate Ave. 
IGCN Room N755 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
RE:  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
project - Section (4 FHWA-IN-EIS-10-01-D) 
 
The Hoosier Environmental Council (“HEC”) formally submits the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for Section 4 of the I-69 Project.   
 

Incorporation of comments on Tier 1 FEIS 
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 4 DEIS 
 
Chapter 2 – Purpose and Need 

 
Local Needs 

Segmentation of a large project is permitted if local needs justify it, but INDOT made minimal effort 
to independently justify the segment encompassed by Section 4.  (See Section 2.1.2).  The primary 
criteria used to determine the segments were the Tier 1 purpose and need goals.  INDOT only 
included local needs which served to support the overall project goals identified in Tier 1.  (Pg. 2-1).  
These project goals address regional, not local, transportation needs.  (Pg. 2-3).  There is no 
evidence that Section 4 would meet a demonstrated local transportation need if the other sections 
of I-69 were not completed. 
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One outcome of this inappropriate segmentation process is that the project’s full environmental 
impact is not known nor disclosed until all six of the Tier 2 environmental impact statements are 
completed.  Had the complete environmental impact of the project been identified in Tier 1, the 
basis for selecting a different alternative such as I-70 and US 41 would have been even more 
compelling.  Although the tiering process was approved in earlier litigation, the court worried that 
it “may result in a ‘shell game’ if not carefully managed.”  Hoosier Environmental Council, et al. v. U.S. 

Department of Transportation, et al., Civ. No. 1:06-cv-1442, pg. 19, (S.D.Ind. 2006).  With the release 
of each subsequent Tier 2 study, the environmental footprint and cost estimates continue to 
balloon.  Regardless of the substance of the Tier 2 studies, though, the route choice made at the Tier 
1 level has never been reconsidered by INDOT, FHWA, the Army Corps of Engineers, or any other 
regulating agency.  This is exactly the kind of “impermissible” result segmentation the Court 
warned against.  Id. 
 
None of these local needs are sufficient to justify considering Section 4 independent of the entire 
project.   The DEIS identifies five local needs justifying the Section 4 segment.  (Pg. 2-3).  They are: 

•  Complete Section 4 of I-69 as determined in the Tier 1 ROD 
•  Increase personal accessibility for area residents 
•  Reduce existing and forecasted traffic congestion 
•  Improve traffic safety 
•  Support local economic development initiatives 

 
Local Need # 1 – Completion of Section 4 
Completion of Section 4 itself cannot be a local need since segmentation itself is supposed to be 
validated through the consideration of local needs.  It is a circular argument to assert that the 
Section 4 segment serves the local need of completing Section 4. 
 
INDOT continues to incorrectly state that “Section 4 of I-69 responds to the Congressional policy to 
complete the National I-69 Corridor.”  (Pg.  2-9).  The “High Priority Corridor” identified by 
Congress does not mandate that the corridor connect Crane NSWC to Bloomington.  The corridor 
identified by Congress extends from Evansville to Indianapolis, but the route that corridor follows 
is not specified.   
 
Local Need #2 - Personal Accessibility 
By falsely insinuating that the High Priority Corridor identified by Congress must travel through 
Bloomington, the entire subsequent analysis favors the route identified in Tier 1.  This is evident in 
the personal accessibility analysis which only looks at access to the interstate system, Indianapolis, 
Evansville, and Bloomington.  The Personal Accessibility section does not reference other major 
regional population centers such as Vincennes or Terre Haute.  If INDOT is going to include 
accessibility to Bloomington as justification for Section 4, it should also study broader regional 
travel as well. 
 
The personal accessibility section also undervalues the importance of local travel.  The personal 
accessibility section only examines travel time from rural communities to the interstate system, 
Indianapolis, Evansville, and Bloomington.  The study does not examine how the interstate will 
affect local travel within and between those communities along local roads.  The current plan calls 
for the closure of between 1/3rd to ½ of the local roads in the path of I-69.  (See Table 5.3-3 at pgs. 
5-83 and 5-84).   These closures will affect local resident travel as well as emergency response, 
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school bus routes, and travel time for farm equipment.  INDOT should perform a comprehensive 
study of how a completed I-69 would affect local travel to and from rural communities along the 
route. 
 
Local Need # 3 – Reduce Congestion 
Section 2.3.3 predicts high levels of congestion on major highways in the region leading to poor 
functionality by 2030.  However, the study only contemplates the operational conditions of the 
highway system.  As was noted above, a complete study of the regional transportation system, 
including local roadways, has not been performed.  In addition, a final determination has yet to be 
made regarding local road closures.  Without this level of detailed study, it is impossible to assert 
with any level of reliability that congestion will be eased over time by constructing Section 4.   
 
Local Need #4 – Improve Traffic Safety 
The DEIS relies on outdated and incomplete safety information used in the Tier 1 EIS.  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, INDOT has described several features in its low cost design standards that can affect 
highway safety.  These include median width, inside and outside shoulder width, interchange 
design, maximum grade, critical length of grade, rock cut slope, guardrail embankment height and 
grading behind guardrail, and road surface material.  The features of the actual highway to be built 
must be considered and studied before the claim can be reliably made that the highway will 
improve traffic safety. 
 
Local Need #4 – Local Economic Development 
Again, the study conflates federal and state highway priorities with local needs.  None of the local 
studies cited in the DEIS identified local needs independent of the entire I-69 project.  All of the 
county and city economic development plans and studies contemplated how best to capitalize on 
the I-69 project.  These studies do not call for the construction of Section 4 – they simply identify 
ways for local communities to adapt their development plans to accommodate I-69. 
 
 
Chapter 5 – Environmental Consequences 

 
Air Quality 

The DEIS states that a new transportation conformity determination is required (based on Greene 
County’s status as a “maintenance” area).  (Pg. 5-237).  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.  
  
Moreover, there is no mention in the DEIS that Greene County’s attainment status may change in 
the near future.  The U.S. EPA is proposing to lower the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for 
ozone, and is expected to set the standard in the range of .060 to .070 ppm.  Greene County’s 
monitored ozone levels exceed this range (IDEM, September 2010), and therefore it may be 
redesignated as nonattainment for ozone once the standard is lowered.   
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Energy impacts 

The DEIS reflects that building of the preferred alternative will increase energy consumption in the 
study area: by 113% in Greene County, and by 47% in Monroe County, by the year 2030, compared 
to not building the highway.  (Pg. 5-690).  This will result in an increase in carbon emissions at a 
time when the U.S. Department of Transportation is seeking ways to reduce the carbon footprint of 
transportation.   
 
Forest Impacts 

The DEIS reports that the preferred alternative will have substantial impacts on forest lands.  
Between 874 and 1,098 acres of forest will be destroyed for the highway right of way.  Much of this 
forest is high quality hardwood forest. About ½ of the core forest areas in the Section 4 corridor--
895 to 994 acres, in 25 core forest areas—will be affected.  (Pg. 5-529).   The DEIS analysis of 
indirect, induced growth effects on the forest resources in Section 4 is inadequate, and relied on a 
limited information source for its analysis.   
 
Karst Impacts 

The preferred Section 4 alignment will cross a region with a high density of karst features.  Between 
87 to 106 karst features will be directly affected or destroyed.  Hundreds of caves, springs and 
sinkholes are within the Section 4 corridor, and over 1,000 karst features are hydrologically 
connected with features in the corridor.  (Pg. 5-581). 
 
The DEIS analysis of impacts to karst features that are not directly affected by the highway’s 
construction, but which may be hydrologically connected to those features affected, is inadequate 
and relied on incomplete information for its conclusions.   
  
Wildlife Impacts  

Federally Endangered Species 
The DEIS is inadequate in its analysis of impacts to federally endangered species, particularly the 
Indiana bat.  The DEIS did not adequately consider the issue of White Nose Syndrome, and how the 
highway’s construction through and nearby important bat habitat may affect the bat’s susceptibility 
to WNS.  Nor did the DEIS adequately review or consider the full impacts to bat hibernacula, or to 
summer habitat, from the construction and presence of the highway.   The DEIS reports that 3 of the 
13 Indiana bat maternity colonies are located in Section 4.  Critical habitat (hibernacula) for the 
Indiana bat is nearby the Section 4 corridor.  
 
INDOT’s flawed tiering process failed to disclose the full impacts of the project on the Indiana bat or 
allow avoidance of these impacts by choosing the least damaging alternative. The Tier 1 EIS and BA 
did not identify or disclose that 13 maternity colonies exist along the route. (p 5-352).  The 
differences in the quality and extent of information on Indiana bat presence, and on karst features 
(as discussed below), between the Tier 1 EIS and the Tier 2 studies, highlights the deficiencies with 
INDOT’s tiered planning process.  
 
State Endangered Species and Species of Concern 
Section 4 includes at least three breeding species of birds affected by the corridor and insufficiently 
considered in the DEIS.  The Cerulean Warbler (state endangered species, federal species of 
concern), Henslow’s Sparrow (state endangered species), and the Hooded Warbler (state species of 
concern) are all likely to have breeding ground destroyed by construction of I-69.   
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Recent studies reveal that INDOT’s analysis of these species was either inadequate or non-existent.  
(See joint comments submitted by Alex Smith, Julia Ferguson, Jonathan Bauer and Katherine 
Jameson).  As the authors conclude, “[t]he omission of Cerulean Warbler and Hooded Warbler from 
the DEIS, and the cursory attention given to Henslow’s Sparrow, indicate that the potential impacts 
on these species are not being adequately considered.”  (Comments, pg. 5).  INDOT must perform 
more thorough studies regarding these and any other endangered species or species of concern 
that may be affected by I-69. 
 
Quality of Biological Information and Surveys 

INDOT surveys for fish and wildlife species in the Section 4 corridor were inadequate to disclose 
the full effects of the preferred highway alternative. The discussion of potential impacts to listed 
species is cursory.   
 
The “generalized pedestrian surveys” to determine the presence of wildlife species were limited 
and incomplete, and very likely to overlook the presence of species in suitable habitats along the 
highway corridor.  (Pg. 5-355).   For some species, such as the Crawfish frog, which were not found 
during the “generalized survey”, the DEIS assumes this species is not present and thus there will be 
no impact, even though suitable habitat is present.  (Pg. 5-370). 
 
For fish and mussel species, INDOT improperly relied on an assertion from the Indiana Department 
of Natural Resources that no new surveys were needed in Section 4.  “The study conducted in the 
Section 4 Study Area did not produce notable results (i.e., no sites surveyed yielded any state or 
federally listed threatened or endangered fish or mussel species), and it was determined in 
consultation with IDNR and USFWS that no further surveys were necessary due to lack of suitable 
habitat for the species. In a meeting on May 23, 2006, the IDNR stated they felt additional biota 
studies were not needed in the I-69 corridor because they are not likely to provide any new 
information.”   (Pg. 5-356). 
 
This is an arbitrary conclusion and no evidence is offered to support IDNR’s assertion or INDOT’s 
agreement with this assertion.  In fact, habitat suitability and species’ occurrences could have 
changed significantly since 2003, but no effort was made to either confirm or refute IDNR’s 
assertion. 
 
More thorough studies are needed to fully document the impacts of the proposed highway on 
sensitive, rare and endangered fish and wildlife species.   
 
 
Chapter 6 – Comparison of Alternatives 

 
Cost Comparisons 

The DEIS discloses that the cost of building Section 4 has increased substantially over the cost 
projections provided in Tier 1.  The cost estimate increases, adjusted for inflation, range from 15-
75% more than originally anticipated in Tier 1 (See Table 6-18, pg. 6-60).   The DEIS justifies the 
increase in part by noting that three items (utility relocation, mitigation costs, and construction 
administration costs) were not included in the Tier 1 estimates.  The fact that nearly a quarter of 
the anticipated costs of the Section 4 were not even considered at the Tier 1 level should be 
sufficient to restart the corridor selection process.  
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Regardless, 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, access roads, 
and others because of the higher costs.  However, the DEIS does not specify which portions will be 
constructed to initial design standards versus the low cost criteria.  As a result, the final features, 
costs, benefits, and impacts of Section 4 remain uncertain and the analysis therefore is incomplete.   
 
The DEIS contains no discussion of the likelihood of all 6 sections of I-69 being funded.  A specific 
funding source for Sections 5 and 6 is not identified in INDOT’s Long Range Transportation Plan.  
Moreover, at the current cost estimates, Indiana’s identified source of funding for I-69, the $700 
million from the Indiana Toll Road lease, is not likely to be sufficient to complete Sections 1 and 2, 
leaving Section 3 unfunded as well.  Based on information submitted to the Bloomington-Monroe 
County Metropolitan Planning Organization and FHWA, INDOT will siphon about half ($766 
million) of the total projected costs of Sections 1-4 ($1.522 billion) from state and federal gas tax 
revenues.  Gas tax revenues are the main funding source for all other state highway, bridge, and 
safety projects.   
 
Given the rising construction costs, likely reductions in features that will affect project 
performance, and the diversion of funds from other state projects, 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 6-18 of the DEIS reveals that the environmental impacts of Section 4 are greater than those 
projected in the Tier 1 FEIS.  Total right-of-way required increased to up to 1,830 acres, a 17% 
change.  The total number of acres of forest to be cut down has increased to up to 1,098, a 23% 
change.  The Tier 2 FEIS for Sections 1 – 3 also reflect increased right-of-way impacts. 
 
The disparity is primarily attributed to the level of detail in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 analyses.  This 
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 DEIS’ for Sections 5 and 6 have yet to be 
completed or published.   
 
 
Chapter 7 -- Mitigation and Commitments 

 
Forest/Wildlife Habitat Mitigation 

The preferred alternative will destroy between 874 and 1,098 acres of forest and between 5.3 and 
9.6 acres of wetlands.  The proposed mitigation is inadequate to replace the lost habitats.  Forest 
habitats will be “replaced” at only a 1:1 ratio, with another 2:1 ratio for “preserving” existing forest 
through purchase.  Purchasing existing forest provides no net gain of forest land; it just prevents 
additional future loss.  The proposed mitigation practice 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 will take 100 years or more to 
replace.  (Pg. 7-6). 
 
Another example of this inadequate mitigation is the use of Crane NSWC lands as a mitigation site 
for impacts to forests along Doan’s Creek.  Crane lands are already forested and protected in public 
ownership; this “mitigation” will provide no net gain of forest habitats.  (Pg. 7-5). 
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Proposed mitigation measures for impacts to the Indiana bat are not sufficient nor assured. The 
shortcomings of the proposed forest mitigation as described above, and the fact that purchase 
and/or protection of proposed mitigation properties for Section 4 impacts is not complete, are 
examples of the mitigation plans’ weaknesses.   
 
Community Planning 

The DEIS claims that INDOT’s support for community planning along the I-69 route is another form 
of mitigation.  (Pg. 7-6).  This planning, in the form of a comprehensive plan and/or zoning 
ordinances, is inherently uncertain and impermanent, and doesn’t guarantee that additional 
impacts to forests and wetlands from induced growth will not occur.  Comprehensive plan 
provisions or ordinances related to I-69 may not be enforced; and I-69 related provisions or 
ordinances now in place at INDOT’s urging could be changed in the future.      
 
Bridging of Floodplains  

The DEIS chronicles the importance of floodplains, and discusses the many benefits of completely 
bridging floodplains.  (Pg. 7-9).  The DEIS states that four floodplains will be crossed in Section 4, 
and elaborates on floodplain crossings as follows:  
 

 “Although complete bridging of the floodplains is not proposed, the Tier 2 alternatives 
would bridge over all the creeks, and the majority of the floodplains.”  
 
“As a result, there is effectively only one alignment for the crossing of the Black Ankle Creek 
valley, where a substantial percentage of the wetlands within the Section 4 corridor are 
located. In this location, direct impacts to wetlands and floodplain functions and values will 
be minimized as much of the highway crossing of the valley will be constructed on bridge 
structure.”(Pg. 5-406). 
 
“Floodplains—Where reasonable and appropriate, floodplains and oxbows will be bridged 
to protect environmentally sensitive areas. 
Status – To be completed. (Note: Dowden Branch, Black Ankle, Dry Branch, Plummer, 
Mitchell Branch, and Indian creeks and the majority of their floodplains will be bridged, 
thus minimizing impacts.)”  (Pg. 5-380). 

 
However, similar commitments were made in Sections 2 and 3, and those commitments have not 
been kept-- in particular for Prairie Creek and East Fork White River.  Thus the assurances in the 
Section 4 DEIS that floodplains will be protected are inadequate and not supported by the record in 
this project.    
 
Mitigation for Karst Impacts 

The DEIS assumes that reliance on the Interagency Karst Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
will provide adequate mitigation for karst impacts.  It concedes that in Tier 2, avoidance of karst 
terrain is not possible.  (Pg. 7-42). 
 
Because of INDOT’s flawed tiering process, it selected a highway corridor in Tier 1 without knowing 
its full impacts on the karst resources in Greene and Monroe Counties.  Thus INDOT is now limited 
by its Tier 1 corridor selection which crosses an area with a high density of karst features.  The only 
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way to avoid these impacts is to consider a Tier 2 alignment outside of the Tier 1 corridor, which is 
an option available to INDOT.   
 
Moreover, another alternative for avoiding some of the karst impacts in the selected Tier 1 corridor 
is to eliminate an interchange near the Greene/Monroe County line.  In the Tier 1 EIS, INDOT 
preferred this approach.  But in the Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS, the county line interchange is now 
preferred, with a “connector” road to ostensibly minimize the effects of this interchange on karst 
resources.  (Pg. 3-69).  This new interchange plan in the DEIS is not consistent with the terms of the 
Karst MOU.     
 
Reliance on the terms of the MOU is uncertain and provides no guarantee that the damage to karst 
features will be minimized or mitigated to the fullest extent.  Completion of the remaining 13 MOU 
steps will not take place until after the environmental study is final and design and construction is 
underway.  Many of these subsequent MOU steps require intensive involvement with the project by 
staff of the IDNR, IDEM and U.S. FWS.  This assumes that these agencies have the staff and resources 
needed to carry out their obligations under the MOU for this project.  Both IDNR and IDEM have 
experienced significant budget cuts in the past several years and thus their capacity to meet these 
obligations is in question.   This uncertainty makes the proposed karst mitigation plans speculative 
and arbitrary.  
 
 

Conclusion  
Because of the I-69 highway’s significant environmental impact, high cost, and questionable 

benefits, Section 4 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: 
 
Tim Maloney 
Senior Policy Director 
Hoosier Environmental Council 
 
Steven Meyer, Esq. 
Land Use Policy Coordinator 
Hoosier Environmental Council 
 
 



The	  following	  are	  submitted	  as	  comments	  on	  the	  Tier	  2,	  DEIS,	  Section	  4,	  by	  Citizens	  
for	  Appropriate	  Rural	  Roads.	  
	  
	  
29	  October,	  2010	  
	  
	  Comments	  by	  Thomas	  Tokarski	  for	  Citizens	  for	  Appropriate	  Rural	  Roads	  (CARR),	  to	  
the	  Bloomington/Monroe	  County	  MPO	  concerning	  the	  request	  to	  amend	  the	  TIP	  to	  
include	  Section	  4	  of	  the	  proposed	  I-‐69	  extension.	  
	  
I	  have	  respect	  for	  all	  members	  of	  this	  MPO.	  You	  are,	  indeed,	  serving	  the	  people.	  And	  
that	  is	  all	  we	  ask	  of	  you.	  You	  are	  not	  required	  to	  be	  an	  underwriter	  for	  the	  political	  
ambitions	  of	  the	  Governor.	  Nor	  are	  you	  expected	  to	  be	  pawns	  in	  the	  service	  of	  any	  
other	  state	  or	  federal	  agency.	  We	  ask	  no	  more	  than	  that	  you	  do	  your	  job	  intelligently	  
and	  honestly	  and	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  the	  people	  of	  this	  MPO	  district.	  Thank	  you	  
for	  your	  service.	  
	  
It	  is	  obvious	  that	  INDOT	  and	  FHWA,	  working	  hand	  in	  hand,	  with	  no	  other	  oversight,	  
want	  very	  badly	  to	  have	  I-‐69	  endorsed	  by	  this	  MPO.	  This	  will	  negate	  the	  
overwhelming	  opposition	  to	  this	  highway	  among	  the	  citizens	  of	  this	  area.	  It	  will	  be	  
used	  to	  show	  that	  Bloomington	  and	  Monroe	  County	  have	  finally	  gotten	  in	  line	  with	  I-‐
69.	  It	  will	  also	  be	  used	  to	  get	  funding	  for	  the	  highway.	  If	  you	  put	  I-‐69	  in	  the	  TIP	  you	  
are,	  in	  fact,	  endorsing	  and	  asking	  that	  I-‐69	  be	  built.	  It	  will	  not	  be	  a	  meaningless	  
formality.	  INDOT	  will	  see	  to	  it	  that	  a	  vote	  to	  put	  I-‐69	  in	  the	  TIP	  will	  cancel	  out	  any	  
other	  actions	  that	  have	  been	  taken	  to	  object	  to	  I-‐69.	  
	  
I-‐69	  is	  a	  politically	  driven	  highway	  that	  will	  prevent	  responsible	  transportation	  
planning	  in	  this	  community.	  It	  is	  so	  expensive,	  even	  in	  its	  cheaper	  version,	  that	  other	  
more	  desirable	  transportation	  plans	  for	  this	  community	  will	  go	  unfunded.	  I-‐69	  is	  a	  
money	  sink	  that	  will	  eliminate	  funding	  for	  many	  other	  projects	  here	  and	  in	  the	  rest	  
of	  the	  state.	  This	  is	  already	  happening.	  	  
	  
INDOT’s	  threat	  of	  extortion	  must	  not	  be	  condoned	  or	  surrendered	  to.	  If	  INDOT	  cuts	  
funding	  for	  other	  projects	  because	  this	  MPO	  does	  not	  do	  its	  biding,	  that	  is	  extortion.	  	  
It	  is	  absolutely	  contrary	  to	  the	  spirit	  and	  the	  law	  that	  underpins	  this	  body.	  It	  is	  also	  
undemocratic	  and	  offensive	  to	  the	  principle	  of	  equality	  among	  partners	  in	  this	  MPO.	  
We	  ask	  you	  not	  to	  give	  in	  to	  threats	  and	  become	  a	  pawn	  doing	  INDOT’s	  bidding.	  That	  
is	  not	  your	  responsibility.	  
	  
Section	  4	  must	  be	  fiscally	  constrained	  or	  it	  cannot	  be	  in	  the	  TIP.	  Based	  on	  the	  chart	  
in	  the	  packet	  with	  the	  agenda	  for	  this	  meeting,	  	  Section	  4	  will	  cost	  $546,5	  million.	  
$192	  million	  of	  the	  funding	  for	  construction	  is	  listed	  as	  “Illustrative”	  and	  will	  be	  
spent	  after	  2013.	  This	  nebulous	  funding	  category,	  beyond	  the	  time	  requirements	  of	  
the	  TIP,	  does	  not	  demonstrate	  fiscal	  constraint.	  	  As	  far	  as	  we	  can	  tell,	  all	  of	  this	  
money	  will	  come	  from	  the	  pots	  of	  money	  IDOT	  uses	  for	  all	  of	  its	  projects	  in	  the	  state.	  
There	  is	  no	  special	  pot	  of	  federal	  money	  for	  I-‐69.	  	  Sections	  1-‐3	  are	  being	  built	  with	  



the	  money	  from	  the	  long	  term	  lease	  of	  the	  northern	  toll	  road.	  The	  balance	  of	  that	  
fund	  is	  unknown	  and	  efforts	  to	  find	  out	  how	  much	  is	  left	  have	  been	  rebuffed.	  	  We	  do	  
know	  that	  19	  projects	  that	  were	  to	  be	  funded	  by	  Major	  Moves	  have	  been	  delayed	  
beyond	  10	  years.	  We	  also	  know	  that	  gas	  tax	  revenues	  are	  down.	  If	  regular	  gas	  tax	  
dollars	  are	  to	  be	  the	  source	  of	  funding	  for	  I-‐69,	  Section	  4,	  then	  ironclad	  verification	  
of	  this	  funding	  must	  be	  given	  to	  the	  MPO	  before	  including	  Section	  4	  in	  the	  TIP.	  	  
	  
Indeed,	  it	  is	  our	  contention	  that	  the	  entire	  I-‐69	  project	  should	  be	  fiscally	  
constrained.	  	  It	  clearly	  is	  not.	  Since	  the	  project	  has	  been	  segmented,	  at	  a	  very	  
minimum,	  each	  section	  should	  be	  fiscally	  constrained.	  	  INDOT’s/FHWA’s	  attempt	  to	  
avoid	  this	  regulation	  is	  as	  obvious	  as	  it	  is	  unacceptable.	  If	  the	  money	  were	  there,	  
there	  would	  be	  no	  reason	  for	  INDOT/FHWA	  not	  to	  certify	  that	  it	  is	  in	  the	  bank.	  
	  
INDOT’s/FHWA’s	  latest	  approach	  to	  including	  I-‐69	  in	  the	  TIP	  by	  reducing	  the	  
project	  to	  one	  interchange,	  included	  in	  a	  1.8	  mile	  segment,	  is	  a	  scheme	  to	  avoid	  
having	  to	  show	  fiscal	  constraint.	  One	  interchange	  does	  not	  an	  interstate	  make.	  
Clearly,	  this	  small	  piece	  is	  not	  the	  entire	  project	  as	  it	  will	  impact	  
Bloomington/Monroe	  County.	  This	  MPO	  should	  demand	  that	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  
entire	  Section	  4	  be	  addressed.	  Not	  to	  do	  so	  is	  to	  allow	  its	  hands	  to	  be	  tied	  in	  its	  
consideration	  of	  the	  impacts	  on	  the	  citizens	  it	  represents.	  Local	  control	  is	  a	  
fundamental	  principle	  of	  the	  MPO	  process.	  This	  MPO	  cannot	  make	  informed	  
decisions	  if	  it	  is	  not	  allowed	  to	  consider	  all	  the	  information	  associated	  with	  a	  project.	  	  
INDOT/FHWA	  are	  not	  acting	  as	  co-‐equal	  partners	  in	  the	  MPO	  process.	  They	  are	  
acting	  like	  dictators.	  
	  
Given	  INDOT’s	  current	  backlog	  of	  unfunded	  projects	  in	  the	  state,	  members	  of	  the	  
MPO	  should	  demand	  that	  INDOT/FHWA	  show	  us	  the	  money	  to	  build	  Section	  4.	  If	  
Section	  4	  is	  not	  in	  the	  TIP	  then	  federal	  funds	  cannot	  be	  used	  to	  build	  it.	  Putting	  
Section	  4	  in	  the	  TIP	  based	  on	  false	  or	  misleading	  information	  about	  funding	  is	  
improper	  and	  disrespectful	  of	  this	  MPO.	  It	  appears	  that	  INDOT	  and	  FHWA	  will	  say	  
anything	  to	  get	  I-‐69	  approved	  by	  the	  Bloomington/Monroe	  County	  MPO.	  	  
In	  the	  2004,Tier	  1,	  ROD,	  	  (see	  Technical	  Memorandum	  1),	  FHWA	  assured	  us	  that	  
normal	  funding	  levels	  would	  be	  sufficient	  to	  build	  I-‐69.	  The	  cost	  of	  I-‐69,	  at	  that	  time	  
was	  estimated	  to	  be	  $1.78	  billion.	  The	  cost	  is	  now	  estimated	  to	  be	  over	  $3	  billion.	  
Clearly,	  the	  earlier	  cost	  estimate	  and	  availability	  of	  funds	  were	  wrong.	  Now	  we	  are	  
again	  being	  asked	  to	  believe	  that	  INDOT	  has	  the	  money	  to	  build	  I-‐69,	  even	  though	  
the	  cost	  has	  shot	  up.	  INDOT’s	  efforts	  to	  cut	  costs	  only	  makes	  the	  problem	  worse	  and	  
still	  leaves	  the	  cost	  out	  of	  reach	  of	  normal	  funding	  mechanisms.	  The	  Governor’s	  
accelerated	  construction	  schedule	  makes	  funding	  using	  normal	  funding	  means	  even	  
less	  probable.	  	  
	  
According	  to	  INDOT,	  each	  of	  the	  6	  sections	  of	  I-‐69	  has	  “independent	  utility”,	  i.e.,	  each	  
is	  studied	  and	  funded	  independently	  of	  the	  other	  sections	  and	  will	  have	  usefulness	  
as	  an	  independent	  unit.	  	  Within	  the	  Tier	  2	  procedures,	  there	  is	  no	  legal	  requirement	  
to	  build	  Section	  4.	  Segmenting	  the	  project	  by	  using	  SIUs	  was	  a	  tactic	  used	  so	  INDOT	  
would	  not	  have	  to	  show	  all	  of	  the	  costs	  and	  impacts	  for	  the	  whole	  route.	  	  But	  this	  



also	  means	  they	  don’t	  have	  to	  build	  every	  section.	  By	  INDOT’s	  own	  rules,	  Section	  4	  
does	  not	  have	  to	  be	  built.	  
	  
Sections	  5	  and	  6	  have	  no	  source	  of	  funding	  and	  are	  unlikely	  to	  be	  built	  in	  the	  
foreseeable	  future.	  This	  means	  that	  if	  Section	  4	  is	  built,	  much	  more	  traffic	  will	  be	  
dumped	  on	  SR-‐37	  with	  no	  plan	  for	  improvements	  to	  that	  already	  stressed	  highway.	  
This	  will	  cause	  37	  to	  fail,	  i.e.	  it	  will	  become	  greatly	  congested	  and	  unsafe.	  This	  
condition	  is	  borne	  out	  by	  the	  conclusion	  in	  the	  first	  DEIS	  for	  this	  highway.	  That	  EIS	  
was	  for	  a	  highway	  from	  Evansville	  to	  Bloomington	  only.	  The	  DEIS	  states	  clearly	  that	  
in	  that	  situation,	  with	  the	  highway	  ending	  at	  SR	  37,	  over	  85%	  of	  SR	  37	  would	  
experience	  “saturated	  conditions”	  with	  a	  Level	  Of	  Service	  of	  E	  or	  F.	  (Draft	  EIS,	  
Southwest	  Indiana	  Highway	  Corridor,	  March	  1996,	  page	  19.)	  In	  short,	  it	  would	  fail.	  
This	  was	  part	  of	  the	  reason	  the	  highway	  was	  extended	  all	  the	  way	  to	  Indianapolis.	  
Now	  we	  are	  back	  to	  the	  same	  situation	  we	  were	  in	  in	  1996.	  
	  
Lack	  of	  funding	  is	  a	  major	  problem	  for	  INDOT.	  	  It	  is	  uncertain	  if	  Sections	  1-‐3	  can	  be	  
completed	  with	  available	  funds.	  INDOT	  is	  building	  those	  sections	  in	  bits	  and	  pieces	  
for	  a	  reason.	  There	  is	  uncertainty	  as	  to	  whether	  the	  first	  three	  sections	  can	  be	  
completed	  on	  schedule	  and	  on	  budget.	  Their	  plan	  appears	  to	  be	  to	  get	  it	  stared	  in	  
several	  separated	  segments	  and	  then	  go	  back	  to	  funders	  and	  say:	  	  gee,	  we	  ran	  out	  of	  
money.	  We	  have	  sunk	  so	  much	  into	  this	  project	  that	  you	  must	  give	  us	  the	  money	  to	  
complete	  it.	  This	  is	  a	  well-‐known	  and	  deceptive	  tactic	  that	  should	  be	  rejected.	  .	  Until	  
those	  sections	  are	  completed	  why	  is	  INDOT	  pushing	  so	  hard	  to	  get	  Section	  4	  started?	  
If	  they	  can’	  t	  show	  the	  money	  is	  available	  to	  build	  it	  from	  start	  to	  finish,	  on	  schedule,	  
then	  it	  should	  not	  be	  started.	  There	  are	  bridges	  decaying	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  cornfields	  
in	  Illinois	  that	  were	  built	  until	  plans	  were	  changed.	  Now	  they	  serve	  as	  a	  reminder	  of	  
past	  mistakes,	  but	  are	  we	  paying	  attention?	  
	  
Even	  after	  the	  ROD	  has	  been	  approved	  for	  Sections	  1-‐3,	  significant	  design	  changes	  
are	  being	  made	  in	  those	  sections.	  Interchanges	  are	  being	  “deferred”,	  which	  means	  
they	  will	  likely	  never	  be	  built,	  bridges	  are	  being	  shortened	  which	  will	  cause	  the	  
backup	  of	  more	  water	  and	  more	  flooding,	  shoulders	  are	  being	  narrowed.	  Medians	  
are	  being	  narrowed,	  access	  roads	  and	  grade	  separations	  are	  being	  eliminated,	  more	  
roads	  are	  being	  closed,	  pavement	  is	  being	  thinned	  and	  could	  be	  asphalt	  instead	  of	  
concrete,	  depending	  on	  which	  is	  cheaper	  at	  the	  time	  of	  construction.	  These	  changes	  
will	  make	  the	  highway	  less	  accessible,	  less	  durable	  and	  will	  result	  in	  more	  accidents	  
and	  fatalities.	  	  The	  highway	  is	  being	  cheapened	  because	  the	  state	  does	  not	  have	  the	  
money	  to	  build	  it	  as	  planned.	  As	  currently	  being	  designed,	  this	  will	  be	  a	  substandard	  
highway.	  
INDOT	  is,	  in	  reality,	  asking	  the	  MPO	  for	  a	  blanket	  endorsement	  of	  I-‐69,	  and	  the	  MPO,	  
at	  this	  time,	  does	  not	  know	  what	  that	  means.	  This	  is	  unacceptable	  in	  any	  type	  of	  
plan.	  If	  I	  had	  a	  contractor	  design	  and	  build	  a	  house	  I	  would	  expect	  that	  it	  would	  have	  
the	  agreed	  upon	  number	  of	  square	  feet,	  the	  designated	  number	  of	  bathrooms	  and	  
bedrooms	  and	  the	  heating	  and	  air	  conditioning	  unit	  would	  be	  of	  the	  proper	  size.	  I	  
would	  not	  accept	  it	  if	  the	  contractor	  came	  back	  and	  said,	  well,	  I	  can’t	  build	  it	  to	  your	  
specifications	  so	  you’re	  getting	  only	  one	  bathroom	  and	  2	  bedrooms	  instead	  of	  3	  and	  



a	  smaller	  hearing	  and	  cooling	  system.	  And	  it	  will	  cost	  you	  twice	  as	  much.	  No!	  That	  is	  
unacceptable.	  
	  
I-‐69	  is	  antagonistic	  to,	  an	  in	  outright	  contradiction	  to,	  many	  of	  the	  principles	  in	  this	  
MPO’s	  vision	  statement	  (copied	  below).	  Indeed,	  all	  of	  these	  needs	  can	  be	  satisfied	  
without	  including	  Section	  4	  of	  I-‐69.	  With	  I-‐69,	  many	  will	  fail	  to	  be	  achieved.	  
 
transPortatIon vIsIon statement (See	  page	  5,	  2030	  LRTP)	  
Consistent with the planning requirements of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
(TEA-21) and the input of community leaders and citizens on transportation policies and 
problems, future transportation goals and objectives were prepared to reflect a vision for the City 
of Bloomington, Monroe County, and the Town of Ellettsville. The Vision Statement highlights the 
need to: 
• Develop a truly multi-modal system; 
• Create a fully developed network of alternative transportation facilities; 
• Reduce the number and length of auto trips; 
• Achieve a better relationship between land uses to reduce auto dependency; 
• Achieve the widest possible range of alternatives to the automobile; 
• Make transportation investments that are consistent with comprehensive plans; 
• Make transportation investments that protect the environment, promote energy 
conservation, and improve quality of life; 
• Increase safety for all users of the transportation system; 
• Support economic vitality through strategic transportation investments; 
• Improve the movement of goods through the transportation system; 
• Promote fiscally sound transportation investments and maximize financial resources; and 
• Preserve existing transportation investments through operational improvements. 
 
The comment period for the DEIS, Section 4 ends on September 28th. The FEIS will not 
be done until the end of this year or next year. Until then, we have no idea what this 
highway will look like. Unfortunately, INDOT’s statements cannot be trusted because 
they are likely to change. It is premature to include Section 4 in the TIP until you have a 
much better idea of how it will be designed and how it will impact this MPO district. 	  
	  
We	  ask	  you	  to	  vote	  responsibly	  and	  not	  out	  of	  fear	  of	  retribution.	  If	  you	  really	  want	  
I-‐69	  to	  cut	  through	  this	  county	  and	  this	  city,	  regardless	  of	  how	  it	  may	  be	  designed,	  
then	  vote	  yes	  to	  include	  I-‐69	  in	  the	  TIP.	  If	  you	  don’t	  want	  it	  here,	  or	  if	  you	  have	  
doubts	  and	  unanswered	  questions	  then	  you	  should	  vote	  no,	  at	  least	  until	  all	  your	  
questions	  and	  doubts	  are	  addressed.	  As	  policy	  makers	  who	  are	  deciding	  the	  fate	  of	  
this	  community,	  we	  expect	  you	  to	  act	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  your	  community.	  	  
	  
Please,	  do	  not	  amend	  the	  TIP	  to	  include	  I-‐69.	  	  
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1-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4 
ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom .corn] 

Sent: Monday, August 02, 2010 1:30 PM 

TO: I-69.sedion-4@i69indyevn.org 

FirstName = matt 
LastName = mullins 
StreetAddress = 1413 w dove 
Address = 

City = bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 

Comments = I live in Bloomington and commute to Crane, sometimes [-lo%] in a carpool. I 
would like to add to the comments that the most value I see in the highway construction 
would be in shortening my commute and making it safer through better driving conditions. 
In this vein, I would like to state that the interchange at highway 45 north of Crane 
would be very beneficial towards achieving both these results. On some of the drawings, 
I still see this exit listed as 'proposed.' If this exchange is not built, then the 
alternative of exiting at Hwy 231 would not save any time or distance for people headed 
down from Bloomington. 

Best regards, 
Matt Mullins 
verifycaptcha = 7k62gx 
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name /Y7qrcU L L C O ~ ~  
Address M St* 
P~I~~~(B~~~!%!?S Rr":Outionao ~ r n a i l M ? ' $ f ~ ~ ~ O w / G  C9 options,) 

Organization/Agency (if relevant) C 0 m a f i * A l p 'l- (0~tjonau 

COMMENTS: Re : E ~ S .  3-6/! , 3-&0 
Q ~ E J  I q d  / p r g & y  

a .
W 2 0 )  , YO&Î  i 



I-69 Section 4 Project Office Call - Georgia Flinn  

Dave Pluckebaum [DPluckebaum@CORRADINO.com]  

Gary/Tom, 
  
Georgia Flinn called the Washington project office last Friday.  She had questions and comments related to her on-line review of the Section 4 

DEIS.  Her real worry was with their relocated driveway and sole access north on CR 215.  She claims that the road floods after storm events.  
She's concerned about their ability to get out in an emergency. 
  
We spoke about the upcoming hearing and that its a good time for her to make comments related to the project.  I dropped a comment form off 

at her home yesterday.  She plans on presenting her comments at the public hearing. 
  
David Pluckebaum 
Corradino LLC 
 
 

Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2010 8:04 AM 

To: Gary Fisk; Thomas Molt; Woodruff, Melissa  [mwoodruff@indot.IN.gov]   

Cc: Lemon, Janelle  [JLemon@indot.IN.gov] ; Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com] ; mgrovak@blainc.com; Isley, David  [DIsley@blainc.com]  

Attachments: 20100810074451508.pdf  (55 KB )

    

 
* ******************************************************************************************************************************  
This electronic communication and any appended documents are forwarded to you for your personal and confidential use. If this 
electronic communication contains design information or recommendations, Corradino will submit final hard copy materials  
bearing the consultant's original signature and seal for your records, and this hard copy will serve as the final record. In  
the event of conflict between electronic and hard copy documents, the hard copy will govern. This electronic communication and  
any appended documents are the property of Corradino and may contain information that is confidential or otherwise protected  
from disclosure. This electronic communication and any appended documents are intended solely for the use of the recipient(s)  
named above. If you have received this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately. 
*******************************************************************************************************************************
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1-69Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4 
ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2010 10:32 AM 

To: I-69.section-4@i69indyevn.org 

FirstName = James 
LastName = Matthews 
StreetAddress = 1979 W Bolin Lane 
Address = 

City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = cars4ubj@aol.com 
Comments = Can you tell me if my address 1979 W Bolin Lane Bloomington is one of the 
properties the state plans to purchase for 1-69? 

verifycaptcha = Z7X9UW 

mailto:ezform@cinergycom.com
mailto:cars4ubj@aol.com


830 1 Forward Pass Road 
Indianapolis, IN 462 17-4423 
August 11,2010 

Section 4 Project Office 
3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

RE: Section 4 DEIS Public Hearing 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Since receiving the 1-69 Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Study for Section 4 dated July 2010 
in the mail, I have checked the 1-69 Tier 2 Studies Evansville To Indianapolis website on 
numerous occasions for information on the DEIS public hearing. I have been unable to locate 
this information on the website except listed under Press Releases. 

If this information is on the website for public viewing, please inform me immediately in writing 
where it can be located. If the information is not on the website, please inform me in writing 
immediately as to why it is not on the website. Should this public hearing information not be 
listed on the website to inform the public of this public meeting? 

Please include this letter aspart of the official project record. 

Sincerely, 

d ~ na Boyd 

ecc Janice Osadczuk, FHWA 

ecc Robert F. Talley, Jr., FHWA 

ecc Jason DuPont, BLA 

ecc Sam Sarvis, INDOT 




COMMENT SHEET 

RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name 

Addre 

Phone ($13 ) $2 '/ 274L/ (Optional) Email 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 

(Optional) 

(O~tionall 

/urn &f&/ 

L4- tw-h  d 4 

n (If more shce  is needed, continue on back.) I 



COMMENTS (Continued): 







Hotline message 

August 16, 2010, 9:34 a.m. 

I’m calling for my neighbor, Joe Arthur.  He has received a mailing with regard to the 

www.i69indyevn.org and there is a name other than the owners of the property on this mailing.  It’s the 

correct 9-1-1 address, but apparently... (pause)... it’s coming from DLZ.  What we’re trying to figure out 

is why this has Sunmart Investments LLC listed as the addressee.  The phone number is 863-2450.  If 

you’d leave a message and we’re not in, we’ll call you back.  But we’d like some information and some 

answers as to what’s going on.  So if you would give us a call, we’d appreciate it.  Thanks.  Bye. 



RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR.GARYFlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name & &.L 
Address 

Phone ( 8 1 ~) 337 - a 
OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 

-F hwrs rr 
&d' 

/c/ 

(OotionaQ Em ail W ~ C  A/ b 1 6 
- f  -

? > Y / I /  
so (Optional) 

4 ( 8 3 3 a ~ 1  

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



 Correspond 4.1 - section4pm [Message 235 of 235 in folder inbox]

Status:  Reading Message 235 

Message 235 in folder inbox

 
Date: 

 
Mon, 16 Aug 2010 11:39:18 -0500  

From: 
 

ezform@cinergycom.com 
 

To: 
 

I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: 

 
I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4 

FirstName = gerry 
LastName = hash 
StreetAddress = 5473 s farmers dr 
Address =  
City = bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = g.hash@comcast.net 
Comments = please do not close bolin lane access to victor pk and 
highway37.... thanks! 
verifyCaptcha = JWDWFC 
 
                                                                               

 Correspond 4.1 Copyright © 1997-2000, Cinergy Communications Company  Return to top of page  
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name 	 L (&&+&) D s ~ AL-T 
Address TPkl Edsf 47lf,441 Lr&/~ B / d & , z d  
Phone ( ) 3 3 G - 4 f l l  ~ p t i o n a l )Email (O~tional) 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) e.?%&&w/&-& , (O~tional) 

-J REALTB~S 
COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name 

Addre 3 
Phone ( ) \ 9~\b(Optional) a mail(Ir(\&bJ 
OrganizationlAgency (if relevant) (Optional) 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



Comment Form request  

Andrea Stutsman  

Hi Tom, 
  
Sarah Klaiber called, and was hoping to speak with you. Her number is 812-322-6002. She is concerned about the closing 

of Bolin Lane becuase it is the main bus route for her school.  
  
Also, she would like a copy of the comment form. Here's her e-mail address, klaiber1@yahoo.com.  
  
Thanks, 
Andrea 

Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2010 11:45 AM 

To: Thomas Molt  

    

Page 1 of 1Comment Form request
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Hotline message 

August 18, 2010 9:43 a.m. 

My name is Brent Mezger.  My mailing address is 6220 Garber Road, Dayton, OH 45415.  We have 

property at the corner of Duvall and Kuntz Road at 6550 W. Duvall Road, Bloomington, IN, and I believe 

the ZIP code is 47403. 

Our concern is looking at the interstate going through, the interstate will miss our property.  However, it 

looks like an expanded boundary line that they have is nearly 1500 feet wide, it looks like, has us 

concerned.  We’re getting ready to build and want to make sure that we’re in the clear with that 

property prior to building a house.  If you’re able to send any information that’s available to us my cell 

phone is 937-369-8865 or my email is brentmezger@yahoo.com.  Thank you for your follow up. 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Mailing List Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

 
A message and request for information has been sent from the www.i69indyevn.org 
website.  The supplied contact information and message are both given below. 
 
Name: hollly snider 
Address: 1858 S robinson Rd 
          
         bloomfeild,IN 47424 
Email:  
Comments: 
 

Sent: Saturday, August 21, 2010 4:33 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  

    

Page 1 of 1I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Mailing List Section 4

8/25/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2fH...



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Michael D. 
LastName = Sparks 
StreetAddress = 1195 N. State Road 45 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = twoturtles47424@yahoo.com 
Comments = I am Michael D. Sparks.  Please contact me as I own the property on St Rd 45 
across the road from J M electronics and have not been spoken with as yet regarding I 69 
project. My cell phone number is 812 798 1973, our current land line phone number is 812 
384 3754.  We are unable to get to the post office before it closes so using regular mail 
is acceptable to us.  This email address is also an acceptable method of contact. I will 
look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible.  Thank you.  
verifyCaptcha = paqpvv 

Sent: Saturday, August 21, 2010 1:22 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName =  
LastName =  
StreetAddress =  
Address =  
City =  
State = IN 
ZipCode =  
Email =  
Comments = I CAN UNDERSTAND IF YOU ARE GOING TO BUILD AN INTERSTATE HIGHWAY YOU HAVE TO 
TAKE PEOPLES LAND BY EMIENT DOMAIN, BUT WHEN YOU START CLOSING ROADS AROUND THE AREA THAT 
YOU TAKE FOR NO REASON AT ALL BUT TO SAVE MONEY YOU ARE SHOWING COMPLETE DISREGARD FOR 
THE LOCAL PEOPLE  MAKING NEXT TO IMPOSSIBLE FOR THE PEOPLE TO GET BACK AND FORTH TO THE 
LAND YOU LEAVE THEM.    
verifyCaptcha = QX9SMQ 

Sent: Sunday, August 22, 2010 3:23 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 

TO: 

1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) (O~tionall 











COMMENT SHEET 

RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name \\IT.+ ~ 7 - x - 5 .r k \ v : m  ,C;rx.x+hP.rn 

Phone ($13) 8 2 5 - 17 4 7 (Orotional) Email (Olltionaf) 
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COMMENT SHEET 

RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR37) 

TO: Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager f
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 477 1 6 RccE-/@-o 

"'2520m
FROM: Mr. and Mrs. Chris and Corrie Carnegie 

7461 South Mount Zion Road 
Bloomington, IN 47403 E-Mail: wcamegi@,mccsc.edu 

cacarnegie@,hotmail. coin 

COMMENTS RELATED TO CLOSING HARMONY ROAD IN MONROE 

COUNTY 


Closing Harmony Road will add several minutes to any medical emergency runs from 
Bloomington or Monroe Hospitals made to the Mount Zion Road area. Which would 
make a difference in the event of a serious illness or accident. 

Closing Harmony Road will add several minutes to any fire emergency runs fiom the 
Van Buren Fire Department, which backs up Indian Creek Township Department. 

Closing Harmony Road will make it very difficult to get large trailers, 5th wheels, motor 
homes and other large trailers out to Highway 45 or Highway 37 from the Mount Zion 
Road area. 

Closing Harmony Road impacts many residents normal commute into work, volunteering 
or general needs to get into Bloomington, by adding several miles of driving on other 
county roads. Several other county roads connect with Mount Zion Road and all use 
Harmony Road as their primary route to Highway 45 and into Bloomington. The 
alternate route into Bloomington will involve narrow roads with many more hills and 
curves. 

Closing Harmony Road will force school bus traffic too use much longer alternate routes, 
resulting in earlier pick up times for students and much longer ride times. This will 
create greater financial expenses for the MCCSC transportation system which could lead 
to higher property taxes for our community. 

Closing Harmony Road creates a dead end road from two directions and due to the above 
listed impacts, makes the Mount Zion Road area a less desirable place to live. This will 
impact property values throughout this area in a negative way. 

mailto:cacarnegie@,hotmail


Comment Sheet 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

To: Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

Kim and Scott Clarke 
7545 Mt. Zion Rd., Bloomington, Indiana, 47403 
812-825-3353 Krclarke3@vahoo.com, clarkeskj @yahoo.com 

As residents of 7545 Mt. Zion Rd, Bloomington, Indiana, we are very concerned with the 
possible closure of several roads in the area. We are strongly opposed to the closure of 
Harrnony Rd. 
Harmony Road is the main artery for South West Monroe County commuters to travel to 
Bloomington and home again. This area includes May, Evans, Kuntz, Rockport and all 
areas South and West in the County. 
The closure of Harmony Road would effect hundreds of families access to State Highway 
4-5. 

This closure would personally affect us negatively in numerous ways: 
1. 	 Our cost of living would drastically increase due to the added commute to work 

(Bloomington Hospital & ModusLink), school, grocery store, and other community 
events. Our route into town and work would increase by an estimated 20 + minutes 
each way. This would double our amount of commuting time. 

2. 	 Our safety and security would be compromised due to the extra travel time and 

conditions of roads in which the ambulance and sheriffs department would have to 

travel. 


3. 	 The closure would add to an already long school bus ride for our children. Our son 
is currently gets on the bus at 7:OOam and rides the bus for 60 minutes in the evening 
before arriving at home. 

4. 	 Our overall family quality of life would be compromised due to the excess amount 

of time needed for travel to and from work, school, grocery, and sporting events. 

This added time away from home cuts into the precious time with our family. 


Finally, if 1-69is going to be disrupting and destroying our currently tranquil and calm 
environment, the least that can be done is to provide the previously discussed 
over/underpass at Harmony Road to allow us, the residents of the area, to try and cope 
with the disruption of our everyday lives. 

Sincerely, 
Kimberly Clarke 

Scott M. Clarke 

*<& 

http:Krclarke3@vahoo.com


COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR.GARYFlSK 


Section 4 Project Manager 


PO BOX 8464 


Evansville, IN 4771 6 


OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 	 (Optional) 

COMMENTS: 

U '  

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK t 

Section4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 5 2 0 ~  
Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name H- COO/@ -S G V ~ ~  . 
Address 74Zq 3- H a r m o q v R d :  fl[~om/m&fi.Ih.474% 
Phone (81L)8- 3363 (0ptAna11Email (optionall 

OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) {O~tionaQ 

COMMENTS: 
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name 
Address 76.36 %& fled 2,.ifm fd 
Phone( ) \r~&i0~tional1 

- m-

Organitat'mnIAgency(if relevant) 	 ~011fional~ 

COMMENTS: r, 	
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name 

Add re 

Phone ( Email (Optional) 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) (O~tional) 
I 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 
Q 
$8 *Section 4 Project Manager 


PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 


FROM: Name h~. be\bstt SO&t~VI4 b'k5 

Phone ( St2 ) bJ5-2/  74 (Optional) Email /d/kk (Optional) 

OrganizationlAgency(if relevant) I$/# (Optional) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington(US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR.GARYFISK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

Lfc-,.L_Z
df" 

OrganizatiodAgency(if relevant) (OptionaQ 
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COMMENT SHEET %("
4RE: 	 I49 Sedion 4: Crane NSWCto Bloomington(US231 to SR 37) Q 

TO: 	 MR.GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

r-


FROM: Name - &zfdd~/f 
~ddtess 7S-20 HR/CVMOH/3. 	 /4& 
Phone ( f ~ 2) f ~ s - =  Email79Y T ( o ~  (O~tiona!~ 

Organization/Agency(if relevant) l00tionaI) 
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: I 6 9  Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

1 
Rcc~/p60 

"b5FROM: Mr. and Mrs. Bill and Carol Cmegie Haynes 2 4
7450 South Mount Zion Road 
Bloomington, IN 47403 
Phone: 812-825-9653 E-Mail: whh4455@,aol.com 

COMmNTS RELATED TO CLOSING HARMONY ROAD INMONROE 
COUNTY 

Closing Harmony Road will add several minutes to any medical emergency runs fiom 
Bloomington or Monroe Hospitals made to the Mount Zion Road area. 

Closing Harmony Road will add several minutes to any fire emergency runs fiom the 
Van Buren Fire Department, which backs up Indian Creek Township Department. 

Closing Harmony Road will make it very difficult to get large travel trailers, 5" wheels, 
motor homes and other large trailers out to Highway 45 or Highway 37 fkom the Mount 
Zion Road area. 

Closing Harmony Road impacts many residents normal commute into work, volunteering 
or general needs to get into Bloomington, by adding several miles of driving on other 
county roads. Several other county roads connect with Mount Zion Road and all use 
Harmony Road as their primary route to Highway 45 and into Bloomington. The alternate 
route into Bloomington will involve narrow roads with many more hills and curves. 

Closing Hamony Road will force school bus traBic too much longer alternate routes, 
resulting in earlier pick up times for students and much longer ride times. This will create 
a greater financial burden on the school system. 

Closing Harmony Road creates a dead end road fkom two directions and due to the above 
listed impacts, makes the Mount Zion Road area a less desirable place to live. This will 
impact property values throughout this area in a negative way. 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name 

Addre 

Phone( ) 
OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) 

(Orptional) Em ail (Optional) 

(Orptional) 

COMMENTS: 

I I 
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Comment Sheet 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US231 to SR37) 

TO: Mr. Gary Fisk 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN47716 

From: Kenneth L Southern 

7636 S Mt Zion Rd 

Bloomington, In 47403 

Comments: 

I am against the closing of Harmony Road for the following reasons: 

1. 	 I have coronary artery disease among other health issues. The closing of Harmony Road 
would impede +the timely arrival of emergency workers if life saving medical attention is 
need quickly. The road closing would also impede fire and rescue workers in the event 
of a fire or accident south of the closing. 

2. 	 I have used Harinony Road as a main thoroughfare since 1976. Using another route such 
as Rockport Road or Breeden Road is not only more treacherous but also time and he1 
consuming both of which are finite by nature. 

3. 	 My family and I use Harmony road as a main thoroughfare to go to church in Ellettsville 
three to four times a week and to run errands, doctor visits, hospital tests, etc. 

4. 	 I have two grandchildren who will start public school in two years and I do not relish in 
the fact that the State of Indiana will require them to ride a school bus on a longer more 
treacherous route to school, if Harmony Road is closed. 

5. 	 Property values, mine as well as my neighbors will depreciate if Harmony Road is closed 
since access will be less desirable. This may seem miniscule to the state but for many 
people a home is the one true asset we have all worked for to appreciate in value not 
decline by the hands of the state. 

6. 	 I am unaware of any recent state traffic survey of Harmony Road at the proposed 
intersection of 169. I believe that the state should conduct a traffic survey and will be 
sqrised at the amount traffic flow that would be diverted if Harmony Road is closed. 



In finality, as stated earlier I have lived in the area since 1976 and have seen Harmony Road 
progress from a narrow, mildly traveled roadway into a well traveled viable avenue of passage. 
Without the aid of taxpayer money, improvements to Harmony Road would not have come to 
fruition. Mr. Fisk please do not take away the safer more viable means of roadway passage that 
my neighbors and the county have worked to gain over the years. Please leave Harmony Road 
open. 

Thank You 



COMMENT SHEET ''Q~~A 

GU41/6 
RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) 	 . , (Optional) 

COMMENTS: 
J1 
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COMMENT SHEET 

RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name 

6. ~%t .43nWi=?F2 )  95/%SbPhone ( C 8rotional) Ernail (Optionall 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) (Optional) 

COMMENTS:-	 I P 
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RE: 

TO: 

1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

phone(%[-L) ~25-bg.T)g 
OrganizatiodAgency(if relevant) 

to~tional)Email fo~tiona11 

(O~tionag 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name 	 Ti)/n./n '742s7Lp/r~0/7 4 4 

Address 7 5 - 0 5 ~ 3  5.k ~ r 3 7 0 f l upd 
Phone ( ) (Optional) Email (Optional) 

OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) (Olotionall 
R 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington(US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 
Section4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name M P X ~ ~ A *% ~ - ~ P V V ' - I  
Address ?uYCI 5 Mt: ?JCM (Ld 
Phone [%\a1 %a5-833(3 (O~tional'Email f0~tionalj 

OrganizationlAgencyof relevant) (O~iionaa 

COMMENTS: -





COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 


Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 


OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) 	 (Optional) 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 





COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 .., 

FROM: Name 

Phone (812) 863.-752.3 (O~tional)Email 
W 

(Optional) 

OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) (Optional) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 
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RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane FtL%k:$0Bfbminppaoruc .dlto SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 RECEl VED AUG 2 5208 
Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name \ \ \ I  5b-n 
Address \a. QD5 . d b ~ ~ f \ \ 9 ,  
Phone (3!a,) - 3W.aCi (O~tioni)Email (Ootional) 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) (O~tional) 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 







COMMENT SHEET I 

RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 

TO: 	 MR.GARYFlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

FROM: Name 

Addre 

Phone ( 
OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) 

(O~tional)Email (Olptional) 

(Optional) 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 











I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Julio 
LastName = Alonso 
StreetAddress = 1865 W That Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = julioealonso@aol.com 
Comments = As best I can tell, your plan calls for terminating That Road as part of 
section 4 but not building an access road to Rockport until section 5.   
 
Is this accurate?  If so, how long will That Road be a dead end and denied access to 37? 
Are we guaranteed that the access road connecting to Rockport will, in fact, be built? 
Leaving all the That Road residences stranded is an extreme inconvenience and completely 
unfair. 
 
If this is indeed the plan, I object in the strongest possible terms. If I have 
misinterpreted the plans, please clarify. Please provide a response.  Thank you. 
verifyCaptcha = CQRE7X 

Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 3:06 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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COMMENTS BY MR. DAVID BASS: 
 
My name is Davis Bass.  I've been an Indian Creek Township resident since 1998.  I've been an 
employer in Bloomington since 1991.  There are a myriad of reasons, many of which we've 
heard, to not have this highway go through.  It needs to be defeated.  And I don't want to be a 
defeatist, but I want to say something that nobody has said here, at least publicly.  If the State 
comes to you and offers to buy your land, you have a lot of recourse.  It's not the last word when 
they say this is how much you get.  You need to refuse their offer, get an attorney that 
understands about eminent domain and take them to court.  When you sue them, the judge will 
rule in your favor.  He will give you fair market value for your land.  He will compensate you for 
distress.  If you have to move, you'll get money to move.  If your land value is diminished 
because they're taking part of it, you can sue the State and successfully win for the diminishment 
of that value.  So remember that always, all of you that are going to be affected by this.  We're 
going to defeat it, I hope; I pray.  But if we can't, don't roll over for the State because whatever 
you're reading in the paper, whatever you're hearing from people that work for INDOT and 
whomever else is bullshit.  You have a lot of power.  (APPLAUSE)  Don't let them take your 
land.  Make them buy it and make them pay out the nose.  You can do it. 







































COMMENTS BY MR. WILLIAM BOYD: 
 
A standard buzzword of INDOT and the politicians is economic opportunity.  While claiming to 
create economic opportunity, a new terrain, I-69, would really be denying economic opportunity 
to the many small businesses in Daviess and Greene Counties who are providing economic 
benefits to the community right now.  This same old line was used to justify I-64 across the 
southern part of the state.  The farmers who lost their livelihood to that interstate are still waiting 
for their share of the promised economic opportunity.  The thinking of INDOT that this section is 
an economic development tool is erred reasoning.  Sorry, Folks, but I-69 won't bring jobs.  It will 
only provide a means for foreign goods to be trucked through our community.  Remember, this is 
a NAFTA highway, and we all know what NAFTA has done for increasing jobs.  The jobs claim 
is merely hype.  Take a look along I-64 to see how many jobs have moved in the community 
along its path.  They don't exist.  Take a look at almost any rural community along any interstate 
to see how many jobs are brought by an interstate.  Our community is being abused by a few 
power brokers, one of them local at least, who think they can use the State's eminent domain 
power for their own personal gain.  There are people in high places who have purchased property 
around I-69 for their personal gain.  I encourage the media to look into that.  Take note of the 
fact that more military bases are closed because of their close proximity to a highway than those 
that are more isolated.  Crane's function is better served by its isolation than by 
interdevelopment.  And that's encroachment in broad terms.  The drainage issues, we know a lot 
of stuff rolls down from Indianapolis.  Drainage is going to come down from that, too.  The noise 
study is seriously flawed and needs to be totally redone.  I ask for 180 days to reevaluate this.  
Remember, the public comment period never ends. 



COMMENTS CONTINUED BY MR. WILLIAM BOYD: 
 
This highway will divide our community.  Flooding will be increased by the runoff in this road.  
How will those who remain in the path afford the flood insurance when INDOT moves their 
property to a new floodplain?  Are we ready to surrender the peace and tranquility we now enjoy 
and exchange it for a truck stop, strip malls and stoplights?  Are you ready for the constant traffic 
noise that will carry across the county?  Are you ready to give up the night sky as truck lights 
flash all night long?  Are you ready to drive longer distances just to get to the grocery store when 
local roads are closed?  The money being wasted on this highway should be spent on local roads 
instead of being used to force families off their lands.  How many of you will be willing to give 
up your land or home so that someone in Evansville can get to Indy 15 minutes faster?  Could 
you stand the stress and agony of finding a new place to live when your lifelong home is taken?  
Would you be willing to be separated from your family if you had to move to another county?  
There's a very high price being paid by hundreds of families who are being forced off their 
family farms.  INDOT is preying on elderly landowners who don't want to move who are strong 
armed by INDOT bandits.  The money being wasted on this highway could be spent on restoring 
funding to our schools or funding more local governmental services.  How about paving some of 
our county roads or preventing them from being washed out at every rain?  The legislature has 
the power to direct the funding set aside for this road to other more necessary needs.  Get 
involved to oppose this highway.  We can still bring common sense to the route.  As we enter 
this election cycle, seek out the candidates who are willing to stand up for our community 
instead of supporting those candidates who are willing to destroy the very fabric of our land. 
Thank you. 







MR. BREEDEN:  Don't start my time just yet.  I want to say something just to you.  I've been to 
several of these meetings, and it really bothers me that every one of them you put a two-minute 
time limit on public speaking.  We listen to you all you want to talk.  You came to hear us.  
(APPLAUSE)  These people don't seem to be bored, and they don't seem to be in a hurry to go 
home.  And I think at least a four-minute time period for people would be perfectly acceptable.  
Two minutes is absolutely absurd, and it shows to me that INDOT doesn't really want to listen.  
They just want to get it done and go home.  (APPLAUSE) 
 
MR. CLARK:  Thank you.  I respect that.  Let's start the clock. 
MR. BREEDEN:  You can start the clock now. 
MR. CLARK:  All right.  Now we can start. 
 
COMMENTS BY MR. DARRELL BREEDEN: 
I just want to say that this highway started as a NAFTA highway.  Anybody remember that?  
They don't talk about it too much anymore.  That was the great dream highway that was going to 
bring peace and prosperity to all of us, jobs to Americans and, you know, free rainbow stew and 
apple pie, whatever.  And it didn't happen.  All the people in suits--and I'm sorry for not wearing 
one, but I look even worse in a suit--but all the people, the suits, the politicians, the mayors, 
NAFTA is the great promise.  And they made fun of Ross Perot, and he was funny sometimes; 
but he said the great sucking standard here is jobs going to--down the drain to the rest of the 
world.  And that's where they went.  And they said that was going to be--and these are the same 
people, and not the individuals.  I don't mean personally, but the same people, chamber of 
commerce, politicians, bureaucrats that sold us NAFTA and shipped our jobs overseas and 
changed our economy from a gross domestic-producing economy to a gross domestic-consumer 
economy.  (APPLAUSE)  We are now the consumers for the rest of the world's production lines, 
and this is just more of  the same.  So much for the jobs.  I'll try to hurry.  It has brought jobs for 
many.  It was referenced a little bit earlier.  A lot of people work on this project, get good pay for 
it.  We have consulting firms who have gotten $27, $50 million for consultation.  And it's a good 
way to get the answers you want is to pay that kind of money.  That's all I can say.  
(APPLAUSE)  My main objection--safety.  I keep hearing this safety.  Are you kidding?  I've 
been a truck driver for 30 years, spent two million miles on our interstates.  I can tell you how 
safe they are.  But my main objection is what it's doing to our culture here.  I saw a family of 
four families, two grandparents and their children, grandchildren, lived across the driveway from 
each other, thrown out of their homes down in Elnora, and nobody cares.  And I just wonder if 
any of the politicians or any of the officials here, are you losing your land to this highway?  
Anybody here?  (APPLAUSE)  If any of you are, I'd like to meet you because you're an 
endangered species.  Most of them are working-class people who send their kids to die to fight 
for life and liberty and pursuit of happiness, and it's not the terrorists or the Muslims or anybody 
else taking our lands.  It's the politicians and the bureaucrats. 
 















































COMMENTS BY MS. CHRIS CAMPBELL: 
 
My name is Chris Campbell, and I live in Rolling Glen, also.  And I came home from work one 
day, and Tom was in my neighborhood with a group of environmental specialists doing a survey 
in our area.  And at that time I walked out and spoke to him, and he told me, don't get upset.  
There are alternatives.  I'd like to know what the alternatives are?  I-69 is going to be in my back 
yard.  The man at the I-69 office told me they're going to take my neighbor's house, but I have 
the worst scenario of all because they won't take mine.  And that's not right.  If you're going to 
take my neighbor, then take me, too.  Don't leave us out there like my other neighbor with 
triplets said, to suffer pollution and noise and crime and everything that goes with it.  Thank you. 



COMMENTS BY MR. DELBERT CAMPBELL: 
 
Good evening.  Unlike some of the other folks here, I'm a newbie.  I just moved here two years 
ago, and so I'm getting educated on the I-69 piece.  I live in Rolling Glen, and I speak for a lot of 
people in the Rolling Glen area that when I first moved here, I went to the I-69 office after they 
told me that it was going to be behind my house.  Before I bought, I went and talked to them.  
And they said that here's the corridor, and the road is going to go across the top, across the silos 
and the top of the hill.  So I took that and went back and told my wife about it.  We went back--
and we just moved here--and I went back a second time just to make sure before I put that 
investment into a home.  They said 80 percent it's going to be across the top of the hill, but they 
said there is a small chance it could be moved down the hill.  So I said, okay.  I can handle that, 
and I planted a lot of trees so I could be blocking the I-69 coming our way and coming in our 
neighborhood's way.  Then I find out, like, a week ago that—and that was after they told me that 
they have a corridor, and they can move within that corridor.  But after they told me that they 
would not move outside the corridor, I go look on the maps that they have in the area there, and 
they've moved outside of the corridor.  And where they was going to stay inside the corridor 
affected none of the properties in the Rolling Glen Subdivision.  Now by going outside of the 
corridor, which they lied to me about that they would not go outside the corridor, now they've 
taken my neighbor's property, and they're going, and they're taking part of my property.  Then I 
got thinking of the safety issues.  There's a lot of kids in our neighborhood.  And you got a 
highway, like, from me to probably that wall in my back yard now.  And then I've got kids riding 
around with bicycles and doing what they do.  And the safety, then I want to ask one thing.  
Human impact.  Human impact was a big number 1 or number 2 up here.  But I don't see 
anything about human impact when I got a highway about as close from me to you or a little bit 
farther going through my back yard.  (APPLAUSE)  Then I got--then I see another thing up there 
about noise.  I mean, I moved out there for the reason of having a country setting and to be able 
to enjoy outside of city life.  
 







































COMMENTS BY MR. SCOTT CLARK: 
 
Good evening, Ladies and Gentlemen.  I'm not going to spend time going over things we've 
already done.  I'm here for one specific reason, and that is to plead for the Harmony Road stretch 
staying open.  (APPLAUSE)  Harmony Road is a major artery in southwest Monroe County.  It 
not only serves southwest Monroe County, but also part of northern Greene and Lawrence.  
Folks come up that way.  They drive to work every day.  I don't think there's been a traffic study 
done on that part of the road for-- I don't know--I can't tell you.  I can tell you this, though.  My 
children right now ride the bus every day for an hour in Monroe County.  Every day.  If you cut 
off Harmony Road, that's going to add another 20 to 30 minutes my children are on the bus. 
(APPLAUSE) Not to mention the fact that it cuts us off from fire.  It cuts us off from sheriff's 
department.  It cuts us off from ambulance services.  The Bolin Road, I can see where that could 
be open.  Rockport is a very dangerous road to drive on during the winter.  Harmony Road is a 
nice stretch.  And I just plead--I won't waste any more time on this, but plead for Harmony Road 
to stay open.  Thank you.  I've got one last thing to say.  We do live in a representative republic.  
Go out and vote next time, please.  Thank you. 
 







COMMENTS BY STEVEN COOLEY: 
 
My name is Steven Cooley, and I live on Harmony Road and have for 45 years.  It's a main road 

that goes from Highway 45 to Kirksville where our fire department is at.  If they put a cul-de-sac 

in there, a lot of people--well, there's hundreds of people that use the road every morning to go to 

work.  Hundreds and hundreds. (APPLAUSE) They start in about, oh, 4:30, 4:00 even, and it's 

just zoom, zoom, zoom, zoom, zoom.  If they cut that road in two, a lot of people is going to 

have to go miles out of the way just to go to work that work on the west side of Bloomington. 

(APPLAUSE)  Anyway, I'm not so long-winded, so my throat is bothering me, so thanks a lot. 

(APPLAUSE) Don't cut Harmony Road in two.  









































COMMENTS BY MR. CHRIS DORAN: 
 
Hi.  I'd just like to start by recognizing the courage of a number of people who have spoke 
tonight.  I don't know if you've noticed, but there are people--their hands are shaking. They've 
prepared statements.  Their voices are quivering.  So I'd just like to give a round of applause to 
all of us here in this room. (APPLAUSE) I'd also like to acknowledge--we've heard a lot from 
the panel and speakers and etc., but we should all take knowledge to the work that CARR has 
done to bring us all here tonight.  That's certainly why I'm here and all the people that have been 
working on opposing this highway over the last--some people 20, 30 years.  So, again, let's give 
CARR a nice round of applause. (APPLAUSE) Okay.  I'm a Bloomington resident.  I'm 
originally from Ft. Wayne where a two-and-a-half- hour drive takes 24 hours by Greyhound, our 
great public transportation system, because you have to spend the night in Indianapolis.  So it's 
great to have the second largest city in the state, the 200,000 people, connected to the state's 
largest public university by spending the night in Indianapolis.  That's just a great use of our tax 
dollars.  So being out of the state for a while, I'm really impressed with how things have moved 
forward. Speaking of which, moving forward, and now the so-called "Highway to Nowhere," I'd 
just like something for the public record, and that is all the people who are opposed to this 
highway flat out, please, let's just hear from you. (SUSTAINED APPLAUSE) Okay.  So the 
reality is that someone, one of these suits here or someone else, is going to be reporting first 
thing tomorrow morning to Mitch Daniels's office and to say how did the meeting go?  
Obviously, opposition.  And their job is to facilitate the opposition and mitigate it.  So, again, for 
the public record, let's really let Mitch Daniels hear it. (SUSTAINED APPLAUSE) Okay.  So I'll 
just finish off, and I don't know why we need a court reporter, the voice of the court reporter.  
Yes, that goes in the record. And just quickly, we know this is a farce and communicate 
opposition.  So I was thinking what's the most effective thing that's going to come out of this 
meeting tonight, and that is my idea: Could all four of you, all five of you, please publicly 
resign? (LAUGHTER) 
MR. CLARK:  Mr. Doran,-- 
MR. DORAN:  And we will have a press  conference to facilitate that.  Please, will you resign? 
MR. CLARK:  Mr. Doran,-- 
MR. DORAN:  All right.  One last thing.  Who is in favor of this project? 
MR. CLARK:  Mr. Doran,-- 
MR. DORAN:  Let the record show none of the suits are in favor of the project 







COMMENTS BY MR. DUNLOP: 
 
I'd like to comment about the justification of the County Line exchange.  The impact statement 
indicated that there was feedback that exchange was necessary for emergency response and 
general convenience, but unfortunately this is more perception than reality. Most people know 
the shortest distance between two points of a straight line, which State Road 45 is, and I-69 is 
not.  It's a classic example of a tortoise and the hare, where driving faster doesn't necessarily 
mean you get there sooner. If there was an emergency here tonight to where you needed to get to 
Bloomington Hospital, that an $800 million highway would get you there faster.  But if you do 
the numbers--and I am an engineer--it actually takes you about the same time regardless of how 
much congestion there is on State Road 45. Likewise, should a Greene County resident want to 
go shopping at Sam's Club in Bloomington, INDOT has indicated that two-thirds of you will hop 
on the interstate and get there.  And I don't doubt that prediction because driving faster seems to 
be the thing that a lot of people like to do as opposed to driving 45 or 50 miles an hour. But, 
again, it's probably going to take you about the same time to get to Sam's Club.  And what the 
numbers really don't tell you is by going to I-69 on a round trip, you've driven eight more miles.  
And now, that didn't sound like a lot, but that's another .4 gallons of gas that you've burned.  And 
annually, that would cost Greene County citizens $1.2 million basically of waste. Over the next 
20 years by people jumping on I-69 to go to Sam's Club, you're burning an extra 8.8 million 
gallons of gasoline and 85,000 tons of carbon dioxide emitted. Now, INDOT is not doing anyone 
a favor by building this highway or that exchange.  Greene County citizens should be much 
better off if INDOT would spend a little bit of money upgrading State Road 45 and save about a 
half a million dollars. Thank you. 



























COMMENTS BY MS. GEORGIA FLINN: 
 
I'm going to talk to the light so I don't get corrected by you. I think--about road closures, I think   
employers, no matter how large, should not recommend or advise which county roads should be     
open or closed.  Employers' recommendations should not carry any additional weight over the 
emergency personnel and the county residents.  I understand that West Gate has recommended 
County Road 200 East remain open just north of State Road 58.  By recommending County Road 
200 East stay open, this causes County Road 215 East to be closed.  There's a lot of people on 
215 East that travel that road over and over again, and they will be unable other than traveling 
down a one-lane gravel road to get access to either 231 or 58.  I believe the input of the 
emergency response personnel and local residents using these roads should carry far more weight 
than the employers who don't even drive these county roads. I am an employee at West Gate, and 
I do see  the value of West Gate by all means.  But the employers, again, should not recommend 
which of  our county roads are open or closed.  If West Gate wants 200 East open, and the 
emergency response team and the majority of the locals want 215, then maybe West Gate with 
all their businesses down there can contribute the $3 million needed to keep both of these roads 
open.  (APPLAUSE) I further believe that the water flow and the spring systems by the people 
on 215 East affected by this road needs further study.  I have springs on my property.  And when 
I called INDOT, they had no idea that there were springs under that road. And they're perpetual 
springs, and they're very strong springs. My neighbor's property is cut off from his farm because 
of the road, so I think the grade over, or however you call it, we need to have the overpasses 
there on 215 East as well as 200 if at all possible.  Thank you.  (APPLAUSE) 
 



COMMENTS BY MS. RUTH ANN FLYNN: 
 
Hello.  I'm Ruth Ann Flynn.  I live on County Road 200 E in Greene County, and I do oppose I-
69. (APPLAUSE) I have got concerns about the noise impact to me and my family as well as 
neighbors and our livestock and pets that we have. I'm also concerned about the water utilities 
being disrupted to our home.  We actually have a water line that runs from Highway 58 up to our 
home right now, which the I-69 will disrupt. I'm concerned about the access to our home, and 
whether County Road 200 E will or will not remain open. And just for clarification, NSWC is no 
longer NSWC Crane.  It's NSA Crane.  (APPLAUSE)  



COMMENTS BY MS. MAUREEN FORREST: 
 
Hello.  I've followed this issue for 19 years, and I can't believe it's even gotten this far.  We all 
know there's no money for this project.  And in the back room there with the maps, I asked 
somebody about the proposed underpasses or closed roads.  I said, what does that mean?  That's 
not a definitive statement. And he said, well, it will depend on the money. We know there's no 
money.  And they don't have the money to buy our houses.  Mine--I won't lose my house, but it's 
in my world.  So if everybody bands together and says no, just what this other man said, that's 
the only way we can stop this. They want to divide and conquer; take everyone aside and say, 
we'll give you this. We'll give you this.  But if everyone says no, they can't do it. 























COMMENTS BY MR. BRIAN GARVEY: 
 
Hi.  I'm Brian Garvey.  I've been a resident of Stanford, Indiana since 1975.  I own a farm there. 
Something amazing happened in the early '70s. It was the completion of the interstate highway 
system, and ever since that day states have been struggling to keep those highways intact.  In 
other words, our infrastructure of this country, not just Indiana, is crumbling.  It's crumbling. 
And how many of you drive roads that are crumbling?  I mean, is it an unusual thing? 
(APPLAUSE) I mean, it's insane.  This whole project is born out of pork.  It's been a gift to the 
people of Vanderburgh County since the '80s.  The thing is we're the only state in the union 
doing this. Everybody else has figured out we cannot afford this.  Fiscally, it is--it's a nightmare. 
We can't hire teachers.  We're laying teachers off left and right, and they say, oh, this highway is 
a hybrid highway.  Congress, if you talk to these  guys--and I did tonight, and I use that word, 
Congress--has nothing to do with Congress. This is state money, discretionary funds, and don't 
let anybody in this room tell you it isn't. This could end tomorrow with the stroke of a pen and 
we find the priorities. I hear this stuff about jobs.  There is absolutely no verification of job 
creation.  If you look at existing I-69--we have the map out there--from Ft. Wayne to 
Indianapolis, existing I-69, unemployment rates are higher in every county than on the proposal.  
Period.  So where's the logic there? (APPLAUSE) Don't believe it.  This is all about smoke and 
mirrors and power.  And if you roll over and say, oh, I'm going to talk about how you're going to 
do this to me, yeah, I can understand.  We can end this road.  We need to just stop this madness. 
The citizens--this is about democracy.  We have to hold some people's feet to the fire who 
represent us and say, where do you get off saying this is a good idea because the state's own 
statistics show that really it isn't?  This is all about smoke and mirrors and throwing out a hope, a 
hope of jobs, a hope of a better life.  This is garbage.  It's absolute garbage. (APPLAUSE) Folks, 
I'm going to ask everyone here to make another commitment to hold their representatives' feet to 
the fire and say there are people that know more about this than just the INDOT--I'm not going 
to say--they're doing their job, you know.  just wish they'd find an honest living.  They have 
better things to do. 























COMMENTS BY MS. BETH GREEN: 
 
Hi.  I'm Beth Green.  I live on South Harmony Road.  And though I don't particularly approve of 
the I-69 project, if it's going to be, I really, really request that you put an overpass or  underpass 
at South Harmony and not close it down. (APPLAUSE) We use that road every day to get to 
Crane and get to Bloomington.  I work at Bloomington Hospital.  My husband works at Crane.  
You're cutting us off from Bloomington, the west side, where we do most of our business.  I just 
don't understand that at all.  That is a heavily traveled road.  I just don't see why it is getting shut 
down.  Thank you. 















COMMENTS BY MR. JESS GWINN: 
 
Thank you.  My name is Jess Gwinn.  I live in Beech Creek Township in Greene County.  Our 
land is not really taken by the highway.  We're not going to be closed, but it's still going to 
impact everybody. About ten years or so ago we had a meeting at Rosie's Diner, really not about 
69, but it was brought up.  Our county commissioners at that time was adamant that INDOT 
promise to Greene County that no roads would be closed.  And at the time I thought this guy is 
delusional, but he was firmly adamant it was going to happen.  And I thought, oh, my God, this 
guy is a lunatic, but that was his stance. Obviously, look at it now.  Half of the roads in the 
county all along the roads, the stretch, are going to be closed. The other point I want to make 
about is they say that there's $700 million dedicated to building this highway, and the highway 
itself is going to be at least $3 billion if just looking at INDOT's numbers what they judge it's 
going to cost.  Obviously, you can't build a $3 billion highway with $700 million.  They must 
think Hoosiers are ignoramuses if we're going to fall for that line of crap.  We're not stupid.  We 
know you can't build a $3 billion with $700 million. How can you start something you can't 
finish? It's outrageous.  It's illegal.  It's immoral. They should call this highway "Mitch Daniel's 
Highway to Nowhere," one of those big, green signs at the intersection there at 64.  Just like 
Sarah Palin in Alaska, this should be hung around his neck until he gets drowned in it.  Thank 
you. 





























COMMENTS BY MS. MARILYN HARTMAN: 
 
Thank you.  Maybe some of you know me, and maybe some of you don't.  I represent the Board 
of Commissioners over in Greene County, and I would like to encourage anybody who feels that 
the issues of roads that are being closed, the issue of public safety for emergency services, 
police, fire, anything that shows up on that map, please make some comments, whether they're 
written, whether you do them by E-mail; but that is the only way you're going to see some 
change in how that plan is being laid out.  Thank you. 















COMMENTS BY MR. GARY HESHELMAN: 
 
Testing.  My concern is the Greene County/ Monroe County Interchange.  This is designed for 
large city, high-volume traffic.  I cannot see this interchange as having a high-volume traffic of 
getting off an interstate and basically going a mile and a half to find out there's nothing there. At 
the present the interchange requires four bridges over Carter Road and a lot more acres to put in 
the exit loop that it is designed as.  If an interchange similar to the one on I-69/45 as it's set in the 
mapping was used, there would be less land required.  One house would not have to be 
purchased or torn down.  Two less bridges required over Carter Road. Maybe the extra dollars 
could be used to keep the Koleen-Mineral Road opened.  To me, this is a major scenic road from 
east to west, from Owensburg to Bloomfield. One of the objectives is economic development.  
And by closing the roads and cutting out economic development such as in the seasonal time in 
the fall when people do travel these roads, and we do get people coming to Greene County, the 
Koleen-Mineral Road is very important as a scenic travel road especially during that fall season.  
By closing the road, the future economic development will be limited.  So one of the things that 
you've talked about is economic development. Impact on environment as well as added costs 
have been mentioned.  That's one of the things that you're interested in.  I, again, request that the 
Greene County-Monroe County Interchange be redesigned to require less land purchased, less 
bridges required as well as a less cost. 













COMMENTS BY MR. JOHN IRVINE: 
 
There has not been a single speaker that's come to this phone and been comfortable with the 
layout.  INDOT has planned this setup where you can't see who you're supposed to defense, you 
can't see the light, and you can't possibly make any progress.  It's the same care here that they 
showed throughout the plan.  It is absurd. I want to talk about how we got here.  We got here 
because the governor got a huge put of money from the total.  He invested that money in 
Chrysler stock just before it tanked.  The reason we have to do this on the cheap is that the 
money has gone by bad judgment, bad investment, the same bad investment and planning that's 
exhibited here. Now, what do we do?  There's not much you can do.  The governor has been 
elected.  He's not going to serve again.  The key to solving these problems is through what is 
known as the MPOs, and that is the group that really sets the priorities. Now, if local officials go 
to the MPOs, which all of Monroe County officials have gone to and said they want this stopped, 
INDOT's response is if you oppose this, we'll cut off every penny that's going to go into your 
county.  Nothing more than blackmail.  It's got to stop. These people aren't to blame.  They 
report to the governor.  He pays their salaries.  They've been bought.  The real ability to stop it is 
through going to your MPO and saying, if you take he money, we'll live with it. 

















COMMENTS BY MS. BRIANNE JERRELS: 
 
I'm with the Greene County Economic Development Corporation.  Construction of the first three 
sections of I-69 from I-64 to U.S. 231 will provide a critical connection for freight movement 
and other vehicular travel to support NSWC Crane and the WestGate at Crane Tech Park to the 
south. Construction of the fourth section of I-69 from U.S. 231 to State Road 37 near 
Bloomington coupled with the quality roadway facility and State Road 37 to Indianapolis will 
provide a similar connection to the north. From an economic development standpoint, 
accessibility is one of the most critical benefits to promote development. Quality of life is 
equally critical because it entails a number of elements:  good schools, good medical services, 
adequate service industries, restaurant, hotels, commerce, and continuity of local access. It is 
very important that residents of Greene County take their time to provide input to INDOT on 
local roads that may or may not be closed to accommodate the interstate.  Your input will help to 
remain emergency response vehicles routes, school bus routes, and which north-south and east-
west routes will serve residents on both sides of the interstate. Greene County residents and those 
affiliated with the Tech Park were engaged in the process of soliciting input with the interchange 
at U.S. 231, which is part of Section 3, and is already made into the Record of Decision. I just 
want to emphasize the importance of providing your input to INDOT.  Thank you. 

































COMMENTS BY MS. SARAH KLAIBER: 
 
Good evening.  Thank you for this opportunity to address the panel and everybody gathered here 
today.  My name is Sarah Klaiber.  My home is located at 5511 South Crop Circle in Farmers 
Field in Monroe County.  I-69 will come within approximately 1,000 feet of my home.  My 
profession is as a teacher, and I'm also a real estate agent, so I know a little bit about property 
value as well.  I'm sure you're all very worried about that. While I'm disappointed that I-69 will 
be so close to my home, I know that it has to be close to someone's property.  I'm certainly no 
more special than anybody else who is dealing with this situation, and I am more fortunate than 
many people in this room today who are losing their property. First and foremost, my purpose 
here is to implore you to keep Bolin Lane open with an underpass or a grade separation.  This is 
a well-traveled county road that approximately 35 households, or over 120 people, rely on to 
gain reasonable access to highways and schools, particularly our elementary school, Clear Creek 
Elementary School. If Bolin Lane is closed, residents of Farmers Field and surrounding homes 
will be forced to travel a winding path to any major thoroughfare. This is especially true when 
Section 5 is developed. Emergency vehicle access to these 35 or so households, 120 or more 
people, will be limited as fire trucks and ambulances will be forced to navigate three 90-degree 
turns to reach our homes. This is extremely disturbing as there will only be one entrance, one 
way to get in and out of our neighborhood. Of particular importance, especially to INDOT, is the 
inaccuracy of the INDOT mapping regarding Farmers Drive.  Please note, Farmers Drive does 
not go through to join with Stanzifer Lane.  Farmers Drive is a dead-end road.  There is no 
access to Stanzifer Lane; thus, no easy access to I-69 in the future or State Road 37 now. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Ms. Klaiber, the time has elapsed. 
 
MS. KLAIBER:  Oh, thank you. 













































COMMENTS BY MR. MICHAEL LUURTSEMA: 
 
Will people raise their hands if their land is being taken by this highway so I can see, like, a 
visual? (AUDIENCE RESPONDS) Okay.  I want to address you in particular. These folks on 
this panel, they know your place. People come up and say, oh, you're taking my home, which I 
don't hear a whole lot, but--or you're taking my property.  They already know that.  And they've 
made the decision to what's most important in that sense, profit, and they've made peace with 
that.  They've made peace with that decision. By INDOT's own estimates, more than 70 percent 
of Hoosiers oppose this highway, but you wouldn't know it by reading the newspapers or talking 
to politicians because many of the newspapers have refused to print letters to the editor that 
oppose the highway for the large part in southern Indiana. The planning and construction of this 
highway has not been a democratic process.  Therefore, stopping this highway is not going to be 
a democratic process.  This highway is not going to be stopped by voting because politicians at 
the state level, Republicans and Democrats, are all in the pockets of DLZ and other large firms 
who have a vested interest in this and this project succeeding. This highway is not going to be 
stopped by writing your congressmen or the local paper because they've all done a fine job of 
ignoring our opposition up at this point, and so they're not going to change.  That's not going to 
change now.  Why should it? This highway is not going to be stopped by public comments at 
hearings like this.  This is their forum.  The decision has already been made. That's why we've 
gotten this far.  They've already made their decision.  They're designed to make you think they're 
listening, but they're not. To stop this highway, we have to get creative.  It's not going to be the 
normal modes of opposition.  Instead of asking them to keep certain roads open, we should be 
demanding that this highway project be scrapped because it's-- (APPLAUSE) You don't ask for 
opinions and--demand the whole thing be scrapped.  Despite how they make it sound, despite 
how they talk, it's not a done deal, so we shouldn't act like it's a done deal by asking for these 
rules and convenience.  That's all.  Thank you. 













COMMENTS BY MS. JODY MADEIRA: 
 
Hi.  My name is Jody Madeira.  I proudly teach at the Indiana University School of Law.  I also 
live in Rolling Glen, one of the neighborhoods most threatened by this project. (APPLAUSE) 
And finally, and most importantly, I'm the mother of triplets and an infant daughter, and so I'd 
like to say a few words about how this will impact myself.  Our property will not be impacted, 
but our neighbor's property will be. We moved here from Boston to move into Rolling Glen.  It's 
beautiful, country air, lovely neighbors, etc., etc.  This is the second house in the neighborhood 
that we've owned. And so I did my homework, and I contacted the I-69 office and was assured 
that the road would come through quite some distance away.  We would still be impacted, but 
nothing like we are now. However, now it will close Bolin Road in Glenview; and also, we will 
lose so much, not only the road closures, but we will lose the neighborhood culture that we have 
come to enjoy. We will no longer be able to take walks on Glenview.  Instead, we will have to 
worry about safety concerns, about our children running into traffic, about creepy people from 
the interstate who may wander into our neighborhood because guess what?  Our--we are in the 
noise abatement area, but they have told us that although one of the houses in the neighborhood 
will be taken for the project, there are too few of us that qualify because the population density is 
too low.  We will get no walls, no vegetation barriers.  So we will have noise pollution and air 
pollution, and that is what will replace our walks in the evening. So that is one thing I wish to 
contend with is the lack of noise abatement.  If I cannot stop it, I do want to silence it so we do 
not have to hear it.  We will already be seeing it. In addition, our home is our main investment. 
It's not going to be taken, but so much will be. Like I said, we will only be compensated for the 
noise pollution, the view, the air pollution with the protracted legal battle.  And even as a lawyer, 
I can say from my heart that no one wins from those battles, no one, not the State, not the 
litigants, no one.  So the way to avoid it now would be to stop the project. (APPLAUSE) The 
other way to avoid it would be to think it over, keep it closed, preserve our neighborhood 
cultures.  Thank you. 













COMMENTS BY MR. TIM MALONEY: 
 
Thank you.  I'm Tim Maloney from the Hoosier Environmental Council.  I'd like to make two 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  One is about--the first one is about 
information that is in--contained in the report, and that is that the report confirms that I-69 
through Greene and Monroe County will do substantial environmental damage, damage to high 
quality hardwood forests to the sensitive karst area and to the water resources of these two 
counties.  And this is environmental damage that from the whole project continues to grow with 
each new release of a new report, now up to 7,000 acres of total right of way to be destroyed by 
this highway. Second comment is about what's not contained in the report, and that is a 
description of the obstacles to completion of I-69 and the consequences of the State of Indiana 
planning to spend more than $3 billion on this highway.  And the only way that they can spend 
that kind of money on I-69 is to take money from other projects. What are those other projects 
that need money around Indiana?  We have a $5 billion backlog of local road and street repairs.  
We have 4,000 deficient bridges in the State of Indiana.  Those are all interests that are going to 
compete for the same pot of money that will be needed to complete I-69. The planning and the 
environmental permits are not anywhere near complete on I-69.  There's still a lot of 
environmental permits needed on Sections 1, 2 and 3.  And as you know, Section 4 study is not--
not complete, and 5 and 6 are not even out in draft form. To conclude, INDOT and the State of 
Indiana cannot afford the high cost nor adequately mitigate for the environmental damage to be 
caused by I-69.  Thus, the only sensible choice is to improve our existing roads; and if we build 
I-69, build it on I-70 and U.S. 41. 































COMMENTS BY MR. TOM MERIDIAN: 
 
My name is Tom Meridian.  I am a new resident to the area.  About a year ago I moved down 
from Chicago to the east side of Bloomington and lived in Chicago for about ten years.  Really 
saw the effects of overpopulated, crazy growth area that was all built around economic 
development.  At least that was--that was the, you know, reason people left the area, right? But 
what I've seen since I've moved here is it's just a breath of fresh air every time I come and go 
from an area. (APPLAUSE) When I come down 37, I can just relax.  And even though it may be 
an hour drive down from Indianapolis, if I'm on a four- or five-hour drive back from Chicago or 
where I grew up in Michigan, it's just a relaxing, refreshing drive because it's finally not an 
expressway.  That stretch of I-69 coming through from Michigan just bores me to death.  But 
when you get to see the scenery, and you get to relax and enjoy the cruise down 37 without all 
the crazy trucks and traffic, that's what drives me--it makes me feel good there, and it drives me 
nuts to think about all the additional truck traffic that's going to be coming through on 37 to the 
north as this project comes through. We haven't heard a whole lot tonight about the impacts of 
north of Monroe County, but I think this project is going to have a really dramatic impact there, 
too, and I'd really like to see that explored. So I would implore the team here to extend the 
review period to investigate that a little bit further as well.  Thank you. 



COMMENTS BY MR. STEVEN MEYER: 
 
My name is Steven Meyer.  I'm also from the Hoosier Environmental Council, and there are lots 
of environmental reasons to be opposed to this road.  As Tim mentioned, there are up to 800 
acres--I just wrote these down when they showed up on the screen.  Up to 1,800 acres of right of 
way are going to be taken by the State. And as we saw earlier, a lot of you own those acres right 
now.  They're going to pay over up to 500 acres of farmland and cut down up to 1,100 acres of 
trees.  It's going to go through karst stream. And I just want to talk about one of the 
environmental issues real quick, the increased flooding.  I pulled it up on the Draft EIS, and it 
said that the proposed bridges will not substantially affect the floodways of the streams that it's 
going to cross.  But later down it says that flood easements will be acquired if it's determined 
appropriate. Why would they need flood easements if it's not going to affect the flood level?  It's 
because if you follow the footnotes, it says that, "Substantially affected is less than 1 foot of 
raised flood levels." So this is what they're doing in Sections 2 and 3 is they're building smaller 
bridges and raising the flood levels and just acquiring flood easements, but nowhere in these 
reports does it say what those flood easements are doing to the environment.  It's an 
Environmental Impact Study, but it's not looked at in the study. There are lots of other reasons, 
non-environmental, to be opposed to this as well. One of the core goals of this project is to 
increase local accessibility, but the preferred route that they've chosen will close between a third 
and a half of the local roads that get in the way of I-69. (APPLAUSE) Another core goal is to 
improve safety, and Mark Stoops brought this up, and Tim talked about it a second ago.  $5.4 
billion in backlog road, bridge and safety improvements.  Just in Greene County, 95 out of the 
202 bridges--that's 47 percent--are structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.  47 percent. In 
Monroe, it's 43 out of--43 of the bridges out of 182.  That's 24 percent.  This money could be 
spent on improving the safety of our bridges. Instead of improving our existing— 
 MR. CLARK:  Time. 
--infrastructure, they're spending money on this. 





























COMMENTS BY MR. PATRICK MUNSON: 
 
My name is Patrick Munson.  I know a little bit about karst, not as much as I should perhaps, but 
quite a bit, and I want to speak to that issue in that the choosing of the corridors for this section 
was based on grossly inadequate--I would push that to say grossly misrepresented information on 
the karst situation.  If you remember the last time we went through with an EIS, it stated that less 
than 5 percent of the corridor would cost karst areas.  5 percent. Okay?  At that point you could 
put a corridor anyplace and not have to worry about karst. They finally got it right.  They did a 
very decent study.  This study is very detailed.  It's very good.  I can say that it's very good 
because they covered the same ground that I covered on foot over almost all that corridor, and 
they got most of the features this time. But guess what?  It's not 5 percent out there.  It's more 
than 50 percent of those corridors are highly covered by karst features, sinkholes, swallow holes, 
caves, and springs.  Now they are in the position of trying to wiggle the alignments around to 
miss as many of them as they can.  They can't miss them because they're all over the place in 
those corridors. What they could do is that in two areas of this section shove the corridor just a 
little bit; move the corridor a little bit and cut out more than 50 percent of the karst impacts in 
that corridor.  All they have to do is move them. They're where they are now because of a 
misrepresentation of what the situation was.  Thank you. 
 

























COMMENTS BY MS. DEE OWENS: 
 
Thank you.  I opted to grab the microphone rather than try and figure out how to do the little 
thing there. If you could all get out your little maps you got when you came in, and if you would 
look at Monroe County, right where the road does the dip, you will--and look at Lodge Road 
there.  It's right about in the middle.  If you'll go down through the end and make an imaginary 
square in your mind, that is Indian Creek Township.  That is where I am president of the Indian 
Creek Firefighters.  And that is where--I appreciate you did this.  I actually brought a visual that 
shows--obviously, you can't see it, but they were nice enough to do this for me--that shows the  
three roads that are probably going to get closed from what I'm now reading:  right there, right 
there, and right there.  It shows Duvall Road going through.  Anybody knows that lives there that 
Duvall Road doesn't go through. So that means that the only two ways to get into our township if 
you're law enforcement or someone else is to come in Rockport Road or Breeden Road. Now, I 
want you to drive around down there and see.  You can go in Victor Pike, too, but our roads are 
curvy.  It is not easy to get fire vehicles and so forth around our roads. What about those people 
who live on the north side of this that are in our township?  What are they supposed to do?  We 
have some public safety issues big time, and it's not dealt with by any of what I've read here or 
what I've heard here.  We have 625 households.  We cannot afford two fully-staffed fire 
departments in this township. And so I would like to say low cost is not for us.  It's an entire 
township.  People live there, more than drive up and down the highway to go to Crane.  It's not 
low cost when lives are lost, when property is lost.  That is not low cost, especially to those 
people. And our homeowner's insurance has already gone up, and it's going to keep going up 
because of the cut-offs that we are going to get from the different law enforcement agencies.  
We're not going to be able to do our jobs.  They're not going to be able to do their jobs.  And the 
people in my township are going to suffer. I agree with Turk Roman.  The people in my    
township are my concern.  Thank you. 





















































COMMENTS BY MS. MERI REINHOLD: 
 
This is my seventh or eighth opportunity to speak into a microphone.  I'll go on record one more 
time to speak my opposition to this wasteful project for many reasons.  The primary concern to 
me is that it divides township residents from their fire and emergency services.  It adds costs and 
time for children being transported to school. Once you eliminate some of the economic benefit 
and jobs on the family farms that are being  destroyed by the highway, you've offset some of 
their so-called economic benefit.  The economic benefit created is largely construction of the 
road itself.  We could have more jobs if we use this money to improve multiple routes between 
Bloomington and Evansville or Indy to Evansville. (APPLAUSE)  There's less profit margin in 
repairing roads than there is in building new ones, so you can figure out why it's going this way.          
The environmental devastation is ignored by the flag of job creation.  Even when the report itself 
points out that the jobs primary created are the fact of building the road itself. The impact on the 
floodplain in the Patoka area alone is extremely significant, but largely unnoticed. Many rural 
families have watched the value of their homes and farms deteriorate steadily during this 20-year 
process.  Buy-outs will never meet the value the families invested. Finally, I'd like to remind the 
governor of his campaign promise the first time he ran for governor.  He said, if Indiana 
residents oppose I-69, we will not build it. (APPLAUSE) Well, more than 150,000 Indiana 
residents have signed petitions, written comments, spoken into microphones, attended meetings 
like this one.  Governor Daniels, you must finally listen. (APPLAUSE)  





















COMMENTS BY MS. TAMMY ROBINSON COURTNEY: 
 
First, I want to say I grew up in Bloomfield; and just to get here, I had to wait at a stoplight so 
they can put probably a 50-foot bridge that's going to take us to 2013 to finish.  Okay?  So that's 
one thing. (LAUGHTER) The second thing is I spent seven years in the United States Air Force 
as a med.  My husband retired from the Air Force.  We spent Christmases away from our family 
so that we could have these rights to do these things, and we're not getting them.  It's really hard. 
But you know what?  We lived at Ellsworth Air Force Base after he'd been killed for probably 
40, 50 years, and it was within two miles of Interstate 90.  And outside that base was a Taco 
John's and a Pizza Hut.  Okay?  That's all that had come in there.  And the little town that's about 
like Staunton, Indiana called--I'm sorry--no, the little town right outside that--right outside the 
Air Force Base, it's dead.  There's nothing there.  Nothing.  So this--it doesn't serve a purpose. 
And then I want to thank God that my parents had the forethought to take me for drives out 
through Koleen so that I could see and remember that community the way it is, and that's where 
my family is buried.  And there are little cemeteries out there that you guys don't know about, 
and they're right on the path.  And I've still got aunts living who have brothers, baby brothers, 
seven-year-old children buried.  That cemetery is 150 years old.  It's on Section 5, I think, out by 
Koleen.  And what are you going to do with those? All the coffins are gone.  It's just--it's just the 
remains.  But it's our history.  And they're going to dig it up and scoop it over a hill somewhere.  
And then what are we supposed to do? I'll just tell my granddaughter who is two years old, I 
wish she could have seen them back when you were little.  I'll take pictures for her so she'll see 
what it was like because this is rural Greene County. I used to have people from North Carolina 
come here and say this is as pretty as the Smoky Mountains.  And they're going to tear it up, and 
there's nothing we can do about it. 





Comments By Turk Roman 
 
Thank you.  Two minutes.  I can't say hello. Anyway, I'm Turk Roman from Terre Haute, 
Indiana.  I spent time, couple terms, on the County Council, the City Council, and now I'm the 
advisor to the mayor on the Stop I-69 Commission.  Let me simply say that I've been to Lake 
County, been to Harrison--or, Tokarski, where were we?  We've been to Bloomington twice.  I've 
been to Tippecanoe County.  We've been to Indianapolis at the mayor's conference, and on the 
courthouse steps, and I've heard all this.  I've got figures that I can give you.  But I'm interested 
in my people, Vigo County,     Terre Haute.  Those from Putnamville all the way across to Clay 
County, on down to Knox County, and Vincennes, the data is here.  We have the highest 
unemployment rate in those counties along the I-70/41 route as compared to the other counties in 
Greene, Daviess, Pike, Gibson.  We also have the lowest per capita income than compared to 
those counties.  We have medium household incomes lower than those.  This will hurt the 
counties along the 70/41 route much more than will help you and the gentleman who said it will 
bring industry and business.  No.  I like the Mayor Kruzan, Andy Ruff, the commissioners in 
Bloomington when we were there, and I told them, you don't want those belching behemoths 
coming through your city.  You don't want the transients coming through.  You don't want the-- 
(APPLAUSE)  You have it--we live in Terre Haute and Vigo County.  We have no choice.  
We're going to divert 35 to 40 percent of the traffic away from Terre Haute.  That's millions of 
dollars on one of the most blighting--and I'm not from Terre Haute originally.  I'm from a high-
class area, Gary and Chicago-- (LAUGHTER) No.  We're kind of low, downtrodden, too.  But 
we need it in Terre Haute.  You don't need it.  I look around, and I see Lori.  I've seen Brian and 
Russ-- 
MR. CLARK:  Mr. Roman-- 
MR. ROMAN:  Are we over? 
MR. CLARK:  Yes, sir. 
MR. ROMAN:  Thirty kids on the public payroll. (APPLAUSE) 

















































COMMENTS BY MR. JIM SHELTON: 
Thank you, sir. My name is Jim Shelton.  I'm a former Crane employee and support contractor 
over 40 years.  In 1968 I accepted a position at Crane as a physicist at what was then NAD 
Crane, and in 1971 I moved to Bloomington where my wife went to grad school and got a job.  
And in the intervening period until a year ago when I was retired, I drove State Road 45 every 
day in all seasons to get to Crane. With the development of the West Gate Certified Technology 
Plant just south of Scotland, there's now about 500 more people employed supporting Crane who 
are not actually Crane employees out there. During the BRAC process that Mayor Bowling 
referred to, we did a study that found there were some 750 people from Monroe County coming 
to Crane every day.  With the growth at West Gate, I would estimate it's probably 1,000.  And 
with the four buildings that are being built out there now with the increased population that will 
go into there, it will probably get up to around 1,200. This road--and we're only talking about the 
road from 231 interchange up to State Road 37-- will get an awful lot of people off dangerous 
roads, out of the way of school buses, and onto a safe road that will get them to work and get 
people from Crane to the Indianapolis airport much more safely. The only comment I would 
have on the exact alignment would be to recommend a grade separation at Harmony Road rather 
than closing Harmony Road.  Thank you.  (APPLAUSE) 
 





















COMMENTS BY JEAN SMITH: 
 
Personal income gross section of the Tier 1 I-69 study said that there was no benefit greater to 
build than no build.  It actually showed a negative personal growth for income if you build I-69 
than if you didn't. Tier 2, they reduced the usage by all points in the route by 10 to 25 percent 
while the cost is double.  Tier 2 has proven that this route is a failure, and it fails to meet the tests 
of no build. Like many of you, Senator Richard Lugar and myself learned of our properties along 
I-69 in 2002.  The lead document considered Lugar to INDOT opposing the road built on this 
property appeared in my mailbox, and I made it public.  One of Lugar's top aides sent me dozens 
of E-mails per week.  One of the first directed me to look at the Wabash Erie Canals. When 
President Lincoln was here, Indiana built the canal, an outdated transformation from Canadian 
border to Evansville, Indiana.  Citizens physically destroyed dams, and everywhere the low-cost 
construction methods led to failure of its parts before other section could be built.  The Indiana 
constitution has a balanced budget clause because it's boondoggled, completely bankrupted our 
state. Southwest Indiana has a history of citizens telling our state to be prudent in these projects; 
and in every case the citizens lost, but the project failed. Opponents of the Marble Hill Nuclear 
Power Plant warned it would be too expensive to operate. It stands inert in a field of weeds 
overlooking the Ohio River. The City of Bloomington water engineer, David Schalk, was fired 
because the activists--and became an activist when he made public the PCB problem.  Those 
opposed to burning PCBs were labeled protestors as Westinghouse's incinerator was approved 
against a mountain of scientific comment.  Despite being approved, it was never built, and now 
it's officially dead. Today is a chance--done deal heightened.  I want you to realize this highway 
will cost $4 billion.  The cost is doubled what they promised in Tier 1, the purpose and need 
section of this study.  Since the state must match the federal dollars, the state's share is now more 
than the Tier 1 listed for the entire cost of the project. My point is even when the fat lady sings, 
it's not over. 













Comments From Clark Sorensen: 
 
I'm here to tell you that this deal is not over.  And if you're tired of wringing your hands and 
losing your property and stuff, get off your butt and start doing something about it.  
(APPLAUSE)  It's not going to happen in Indiana because all the people including governors 
have been raping the State; is going to be out of office in December or January of 2012 and 
2013--2012.  We need to do something at the federal level.  I'm announcing the reinstitution of 
the "Indian Creek Township Community Committee."  And if you need to get in touch with me, 
my E-mail address is Sorensen@Indiana.edu.  I'm in the Smithville phone book on Breeden 
(phonetic) Road.  We're also announcing the "Monroe County Against I-69;" that we're going to 
get mean.  It's time to get this dog-and-pony show behind us.  Don't forget about their deadline, 
but it's not the federal deadline.  If you look at page 5 of their handout, they've got a Federal 
Environmental Impact Study approved and a Record Decision approved.  It's not over, but don't 
sit there and do nothing.  We've got to get busy.  Call me, and we'll figure out what to do next.  
Thank you. 
 





















MR. PERRY STONE:  I don't like to turn my back on an angry mob very often, but I'd like to 
address the panel.  
MR. CLARK:  All right.  The floor is now yours, sir.  You might want to use the microphone 
because we want to make sure we capture you. 
MR. PERRY STONE:  I don't care if they hear me.  I'd like for them to hear me. 
MR. CLARK:  Well, we want to make sure that we can accurately record everything.  Yeah, we 
can't hear.  And everyone-- 
COMMENTS BY MR. PERRY STONE: 
I'd like to present two scenarios:  Road A, Road B.  And then we'll talk about which roads they 
are.  Road A is a road that goes from the southern part of Greene County virtually all the way to 
the northern part of Greene/Monroe County up by the Greene County Chapel, 20 miles maybe.        
Road B is a road that goes a mile, maybe two miles to a T.  You have two choices.  You have a 
nice, paved road to the left.  You have a gravel road to the right.  The problem with that gravel 
road to the right is it's about a 40-foot ravine which is virtually impassable in good weather 
because it's too narrow.  In bad weather it's too muddy, too slick, whatever.  If you're a person 
that gets too far to the right, as my 90-year-old mother did, the road caved in on her, and she had 
to be towed out of that particular place. Now, which road of those two scenarios should be 
closed, Road A or Road B, a road that goes  through probably a third of Greene County, or a 
road that goes two miles?  Which makes more sense? Now, that road is County Road 215 East. 
Thank you. 
 













COMMENTS BY ZILLIA STRODDEN: 
 
Hello.  My name is Zillia Strodden, and I live in Bloomington, Indiana.  And I'm a recent draftee 
into this particular encounter when the bypass--the SR 45, 46 bypass from North Walnut to 3rd 
Street in Bloomington started to be expanded beyond reason.  What I'm here to say to INDOT 
and the governor is there is no shame in admitting a mistake. (APPLAUSE) New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, the national Department of Transportation has set forth guidelines for 
sustainability and livability in the design of roads. This is not even a 20th Century design.  This 
is a 19th Century design.  We're not trying to put you out of jobs.  We're trying to help you 
envision a new future when we are now in the post- peak oil era; and if you don't know what that 
means, it means that cheap oil is gone forever. The geologists, the scientists, the Saudi Arabia, 
everybody knows.  This project is outdated. But you have the power, the influence, and the 
knowledge to create an alternative, invest in alternative resources, invest in the education of the 
youth.  Don't bankrupt the youth of Indiana. And don't be an embarrassment to the rest of the 
state DOTs around the country for being the ones who have not adopted sustainability. And 
sensitive to time, thank you very much. 

























COMMENTS BY MR. THOMAS TOKARSKI: 
 
CARR, Citizens for Appropriate Rural Roads, is submitting those comments, petitions, by the 
citizens of Indiana as part of the official record in opposition to I-69. (APPLAUSE WHILE 
STACKS OF PETITIONS ARE PRESENTED) For 20 years INDOT has not listened to the 
citizens of this state.  It is not listening now. The democracy, the bureaucrats are supposed to 
serve the people.  They are not supposed to be merely puppets of the politicians.  Yet, 
democracy, the people's voice, must matter.  It is time to listen to the people and stop I-69.  We  
want every one of these petition signatures, every comment presented here today to be put into 
the record--the official record for the Record of Decision for I-69.  Thank you. (APPLAUSE) 
 





























































































COMMENTS BY MS. ELIZABETH VENSTRA: 
 
My name is Elizabeth Venstra.  I live very close here in Solsberry.  I'm strongly opposed to I-69, 
and I'm very concerned about changes to the rural character of this community that I live in, the 
rural community that I live in, not just through the road, but also through induced development 
along the road that may occur.  The type of development that occurs along an interstate highway 
is typically not the kind of development I value. I'm concerned about safety from induced traffic 
on the road.  It was mentioned earlier tonight that I-69 may improve safety on the local roads by 
drawing the traffic away.  That may be true to some extent.  But, on the other hand, when cars 
and trucks moving at high speed--used to moving at high speed on the interstate get off that 
interstate, they are likely to travel at higher speeds on the local roads than they would if an 
interstate were not there, so I'm concerned about safety in that respect. I'm concerned about the 
financial impact on the next generation due to the maintenance cost, building the road on the 
cheap, cheapening the construction materials. I'd like to respond to a couple of things that were 
said tonight, and I'd like to respectfully disagree with the Mayor of Loogootee. This is not 21st 
Century road design.  This is 20th Century road design.  This is backwards dating. (APPLAUSE) 
21st Century road design would be a truly multimodal network.  It would acknowledge the 
impact of people coming, of climate change, and it would be a network, not one line, which is 
not a network. I would like to challenge INDOT to actually reconsider this project and the route 
through Terre Haute.  Do the cost-benefit analysis again considering the additional costs. 
 



MR. VINEZ:  It's Vince. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Oh, Vince.  I apologize. 
 
MR. VINEZ:  You misspelled Greene County on your postcard. (LAUGHTER) 
 
MR. CLARK:  Appreciate that. 
 
MR. VINEZ:  Just wanted to prove that you don't have any locals involved.  There's no "e" on 
the end on that postcard. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Very well. 
 
COMMENTS BY MR. JASON VINEZ: 
 
I just wanted to say that at every one of these meetings I've been to, pretty much everybody is 
against it.  And I just think it's really strange that we're sending kids all the way around the world 
to die for the idea of democracy when 98 to 2 here in southern Indiana means a yes vote if the 
two are the governor and his lawyer.  And that's-- (APPLAUSE) --that's hypocrisy of world 
historical levels.  You need to realize that.  You're not only hurting people.  You're violating 
principle here. And just while we're on the subject of Iraq, it was our genius of a governor who 
said that the Iraq War was going to cost us $60 billion.  It's now $1.2 trillion.  So if the numbers 
you put on this sheet are $500 million to $800 million, that by Governor Daniels' numbers should 
be $10 billion to $16 billion.  So I'm sure all of you are getting paid out of that. (APPLAUSE) 
And I just want to say, they preannounce this Route 3C or 4F, or whatever it's supposed to be, as 
if it was all a done deal.  And I think if they really want to be able to talk about democracy, if we 
want to have a society that believes in that, they should let all the communities in southern 
Indiana vote in referenda just to show who wants it, who--which communities here want it? 
(APPLAUSE) And then those communities that want it can say so, and then they can find a way 
to snake their road through those places that want it.  It looks like a snake already anyway.  Put it 
where the people want it. That's all I have to say.  Thank you. 































































COMMENTS BY MS. PAM YOHO: 
 
Hello.  Most of you here tonight know who I am.  My name is Pam Yoho.  I'm here for one 
reason and one reason only, and that is because most of the people living in this community are 
my friends and my neighbors.  And they have chosen to live in Greene County in this area 
because of the simple, laid-back country life.  And with that being said, as the administrators 
proceed with this project, I ask them to be fair and equal when talking to the landowners because 
there are current INDOT employees that have bought parcels of land in various locations on the 
I-69 corridor and sold it back to the State.  All I'm asking you is to be fair and equal and not be 
one-sided because these INDOT employees had inside information as to where the corridor and 
I-69 was proceeding. So that is why I'm here tonight is to promote fair and equality for you, the 
landowners, as you proceed in your negotiations, and god speed. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Eugene 
LastName = Dutkowski 
StreetAddress = 7510 S. Harmony Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = joed@bluemarble.net 
Comments = I understand the new plan is to block Harmony road to through trafic? If this 
is true i will not have a reasonable way to get to work. I live on the south side of the 
I-69 crossing of Harmony road and work south at Crane NSWC> Is this true? 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Neil 
LastName = Hugentober 
StreetAddress = 9281 E Wright Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = nhugento@indiana.edu 
Comments = Dear Sirs, 
 
I reside on E. Wright Rd. just off of Old Clifty.  The closure of Old Clifty will 
certainly create difficulties for emergency response and daily commute for many 
residents.  Due to periodic flooding on the Mineral Koleen Rd and road washes on the 
Wright road gravel the options for travel to sr45 will be very limited at times if not 
impossible especially during winter. 
Should Old Clifty be closed much of Mineral Koleen traffic  will try to use Wright rd to 
get to sr45.  This would create a number of serious problems.  Wright rd is a one lane 
road for the most part with a continous wash problem. School buses which now travel the 
road do so without much chance of encountering oncoming traffic.  However, should the 
Koleen road traffic increase its use a potentially dangerous situation will exist as 
there is not room for 2 vehicles to pass each other.  Dangerous culverts and washes will 
potentially cause serious injury. The increased traffic on Wright rd will cause a severe 
amount of dust creating envionmental and health issues for those residents living on it. 
While I favor keeping Old Clifty open, should the decision be made to close, then please 
close Koleen Mineral Road for the above safety and health concerns. 
 
Thankyou for your consideration. 
 
Neil      
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FirstName = Michael  
LastName = Koontz 
StreetAddress = 5437 Farmers Dr 
Address =  
City = bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = mkoontz4@yahoo.com 
Comments =   I was at your meeting last night to look at maps of the 
proposed Interstate. The maps you show of my housing addition show 3 
entrances. There are only 2! Both of which are off of Bolin Ln. The road 
you show going to Stansifer Ct does not exist and never has. I am the last 
house in the addition and the road end at my property. I am happy with the 
dead end for a few reasons. 1. Its safer for the children on that end of 
our addition to play without being hit by cars. 2. Its quiet (the reason 
we bought that lot) 
 
    My next concern will be the proposed over/under pass at Bolin Ln. 
Bolin Ln is the connection road for everything on the Eat or South end of 
Bloomington for multiple neighborhoods on Rockport and Bolin Ln. Without 
this under/overpass you will effect all the children buss routes putting 
them on the buss longer to and from school as they will have to backtrack 
back north to Rockport then Fullerton and onto your new Interstate to 
travel back south to exit the intersatate within 1 mile of where they were 
originally (keeping the busses off of the interstate should be a major 
consideration). This will also impact the school transportation budgets in 
fact raising our property taxes again! This same route will have to be 
taken for anybody in this area who will need to travel south on Hwy 37 or 
to the East and South sides of Bloomington. I am truely not opposed to the 
Interstate (don't think we need it right now with the economy in the state 
thsat it is in and think that money coul 
 d be used for much more important things than saving 25 min of drive 
time.) I JUST DON"T WANT TO LIVE NEXT TO IT! I also don't feel its going 
to increase my property value. It's very difficult to find someone that is 
in favor of this interstate and if you do find that person they are going 
to have hundreds of homes to choose from because everyone in it's path 
would be happy to sell theirs to them! With so much supply and very little 
demand how exactly is that going to raise my value? Your interstate  
impacts my neighborhood! I feel if your Interstate (not just the actual 
road bed) impacts my home you should have to purchase it or at least offer 
that option to the homeowners not just cram it down our throats ot tell us 
as one of your representitives told last night "sometimes that just how 
the cards fall". 
 
 Thank you for your time, 
Michael J Koontz 
5437 Farmers Dr 
Bloomington, In 47403 
812-327-5735 Cell 
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Section 4 Project Manager 
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OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 	 (Optional) 

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on September 28,2010.) 
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COMMENTS (Continued): 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Stephens 
StreetAddress = 7225 S Burch Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = dave@bankerdave.com 
Comments = I'm not sure if it is still being decided or not, but an overpass where I-69 
crosses Burch Road in Monroe County would sure be appreciated.  Thanks! 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Ed 
LastName = Paynter 
StreetAddress = 7126 E SR 54 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424-6038 
Email = ed.paynter@gmail.com 
Comments = At the recent session in Greene County I asked about traffic studies for SR 54 
and was told to search for them on the official web site. 
 
I can't find a search capability on the web site. 
 
Would someone send me information on traffic studies and projections that have been done 
on SR 54 between the proposed "County Line" interchange and the town of Bloomfield? 
 
Thanks,  Ed paynter 
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RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

Phone (@A) 96/-(Optional) Ernail 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 

+ 
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(Optional) 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Cathy 
LastName = Todd 
StreetAddress = 7560 Mt. Zion Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = catodd@indiana.edu 
Comments = This comment is to protest the closing of Harmony Road. This is one of the 
main roads in this area which very heavy traffic. Closing Harmony would cause a hugh 
unnecessary burden to many residents who would have to travel 15-20 minutes out of our 
way to work on unsafe roads. This would negatively affect our bus routes, fire routes, 
ambulance routes, etc. If money isn't there to do this project right, then wait til you 
have the money.  Cutting corners by closing main roads is absurd. The south end of 
Harmony Road would need widened to accommodate buses, campers, large trucks, etc. I don't 
like to think I might have to wait an additional 20 minutes for an ambulance to get to me 
if I was in a life and death situation.  I don't want to spend extra money in gas every 
year by having to travel south when I really want to go north to get to work.  Getting on 
Harmony Road off of Mt. Zion and being able to get to Hwy 45 in 3.2 miles is so wonderful 
considering most everythin 
 g the residents need out there is now on the west side of town.  Very seldom do I travel 
to the east side of town at all.  Please don't take our access to Hwy 45 away!  The other 
concern I have is the country roads such as Mt. Zion and Rockport do not get the ice and 
snow cleared off them til sometimes close to noon.  I leave for work at 7:00 a.m. and if 
I have to travel S. Harmony and Rockport Roads to get to work on snowy roads which aren't 
good in dry weather, I would find this to be quite upsetting and unsafe.  I hope you will 
think of the people involved in this area rather than your budget and leave Harmony Road 
open.  Please leave Harmony Road open!!!!!!! 
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 

TO: 

1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

OrganizationIAgency. (if relevant) (O~tional) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



8301 Forward Pass Road 
Indianapolis, IN 462 1 7-4423 
August 30,2010 

1-69 Section 4 Project Office 
3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2 
Bloomington, IN 46403 

RE: 1-69 Section 4 Section 106 CD dated July 23,201 0 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Why was this report issued when the archeological studies have not been completed yet? 
It states under Section 4 800 1 1 e 1.2 Area of Potential Effects "Since results of the 
archaeology surveys are unknown at the time of this drafting, the finding for this project 
is "adverse effect"." Why was the archaeology surveys not done prior to this being 
issued? 

In reviewing Appendix F Page 12 of the 159 consulting party comments (page 268 of 
Appendix F) it states "All received consulting party comments are included as part of the 
800.11e documentation". I have not been able to locate in the report a letter dated March 
30,2006 signed by myself, Jan Boyd, which was delivered to DLZ Section 4 Project 
Ofice in person and given to Mr. Roger Hanas. I delivered two (2) letters at that time 
and I have only been able to locate one. I am enclosing a copy of the letter. In reviewing 
this CD, I fmd it contains 1,377 pages. Please inform me where this letter can be located 
in the report, or was it not included? 

Appendix F includes consulting party comments with Action Taken/Response To 
Address Comment, I would like to know who addressed these comments? You state the 
name of the consulting party but neglected to name the person who addressed the 
comment, 

It appears that consulting party comments are in the report duplicate times. Why? 

In Appendix F Page 209 under ActionIResponse To Address Comment it states "Adopt a 
policy of "zero tolerance" for INDOT employers and agents who enter land without 
authorization or for those who steal personal property from land owners". What is this 
referring to? Has this policy been l l l y  implemented? How long has INDOT been aware 
that consultants have not been following the law? 

In regards to the sound level for the Scotland Hotel and the Blackmore Store, this does 
not account for CR 200E being a grade crossing. It will acquire a great deal more traffic 
if CR 21 5E is closed. Will this be taken into account in regards to sounds levels? 



In reviewing the above referenced CD I still believe there are errors and omissions. I 
would like to request a paper copy of this report. 

Boyd J 

Enclosure 





September 1,201 0 

To: 	 INDOT 

From: 	 Herbert Breeden 
105 N. Kimble Dr.. 
Bloornington, IN. 47404-281 8 

Subject: 1 69 Impact Statement 

I had always wanted to own land in the country to build a house on. About 10 years 
ago I purchased some acreage in Greene County with road frontage that would 
provide several building sites if my grandchildren should choose to build a house some 
day. I used my life savings thinking it would be better to leave land to the children and 
grandchildren. Shortly after buying we learned 1 69 was coming through close by 
possibly taking some of our land so I put everything on hold until I knew for sure what 
was going to happen.. Sure enough it was coming through our land. I thought we could 
give up 400 ft. of road frontage with out it hurting us too bad. Well it turned out to be 
more like 8 or 900 ft of road frontage which was the best land to build houses on. 
Then I thought well maybe there would be two or three places up the road to build 
houses on. even though the land doesn't lay as good and I thought maybe we could 
use 1 69 to get back and forth.. Then I read the newspaper and learned that the roads 
surrounding what is left of our land will be closed. I got a County road map and looked 
at it trying to figure out how we would get back and forth. I think I figured out a way by 
going through a maze of back roads. This will make it difficult to get anywhere including 
getting on 169. The closing of these roads will make the property owners land 
worthless, useless and impose a hardship on them. I think taking the property 
owners land would be enough let alone closing the roads we use to get back and forth 
to what property we have left. I ask you to please consider how much hardship this is 
going to impose on the local people. Thank you. 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Janet 
LastName = Rush 
StreetAddress = 5062 S. Taylor Ridge Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = zrush213@bpl.coop 
Comments = (1)  The cremated remains of my step-father, Richard Ferguson are scattered in 
our woods where you want to put I69.  The ashes were scattered in 2006.  We have no way 
to remove them, so, that is his final resting place.  They are on the Middle Ridge Trail 
at the Memory Bench location. 
 
(2)  We have approx. 5 and a half acres of ginseng we planted in our woods.  Seed beds 
and first plantings were done in 1993.  In 1995 thru 1999, we purchased seed and planted 
ea. year.  A mature crop would not be ready for harvest until about 8 years of age.  Any 
crops after that would only be larger roots and more valuable!  We did not intend to dig 
our crop until 15-20 years of age.  A conservative estimate of value would be approx. 500 
lbs of dried root per acre X 5 and a half acres X $400 per lb (as of 9-1-10) = 
$1,100,000.00!  How can you possibly compensate us for loss of projected income? 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName =  
LastName =  
StreetAddress =  
Address =  
City =  
State = IN 
ZipCode =  
Email =  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency 
vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for 
emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Colleen  
LastName = Klaiber  
StreetAddress = 102 Robin Dr  
Address =  
City = Macon  
State = IL  
ZipCode = 62544  
Email = caklaiber@gmail.com  
Comments = I am not a current resident of Indiana, but I have visited Bolin Lane many times and have serious concerns over the 
safety of the residents in the area if you decide to close off access to this area. In addition, it dramatically reduces emergency response 
time and travel time to schools and local business. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Chad  
LastName = Klaiber  
StreetAddress = 5511 S. Crop Circle  
Address =  
City = Bloomington  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47403  
Email = Klaiber1@yahoo.com  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, 
as emergency vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  

 
 In addition, Farmer's Drive does NOT join with Stansifer Lane (as stated in GPS systems and in INDOT maps), thereby stranding our 
residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road.  This is extremely 
dangerous.  This is a well-populated area, not just 5-10 rural properties of 10-20 people deep in Monroe County.  Keep Bolin Lane 
open. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Cobb 
StreetAddress = 4310 E Dunlap Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = cobbdave@bluemarble.net 
Comments =   I wholeheartedly support I-69, I have been hearing that you are considering 
closing Bolin Lane in Monroe County because of I-69. That is a bad idea. I know several 
people in that area and I will have to drive through the country on poorly maintained 
roads in order to visit them. Not to mention the hardship that it will put on the 
residents in that area. Going to the store is simple today as well as going to work, 
school, etc. And as for emergency services, well there are some really nice homes in the 
Bolin Lane area with nice people in them and if the road is closed thier help will be 
extra precious minutes away. Let's have a win win situation and keep Bolin Lane open, we 
want I-69 but let us not make it a bad word for the people that up to this point support 
it. 
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FirstName = Amy  
LastName = Coyle  
StreetAddress = 7955 w Lost River Rd  
Address =  
City = Salem  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47167  
Email = NeilCoyle33@msn.com  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ 
residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency vehicle access will be greatly diminished. In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, 
poorly-maintained road. 

 
Sincerely,  

 
Neil & Amy Coyle  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Angie 
LastName = Ferguson 
StreetAddress = 19210 Climbing Aster Drive 
Address =  
City = Tampa 
State = FL 
ZipCode = 33647 
Email = fergusonang@hotmail.com 
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency 
vehicle access will be greatly diminished. In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join with 
Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency 
vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Tajharjha  
LastName = Gibson  
StreetAddress = 1222 Fee Avenue  
Address =  
City = Bloomington  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47401  
Email = tajigibson@yahoo.com  
Comments =  Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane 
area, as emergency vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join with Stansifer Lane, thereby 
stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road.  I have 
several friends who live on this road and their quality of life is already changing so dramatically with the input of this road, so please 
consider keeping this open so that they may continue to live a somewhat normal existence througha construction project in which they 
ultimately will have no say.  We appreciate you taking time to listen to our opinions! 

verifyCaptcha = jzgu3r  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Julia  
LastName = Gugel  
StreetAddress = 9305 South Pointe LaSalle Drive  
Address =  
City = Bloomington  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47401  
Email = jgugel2002@yahoo.com  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ 
residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, 
poorly-maintained road. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Kelli 
LastName = Hartman 
StreetAddress = 5488 Farmers Drive 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = kelli.hartman@gmail.com 
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency 
vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for 
emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road. 
verifyCaptcha = 426R9S 

Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 8:39 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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FirstName = Linda  
LastName = Hochstetler  
StreetAddress = 2100 E Ashwood Lane  
Address =  
City = Bloomington  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47401  
Email = familymanager@gmail.com  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ 
residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, 
poorly-maintained road. 

verifyCaptcha = P2DKN4  
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Brittany 
LastName = Klein 
StreetAddress = 2400 W. Reynolds Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email =  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools and for the safety of 
the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency vehicle access will be greatly 
diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join with Stansifer Lane, thereby 
stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for emergency vehicles at the end of 
a winding, poorly-maintained road. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Melissa  
LastName = Richardson  
StreetAddress = 5523 Boruff Road  
Address =  
City = Bloomington  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47403  
Email = m_richardson1@comcast.net  
Comments = Please make plans to give Bolin Lane access to or through the new I69. The current proposal would be more than 
inconvenient. I have 4 sons who will become new drivers during this change and the extra time on unsafe, not maintained windy roads 
in very concerning. Until they are driving, it would put them on a bus daily driving very far out of their way to get to their schools. 
This change could ultimately drastically change school districts which were the sole reason that we purchased our home. We are also 
worried about the time it would take emergency vehicles to get to our home. On many prior plans, Bolin was given access and not 
isolated as it currently is. We have accepted that I69 is coming through our peaceful neighborhood, but we cannot accept the safety of 
our children being compromised and our ability to function on a daily basis being so drastically impaired. Please reconsider this 
decision. 

verifyCaptcha = EAUYMM  
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To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Amy 
LastName = Denney 
StreetAddress = 4031 W Glen Oaks Drive 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email =  
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency 
vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for 
emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road. 
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Karen 
LastName = Wiethoff 
StreetAddress = 208 E Market St 
Address =  
City = Spencer 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47460 
Email = karenwiethoff@gmail.com 
Comments = Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency 
vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for 
emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road. 
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To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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COM ENT SHEET 

RE: Section Crane NSWC Bloomington (US 

TO: MR.GARYFlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name 3 & ~ l f i- NU& 
Address 13295 G%!(~H.~&RRd 
Phone ( 8 ) L ) 825 119 7 (0ptiona11 Email 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 

f Optional) 

(Optional) 

COMMENTS: 



COMMENTS'(continued): 









COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR.GARYFlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name KFC JO\. 

Address /329/ 

Phone (m)36 1 - 2405 (Optional) Em ail )L=& ~ ~ € A P ~ I , w I < .\- 't%ional~ 


OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) (Optional) 


(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Roger  
LastName = Miracle  
StreetAddress = 5526 Boruff Rd  
Address =  
City = Bloomington  
State = IN  
ZipCode = 47403  
Email = lmiracle20@msn.com  
Comments = Bolin Lane off of Victor Pike in south Bloomington needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary), and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  
In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for 
emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road."  
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COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to ~ l o o m i n ~ t o n  (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 

'3%@ 
PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

I
OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) &D .fuvr/vP1.. (Optional) 

COMMENTS: 

There needs to be lots of provisions made to access across this highway. Almost all 
roads should have bridges constructed. This is for present use and in future if access is 
needed an interchange can be constructed without disrupting 1-69traffic as much. Also 
several places should have culverts or multi-plates to allow pedestrians, animals, 
bicycles, & etc. to cross without climbing or cutting fences to go over surface of road. 

In Monroe Co. plans should be made now for a future interchange in vicinity of Harmony 
or Rockport Rd.s. Also southwestern Monroe Co. needs access to this highway. Possibly 
to the interchange at the Greene/Monroe County lines or improving county roads for 
access to possible Harmony or Rockport interchange. 

If you are going to build it, build it right. I agree it is needed for southern Indiana but 
recall in the construction of SR 37 from Bedford to Indy the quickest and cheapest way to 
get it under contract was the main priority. This has proven very costly in adding the 
three interchanges at Bloomington to eliminate grade crossings where several people 
were killed. Also it would have been very easy to put in bridges in original construction. 
I realize bridges are expensive but they won't get any cheaper. h here was also lot of 
opposition to four lane of 37 when it was being planned but has proven to be a great 
improvement. 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name Sy,$4rif l .  IzIri.k 
Address 7d$? 4 5 - 149-+ h /l r ct G2-1 
Phone ( v/3) 32 7- 7d I I (Optional) Ernail 

c P d / V i f t (  ~3- & - l J ~ 5 , , ~ ; ? ~ ?  fq 4 f / 3 ~ 91 
/" L.,A1 2 t tn J 

(Optional) 

Organizat ionIAgency (if relevant) (Olotional) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COM ENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FR0M:Narne C-LJ(:Lifid S J ~ G I N C R  
Address .(-4 74 J'A At4qc&T DR. 
Phone ( & ? I  Z )  4 (Optional)gZ % f ~ , Y $ - r  (Optional) Ernail 

OrganizationIAgency(if relevant) 	 (Optional) 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 


Section 4 Project Manager 


PO BOX 8464 


Evansville, IN 4771 6 


FROM: Name 

~d*o) 

OrganizationlAgency (if relevant) 	 (Optional) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



FirstName = Jill 
LastName = Burris 
StreetAddress = 5758 S. Glenview Drive 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = jillcburris@hotmail.com 
Comments = Please accept this as our plea to keep Bolin Lane open.  Many 
of us bought land and built our homes out here for its serene landscape 
yet easy access to "town."  We are all going to lose our serene landscape 
to I69, so please keep our easy access available.   
verifyCaptcha = NNETJN 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = William  
LastName = Moore 
StreetAddress = 5477 S. Farmers Drive 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = moor9482@yahoo.com 
Comments = I am concerned about the lack of sound abatement measures for the Farmers 
Field Subdivision.  Since the proposed highway will effectively wrap around this 
neighborhood, there will be a great deal of road noise.  I would like to have sound 
abatement walls put up next to I-69 near this neighborhood. 
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Sonda Hurst September 1,2010 

8700 E. Pine Rd 

Bloomfield, Indiana. 47424 

This letter is to serve you with the notification that we have learned that the 1-69 project will 

definitely be coming directly through our property and we will be relocating. 

After meeting over the last few months with 1-69 officials we have learned that the path that 

INDOT (Indiana Department of Transportation) has chosen for the new highway will come right 

through the middle of our property having a devastating impact on the land that we own. We 

were told officials with INDOT will be contacting landowners to acquire the land they need for 

the project around March or April 2011, maybe earlier. This will either result in a complete 

buyout of our land or what they seize of our property will be effected so severely that we have 

already decided that whatever remains of the property will be placed on the market. Either 

way, we will be relocating. 

You may contact the 1-69 Tier 2 Section 4 project office to verify that the road will indeed be 

coming through our property and also when this is supposed to take place. 

If you recall you were informed before you came out here that the 1-69 road project may 

possibly be coming through our land and you were also informed that in the event that it did 

come through our property, that you would be responsible for moving your home to another 

location at your own expense. You have informed us through your attorney almost a year ago 

(Oct 21, 2009). that you have decided to leave our property. Please regard this letter as your 

notice that the 1-69 road project is going to take place soon and it will be forcing us into a 

position of relocation so you need to make preparations as soon as possible to remove your 

home from the property. 

Timothy ana$herrimers. 
. .,44,,.,/ 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Glee 
LastName = Noble 
StreetAddress = 605 W Wylie St 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = gleenoble@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = The destruction of trees, land, grass and shrubs along the I-69 extension and 
widening project will severely affect the quality of life, air and our health here in 
Bloomington, as well as elsewhere. I wish you would consider that WE are moving and YOU 
should move in the OPPOSITE direction! NO more pavement! We are trying to walk and bike 
more, not use our cars more! This plan seems so outdated, so backward! WHY has your plan 
not been adjusted to the new reality we face on this one and only planet we call HOME?! 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Horning 
StreetAddress = 6524 S. West Gate Rd. (200e) 
Address =  
City = Newberry 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47449 
Email = horning@bluemarble.net 
Comments = I live on former CR 200 E. now West Gate Rd. 
The proposed new I69 interstate will disrupt 2 private water lines that currently serve 
as primary water sources for 3 households and numerous head of livestock. The water lines 
originate along HWY 58 at Max and Karen Townsend's and continues north across Mike and 
Cathy Minks property and then separates on my property and Serves Mary Scott, David 
Horning and Scott Flynn. I hope that this is not overlooked and is resolved without 
incident as we all depend on this water service. 
 
verifyCaptcha = QEBA6M 
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FW: I-69 - Rachel Cornwell comment  

Lemon, Janelle [JLemon@indot.IN.gov]  

Please find below a comment received through the Governor’s office concerning Section 4.  INDOT will respond with a 

general response stating that the comment will be noted in the DEIS.  Please handle accordingly on your end.  

 

Thanks 

 

  

From: Parrish, Charlene  

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 10:28 AM 
To: Lemon, Janelle 

Subject: I-69 - Rachel Cornwell 

  

Janelle, 
  
Can you please prepare a suggested response to the below inquiry and forward to me?   

  
Many thanks,  
Char ☺ 

  

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 10:40 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; Gary Fisk  

Cc: Goffinet, David  [DGoffinet@blainc.com] ; Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com] ; Grovak, Mike  [MGrovak@blainc.com]  

    

From: "Web Form Poster" <recornwe@alumni.iu.edu> 
Date: 9/9/2010 12:39:35 PM 
To: "webform@gov.IN.gov" <webform@gov.IN.gov> 
Cc:  
Subject: Contact Form: other 
 
<APP>CUSTOM 
<MSG>Governor Daniels:  
 
Although, I have known that I-69 has been discussed for years, therecent push has once again fueled my anger. Not only because 
the statewill destroy acres of beautiful land, and rip through peoples' farms,but because I am personally affected. My home is in the 
Section 4corridor, therefore it will be destroyed. It will be torn down likean old delapidated building with no absolutely no remorse 
from you orINDOT. My family has lived in this same home for over 30 years, andbuilt it from the ground up. We are not the only 
family whose homewill be lost. Several of our neighbors are in the same position. Weare all wondering what will become of us, we 
are sitting ducks. Weare at the mercy of INDOT at the moment.  
 
What exactly is the point of this much needed interstate? I am notseeing it. Have you ever personally driven to Evansville? I 
attendedthe University of Southern Indiana, and made the drive quitefrequently, with absolutely no problem. The roads are well kept, 
withvery little traffic. I-69 will save people maybe 15 minutes of time.15 minutes is nothing compared to millions of dollars. The 
moneycould be better spent on exisiting roads and highways.  
 
You are contribuing to the destruction of America's heartland.  
 
 
</MSG> 
<ISSUE>other</ISSUE> 
<PREFIX>Miss</PREFIX> 
<FIRST>Rachel</FIRST> 
<MIDDLE></MIDDLE> 
<LAST>Cornwell</LAST> 
<SUFFIX></SUFFIX> 
<ADDR1>7400 S. Breeden Road</ADDR1> 
<ADDR2></ADDR2> 
<CITY>Bloomington, IN</CITY> 
<STATE>IN</STATE> 
<ZIP>47403</ZIP> 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Sandy 
LastName = Ricumstrict 
StreetAddress = 1016 Hill Court 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = ricumstrict@earthlink.net 
Comments = "Bolin Lane needs to remain open due to access to schools (Clear Creek 
Elementary) and for the safety of the 130+ residents of the Bolin Lane area, as emergency 
vehicle access will be greatly diminished.  In addition, Farmer's Drive does not join 
with Stansifer Lane, thereby stranding our residents with only one entrance/exit for 
emergency vehicles at the end of a winding, poorly-maintained road."  
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RE: 

TO: 

RQ€,pFo 
COMMENT SHEET 

1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

SFp' to! 

OrganizationlAgency(if relevant) (Optional) 

















August 20, 2010 
Mr Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS comments (Critical Length of Grade) 
 
Mr Fisk: 
 
As an engineer who works in the commercial transportation industry, where productivity, 
costs, and safety are paramount, I was quite interested in the Appendix GG, Low Cost 
Design Memorandum.  While there are certainly design criteria that can be implemented 
to save construction costs, reduce the project’s environmental footprint, and have little 
long-term impact to the user’s safety and operational costs, the proposal to change the 
Critical Length of Grade (from 10 mph to 20 mph allowed speed reduction of heavy 
vehicles) immediately put up a red flag for me.  And as I read the details and studied the 
justifications provided in the deviation request, it became apparent that the analysis of 
this criterion was incomplete and unsophisticated, some of the assumptions appeared 
flawed, and the approach taken to accept a significant increase in the number of deaths 
and injuries to save upfront costs using a simple benefit-to-cost analysis without looking 
at the absolute numbers was frankly rather morbid.  With one of the supposed goals for 
the I-69 project being to improve overall safety, it seems completely inconsistent to 
accept design changes that would drastically compromise this goal.  I would also suggest 
that if you utilized this same justification approach of safety benefits verses cost for the 
entire $533-798 million Section 4 project, one would have to conclude the highway 
should not be built. 
 
In addition to compromising the goal of improved safety by increasing the Critical 
Length of Grade, other goals and performance measures in Table 2-4 potentially are 
impacted including efficient transportation of goods that impact economic development 
and even the stated goal of “Development of a freeway which meets current design 
standards”.  Somehow, having to formally request for a design deviation from current 
minimum standards would clearly indicate that InDOT is not serious about meeting their 
own goals for the project.   
 
As I understand it, venturing below the current AASHTO “Green Book” standards can 
expose the State to tort liabilities should an accident occur as a result of the below 
standard design (FHWA’s Flexibility in Highway Design, Chapter 2).  This is particularly 
true if the original justification for the deviation was flawed.  
 
The following is my analysis and comments on information presented in the October 1, 
2009 Office Memorandum from Gary Fisk to the I-69 Tier 2 PMC.  I do not design 
highways for a living, so some of the approaches and assumption may be common in the 
industry even if they do not seem obvious to me, but I am familiar with the physics and 
dynamics of vehicles and characteristics of human drivers so hopefully my insight and 
alternative analyses will be useful. 
 



Dunlap: I-69 Section 4 Low Cost Design Standards Comments, page 2 

Comments: 
 

1) The Benefit-to-Cost Ratio Analysis (B/C) spreadsheet calculations attached in 
Appendix GG were based on a 20-year return (I see nothing magical about the 
year 2030).  However, the design changes being considered will impact users for 
the next 50-100 years, as it is not likely that the highway vertical profiles will ever 
be changed during the lifetime of the highway.  So for the first example at grade 
368+00 to 410+00 SB, rather than evaluating the 0.44 B/C value* at 20 years, one 
should look at 0.84 at 50 years or 1.16 at 100 years.  Basically, if the highway is 
to be in service for more than 70 years (B/C=1.0), which it very likely the case, 
the decision to accept the sub-standard design change is not justifiable.  Looking 
at this in absolute values, during the first 50 years of service, this one 0.8 mile 
section of the interstate, if designed to the deviated standards will statistically 
result in an additional 4 deaths, 73 injuries, and 303 property damage accidents 
compared to the highway constructed to industry standards.  I’m sure the families 
of these 4 victims (and all the other victims who died on the other sub-standard 
grades proposed in Section 4) will be understanding that InDOT calculated their 
“costs” and decided it was cheaper to build an inferior highway after using a one 
page spreadsheet to justify their decision. 

 
2) There seems to be a huge difference in the “costs per accident” values used in the 

deviation calculations verses those quoted in the DEIS.  In Table 5.5-4 (page 5-
170), the cost of a fatal crash is $4,720,000, for an injury the cost is $103,000, and 
for a property damage accident it is $5,400.  In the deviation calculation, the 
combined value of fatalities and injuries was $75,000 and $6500 for property 
accidents.  Since the values in DEIS seem more current (and more realistic), I 
think those are the ones that should have been used.   Recalculating the InDOT 
spreadsheet for the first example, the breakeven point is only 12 years and the 
B/C value at 20 years was 1.61, and 3.11 for 50 years.  This change alone would 
indicate the deviation should not be accepted. 

 
3) According to the Critical Length of Grade discussion in Appendix GG, “InDOT 

B/C analysis methodology calculates a user benefit based upon savings from 
reduced accidents as one of the main factors.”  My comment would be that 
ignoring the other major user costs as discussed on page 5-169 in the DEIS (e.g., 
cost of additional used fuel, extended commercial driver costs) in the B/C analysis 
is biased and these costs should be included.  If the design is changed to create 
longer grades where a commercial vehicle is running at a slower average speed 
over the same horizontal length, there are direct costs associated with the design.  
For the 0.8 mile grade used in the first example, and assuming a 5 mph average 
delta reduction over the length of the grade, a driver wage of $15/hr, a fuel costs 
of $3/gal, a WOT fuel usage of 22 grams/sec, and 2671 trucks per day, I 
calculated an additional “user cost” of $105,300/year for the 20 mph design 
compared to the standard 10 mph design.  Including these costs in the B/C 
analysis, the breakeven point is now only 9 years, the B/C value at 20 years would 
be 2.17 and the B/C value at 50 years would be 4.18.  To look at absolute 

                                                 
* Note, in this context, a B/C value of less than 1.0 would indicate the “costs” of the projected deaths, 
injuries, and accidents occurring on the sub-standard highway does not exceed the cost to construct the 
highway to industry standards, so the sub-standard highway is “acceptable”.  A B/C value greater than 1.0 
would suggest the sub-standard (low-cost) design should be rejected. 
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numbers, over the first 50 years on just this one 0.8 mile grade, an additional 2.5 
million gallons of fuel would be consumed, 28,000 tons of additional CO2 
emitted, and 101,000 man-hours lost if the sub-standard design is constructed.  
There would also be greater user costs for light vehicles having to navigate more 
aggressive vertical road profiles resulting in decreased fuel economy, but those 
are not easily quantified using the simplistic approach employed here. 

 
4) In addition to the tangible users costs of safety and those discussed in the above 

paragraph, there are also many less tangible user “costs” that may be hard to 
calculate, yet should be discussed (and should have at least been mentioned in the 
Low Cost Design Standards document).  These “costs” include increased 
emissions (directly proportional to additional fuel burned), increased noise (trucks 
operating at WOT conditions for a greater period of time over the same horizontal 
distance), increased insurance related to higher county accident rates, and 
increased light vehicle driver annoyance of having to pass slow-moving trucks.  
While the grade discussion is focused on the longer/steeper uphill grades, since 
the alignments are not being bifurcated, the sub-standard design would also have 
matching longer/steeper downhill grades which would encourage truck to over 
speed (another safety issue), increase service brake usage (resulting in greater 
maintenance costs), increase exhaust brake (Jake brake) usage (significantly 
increases noise), and proportionally increased diesel emissions (current 
technologies work best under steady state conditions and more aggressive vertical 
highway profiles cause variations/cycling in fueling rates that decrease the overall 
effectiveness in emission treatment). 

 
5) On sheet 2 of 3 of the Level 2 Deviation for Critical Length of Grade (dated 

9/17/2009 calculated by “CMG”) it appears the F10, I10, and PDO10 calculations 
are incorrect.  These would appear to be the baseline F0, I0, and PDO0, if I am 
following the calculations.  I believe the proper F10, I10, and PDO10 should be 3.66 
times the given values.  This would also increase the F20, I20, and PDO20 values by 
the same 3.66 value.  Thus for the first example, the F20 value should be 0.235/yr, 
the I20 value should be 4.063/yr and the PDO20 value should be 16.957/year. 
Using these values in InDOT’s B/C analysis worksheet using the 5.5-4 costs, the 
breakeven point would be less than 3 years with a B/C value of 5.98 at 20 years 
and a B/C value of 11.55 at 50 years.  If one assume other major costs are 
included as was done in comment 3) above, the breakeven point would still be 
less than 3 years with a B/C value of 6.537 at 20 years and a B/C value of 13.98 at 
50 years.  

 
6) While the design standard for the highway is 70 mph, the speed limits for trucks 

in Indiana is currently 65 mph (this was acknowledged in the discussion, but 
ignored in the analysis).  Thus, a design that uses a critical length of grade based 
upon a 10 mph reduction is creating a situation where the truck is actually slowed 
to 55 mph while the light vehicle traffic remains at 70* mph, resulting in a delta 
speed of 15 mph.  Likewise, a design that uses a critical length of grade based 
upon on a 20 mph reduction could slow a truck to 45 mph resulting in a 25 mph 

                                                 
* InDOT’s Corridor Travel Demand Model would indicate that the actual free-flow speed estimate would 
be 73.3 mph for a full access-controlled multilane highway posted 70 mph.  This estimated speed might 
even be conservative for light vehicles if the 73.3 mph average is an aggregate of all vehicles with heavy 
vehicles constrained by the 65 mph posted speed limit. 
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delta.  Using the same InDOT methodology, for the first example, the F20 value 
would increase to 0.401/yr, the I20 value would increase to 6.933/yr and the 
PDO20 value would increase to 28.934/year (note, I had to extrapolate the 
AASHTO Exhibit 3-58 involvement rate chart at 25 mph since they do not 
provide data at that extreme – this should be another red flag that this is an 
unacceptably dangerous operating condition).  The Crash Reduction Factor for the 
first example (25 mph to 15 mph delta) would also decrease to 0.67.  Using these 
numbers in the B/C analysis worksheet assuming the 5.5-4 costs would result in a 
breakeven point of less than 2 years with a B/C value of 9.00 at 20 years and a 
B/C value of 17.38 at 50 years.  If one assume other major costs as was done in 
item 3) above, the breakeven point would still be less than 2 years with a B/C 
value of 9.55 at 20 years and a B/C value of 18.45 at 50 years.  If you would 
prefer to put this in terms of absolute safety for this one 0.8 mile stretch of 
highway, selecting the sub-standard design over 50 years would statistically result 
in an additional 23 deaths, 401 injuries, and 1672 accidents. 

 
7) To be constructive, if I had been tasked to perform this analysis, I would have 

employed a more sophisticated system-level approach that would not look at 
individual segments of the highway as was done in Appendix GG, but rather 
determine an aggregate safety value and user performance costs over the entire 
Section 4 segment for the standard and “low-cost” designs.  This approach would 
much better represent the true tradeoffs of the two designs and provide 
comparative absolute numbers that could then be balanced with the increased cost 
of construction.  Since the two vertical profiles are known (Appendices R1 and 
R2), commercial vehicle performance simulations* could be conducted assuming 
a representative vehicle (or array of typical vehicles) in both directions on both 
designs to obtain overall fuel consumption, total travel time, and composite safety 
values.  For each profile, the composite safety value would be computed summing 
localized values calculated for small finite increments (say ten-foot lengths or 
whatever fidelity the vertical profiles are described).  Using crash involvement 
rates, traffic volumes, and InDOT’s death, injury, and accident values the total 
section cost of decreased “safety” could be calculated for each design.  
Combining these with fuel use and wage costs would give total user costs for the 
two profiles.  The differences in total user costs over the life of the highway could 
then be compared to the initial cost of the two designs.  The comparison could 
also be extended further by using the same simulation software to predict the fuel 
usage of representative light-duty vehicles on the two profiles, then including 
those user costs in the comparison. 

 
8) In the deviation to accept the sub-standard Critical Length of Grade, there was a 

brief discussion on the consideration to add truck-climbing lanes on the 
steeper/longer grades as InDOT’s highway standards (IDM) recommends.  This 
apparently was dismissed as unnecessary, justifying the decision that the highway 
will have “sufficient capacity so that slow moving vehicles does not impede the 
following vehicles that can readily move left to the adjacent lane without 
difficultly.”   It would seem InDOT engineers have never traveled I-70 or I-64 in 
areas where there are long grades and commercial trucks.  You essentially force 
all the light vehicles into the left hand lane all the time and heaven forbid if you 

                                                 
* If InDOT does not have such simulation software, it is readily available.  One such simulation package is 
PSAT from the Department of Energy’s Argonne National Laboratory. 
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have one semi-truck trying to pass a second (slower) truck on a grade where you 
then back up and compress traffic in both lanes, a prime ingredient in chain-
reaction pile ups.  This is not a condition one would expect for a 21st century 
designed highway.  I think it is also curious that Indiana highways designed 40 
years ago (e.g., SR 37 between Bloomington and Martinsville) included numerous 
truck-climbing lanes, yet I assume when Section 5 of I-69 is reconstructed, these 
lanes will be deemed as unnecessary.  This just doesn’t seem logical. 

 
So forgive me when I have to disagree with your statement that your deviation request 
was made after “…careful consideration of impact to safety, mobility, and project costs”.   
 
From the above re-analyses with the Benefit-to-Cost ratios greatly 
exceeding 1.0, it would only seem appropriate that InDOT immediately 
withdraw their original request dated October 28, 2009 for the level 2 
deviation based upon the flawed/inconsistent assumptions and simplistic 
methodology used to justify the stated recommendation for such a 
significant design change.   
 
In closing, as a Professional Engineer, regardless of the methodology that could have 
been used, I find it very troublesome that the agency that is responsible for designing and 
constructing safe highways in Indiana would pursue major designs changes that 
intuitively should be discarded (without the need for B/C calculations) when it is clear the 
change could significantly decrease the safety of the design.  If InDOT can’t afford to 
construct highways that meet national and your own design standards and provide 
acceptable safety to the users, perhaps InDOT need to rethink their priorities and 
construct fewer highways to stay within their budgets.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Keith Dunlap PE 
32 Troon Ct 
Greenwood IN 46143 
317.882.5420  



September 20, 2010 
Mr Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS comments (Greene/Monroe County Line Interchange) 
 
Mr Fisk: 
 
This comment letter will be focused on the selection and evaluation of the recommended 
interchange Option 1 (intermediate interchanges at SR 45 and Greene/Monroe County 
Line) in comparison to the less expensive and lower impact (in a number of ways) Option 
3 (intermediate interchanges at SR 45 and SR 54). 
 
Introduction: First I understand the rationale of adding the Greene/Monroe County Line 
interchange to address the post-Tier 1 public input and the need to consider it in the Tier 
2 study, but I do not agree that the benefits in the final analysis really addresses the needs 
and issues raised by the public, and those needs and issues could be better resolved by 
other means at less cost and less impact as I will discuss in this analysis letter. 
 
Furthermore, I think it was irresponsible and arbitrary for InDOT to eliminate the SR 45 / 
SR 54 interchange (Option 3) as a carry-forward option into the final analysis.  It 
obviously would have been a stronger performing contender than Option 4 (SR 45 only) 
in the final recommendation decision and in many respects is superior to Option 1. 
 
The SR 45 / SR 54 interchange option (Tier2, Option 3) was the primary interchange 
configuration under the Tier 1 EIS.  While the Tier 1 FEIS/ROD allowed for other 
options to be considered, there was a formal commitment made by InDOT in consultation 
with the EPA and USFWS that for environmental impact reasons, no interchanges would 
be sited in Monroe County with the implications being no interchange(s) between SR 54 
and SR 37.  To me, this commitment should have been honored unless there were 
overwhelming compelling reasons to change, and then only under full agreement with the 
agencies expressing concerns.  From the discussion and evaluation in the Tier 2 Section 4 
DEIS, the justifications to change from the original commitment are not compelling, nor 
even justifiable, and thus Option 3 should be the recommended interchange option in the 
FEIS/ROD. 
 
Elimination of the SR 54 interchange options:  From Section 3.4.2.2, the argument for 
the elimination of the SR 54 interchange options was simply one of spacing, relative to 
the SR 45 interchange, 1.8 miles to the southwest.  While the AASHTO “Green Book” 
(2004) does suggest a minimum spacing of 2 miles in rural areas, it is clear there is no 
hard evidence to support this recommendation and the DEIS even describes this as a “rule 
of thumb” rather than a hard policy with defendable justifications*.  The rationale is that 
                                                 
* I found only one paper, Safety Assessment of Interchange Spacing on Urban Highways (FHWA Tech 
Brief), that really addressed this issue and that study was focused on higher volume urban freeways.  Their 
conclusion was there was a slight correlation to interchange spacing, but suggested their model be used 
primarily for accessing inserting new interchanges between two existing interchanges.  They also indicated 
the “rule of thumb” recommendations were also based on optimizing cost and use, not just safety.  Further, 
they indicated any increase in injuries that might be caused by interchange spacing might be offset or 
exceeded by reduced injuries on local roads by the added access to the freeway. 
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drivers need a certain distance to merge and get accustomed to the highway before the 
next exit and this might be valid for a high traffic volume highway, but I-69 in Section 4 
will be a relatively low volume highway (this characterization was made in a number of 
places in the DEIS when other safety issues were being minimized).  Further, it seems 
counter-intuitive that the spacing in rural areas needs to be any greater than the 1-mile 
separation suggested for urban areas where traffic is generally greater and more 
distractions are present.  In I-69 Section 5, the SR45 and SR 48 interchanges will be only 
1.2 miles apart and there are other examples in Indiana where existing rural/semi-rural 
interchanges are less than 2 miles in spacing (e.g., on I-65, exits 101 and 99 are only 1.5 
miles apart; on I-64, exits 118 and 119 are only 1.6 miles apart).  While the spacing 
between SR 45 and SR 54 should be noted as an issue with some negative consideration, 
it should not have been the sole reason for this option to not be carried forward for further 
analysis, especially considering InDOT has illustrated that it is willing to make gross 
exceptions to other design criteria where safety degradations are clearly understood (e.g., 
Appendix GG, letter requesting “Level 2 Design Exception for Critical Length of 
Grade”).  From my perspective, using the interchange spacing “policy” was a simple way 
to eliminate Option 3 and make Option 1 the most attractive in the carry-forward 
alternatives.  For the remainder of this comment letter, I will be comparing Option 1 with 
Option 3. 
 
Costs:  While there are no cost figures for Option 3 in Table 6-14, it can be assumed that 
the costs for the SR 54 interchange would be comparable to the costs of the SR 45 
interchange, being of similar design and Table 3-23 suggests that the SR 54 acreage 
would be about he same or perhaps slightly less than the SR 45 interchange.  So for the 
following discussion, I will assume the total costs and right-of-way footprint for Option 3 
is twice that of Option 4.  This would indicate Option 3 would be $25-35 million less 
than Option 1.  While InDOT has only selectively used “benefit-to-cost” analyses when it 
is to their advantage (e.g., Appendix GG), I will selectively use it in my analysis where 
appropriate.  
 
Performance (safety):  From Table 3-10, the net improvement of safety for Option 1 
compared to Option 3 is the annual reduction of 4 injuries and 2 property damage 
accidents.  Using the “costs” values in Table 5.5-4, the “benefit” for Option 1 would be a 
user avoidance of $422,800 annually.  Using InDOT’s B/C analysis and the $25-35 
million initial cost, the B/C value in 2030 would be between 0.20 – 0.23 indicating the 
added safety does not justify the more expensive Option 1 compared to Option 3.* 
 
I also have safety concerns over the new 2-way stop that is proposed at the SR 445 and 
SR 45 intersection.  I foresee the tendency of traffic entering that intersection from the 
east speeding above the 55 mph limit due to its limited access condition and prior 70 mph 
conditions.  Further, line of sight for traffic on SR 45 to the west will be compromised by 
the elevation grade that SR 445 must take to reach SR 45.  It would appear InDOT is 
eliminating a troubled signal-lighted “Y” intersection with a 2-way stop intersection with 
high-speed cross traffic.  Now the accidents will be high-speed side impacts rather than 
lower speed rear-end impacts. 
 
Performance (travel time):  From Table 3-5, the Travel Times to Selected Destinations 
shows nearly identical aggregate times for Option 1 compared to Option 3.  Therefore the 
                                                 
* It should be noted that the no-build option saves $6 million/year in safety-related “costs” in addition to the 
$533-798 million initial costs for Section 4. 
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B/C value would be 0.0 indicating the Travel Time performance does not justify the more 
expensive Option 3.  A similar conclusion can be made from Table 3-7, Travel Time to 
the Interstate System. 
 
Congestion Relief:  Tables 3-8 and 3-9 indicate that Option 1 is superior to Option 3 in 
reducing miles travel and times spent in congested areas, but the difference between the 
two options is less than 4% and the DEIS states that all of the options satisfies the local 
goals to reduce traffic congestion.  If all other costs (initial build and ongoing users costs) 
were the same between the two options, Option 1 would be the preferred configuration in 
this metric.  However, the initial costs are not the same (see Costs discussed above) and 
user costs are not the same either (see discussion below), so the cost of congestion relief 
needs to be better understood and analyzed.  Table 6-13 does not have Option 3 statistics, 
but Option 3 is probably only slightly better than Option 4, so the “trouble areas” appear 
to be the 8-mile section of SR 45 from SR 445 to Leonard Spring Road.  An alternative 
study should be made to determine what improvement in Level of Service and traffic 
capacity could be made to SR 45 for $25-35 million  (e.g., adding bypass shoulder lanes 
at intersections for left-turning traffic, straightening curves, SR 45 / SR 445 intersection 
improvements, etc).  Only after these further studies are made can one conclude which 
option is better from a benefit/cost aspect and local traffic improvements.  The DEIS is 
deficient without such a study. 
 
User costs:  Table 6-13 would suggest that approximately 4800 vehicles per day would 
be diverted onto I-69 under Option 1 compared to Option 3.  Of those 4800 vehicles, the 
vast majority of those vehicles* would proceed north on SR37 where their first 
opportunity to exit I-69 would likely be the SR 45 exit.  Thus it is easy to compare the 
user costs (time and fuel) between Option 1 and Option 3 for those vehicles traveling the 
two routes from the intersections of SR 45 /SR 445 and SR 45 / SR 37.  Via SR 45, the 
distance is 11.3 miles with most of the posted speed limit being 50 mph.  Via I-69, the 
route is approximately 14.5 miles at a combination of 55 and 70 mph.  Drive times are 
nearly identical under ideal conditions, although the SR 45 route could be slower during 
congested times and dependent upon traffic lights**.  The real difference between the two 
routes is fuel consumed.  Via I-69, the trip is an additional 3.2 miles longer, which if you 
assume an average fuel economy of 21 mpg, would consume an additional 0.15 gallons 
of gas.  Assuming 3850 vehicles per day, that would equate to 210,000 gallons per year, 
or $600,000/year, all to arrive at the same location.  The longer route would also produce 
another 2,000 tons of CO2 per year.  So to summarizes, if Option 1 is constructed, it will 
entice approximately 3,850 vehicles a day to make the same trip in about the same 
amount of time, but consume more fuel and emit more green-house gases.  So essentially, 
InDOT is proposing to spend $25-35 million of taxpayer’s money to encourage drivers to 
waste gas with no other benefit.  
 
Access to I-69:  According to the DEIS, there were many public comments that 
suggested an interchange near Carter Road should be added in addition to interchanges at 
SR 45 and SR 54 (e.g., CAC meeting #2) and I can understand the perception that this 

                                                 
* I could not derive the number of vehicles entering the County Line interchange which would then proceed 
north on SR 37 from the DEIS, but I suspect it would be above 80%, so I will assume it is 3,850 vehicles 
per day. 
 
** I drive SR 45 quite often and have timed my drive times from SR 37 to SR 445 at various times of the 
day with typical range of 13 to 15 minutes. Calculated times for I-69 would be approximately 13 minutes. 
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exchange is needed.  Greene County residents living west and north of SR 54 and SR 445 
(e.g., Bloomfield area) felt they were gaining nothing from I-69 without this new 
interchange, but as discussed above, even with the interchange, they gain very little, if 
anything, compared to the existing SR 45 travel route to Bloomington.  Furthermore, by 
including the Greene/Monroe County interchange, this eliminates the SR 54 interchange 
(not something disclosed to those CAC participants making suggestions to add the new 
interchange), which actually would provide some benefit to far southeastern Greene 
County and northwestern Lawrence County residents.  These residents actually could 
benefit by I-69, allowing quicker travel times to Bloomington simply because of a longer 
travel distance at higher speeds, even if the user costs are greater from the longer route.  
So by selecting Option 3 over Option 1, you do gain benefit as well as save $25-35 
million. 
 
Reduced Access as a result of I-69:  I-69 will potentially close a number of existing 
county roads, thus reducing local access, increasing emergency response times, school 
bus travel times/distances, and general commuter times/distances/costs.  Ideally, no 
existing country roads would be closed, but at $1-2 million per grade separation, it is 
likely some roads will be closed to contain costs.  However, if Option 3 was selected over 
Option 1, the cost savings on interchanges could likely fund nearly all of the grade 
separations and still have an overall lower price tag.  I am sure a benefit-to-cost analysis 
in spending funds on more grade separations compared to the Option 1 (rather than 
Option 3) would show more local benefit to those who live along the path of I-69. 
 
Direct Acreage Impact:  Table 6-14 does not include Option 3, but one can estimate 
acreage impact by doubling Option 4 acreage, as the interchange for SR 54 is very similar 
to SR 45.  Thus Option 1 compared to Option 3 will destroy 100-108 additional acres, 
most being forested land with a dis-proportional amount being core forest.  Since forest-
land is being mitigated at 3:1, Option 1 will require approximately 230 additional acres of 
mitigation acquisition.  At $16,600/acre (page 7-44), that is over $3.8 million just for 
mitigation that could be avoided. 
 
Stream impacts:  It is hard to analyze Option 3 stream impact (not included in Table 6-
14) since the SR 54 interchange ramps would need to cross a minor stream (likely with 
culverts), but it is clear the impact would be considerably less than Option 1 which 
requires the connector road to cross Indian Creek and its floodplain using a full bridge. 
 
Indirect impacts: The original intent of the EPA and USFWS during Tier 1 planning 
was to disallow any interchanges between SR 37 and SR 54 to discourage indirect 
development in western Monroe County where karst features and sub-surface drainage 
are prevalent*.  InDOT at the end of Tier 1 seemed to concur with this direction, but 
quickly changed directions after the Tier 1 ROD was issued.  Option 1 in the Tier 2 study 
greatly subverts this planning, encouraging development south and west of the 
Greene/Monroe County Line interchange.  While it is understood that public input favors 
additional interchanges, InDOT also has an obligation to follow agency input and the 
concerns that they expressed, as the agencies understands the overall impacts from a 
higher level of planning. 
 

                                                 
* This commitment was also documented in the Bloomington, Indiana State Road 37 Corridor Accessibility 
Study. 
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I also disagree with the rationale and discussion on page 6-39 suggesting that the 
Greene/Monroe County Line interchange would reduce indirect impact because it 
“demotes” the SR 45 improvement project planned closer to Bloomington.  The 
development closer to Bloomington is going to proceed regardless.  Furthermore, 
whether you improve the flow of traffic by upgrading SR 45 or by diverting traffic by 
adding the County Line interchange, the end result is exactly the same (i.e., lower 
congestion will promote development regardless of the way the congestion is reduced).  
The only thing the County Line interchange will do is to leapfrog development into 
eastern Greene County near the intersection of SR 45 and SR 445, and likely along SR 
445 and SR 54 west of SR 445. 
 
Endangered Species:  The USFWS and Indiana DNR obviously have great concerns and 
oversight responsibility that the I-69 project does not directly or indirectly impact the 
Indiana bat.  Of greatest concern would be impacts to Ray’s Cave, the largest known 
winter hibernaculum for the species known anywhere*.  I believe the original goal of the 
agencies was to maintain a minimum five-mile buffer from this cave, which the Tier 1 
corridor accomplished.  However, with the Greene/Monroe County Line interchange 
introduced during Tier 2, the five-mile buffer has been violated as the western end of the 
connector road and the reconfiguring of the SR 445 and SR 45 intersection is within 5 
miles of the cave’s entrance (and even closer if you consider the underground passages).  
Furthermore and more importantly, the interchange at that location will encourage 
development on SR 54 west of SR 445, which likely will have further indirect impacts.  
While the USFWS may not be able to stop InDOT from constructing the Greene/Monroe 
County Line interchange, from my conversations, they are definitely not in favor of it, 
and would greatly prefer Option 3 compared to Option 1.  It should also be pointed out 
that at the time the Revised Tier 1 Biological Opinion (BO) was issued in 2006, the 
future for the Indiana bat was thought to be trending to recovery.  However, with the 
onset of White-nose Syndrome (WNS) since 2006, it is very likely the species, along with 
several other hibernating bat species, may be greatly impacted and likely facing regional 
extinction.**  So the “acceptance” of the County Line interchange in the 2006 BO may 
now be suspect and outdated.  The bottom line, Option 1 will have a greater impact on 
the Indiana bat, and thus should not be selected in the Tier 2 finial EIS and ROD.  Option 
3 is a much better choice. 
 
Relocations:  The interchange at the Greene/Monroe County Line would displace half of 
all the businesses directly impacted by the entire Section 4 projects and approximately 
one-fifth of the residential homes (13 total displacements).  This seems like a dis-
proportionally large number of business and homes relocations for the supposed benefits 
“gained” by Option 1.  Option 3 would displace no businesses and only 1 or 2 residences.  
Thus, significantly less disruption to those impacted residences and businesses.  The large 
number of displacements were acknowledged on page 5-41 of the DEIS, but apparently 
had little impact on the final recommendation. 
 

                                                 
* I have first hand knowledge as I have personally participated in the biennial population census of this 
cave since 1989, and have invested significant effort to protect this and other Indiana bat hibernacula in 
Indiana over the past 25 years. 
 
** An Emerging Disease Causes Regional Population Collapse of a Common North American Bat Species, 
Frick, et al, Science v329, p 679, August 2010. 



Dunlap: I-69 Section 4 Interchange Options Comments, page 6 

Noise:  Option 1 with the Greene/Monroe County Line interchange would expose 
approximately 60 additional residential homes to “highway” noise caused by traffic on 
the new connector that passes directly south of Shea Estates and Shady Meadows sub-
divisions.  Option 3 with interchange ramps adjacent to I-69 at SR 54 would likely add 
little additional noise to nearby residents near SR 54.  
 
Business Impact due to Changes in Traffic Patterns:  Pages 5-167/168 indicates the 
six businesses located east of SR 445 on SR 45 “could be adversely affected by changes 
in traffic volumes [due to] decreased pass-by traffic”.   What the DEIS does not state, 
however, is that there are over 30 businesses located along SR 45 between SR 445 and 
Curry Pike, many which would be impacted by a loss of nearly 5000 vehicles per day.  
This would result in a negative economic impact for a significant area and potentially loss 
of some of these businesses, loss of employment, and loss of citizen’s livelihoods.  
 
Emergency Responses to I-69:  One of the main arguments for adding the 
Greene/Monroe County Line exchange was a concerned voiced by Emergency 
Responders to accidents on I-69.  Their argument was that Option 3 (access at SR 54 and 
SR 37) would significantly increase response times to an accident mid-way between 
those two access points.  From that standpoint, Option 1 would improve the situation, 
however, minimum times to the mid-point could still range from 9-15 minutes depending 
upon the responder according to the November 18, 2009 memo from Bruce Hudson to 
Gary Fisk (Appendix BB).  This memo went on to recommend emergency access at Burch 
Road (1.4 miles from Van Buren Station 19 in Stanford) that would reduce the access 
times to I-69 to approximately 4 minutes and response time to the mid-point to 6 minutes, 
completely negating the need for the County Line interchange at significant cost savings.  
That memo further pointed out the importance of that emergency access point related to 
providing initial containment for spill incidents in the highly karst area of southwestern 
Monroe County.  The DEIS repeatedly states the County Line interchange was added 
after listening to emergency responder in 2005, so why does it seem to ignore those same 
responders making a better recommendation in 2009.  It is sad that this great solution is 
buried in the back of an appendix with no mention or consideration of it in the main 
document. 
 
If Option 3 were selected over Option 1, it would have the added benefit of improving the 
emergency response times by the Indian Creek Township Fire Department and the Center 
Township Volunteer Fire Department to the stretch of I-69 between Hobbieville and SR 
45 via the SR 54 interchange. 
 
In summary, Option 3 with emergency access at Burch Road would be a much better 
solution for emergency response compared to Option 1 while savings millions of dollars 
in the process (perhaps some of this saved money could fund a complete haz-mat/spill 
response team at Station 19).   
 
Summary:  In closing, I have studied the DEIS very carefully and I do not see 
compelling evidence to select Option 1 as the “recommended” interchange option, and in 
contrast, I see many objective reasons to select Option 3 including a lower cost, equal or 
near equal performance, and significantly reduced environmental impacts. 
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Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Keith Dunlap PE 
32 Troon Ct 
Greenwood IN 46143 
317.882.5420  

























I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Washburn 
StreetAddress = 9335 E Spruce Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = washburndj@bluemarble.net 
Comments = The noise impact shows only a 7.2dB increase at our location (R-49).  We were 
told that small of increase will result in us not hearing I69 traffic hardly at all.  I 
find this to be completely unbelievable and question these noise readings and 
predictions.  I think there will be substantial noise increase.  R-49 shows behind our 
house on the map and that point is farther away and downhill from I69.  Other estimated 
increases close to our property show a much higher increase, even when some of those test 
points are a greater distance away from the proposed interstate.  R-62 appears to be the 
same distance away from the interstate as our house and shows a increase of 23.8dB.  This 
point is closer to the level our house is at and I would believe this reading rather than 
R-49.  Are there damages paid for noise impacts to the public? 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Washburn 
StreetAddress = 9335 E Spruce Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = washburndj@bluemarble.net 
Comments = Jil Miller and I both live at 9335 E Spruce Road in Clifty Hills addition and 
work at NSWC Crane.  In order to get to work, we drive out of Clifty Hills addition, 
South on CR 975, East on CR880E and then South on SR 45 to NSWC Crane.  Closing CR 
920E/CR 975E (Old Clifty Road) will cause us to drive North on CR 975 and South on SR 45 
to NSWC Crane.  We go into work at different times so this will cause each of us to drive 
an extra five miles each day to work.  Calculating the extra gas this will cost us at the 
current price per gallon, we will be paying around $5,000 extra due to this closing.  
This does not include the extra cost of wear and tear on our vehicles we will have also.  
Are there damages paid due to increases that we will have throughout the years due to 
I69? 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Washburn 
StreetAddress = 9335 E Spruce Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = washburndj@bluemarble.net 
Comments = Access road 2 in Clifty Hills needs to be shortened and there needs to be a 
turn-around planned at the end of Spruce Road.  Spruce road is a county road, while Pine 
road is a private road.  The plan has the road extending NW and over-laying the current 
county road all the way to our detached garage and SW back Pine road.  A turn-around must 
be placed at the end of Spruce road for school buses.  A cul-de-sac can be placed at Pine 
road and the access road extended to where it just connects to Spruce road.  This will 
provide a substantial cost savings to this project.  Are there any monetary awards given 
to cost savings ideas for this project from the public? 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Washburn 
StreetAddress = 9335 E Spruce Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = washburndj@bluemarble.net 
Comments = CR 360S/CR 880E (Mineral-Koleen Road) provides a popular route from thsi area 
to the Bloomfield area.  There should be a grade separation instead of just closing this 
road.  Cutting costs seems to be the only driving factor in this whole project and I am 
confident the decision will be made to close this road instead of any alternative. 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Washburn 
StreetAddress = 9335 E Spruce Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = washburndj@bluemarble.net 
Comments = We purchased land and built our house in Clifty Hills, Lot 65A&B.  We loved 
the peaceful quiet surroundings and all of the wildlife that we could watch and enjoy.  
I69 will damage the beautiful view that we have, the quiet surroundings and the beauty of 
nature.  I69 will decrease our property value some unknown amount.  Are there damages for 
property value decreases I69 causes? 
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Daniel 
LastName = Pagliaro 
StreetAddress = 803 3rd St 
Address =  
City = Wheatland 
State = CA 
ZipCode = 95692 
Email = w1vxa@netzero.net 
Comments = Most of my family lives in Fort Wayne, and they routinely travel to Memphis to 
visit relatives there.  Currently they follow I-69 down to Indianapolis, where they have 
to choose between Interstate routes that take them on a longer, more indirect route, or 
over narrow, winding country roads that weren't designed to handle the traffic they carry 
today. Either way, finishing I-69 between Indy and Evansville will shave several hours 
off the journey between Fort Wayne and Memphis, and this section in particular I believe 
will provide a key missing link in that effort.  I applaud all the efforts made over the 
past several years to make this highway become a reality.  
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October 9, 2010 
Mr Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS comments (Low Cost Design Standards) 
 
Mr Fisk: 
 
The comments in this letter will be focused on the proposed Tier 2 Low Cost Design 
Standards as discussed in the Appendix GG of the I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS.  Some of 
the proposals likely can be adopted to reduce initial build costs and environmental 
impacts, but others seem to compromise the integrity of the design such that safety, 
performance, and long-term user costs would increase beyond what the initial savings 
would justify.  It is also troubling that for a 21st-century project, that some of the design 
standards appear to be a step backwards from Indiana highways constructed 50 years ago.  
These Low Cost Design standards, which often are at or below InDOT’s current 
minimum standards, also seem inconsistent with the “corridor characterization” for 
Statewide Mobility Corridors to be “Upper level design standards” per InDOT’s 2000-
2025 Long Range Plan (2001). 
 
As a Professional Engineer, I often assume design standards are the way they are for a 
reason and striving for designs that just meet those standards should not a goal, and really 
means you are just barely above unacceptable.  I understand that designs are a collection 
of tradeoffs and some will need to be at minimum standards, but from Appendix GG, it 
appears the design philosophy for I-69 is to maximize the number of designs criteria to 
just meet the minimum standards.  I suspect at some point, the compromises made to 
build I-69 become a design that will make no one proud. 
 
Comments: 
 

1) Critical Length of Grade – I submitted comments on this standard under a 
separate letter due to the level of analysis required and the issues involved. 

 
2) Rock Cut Slope Treatment – It would seem reasonable in areas where the rock 

is stable that benching is a reasonable option.  This has been done successfully 
along other highways in Indiana (SR 37 south of Bloomington, I-64 in Crawford 
County, etc).  I would suggest that where benching is utilized, that the clear zone 
remain at 35 feet rather than reduced to 30 feet to allow a greater fall zone for 
rock spalling that will occur. 

 
3) Guardrail Embankment Height and Grading Behind Guardrail – From the 

narrative in Appendix GG, it appears a Benefit-to-Cost analysis was performed to 
determine that 24 feet was the breakeven point.  Since the analysis information 
was not provided, it is not possible to review the analysis, but I suspect the 
accident cost values were the same that were used in the Critical Length of Grade 
analysis rather than the higher cost values used in Table 5.5-4 (page 5-170).  If 
this is the case, then the height might be less than 24 feet and this criteria needs to 
be reviewed and revised. 
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4) Interchange Ramps – The reduced ramp spacing seems appropriate to reduce the 

environmental footprint of the potential interchanges at SR 45 and SR 54.   
 

I am not convinced that reducing the exit ramp radius to require 30 mph design 
speeds is appropriate where the freeway design speed is 70 mph.  I do not see 
where “low traffic volumes” is a justification for such a design standard 
reduction.   In the Indianapolis area there are daily over-turned semi-trucks on 
low-speed/tight radius ramps and I’m sure there are lots of light-vehicle accidents 
witnessed by the guardrail damage and tire tracks leaving ramps.  Why would 
InDOT want to repeat existing designs that are problematic on a clean-sheet 
design where there are no real space constraints for exit ramps on a high-speed 
freeway?  

 
5) State and Local Road Design Criteria:  3R or 4R – It seems reasonable to 

reconstruct existing roads impacted by I-69 to the 3R standard as long as it 
matches or exceeds the existing road being reconstructed. 

 
6) 60 foot Median Width – There was not any discussion in Appendix GG or 

elsewhere on the safety implications of reducing the media from 84 feet to 60 
feet, but the 2009 NCHRP Report 633 (Impact of Shoulder Width and Median 
Width on Safety) Table 19 indicates a 28% increase in multi-vehicle accidents can 
be expected with the narrower median. There was a comment made in Appendix 
GG that a 48-foot median with a cable-barrier system was considered but 
discarded (I can only assume due to cost).  I find it puzzling that InDOT is 
retrofitting so many of their existing freeways with cable-barriers but I-69 is not 
being designed to include them upfront.  I guess that is just another example 
where corners are being cut at the expense of safety.  Cable barriers obviously 
saves lives, else InDOT would not be installing them elsewhere.  Again, I would 
inquire what accident costs were used in the Benefit-to-Cost analyses (those used 
in the Critical Length of Grade calculations or those provided in Table 5.5-4.)  
This might need to be revisited. 

 
7) Inside Shoulder Width – There was not any discussion in Appendix GG on the 

safety implications to justify the reduction of the inside shoulder from 6 feet down 
to 4 feet.  The NCHRP Report 633 indicates, as would be intuitive, that wider 
shoulders are better by allowing vehicles to correct themselves before dropping 
off the pavement.  That report does not breakdown Accident Modification Factors 
(AMF) specifically for inside shoulders separately from outside shoulders for 
divided highways so it is not clear if the 27% decrease in safety suggested by 
Table 19 in that report is applicable.  It is puzzling why InDOT originally selected 
the 6 foot shoulder width for Sections 2 and 3, but felt justified to reduce the 
shoulder to 4 feet without any discussion or justification other than it will cost 
less.  If anything, it would seem the more vertically varying Section 4 would 
benefit from wider shoulders, especially during winter travel in poor weather 
conditions. 

 
8) Maximum Grade – There was not any discussion in Appendix GG or elsewhere 

on the safety or performance reductions or user costs increases related to 
increasing the maximum grade from 3% used on Sections 2 and 3 to 4% on 
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Section 4.  For light vehicles which can maintain the speed limit, the impacts are 
likely minimal.  For heavy commercial vehicles, safety and performance can be 
compromised if the vehicle can not maintain the speed limit and fuel consumption 
is degraded the more variable the vertical profile.  These impacts are better 
described and analyzed in the Critical Length of Grade comment letter submitted 
separately. 

 
9) Clear Zone – There was not any discussion in Appendix GG or elsewhere on the 

safety implications to justify the reduction of the clear zone distance from 35 feet 
to 30 feet for the low-cost criteria for Section 4 (30 feet is the minimum value 
recommended by AASHTO for a 70 mph highway).  Obviously the reduced clear 
zone distance will allow less run off area for an erratic vehicle to recover, thus 
increase the likelihood of accidents, reducing the safety of the highway.  This is 
another example where InDOT has decided the minimum standard appears to be 
good enough for Indiana highway users. 

 
10) Pavement Type – There was not any discussion in Appendix GG or elsewhere on 

the justification or environmental impacts of selecting asphalt over concrete for 
the low-cost criteria for Sections 2 through 4, yet there are numerous factors to 
consider which should have been included in the DEIS.  The selection of one 
pavement over the other should be much more than allowing both in the bidding 
process and letting the cheapest bidder determine the material.  The DEIS really 
needs to thoroughly evaluate the entire life-cycle of both concrete and asphalt 
which have completely different life durations, initial environmental impacts, in-
service performance, maintenance, and end-of-life recyclability.  Researching and 
analyzing all of these factors are also complicated in the fact that most of the 
published research has been funded by the trade associations of the asphalt or 
concrete industries.  The most I can offer in this letter is a layman’s view of some 
of the issues I see as needing to be addressed in more detail in the FEIS prior to 
selecting the pavement type. 

 
a) Life Duration – The life of the pavement is dependent upon many factors 

including initial thickness and quality of construction, in-service maintenance, 
vehicle volume and mix, winter salt and chemical use, and weather.  In 
generalities, from various literature, concrete appears to have about twice the 
durability of asphalt.  A major issue for future maintenance of Indiana’s 
infrastructure. 

 
b) Initial Environmental Impact – The primary concern with asphalt is that the 

“glue” of the mixture is composed of Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
(PAH).  While the material post-construction appears to be relatively stable, 
during the construction process, there are many hydrocarbon emissions that 
can impact air and water quality.  Of particular concern would be initial run-
off and leachates in karst areas where concentrations of hydrocarbons could 
be flushed sub-surface, impacting subterranean fauna.  While literature would 
indicate that PAH loading is just a fraction of a percent, that quantities could 
still be substantial since approximately 8 million gallons of asphalt will be 
used to construct Section 4 of I-69 (assume 5% asphalt and 95% aggregate).  
To put this in the simplest of terms, who hasn’t seen the oily sheen on a 
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freshly paved parking lot after a summer rain?  That “sheen” has to go 
somewhat in a rain event. 

 
c) Light reflection – There are significant differences in night-time light 

reflection of asphalt pavement compared to concrete.  This is particularly 
significant for rural freeways where only vehicular lighting is present.  While 
asphalt lightens with age, its reflective properties generally never reach that of 
concrete.  Thus asphalt can have safety issues related to seeing night-time 
road hazards and wildlife. 

 
d) In-service performance – Perhaps the most significant impact of asphalt 

pavement compared to concrete is its increased rolling resistance, which 
results in decreased fuel economy and increased CO2 emissions.  Depending 
upon the reference, the rolling resistance of asphalt can be anywhere from 8 to 
20% greater than concrete.  While this will have little impact on light vehicles 
(wind resistance is the primary contributor to fuel economy at highway 
speeds), rolling resistance is critical to commercial vehicles.  Scaling Table 2 
from Zaniewski (Effect of Pavement Surface Type on Fuel Consumption) for 
Section 4’s length and daily flow, it would be predicted that an asphalt-
constructed Section 4 of I-69 would consume an additional 2.2 million gallons 
of fuel/year and produce another 25,000 tons of CO2, compared to concrete.   
Performing a 20-year Benefit-to-Cost analysis, concrete would have a $108 
million advantage in 2010 dollars.  Over the same 20 years, concrete 
pavement would result in 500,000 tons of CO2 being released.  

 
In conclusion, there are many aspects of the Section 4 Low Cost Criteria that have not 
been properly analyzed in the DEIS.  These decisions need to be discussed, addressed, 
and justified if they are going to utilized in the final design.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Keith Dunlap PE 
32 Troon Ct 
Greenwood IN 46143 
317.882.5420  
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Victor Oolitic Stone Company 
LastName =  
StreetAddress = 7850 S Victor Pike 
Address = PO Box 668 
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47402 
Email = joshwagner@volimestone.com 
Comments = Victor Oolitic Stone Company is pleased to see the intersection of SR 37 and 
Victor Pike will be largely unchanged. This is a vital access route for our business.  
 
We have concern about blasting during and after construction of the roadway. During 
construction extra precaution must be given to the blasting specifications so as not to 
damage the Salem Limestone formation. Heavy blasting may cause extraordinary damage to 
the stone deposit our business depends on. In addition, after construction we may conduct 
blasting operations adjacent to the roadway which may or may not put the roadway in the 
blast zone. This must be considered for public safety.  
 
I-69 will be heavily used from Bloomington to the North by our customers and will be a 
welcome addition.  
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Steven 
LastName = Emery 
StreetAddress = 3795 Robin Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = semery@lawbr.com 
Comments = I am an avid cyclist.  I would like to see as many crossing points preserved 
over the proposed new terrain I-69 as possible.  These could be accomplished through 
bike/ped tunnels or overpasses that would be much less expensive than full fledged road 
crossings.  I also understand that a bike/ped path coule be built along this entire 
stretch of the new highway thereby connecting roads and providing a great community 
amenity. I would point out that there are already two abandoned railroad grades that run 
beneath SR 37 just south of the proposed connection point of I69 with SR37.  What a great 
opportunity to utilize that existing infrastructure and connect it to a bike/ped path 
running all the way along I69 to Green Co. and Crane.  
I also very much support construction of the highway, especially the upgrade of SR 37 to 
interstate standards from Bloomington to Indianapolis and I fervently hope that portion 
of the project is not scuttled once the new terrain sectio is complete. 
 
Thank you. 
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = dorothy kay 
LastName = wilson 
StreetAddress = 6502 cane ridge ct 
Address =  
City = indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46268 
Email = kdwilson57@juno.com 
Comments = not sure I'm in the right section, BUT I write to add my name to those 
property owners and service personnel, to strongly request that the Dry Branch Road 
connections to Rte. 58 and to Koleen Rd be left open.  It seems penny wise and pound 
foolish to close the access to Koleen rd, both for property owners, as I am one, and for 
schools and emergency personnel.  So, PLEASE LEAVE OPEN THE ACCESS BETWEEN KOLEEN RD. AND 
DRY BRANCH ROAD IN GREENE COUNTY. 
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Emily 
LastName = Gercke 
StreetAddress = 612 E. 14th Street 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = emily.gercke@gmail.com 
Comments = I would like to add my voice to the chorus of cyclists that would like to see 
bicycle friendly additions to the I-69 corridor, especially near urban areas such as 
Evansville, Bloomington, and Indianapolis. Safe ways to cross I-69 (frequent over or 
underpasses with bike lanes) and especially a bike corridor parallel to I-69 would be 
preferable.  This is more than just a way to appease local bike riders- it is a way to 
attract more cyclists to the area with continued access to all areas as well as a matter 
of safety- people will continue riding no matter what and it is the states' duty to help 
bicyclists in the safest manner possible.   
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName =  
LastName =  
StreetAddress =  
Address =  
City =  
State = IN 
ZipCode =  
Email =  
Comments = Crane was put in a remote area for a reason.  I think this will put my life my 
families lives at danger for all the terrorist acts that could possibly happen.  it has 
made Crane a Target... 
verifyCaptcha = E7PB2D 

Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2010 9:44 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  

    

Page 1 of 1I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4

10/21/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2f...





August 20, 2010 
Mr Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS comments (Critical Length of Grade) 
 
Mr Fisk: 
 
As an engineer who works in the commercial transportation industry, where productivity, 
costs, and safety are paramount, I was quite interested in the Appendix GG, Low Cost 
Design Memorandum.  While there are certainly design criteria that can be implemented 
to save construction costs, reduce the project’s environmental footprint, and have little 
long-term impact to the user’s safety and operational costs, the proposal to change the 
Critical Length of Grade (from 10 mph to 20 mph allowed speed reduction of heavy 
vehicles) immediately put up a red flag for me.  And as I read the details and studied the 
justifications provided in the deviation request, it became apparent that the analysis of 
this criterion was incomplete and unsophisticated, some of the assumptions appeared 
flawed, and the approach taken to accept a significant increase in the number of deaths 
and injuries to save upfront costs using a simple benefit-to-cost analysis without looking 
at the absolute numbers was frankly rather morbid.  With one of the supposed goals for 
the I-69 project being to improve overall safety, it seems completely inconsistent to 
accept design changes that would drastically compromise this goal.  I would also suggest 
that if you utilized this same justification approach of safety benefits verses cost for the 
entire $533-798 million Section 4 project, one would have to conclude the highway 
should not be built. 
 
In addition to compromising the goal of improved safety by increasing the Critical 
Length of Grade, other goals and performance measures in Table 2-4 potentially are 
impacted including efficient transportation of goods that impact economic development 
and even the stated goal of “Development of a freeway which meets current design 
standards”.  Somehow, having to formally request for a design deviation from current 
minimum standards would clearly indicate that InDOT is not serious about meeting their 
own goals for the project.   
 
As I understand it, venturing below the current AASHTO “Green Book” standards can 
expose the State to tort liabilities should an accident occur as a result of the below 
standard design (FHWA’s Flexibility in Highway Design, Chapter 2).  This is particularly 
true if the original justification for the deviation was flawed.  
 
The following is my analysis and comments on information presented in the October 1, 
2009 Office Memorandum from Gary Fisk to the I-69 Tier 2 PMC.  I do not design 
highways for a living, so some of the approaches and assumption may be common in the 
industry even if they do not seem obvious to me, but I am familiar with the physics and 
dynamics of vehicles and characteristics of human drivers so hopefully my insight and 
alternative analyses will be useful. 
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Comments: 
 

1) The Benefit-to-Cost Ratio Analysis (B/C) spreadsheet calculations attached in 
Appendix GG were based on a 20-year return (I see nothing magical about the 
year 2030).  However, the design changes being considered will impact users for 
the next 50-100 years, as it is not likely that the highway vertical profiles will ever 
be changed during the lifetime of the highway.  So for the first example at grade 
368+00 to 410+00 SB, rather than evaluating the 0.44 B/C value* at 20 years, one 
should look at 0.84 at 50 years or 1.16 at 100 years.  Basically, if the highway is 
to be in service for more than 70 years (B/C=1.0), which it very likely the case, 
the decision to accept the sub-standard design change is not justifiable.  Looking 
at this in absolute values, during the first 50 years of service, this one 0.8 mile 
section of the interstate, if designed to the deviated standards will statistically 
result in an additional 4 deaths, 73 injuries, and 303 property damage accidents 
compared to the highway constructed to industry standards.  I’m sure the families 
of these 4 victims (and all the other victims who died on the other sub-standard 
grades proposed in Section 4) will be understanding that InDOT calculated their 
“costs” and decided it was cheaper to build an inferior highway after using a one 
page spreadsheet to justify their decision. 

 
2) There seems to be a huge difference in the “costs per accident” values used in the 

deviation calculations verses those quoted in the DEIS.  In Table 5.5-4 (page 5-
170), the cost of a fatal crash is $4,720,000, for an injury the cost is $103,000, and 
for a property damage accident it is $5,400.  In the deviation calculation, the 
combined value of fatalities and injuries was $75,000 and $6500 for property 
accidents.  Since the values in DEIS seem more current (and more realistic), I 
think those are the ones that should have been used.   Recalculating the InDOT 
spreadsheet for the first example, the breakeven point is only 12 years and the 
B/C value at 20 years was 1.61, and 3.11 for 50 years.  This change alone would 
indicate the deviation should not be accepted. 

 
3) According to the Critical Length of Grade discussion in Appendix GG, “InDOT 

B/C analysis methodology calculates a user benefit based upon savings from 
reduced accidents as one of the main factors.”  My comment would be that 
ignoring the other major user costs as discussed on page 5-169 in the DEIS (e.g., 
cost of additional used fuel, extended commercial driver costs) in the B/C analysis 
is biased and these costs should be included.  If the design is changed to create 
longer grades where a commercial vehicle is running at a slower average speed 
over the same horizontal length, there are direct costs associated with the design.  
For the 0.8 mile grade used in the first example, and assuming a 5 mph average 
delta reduction over the length of the grade, a driver wage of $15/hr, a fuel costs 
of $3/gal, a WOT fuel usage of 22 grams/sec, and 2671 trucks per day, I 
calculated an additional “user cost” of $105,300/year for the 20 mph design 
compared to the standard 10 mph design.  Including these costs in the B/C 
analysis, the breakeven point is now only 9 years, the B/C value at 20 years would 
be 2.17 and the B/C value at 50 years would be 4.18.  To look at absolute 

                                                 
* Note, in this context, a B/C value of less than 1.0 would indicate the “costs” of the projected deaths, 
injuries, and accidents occurring on the sub-standard highway does not exceed the cost to construct the 
highway to industry standards, so the sub-standard highway is “acceptable”.  A B/C value greater than 1.0 
would suggest the sub-standard (low-cost) design should be rejected. 
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numbers, over the first 50 years on just this one 0.8 mile grade, an additional 2.5 
million gallons of fuel would be consumed, 28,000 tons of additional CO2 
emitted, and 101,000 man-hours lost if the sub-standard design is constructed.  
There would also be greater user costs for light vehicles having to navigate more 
aggressive vertical road profiles resulting in decreased fuel economy, but those 
are not easily quantified using the simplistic approach employed here. 

 
4) In addition to the tangible users costs of safety and those discussed in the above 

paragraph, there are also many less tangible user “costs” that may be hard to 
calculate, yet should be discussed (and should have at least been mentioned in the 
Low Cost Design Standards document).  These “costs” include increased 
emissions (directly proportional to additional fuel burned), increased noise (trucks 
operating at WOT conditions for a greater period of time over the same horizontal 
distance), increased insurance related to higher county accident rates, and 
increased light vehicle driver annoyance of having to pass slow-moving trucks.  
While the grade discussion is focused on the longer/steeper uphill grades, since 
the alignments are not being bifurcated, the sub-standard design would also have 
matching longer/steeper downhill grades which would encourage truck to over 
speed (another safety issue), increase service brake usage (resulting in greater 
maintenance costs), increase exhaust brake (Jake brake) usage (significantly 
increases noise), and proportionally increased diesel emissions (current 
technologies work best under steady state conditions and more aggressive vertical 
highway profiles cause variations/cycling in fueling rates that decrease the overall 
effectiveness in emission treatment). 

 
5) On sheet 2 of 3 of the Level 2 Deviation for Critical Length of Grade (dated 

9/17/2009 calculated by “CMG”) it appears the F10, I10, and PDO10 calculations 
are incorrect.  These would appear to be the baseline F0, I0, and PDO0, if I am 
following the calculations.  I believe the proper F10, I10, and PDO10 should be 3.66 
times the given values.  This would also increase the F20, I20, and PDO20 values by 
the same 3.66 value.  Thus for the first example, the F20 value should be 0.235/yr, 
the I20 value should be 4.063/yr and the PDO20 value should be 16.957/year. 
Using these values in InDOT’s B/C analysis worksheet using the 5.5-4 costs, the 
breakeven point would be less than 3 years with a B/C value of 5.98 at 20 years 
and a B/C value of 11.55 at 50 years.  If one assume other major costs are 
included as was done in comment 3) above, the breakeven point would still be 
less than 3 years with a B/C value of 6.537 at 20 years and a B/C value of 13.98 at 
50 years.  

 
6) While the design standard for the highway is 70 mph, the speed limits for trucks 

in Indiana is currently 65 mph (this was acknowledged in the discussion, but 
ignored in the analysis).  Thus, a design that uses a critical length of grade based 
upon a 10 mph reduction is creating a situation where the truck is actually slowed 
to 55 mph while the light vehicle traffic remains at 70* mph, resulting in a delta 
speed of 15 mph.  Likewise, a design that uses a critical length of grade based 
upon on a 20 mph reduction could slow a truck to 45 mph resulting in a 25 mph 

                                                 
* InDOT’s Corridor Travel Demand Model would indicate that the actual free-flow speed estimate would 
be 73.3 mph for a full access-controlled multilane highway posted 70 mph.  This estimated speed might 
even be conservative for light vehicles if the 73.3 mph average is an aggregate of all vehicles with heavy 
vehicles constrained by the 65 mph posted speed limit. 



Dunlap: I-69 Section 4 Low Cost Design Standards Comments, page 4 

delta.  Using the same InDOT methodology, for the first example, the F20 value 
would increase to 0.401/yr, the I20 value would increase to 6.933/yr and the 
PDO20 value would increase to 28.934/year (note, I had to extrapolate the 
AASHTO Exhibit 3-58 involvement rate chart at 25 mph since they do not 
provide data at that extreme – this should be another red flag that this is an 
unacceptably dangerous operating condition).  The Crash Reduction Factor for the 
first example (25 mph to 15 mph delta) would also decrease to 0.67.  Using these 
numbers in the B/C analysis worksheet assuming the 5.5-4 costs would result in a 
breakeven point of less than 2 years with a B/C value of 9.00 at 20 years and a 
B/C value of 17.38 at 50 years.  If one assume other major costs as was done in 
item 3) above, the breakeven point would still be less than 2 years with a B/C 
value of 9.55 at 20 years and a B/C value of 18.45 at 50 years.  If you would 
prefer to put this in terms of absolute safety for this one 0.8 mile stretch of 
highway, selecting the sub-standard design over 50 years would statistically result 
in an additional 23 deaths, 401 injuries, and 1672 accidents. 

 
7) To be constructive, if I had been tasked to perform this analysis, I would have 

employed a more sophisticated system-level approach that would not look at 
individual segments of the highway as was done in Appendix GG, but rather 
determine an aggregate safety value and user performance costs over the entire 
Section 4 segment for the standard and “low-cost” designs.  This approach would 
much better represent the true tradeoffs of the two designs and provide 
comparative absolute numbers that could then be balanced with the increased cost 
of construction.  Since the two vertical profiles are known (Appendices R1 and 
R2), commercial vehicle performance simulations* could be conducted assuming 
a representative vehicle (or array of typical vehicles) in both directions on both 
designs to obtain overall fuel consumption, total travel time, and composite safety 
values.  For each profile, the composite safety value would be computed summing 
localized values calculated for small finite increments (say ten-foot lengths or 
whatever fidelity the vertical profiles are described).  Using crash involvement 
rates, traffic volumes, and InDOT’s death, injury, and accident values the total 
section cost of decreased “safety” could be calculated for each design.  
Combining these with fuel use and wage costs would give total user costs for the 
two profiles.  The differences in total user costs over the life of the highway could 
then be compared to the initial cost of the two designs.  The comparison could 
also be extended further by using the same simulation software to predict the fuel 
usage of representative light-duty vehicles on the two profiles, then including 
those user costs in the comparison. 

 
8) In the deviation to accept the sub-standard Critical Length of Grade, there was a 

brief discussion on the consideration to add truck-climbing lanes on the 
steeper/longer grades as InDOT’s highway standards (IDM) recommends.  This 
apparently was dismissed as unnecessary, justifying the decision that the highway 
will have “sufficient capacity so that slow moving vehicles does not impede the 
following vehicles that can readily move left to the adjacent lane without 
difficultly.”   It would seem InDOT engineers have never traveled I-70 or I-64 in 
areas where there are long grades and commercial trucks.  You essentially force 
all the light vehicles into the left hand lane all the time and heaven forbid if you 

                                                 
* If InDOT does not have such simulation software, it is readily available.  One such simulation package is 
PSAT from the Department of Energy’s Argonne National Laboratory. 
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have one semi-truck trying to pass a second (slower) truck on a grade where you 
then back up and compress traffic in both lanes, a prime ingredient in chain-
reaction pile ups.  This is not a condition one would expect for a 21st century 
designed highway.  I think it is also curious that Indiana highways designed 40 
years ago (e.g., SR 37 between Bloomington and Martinsville) included numerous 
truck-climbing lanes, yet I assume when Section 5 of I-69 is reconstructed, these 
lanes will be deemed as unnecessary.  This just doesn’t seem logical. 

 
So forgive me when I have to disagree with your statement that your deviation request 
was made after “…careful consideration of impact to safety, mobility, and project costs”.   
 
From the above re-analyses with the Benefit-to-Cost ratios greatly 
exceeding 1.0, it would only seem appropriate that InDOT immediately 
withdraw their original request dated October 28, 2009 for the level 2 
deviation based upon the flawed/inconsistent assumptions and simplistic 
methodology used to justify the stated recommendation for such a 
significant design change.   
 
In closing, as a Professional Engineer, regardless of the methodology that could have 
been used, I find it very troublesome that the agency that is responsible for designing and 
constructing safe highways in Indiana would pursue major designs changes that 
intuitively should be discarded (without the need for B/C calculations) when it is clear the 
change could significantly decrease the safety of the design.  If InDOT can’t afford to 
construct highways that meet national and your own design standards and provide 
acceptable safety to the users, perhaps InDOT need to rethink their priorities and 
construct fewer highways to stay within their budgets.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Keith Dunlap PE 
32 Troon Ct 
Greenwood IN 46143 
317.882.5420  



October 22, 2010 
Mr Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS general comments  
 
Mr Fisk: 
 
This comment letter will be focused on the general comments I noted in reading the I-69 
Section 4 DEIS rather than “theme” topics I covered in my other three comment letters.  
This letter is organized to follow the DEIS “front to back”. 
 
Section 2.2.2 State Legislation and Policies (page 2-4):  I-69 freeway is considered a 
Statewide Mobility Corridor that is “characterized” as having “Upper level design 
standards”, yet there seems to be numerous examples, especially in the consideration of 
the “low-cost criteria” design where minimum or below minimum standards are 
promoted.  This can only compromise safety and long-term maintenance costs.  This 
compromise of standards also seems to conflict with several of the stated goals under the 
“Purpose and Need” Section (2.1.1). 
 
Section 2.3.5 Local Economic Development (page 2-13):  There seemed to be a major 
refocus on Goals from Tier 1 to Tier 2.  In Tier 1, there was great emphasis on economic 
development (Goals 5, 6, and 7) as being a key justification for this project.  Now in Tier 
2, there seems to be little if any evidence that I-69 will produce local economic benefit 
and there are numerous examples of losses (e.g., lowered agricultural and timber 
production due to right-of-way and mitigation, higher user costs).  Is it at InDOT’s 
discretion to ignore stated goals or make them “non-core”? 
 
Section 3.2.2.2 Resource Agency Coordination (page 3-13):  Related to Alternative 
Screening, there seems to be acknowledgement that InDOT had numerous 
communications and correspondence with USFWS on the proposed Greene/Monroe 
County Line interchange (also reference Appendix C), yet InDOT seems to completely 
ignore USFWS’s position that this interchange is not preferred and has environmental 
issues.  What good does it do to demonstrate that InDOT coordinated with the agencies, 
if it then completely ignores the agency’s input during the “screening” process?  Just 
because USFWS does not have the authority to block InDOT’s in this situation, should 
not mean InDOT is free to do want they want.   
 
Section 3.2.2.3 Preliminary Alternatives (page 3-20):  I submitted a separate comment 
letter dealing with Interchange Options, so I will not repeat those comments here, but did 
want to reiterate the slant InDOT seem to place on USFWS’s position on the 
Greene/Monroe County Line interchange.  In numerous places in the DEIS, InDOT 
attributed the USFWS’s directive that only one interchange could be constructed between 
SR 45 and SR 37, which is true, but in all cases, InDOT seems to use this as an excuse to 
eliminate the SR 54 interchange options.  By comparison, InDOT minimized (and by 
omission mis-represented) USFWS’s position on the County Line interchange that was 
clearly a concern in the agency’s correspondences. 
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Section 3.3.1.3 Safety (page 3-28): Table 3-10 is somewhat confusing and the right-most 
column (Total Freeway Plus Non-Freeway crashes) is mis-leading.  While the total 
number of crashes decrease (36 to 56) for the various interchange options compared to 
the non-build scenario, the severity of crashes increased.  If you apply the dollar amounts 
defined in Table 5.5-4 (page 5-170). The “build” alternatives show a net increase in crash 
costs from $6.1 million to $7.4 million, primarily attributed to the 3 extra fatalities 
predicted.  I also find it confusing that the “build” alternatives are proclaimed to be safer 
even though the highway results in 392,000,000 additional miles to be driven in the five-
county region.  While this is attributed to the highway attracting drivers from outside the 
five-county region, it would have been better to have include information that shows the 
total increase or decrease in crashes and driven miles in the area of influence (e.g., the 
26-county southwest region).  The provided information can not be used to make any 
conclusions. 
 
Section 3.4.2.5 Resource Agency and Public Input (page 3-61):  The DEIS again 
repeated the “if the County Line interchange is build, the SR 54 interchange would not 
be” quote attributed to USFWS, but not the Services preference against the County Line 
interchange.  The DEIS did indicate that the EPA and DNR expressed concerns with that 
interchange, but that apparently was not sufficient to keep InDOT from recommending it 
for the FEIS/ROD. 
 
Section 5.1.1.2 Calculations of Environmental Impacts in Tier 1 (page 5-4):  It is 
rather ironic that one of criteria listed in the Tier 1 interchange selection methodology 
was “The presence of sensitive resources (such as karst) and thus the desire to minimize 
potential indirect impacts in those areas”, yet under Tier 2, InDOT added an interchange 
that clearly violated this criteria, increasing both direct and indirect impact on karst and 
other resources.  
 
Section 5.1.2 Overview of Tier 2 Methodology (page 5-7):  Related to the low-cost 
design criteria, if the calculations and analysis of the Length of Critical Grade criteria is 
representative and an indication of the “careful consideration” and “full-examination” 
conducted by INDOT, I would have to disagree with those characterizations (see my 
comments in a separate comment letter on that topic).  Frankly I am suspect of any cost 
analysis InDOT presents in justifying their decisions. 
 
Section 5.1.2 Overview of Tier 2 Methodology (page 5-9):  Related to Access Roads, 
why were the benefit-to-cost calculations for the various access roads not included in the 
DEIS where those calculations could be reviewed and commented on rather than 
performed in the “post-Tier 2 design” where there will be little oversight and no 
opportunity for additional feedback. 
 
Section 5.3 Land Use and Zoning (page 5-67):  The last paragraph on this page 
suggests there is more discussion to follow on interchanges and how they would 
stimulate and enhance growth patterns, yet I could not find that discussion. 
 
Section 5.3.3.2 Indirect Impacts (page 5-70):  The DEIS states there will be 54 acres of 
forest lands indirectly impacted/converted as a result of I-69, yet it appears that InDOT is 
not mitigating any of these acres.  It would seem these indirect impacted acres should 
result in an additional 162 acres being reforested/protected. 
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Section 5.3.3.2 Indirect Impacts (page 5-72):  It is stated that I-69 will prohibit/control 
access to the intersecting roadways at interchanges for a minimum of 1200 feet to 
discourage development, yet this does not appear to the be case for the proposed County 
Line interchange if one assumes the connector road is considered part of the interchange.  
Since this is only one of two proposed interchanges for Section 4, I think it’s mis-leading 
to claim this generality. 
 
Section 5.3.3.2 Indirect Impacts (page 5-72):  I think it is inappropriate for InDOT to 
be claiming indirect development control by land use planning on the “anticipated” 
Greene County Comprehensive Plan.  This plan may or may not become reality and the 
DEIS should not bank on this as part of their strategy to control indirect impact. 
 
Section 5.3.4.1 Interchange Access (page 5-73):  The statement, “…recommended that 
the interchange at SR 54 be discarded due to… environmental resource agency input.” is 
again mis-leading as it suggests these agencies recommended this interchange be 
discarded.  Rather the agencies only indicated that if the County Line interchange is 
build, which they are not in favor of, then the SR 54 interchange should not be built.  
 
Section 5.3.4.1 Interchange Access (page 5-73):  The statement, “The discarding of a 
possible interchange at SR 54 is not expected to significantly impact local travel patterns 
and public Road connectivity.”  According to Table 3-22, over 1800 vehicles per day 
would utilize this interchange if it existed.  That appears to be significant for those who 
live in southeastern, Greene, southwestern Monroe, and northwestern Lawrence counties.  
If they were going to Evansville, it would be a great inconvenience to access I-69 via 
SR45 or the County Line interchanges.  If they are going to Bloomington, then traveling 
to on SR 45 to the County Line interchange is not overly inconvenient, but once they get 
to that interchange, they might as well continue on SR 45.  So eliminating the SR 54 
interchange is significant for those residents who would use it and otherwise I-69 is no 
benefit at all to them. 
 
Section 5.3.4.1 Interchange Access (page 5-75): The Statement, “Detailed traffic 
engineering, and environmental studies, including consultation with the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service, were performed.”  The phrasing of this statement again implies the 
USFWS is supportive and in agreement with the County Line interchange which is not 
the case and is mis-representative of their position. 
 
Section 5.2.4.2 Travel Patterns and Local Public Road Connectivity (page 5-76):  It 
is again unclear to me why decisions of road closures or the construction of grade 
separations is being postponed to the post-Tier 2 design effort.  These are critical 
decisions that will impact thousands of residents and would seem these decisions that 
should be properly documented and defined in the DEIS.  How else would the overall 
impact be measured? 
 
Section 5.3.7 Summary (page 5-95):  I think the statement, “An example of this would 
be improved access from the Eastern Greene Counties Schools and communities of 
Cincinnati and Hobbieville to the new Monroe Hospital.  Depending on the time of day 
and weather conditions, the reduction in travel times between these destinations could be 
significant.” is mis-leading.  For an emergency vehicle, where traffic and signals are less 
of an issue, my analysis would indicate that the travel times would be nearly identical for 
the two scenarios due to the longer travel distance required via I-69 compared to SR 45. 
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Section 5.4-2 Annual Crop Production Loss (page 5-154):  While the revenue loss 
caused by I-69 from crop loss is small in aggregate ($81,000 to $127,000 per year), for 
those farmers who are losing their cropland, it could significantly impact their livelihood.  
It is ironic that for a project that was originally promoted as being needed for economic 
development, most of the economic impacts discussed in DEIS appear to be negative. 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-164):  Related to Loss of Timber 
Income, the DEIS incorrectly states that 872 to 1,168 direct acres, plus 54 indirect acres 
will be lost to production.  Since the forest mitigation properties will be restricted from 
being harvested, the total local forest area lost to timber production could be as high as 
4726 acres.  While on a state-wide basis, this may still be “insignificant”, it is a loss of 
revenue in the two-county area and a potential impact to local mills and professional 
foresters who depend upon timbering for their livelihoods.  The dollar amount impact of 
removing the total number of acres from the timber base needs to be better defined to 
properly assess the economic loss as part of the FEIS. 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-170):  Table 5.5-3 indicates the User 
Costs for the five county region will increase if I-69 is built, but it was explained that this 
was the result of diverted traffic from outside this region.  It therefore seems that the 
analysis performed and presented in this DEIS is inadequate to clearly determine the 
impact of user’s costs and a better analysis is needed to fulfill the NEPA requirements on 
this critical area. 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-170): It seems the narrative related to 
annual crash costs, “Overall costs within the five-county area are forecasted to increase 
slightly under the Build Alternatives.” Is in conflict with Table 5.5-4, which shows a 
decrease.  Which is correct? 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-170):  Table 5.5-4 seems to conflict 
with Table 3-10.  Perhaps these are apple and oranges statistics, but Table 3-10 would 
suggest the number of fatalities increase while Table 5.5-4 would suggest they stay the 
same.  Since safety is a core goal of I-69, the benefit of building I-69 needs to be clearly 
understood.  Likewise, could the money invested in I-69 be spent much better on 
improving other transportation projects that would have a much greater improvement in 
safety? 
 
Section 5.5.3.5 Local Property Values (page 5-175):  I do not agree with the statement 
that, “Near term corridor property values will be unchanged, for the most part, after the 
project is built.”  I see two additional circumstances not discussed in this section.  First, 
residences located very near the interstate will be devalued by residual noise and visual 
impacts.  People live in rural areas to get away from “city” noises.  Buyers will be less 
likely to buy a property that is near the highway for that reason, therefore the property 
values will be depressed for those homes.  Likewise, for residences that are located on 
county roads that are closed due to the construction of I-69, their properties are less 
assessable (e.g., longer drive times to work, stores, schools) and therefore less desirable, 
so their market values will be depressed.  These conditions could impact hundreds of 
home/property owners along Section 4 of I-69. 
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Section 5.6.2.2 Future No-Build Condition (page 5-184):  Since the RODs for Sections 
1, 2, and 3 have been approved, the situation where the “No Build Condition” assumes 
none of the Sections are completed is not really meaningful in the analysis of Section 4.  
A much more meaningful “Future No-Build Condition” would be to assume the first 
three sections are completed, but sections 4, 5, and 6 are not.  This would allow for much 
better analyses related to if Section 4 should be completed.  From this perspective, I 
would conclude the DEIS is flawed in meeting the NEPA guidelines. 
 
Section 5.6.3.2 Access (page 5-188):  It is surprising and almost disturbing that the 
“improved” intersection of SR 445 and SR 45 would be a two-way stop sign, requiring 
traffic on SR 45 to cross the high-speed traffic of east-bound SR 445 where limited 
visibility is likely due to the grade change and west-bound traffic on the limited access 
connector road that likely will see traffic much higher than the posted 55 mph speed 
limits.  It would appear InDOT is “fixing” a troubled Y-intersection prone to lower-speed 
rear-end collisions by replacing it will one that will result in higher-speed side impacts.  I 
am very familiar with this intersection and predict the number of fatalities and injury 
accidents will increase as a result of this design decision. 
 
Section 5.6.3.3 SR 37 Interim Traffic Conditions (page 5-198):  As a user of SR 37, 
I’m not sure I can agree with the DEIS’s conclusion that with the No-Build or the Interim 
Build traffic condition on SR 37 at Vernal Pike will be acceptable in 2030 with over 
twice the predicted traffic.  Even today during peak traffic, traffic backs up at that light. 
 
Section 5.6.3.3 SR 37 Interim Traffic Conditions (page 5-198):  There are some 
numbers in Table 5.6-6 that seem unexplainable.  For the No-build condition, why would 
traffic decrease from 2007 to 2030 for the three segments north of SR 46, when the trend 
in the other sections is significant increases.  This would suggest either the values in the 
table are wrong, or the traffic simulation model is flawed.  
 
Section 5.6.3.3 SR 37 Interim Traffic Conditions (page 5-198):  The narrative in the 
paragraph above Table 5.6-6 does not seem to match the numbers in the Table. 
 
Section 5.10.3.2 Prediction of Future Noise Levels (page 5-253):  The 29,077 VPD 
value is inconsistent with the 28,080 VPD number for Option 1 listed in Table 3-22 (page 
3-58) and 29,600 VPD listed for Option 1 listed in Table 6-12 (page 6-37).  It would 
appear these should be the same VPDs, suggesting two of the analyses (and Tables) are 
incorrect. 
 
Section 5.10.3.2 Prediction of Future Noise Levels (page 5-253):  From the narrative of 
TNM, it is unclear if this model assumes constant noise emissions for the four classes of 
vehicles, or if the noise emissions power amplitudes are a function of terrain.  That is, 
buses, medium trucks, and heavy trucks would all emit significantly more noise on the 
steeper grades that are being proposed on the low-cost criteria design.  This is true 
because these vehicles are operating at full-throttle conditions longer, especially when the 
vehicles cannot maintain speeds due to the grades.  If the TNM does not take this into 
account, than the entire analysis is flawed.  Likewise, I did not see any mention of the 
noise impacts related to interchanges where vehicles are accelerating (more engine noise) 
and slowing down (service and exhaust brake noise).  Finally, I saw no mention of road 
surface impact on noise.  Various sources would suggest that noise emissions are 
different for concrete and asphalt pavements, but the DEIS does not indicate what 
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pavement was assumed and what difference there would be if one pavement was selected 
over the other.  There seems to be many questions related to the noise model predictions 
in the DEIS. 
 
Section 5.10.3.2 Prediction of Future Noise Levels (page 5-272):  For those residences 
where noise abatement is justified due to the noise level, but not feasible or cost effective 
because the abatement would exceed the $25,000 (or $30,000) cost per household, it 
would seem appropriate to compensate these households with a $25,000 (or $30,000) 
payment in exchange for a noise “release”. This payment would justly compensate the 
homeowner for property depreciation (the market value of their homes have been 
devalued due to road noise that would make the home less desirable to future buyers) and 
loss of “quite and peaceable enjoyment” of their property due to the highway noise.  
Likewise, even where abatement might be cost effective, the impacted homeowners, as a 
group, might prefer compensation payments rather than a partially effect and visually 
unpleasing noise wall. 
 
Section 5.12.3 Mitigation (page 5-300):  Observations of many construction projects 
and especially highway projects in the past has shown significant deficiencies in 
following Rule 5 erosion control requirements.  Quoting one contractor project manager 
when SR 37 south of Bedford was being upgraded, “The erosion barriers work just fine 
unless it rains, then you can’t expect them to hold back all the run-off.”  While this was 
18 years ago, I have seen many examples since then where the erosion control measures 
were completely inadequate to control any rain of significance.  It is obvious that 
contractors will not police themselves and InDOT seems to suggest the contractors are 
completely responsible for compliance and enforcement is the responsibility of IDEM. 
 
It seems InDOT has a conflict of interest in “monitoring” their contractors for erosion 
control compliance and any enforcement will just result in more expensive contract bids 
and slower completion dates.  If InDOT wants to take erosion control seriously, they 
would fund an independent monitoring service that would work with the contractors to 
assure compliance, and stipulate fines in the contracts when erosion control measures 
failed.  Similarly, other mitigation issues could be handled using the same independent 
monitoring service to assure timber cutting does not occur during non-permitted times, 
the Karst MOU is properly enacted when karst features are uncovered during 
construction, and construction spills/containments are handled correctly.   
 
Section 5.12.3 Mitigation (page 5-300):  How is “Timely revegetation after soil 
disturbance will be implemented and monitored.” handled from November to April?  
This has always been a real issue during projects that continue into the winter months. 
 
Section 5.17.3.2 Federally-Listed Species (page 5-362):  Many of the statements, 
analyses, and conclusions in the DEIS taken from the 2006 revised Biological Opinion 
issued by the USFWS related to the Indiana bat are now outdated due to the impact of 
White-nose Syndrome.  The conclusions on impacts of the Indiana bat (and perhaps other 
cave-hibernating species) in the Tier 2 BO may be significantly different.  While it is 
understood that the DEIS can only reflect the information pertaining to the highway in 
the past and present, I suggest future conclusions could be significantly different 
(although the timing of the FEIS/ROD may preclude the full impact of the critical issue 
with the Indiana bat). 
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Section 5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species (page 5-373):  The little brown bat is likely to be 
listed as a State and Federally Listed species due to its critical population decline due to 
White-nose Syndrome, although this listing will probably not occur prior to the issuance 
of the FEIS/ROD and Tier 2 Biological Opinion. 
 
Section 5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species (page 5-374):  The northern myotis bat is likely to 
be listed as a State and Federally Listed species due to its critical population decline due 
to White-nose Syndrome, although this listing will probably not occur prior to the 
issuance of the FEIS/ROD and Tier 2 Biological Opinion.  Ray’s Cave is known to host a 
large number of this species documented from harp trapping at the entrance (they 
generally are not seen during the winter bat counts as they hibernate in cracks and 
crevices). 
 
Section 5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species (page 5-375):  The bobcat’s “potential for 
occurrence” should be listed as “present” rather than “moderate” as the DNR has clearly 
documented this mammal crossing the I-69 corridor using radio tracking collars (personal 
comm., Scott Johnson).  Likewise, the primary “predator” for the bobcat appears to be the 
automobiles, so I-69 is likely to add to the potential of this species to be killed, although 
the local populations appear to be increasing, as indicated by the increasing number of 
road-kills reported (also the primary means of monitoring the status of this species). 
 
Section 5.20.3 Analysis (Forest Impacts) (page 5-519):  The determination of “core” 
forest in the DEIS seems to really miss the point and purpose of what a core forest is 
supposed to be.  Counting tiny slivers or remaining “core” forests after the right-of-way 
is subtracted makes little sense (e.g., figure 5.20-21 or 5.20-25).  There should be 
minimum remaining sizes or widths before core forest is still considered “core” as it 
relates to determining the impact of I-69. 
 
Section 5.21.3.4 Karst Impacts by Alternatives (page 5-584):  There was a conclusion 
that in the section of the corridor west of Harmony Road that, “…the density of identified 
karst features is much higher.  Sinkholes are particularly prevalent. Avoidance of karst 
features in this vicinity is not possible since features are present across the entire width of 
the corridor.”  This would lead me to believe there is therefore justification to look for a 
better alignment outside the existing corridor per the Tier 1 ROD that states, “the 
flexibility exist to consider alternatives outside of the selected corridor to avoid 
significant impacts within the selected corridor.”  A suggested alignment could be the one 
proposed by the Indiana Karst Conservancy in their comment letter that shifts the 
alignments for sub-sections 4F and 4G significantly south from the current corridor.  The 
IKC’s analysis appeared to provide significant justifications for invoking the “flexibility” 
to go outside the corridor to resolve the unavoidability of the karst within the existing 
corridor (as well as many other benefits unrelated to karst).  To not investigate 
alternatives outside of the corridor to avoid karst appears to violate the spirit of the Karst 
MOU and would also seem to be a flaw in the NEPA process. 
 
Section 5.21.3.6 Potential Impacts upon Unidentified Karst Features (page 5-592):  
This section strengthens the position made above in that in areas of high density of karst 
features, there is likely even more undetected karst feature lurking below and where 
possible, it would make more sense to shift the alignment significantly to avoid known 
areas of high density, rather than claim they are unavoidable and simple proceed. 
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Section 5.21.3.6 Potential Impacts upon Unidentified Karst Features (page 5-592):  
There are a great number of references to the Karst MOU*, but from a practical 
standpoint, this agreement, once construction starts, has very little impact on mitigating 
issues.  An example is Item 14, which gives the resource agencies only two working days 
to respond to any problem discovered.  This is clearly an insufficient period to allow the 
various agencies to visit the site, investigate the problem, consult with experts, propose 
alternatives, and get concurrence from all the parties.  Furthermore, if the karst discovery 
is significant, it is unlikely the resource agencies (at least IDNR and IDEM) would have 
the authority to actually require alignment changes or other significant modifications if it 
required major re-engineering of the project. 
 
5.21.3.8 Pollutant Loading Analysis (page 5-593):  I previously comment on erosion 
control (see page 6).  I again question who is going to provide the oversight for, “…strict 
adherence to the erosion control measures is essential.” 
 
Also, as part of pollutant loading, if the highway is constructed with asphalt pavement, 
will there be any special precautions taken to capture and collect initial run-off of PAH 
from the newly applied asphalt?  
 
5.21.4 Mitigation (page 5-595):  To reiterated the point made previously on shifting the 
alignment outside of the existing corridor, “Avoidance is the preferred strategy for 
minimizing karst resource impacts associated with highway construction and 
operation…. Therefore, careful planning of the highway alignment is the best opportunity 
to avoid and minimize impacts to karst resources.” 
 
5.21.4 Mitigation (page 5-596):  In the list of bullet points, “Low salt zone” should be 
included per the Karst MOU Item 9.  I’m not sure a “no-mowing” prohibition is required 
and may be necessary to counter-act the “no-spray” restriction.  Same comment applies 
on page 7-43. 
 
5.22.1 Introduction (Managed Lands and Natural Areas) (page 5-607):  The 
description of the penalties and withdraw procedure for Classified Forest is incomplete.  
Per IC6-1.1-6-24, the owner must repay 10 years of back taxes plus a 10% penalty, plus 
pay a $100 fee, plus a $50/acre fee (the latter two fees do not apply for CFs enrolled prior 
to 2008). 
 
5.24.4 Summary (Indirect and Cumulative Impacts) (page 5-682):  Why is direct 
forest impacts being mitigated at 3:1 but there is no such mitigation for the 54 acres of 
forest estimated to be impacted indirectly by I-69.  It would seem mitigation of 162 
additional acres would be appropriate. 
 
5.26 Short-Term Uses Versus Long-Term Productivity (page 5-691):  It would seem 
the “Chief long-term benefits of the project are defined by the project’s Purpose and 
Need, as described in Chapter 2.” is completely inadequate to quantify the short-term 
losses described in this section.  Surely InDOT can provide additional justification to 
complete this important aspect of the DEIS. 
 

                                                 
* I am very familiar with the Karst MOU as I represented one of the organizations that sued InDOT in 1992 
that eventually lead to the agreement between InDOT and the resource agencies. 
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6.2 Comparison of Alignment Alternatives (page 6-3):  The statement, “The low-cost 
design criteria under consideration for I-69 satisfy, but do not exceed, IDM 
requirements…” is false.  The “Critical Length of Grade” criteria being considered is 
below IDM requirements and a Level 2 deviation was submitted to incorporate that 
violation into the design spec for Section 4.  My examination of the analysis used to 
justify that deviation request also makes me suspect of the statement that all the low-cost 
design criteria were “fully examined and evaluated for safety implications.” 
 
6.3.1 Interchange Option (page 6-35):  See my separate comment letter on this topic. 
 
7.2 Major Mitigation Initiatives (page 7-3):  Throughout the DEIS, the Community 
Advisory Committees (CAC) was touted as a valuable resource, yet of the six meeting 
planned, only four were held (at the fourth meeting in November of 2005, it was 
indicated the next meeting would be in “early 2006” which never happened).  It also 
appears the local organizations invited to participate excluded any environmental groups 
that might have better represented those concerned.  Further, reviewing the meeting 
minutes (Appendix EE), there seemed to have been some statements made by InDOT 
representatives that now appear to be false.  One example, Brian Arterbery, Deputy 
Project Manager for Section 4, indicated, “that there are ‘minimum design standards’ and 
‘desirable design standards’ and that Section 4’s Recommended Alternatives are all well 
within the ‘desirable’ range.”  There also appeared to be a number of concerned raised 
during the CAC that were dismissed, but InDOT did not hesitate to “cherry pick” the 
comments and concerns that fit their agenda and promoted their responsiveness to those 
concerns (e.g., the County Line interchange). 
 
7.2 Major Mitigation Initiatives (page 7-9):  It is confusing in the section of Bridging 
of Floodplains, that InDOT acknowledges that, “The complete bridging of a floodplain 
avoids and minimizes habitat impacts and maintain wildlife corridors.”, but then several 
sentences later states, “Although complete bridging of the floodplain is not proposed, the 
Tier 2 alternatives would bridge over all creeks, and the majority of the floodplains.”  
Why not all? 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-16):  Under Tree Clearing, there is an additional restriction 
of no tree cutting between March 31 and November 15 within 5 miles of known 
hibernacula (WAAs), which spans much of Section 4 (see page 5-379). 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-18):  Under Surveys, it was reported that this work has 
already been completed.  There should also be a commitment that just prior to the 
removal of any bridges (or buildings) due to I-69 construction that a re-inspection be 
completed to make sure there are no bats using those structures. 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-18):  Under Borrow Sites/Waste Disposal, the additional 
March 31 to November 15 tree clearing restriction in WAAs should apply to borrow 
sites. 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-18):  Under Training of Construction and Maintenance 
Personnel, this mandatory training should be extended to include other environmental 
issues such as the spill containment, construction/operational requirements under the 
Karst MOUs, how to handle encounters with other sensitive species (e.g. box turtles), etc. 
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7.3.11 Forest Impacts (page 7-26):  The forest mitigation requirement appears to only 
apply to directly impacted forested land.  It would seem appropriate that InDOT should 
also similarly mitigate for the 54 forested-acres attributed to indirect destruction. 
 
7.3.16 Threatened and Endangered Species (page 7-39):  The gating of bat hibernacula 
for protection should only be proposed as a last resort after other less aggressive 
alternatives have been studied and tried*.  Most hibernacula do not need gates and there 
are risks involved with gates including environment changes, bat rejection, predator 
opportunities, etc. 
 
7.4 Environmental Mitigation Costs (page 7-44):  The $16,600/acre costs suggested for 
forest mitigations seem extraordinarily inflated.  Fair market value of forested land near 
Bloomington is $4,500 to $5,000/acre** and in Greene County likely in the $3,500 to 
$4,500 range.  Acquisition costs (appraisal, buy fees, legal) might be $10,000 to $20,000 
per tract, but assuming most tracts are likely to be greater than 20 acres, that is at most 
$1,000/acre.  Reforesting with 5 years of maintenance can easily be done for less than 
$3,000/acre***.  Assuming re-foresting will only apply to one-third of the forest 
mitigation acres, that is an average of $1,000/acre.  So worse case scenario, I see forest 
mitigation costing $7,000/acre.  Hopefully the InDOT “administrative” costs does not 
account for the other $9,600/acre.   I would suggest the forest mitigation costs are closer 
to $18.3 million to $24.5 million, less than half the DEIS predictions. 
 
7.4 Environmental Mitigation Costs (page 7-44):  As I suggested in Section 5.10.3.2, a 
better approach for noise mitigation would be to compensate the impacted owners 
directly, rather than constructing abatement walls. 
 
10.0 Distribution of the EIS:  It was interesting that the Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Water was not on the distribution list since their Environmental 
Unit is the primary reviewer of the DEIS.  I communicated with them on August 18th on a 
question and they were not even aware the DEIS had been released nearly three weeks 
earlier.  Other noted omissions were the Indiana Karst Conservancy and the Indiana Cave 
Survey who provided significant information on karst, The Nature Conservancy and 
Sycamore Land Trust who are active in the area. 
 
I also have several general comments on what is missing from the Section 4 DEIS and a 
few reiterations of major flaws: 
 
1) While the Tier 2 DEIS provided alignment and interchange alternatives, it is my 

understanding that the document should have also provided a fair assessment of a 
“No Build” alternative.  While there were numerous mentions of the “No Build” 
scenario, it was never really considered or discussed as a viable alternative.  I have 
studied the NEPA and CEQ’s Tiering process and my interpretation is that the Tier 1 

                                                 
* I have consulted and contracted with the DNR and other resource agencies on cave gates (to design and 
construct) and other monitoring techniques, as well as long-term micro-climate data recording. 
 
** I own one of the potential mitigation properties in the Garrison Chapel area and thus know what the 
appraised values are and what InDOT is offering for mitigation easements. 
 
*** I have reforested a number of properties using professional contractors and have never paid more than 
$850 per acre with 2 years of post-planting weed control, so even with the most elaborate tree species and 
care for five years, I can’t imagine that costing more than $2-3,000/acre. 
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ROD does not authorize federal funding for the project and that it is during Tier 2 that 
the “Build” or “No-Build” decision must be made.  The current DEIS for Section 4 
clearly does not entertain or properly discuss the “No-Build” alternative, nor provide 
compelling evidence that Section 4 of I-69 should be built.  In contrast, it provides 
much evidence that the highway does not satisfy the Purpose and Needs defined in 
Chapter 2.  If my interpretation of the Tiering process is correct, the current DEIS for 
Section 4 is clearly flawed. 

 
2) While there is debate over the necessity of a DEIS to justify its recommendations 

using benefit-to-cost analyses, it appears the Section 4 DEIS utilized B/C selectively 
to justify InDOT’s agenda such as degrading the initial design criteria to the low-cost 
criteria.  In critical metrics such as safety, user costs, economic development, and 
local accessibility, the B/C values are marginal or negative.  Regardless, it would 
seem that InDOT has some obligation to show the taxpayers justification for their 
$533 million to $798 million investment, which is higher than the cost estimates 
made in Tier 1.  At what hypothetical over-cost would the question of Build/No-build 
be revisited, or does InDOT has a blank check? 

 
3) In the instances where benefits versus costs were evaluated, the evaluation period was 

20 years (2010 to 2030).  Since this highway will likely be functional indefinitely, in 
many instances, the impacts should have been evaluated for a much longer period of 
time to determine the Present Value of the decisions being made. 

 
4) Not carrying interchange Option 3 forward for further analysis was a mistake that 

needs to be corrected.  Eliminating it from the final options shows a real disregard for 
the resource agencies input, especially when the recommended Option 1 has little 
justification other than a “perception” that it is needed. 

 
5) Looking at an alignment outside of the Tier 1 corridor for sub-sections 4F and 4G is 

justified to avoid the karst areas deemed “unavoidable” within the corridor. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Keith Dunlap PE 
32 Troon Ct 
Greenwood IN 46143 
317.882.5420  
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = William 
LastName = Stocke 
StreetAddress = 2203 W. Tobacco Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403-8825 
Email = bill.stocke@earthlink.net 
Comments = I would like to propose that INDOT (I-69) consider creating a "HYBRID 
Alignment" at the northern end of Section 4.  Notionally, I recommend marrying the 
current eastern-most ("Orange") alignment with the centermost ("Purple") alignment in the 
vicinity of Tramway Road, or directly west of Dillman Road. 
 
By doing so the alignment would prevent erosion associated with the approximately 1200 
feet of karst area and "dry bed" directly located at the western edge of Rolling Glen 
Phase II, and that I believe will result in eroded material running off into Clear Creek. 
 
The following is provided: 
"...additional problems are associated with erosion.  The clay deposits of the Mitchell 
Plain are easily eroded and transported once they have been disturbed by plowing, 
regrading, or excavation for buildings, road cuts, landfill, etc.  The clays are very 
susceptible to slumping or flowing if excavations leave steep banks, particularly if 
permeable materials overlie them to allow filtration of soil water." 
 
Further the author writes: 
 
"Removal of vegetal cover within the karst area significantly decreases the retention of 
surface water and seriously increases 
the amount of runoff and erosion of the unconsolidated materials or soil, if a true soil 
is actually present. 
The sediment laden water is carried by the sinking streams into caverns and discharged 
through springs into major surface 
streams of this area. 
Some of the sediment is deposited in those places where the current is slack, such as 
ponded sinkholes and the lower ends of blind valleys. 
Any land use other than forest, whether pasture, cultivation, construction of roads and 
parking areas, building construction, 
and straigthening of streams, increases the rapidity of surface runoff and erosion." 
 
"Disturbing the natural compaction of the unconsolidated materials by grading usually 
results in unstable fill within the sinkholes which in time leads to sapping, slumping 
collapse and erosion by soil waters collecting within the graded materials within the 
former sinkhole basin.  The saturation of the materials by soil waters within the 
basin greatly increases the plasticity of the clays and therefore increases the danger of 
squeezing and flowing of the saturated materials." 
 
"Unconsolidated material left as steep slopes is subject to slumping, sliding, and 
solifluction flow in addition to eroding 
severely if left uncovered." 
 
Credit: Richard L. Powell 
        Geologist 
        Indiana Geological Survey 
        May 28, 1970 
 

Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2010 10:40 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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Title:  Karst development west of Bloomington, Indiana 
 
Written to: Mr. Clifford Curry 
Bloomington Metropolitan Planning Commission 
verifyCaptcha = gg57qg 
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October 22, 2010 
Mr Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville IN 47716 
 
RE: I-69 Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS general comments  
 
Mr Fisk: 
 
This comment letter will be focused on the general comments I noted in reading the I-69 
Section 4 DEIS rather than “theme” topics I covered in my other three comment letters.  
This letter is organized to follow the DEIS “front to back”. 
 
Section 2.2.2 State Legislation and Policies (page 2-4):  I-69 freeway is considered a 
Statewide Mobility Corridor that is “characterized” as having “Upper level design 
standards”, yet there seems to be numerous examples, especially in the consideration of 
the “low-cost criteria” design where minimum or below minimum standards are 
promoted.  This can only compromise safety and long-term maintenance costs.  This 
compromise of standards also seems to conflict with several of the stated goals under the 
“Purpose and Need” Section (2.1.1). 
 
Section 2.3.5 Local Economic Development (page 2-13):  There seemed to be a major 
refocus on Goals from Tier 1 to Tier 2.  In Tier 1, there was great emphasis on economic 
development (Goals 5, 6, and 7) as being a key justification for this project.  Now in Tier 
2, there seems to be little if any evidence that I-69 will produce local economic benefit 
and there are numerous examples of losses (e.g., lowered agricultural and timber 
production due to right-of-way and mitigation, higher user costs).  Is it at InDOT’s 
discretion to ignore stated goals or make them “non-core”? 
 
Section 3.2.2.2 Resource Agency Coordination (page 3-13):  Related to Alternative 
Screening, there seems to be acknowledgement that InDOT had numerous 
communications and correspondence with USFWS on the proposed Greene/Monroe 
County Line interchange (also reference Appendix C), yet InDOT seems to completely 
ignore USFWS’s position that this interchange is not preferred and has environmental 
issues.  What good does it do to demonstrate that InDOT coordinated with the agencies, 
if it then completely ignores the agency’s input during the “screening” process?  Just 
because USFWS does not have the authority to block InDOT’s in this situation, should 
not mean InDOT is free to do want they want.   
 
Section 3.2.2.3 Preliminary Alternatives (page 3-20):  I submitted a separate comment 
letter dealing with Interchange Options, so I will not repeat those comments here, but did 
want to reiterate the slant InDOT seem to place on USFWS’s position on the 
Greene/Monroe County Line interchange.  In numerous places in the DEIS, InDOT 
attributed the USFWS’s directive that only one interchange could be constructed between 
SR 45 and SR 37, which is true, but in all cases, InDOT seems to use this as an excuse to 
eliminate the SR 54 interchange options.  By comparison, InDOT minimized (and by 
omission mis-represented) USFWS’s position on the County Line interchange that was 
clearly a concern in the agency’s correspondences. 
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Section 3.3.1.3 Safety (page 3-28): Table 3-10 is somewhat confusing and the right-most 
column (Total Freeway Plus Non-Freeway crashes) is mis-leading.  While the total 
number of crashes decrease (36 to 56) for the various interchange options compared to 
the non-build scenario, the severity of crashes increased.  If you apply the dollar amounts 
defined in Table 5.5-4 (page 5-170). The “build” alternatives show a net increase in crash 
costs from $6.1 million to $7.4 million, primarily attributed to the 3 extra fatalities 
predicted.  I also find it confusing that the “build” alternatives are proclaimed to be safer 
even though the highway results in 392,000,000 additional miles to be driven in the five-
county region.  While this is attributed to the highway attracting drivers from outside the 
five-county region, it would have been better to have include information that shows the 
total increase or decrease in crashes and driven miles in the area of influence (e.g., the 
26-county southwest region).  The provided information can not be used to make any 
conclusions. 
 
Section 3.4.2.5 Resource Agency and Public Input (page 3-61):  The DEIS again 
repeated the “if the County Line interchange is build, the SR 54 interchange would not 
be” quote attributed to USFWS, but not the Services preference against the County Line 
interchange.  The DEIS did indicate that the EPA and DNR expressed concerns with that 
interchange, but that apparently was not sufficient to keep InDOT from recommending it 
for the FEIS/ROD. 
 
Section 5.1.1.2 Calculations of Environmental Impacts in Tier 1 (page 5-4):  It is 
rather ironic that one of criteria listed in the Tier 1 interchange selection methodology 
was “The presence of sensitive resources (such as karst) and thus the desire to minimize 
potential indirect impacts in those areas”, yet under Tier 2, InDOT added an interchange 
that clearly violated this criteria, increasing both direct and indirect impact on karst and 
other resources.  
 
Section 5.1.2 Overview of Tier 2 Methodology (page 5-7):  Related to the low-cost 
design criteria, if the calculations and analysis of the Length of Critical Grade criteria is 
representative and an indication of the “careful consideration” and “full-examination” 
conducted by INDOT, I would have to disagree with those characterizations (see my 
comments in a separate comment letter on that topic).  Frankly I am suspect of any cost 
analysis InDOT presents in justifying their decisions. 
 
Section 5.1.2 Overview of Tier 2 Methodology (page 5-9):  Related to Access Roads, 
why were the benefit-to-cost calculations for the various access roads not included in the 
DEIS where those calculations could be reviewed and commented on rather than 
performed in the “post-Tier 2 design” where there will be little oversight and no 
opportunity for additional feedback. 
 
Section 5.3 Land Use and Zoning (page 5-67):  The last paragraph on this page 
suggests there is more discussion to follow on interchanges and how they would 
stimulate and enhance growth patterns, yet I could not find that discussion. 
 
Section 5.3.3.2 Indirect Impacts (page 5-70):  The DEIS states there will be 54 acres of 
forest lands indirectly impacted/converted as a result of I-69, yet it appears that InDOT is 
not mitigating any of these acres.  It would seem these indirect impacted acres should 
result in an additional 162 acres being reforested/protected. 
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Section 5.3.3.2 Indirect Impacts (page 5-72):  It is stated that I-69 will prohibit/control 
access to the intersecting roadways at interchanges for a minimum of 1200 feet to 
discourage development, yet this does not appear to the be case for the proposed County 
Line interchange if one assumes the connector road is considered part of the interchange.  
Since this is only one of two proposed interchanges for Section 4, I think it’s mis-leading 
to claim this generality. 
 
Section 5.3.3.2 Indirect Impacts (page 5-72):  I think it is inappropriate for InDOT to 
be claiming indirect development control by land use planning on the “anticipated” 
Greene County Comprehensive Plan.  This plan may or may not become reality and the 
DEIS should not bank on this as part of their strategy to control indirect impact. 
 
Section 5.3.4.1 Interchange Access (page 5-73):  The statement, “…recommended that 
the interchange at SR 54 be discarded due to… environmental resource agency input.” is 
again mis-leading as it suggests these agencies recommended this interchange be 
discarded.  Rather the agencies only indicated that if the County Line interchange is 
build, which they are not in favor of, then the SR 54 interchange should not be built.  
 
Section 5.3.4.1 Interchange Access (page 5-73):  The statement, “The discarding of a 
possible interchange at SR 54 is not expected to significantly impact local travel patterns 
and public Road connectivity.”  According to Table 3-22, over 1800 vehicles per day 
would utilize this interchange if it existed.  That appears to be significant for those who 
live in southeastern, Greene, southwestern Monroe, and northwestern Lawrence counties.  
If they were going to Evansville, it would be a great inconvenience to access I-69 via 
SR45 or the County Line interchanges.  If they are going to Bloomington, then traveling 
to on SR 45 to the County Line interchange is not overly inconvenient, but once they get 
to that interchange, they might as well continue on SR 45.  So eliminating the SR 54 
interchange is significant for those residents who would use it and otherwise I-69 is no 
benefit at all to them. 
 
Section 5.3.4.1 Interchange Access (page 5-75): The Statement, “Detailed traffic 
engineering, and environmental studies, including consultation with the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service, were performed.”  The phrasing of this statement again implies the 
USFWS is supportive and in agreement with the County Line interchange which is not 
the case and is mis-representative of their position. 
 
Section 5.2.4.2 Travel Patterns and Local Public Road Connectivity (page 5-76):  It 
is again unclear to me why decisions of road closures or the construction of grade 
separations is being postponed to the post-Tier 2 design effort.  These are critical 
decisions that will impact thousands of residents and would seem these decisions that 
should be properly documented and defined in the DEIS.  How else would the overall 
impact be measured? 
 
Section 5.3.7 Summary (page 5-95):  I think the statement, “An example of this would 
be improved access from the Eastern Greene Counties Schools and communities of 
Cincinnati and Hobbieville to the new Monroe Hospital.  Depending on the time of day 
and weather conditions, the reduction in travel times between these destinations could be 
significant.” is mis-leading.  For an emergency vehicle, where traffic and signals are less 
of an issue, my analysis would indicate that the travel times would be nearly identical for 
the two scenarios due to the longer travel distance required via I-69 compared to SR 45. 
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Section 5.4-2 Annual Crop Production Loss (page 5-154):  While the revenue loss 
caused by I-69 from crop loss is small in aggregate ($81,000 to $127,000 per year), for 
those farmers who are losing their cropland, it could significantly impact their livelihood.  
It is ironic that for a project that was originally promoted as being needed for economic 
development, most of the economic impacts discussed in DEIS appear to be negative. 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-164):  Related to Loss of Timber 
Income, the DEIS incorrectly states that 872 to 1,168 direct acres, plus 54 indirect acres 
will be lost to production.  Since the forest mitigation properties will be restricted from 
being harvested, the total local forest area lost to timber production could be as high as 
4726 acres.  While on a state-wide basis, this may still be “insignificant”, it is a loss of 
revenue in the two-county area and a potential impact to local mills and professional 
foresters who depend upon timbering for their livelihoods.  The dollar amount impact of 
removing the total number of acres from the timber base needs to be better defined to 
properly assess the economic loss as part of the FEIS. 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-170):  Table 5.5-3 indicates the User 
Costs for the five county region will increase if I-69 is built, but it was explained that this 
was the result of diverted traffic from outside this region.  It therefore seems that the 
analysis performed and presented in this DEIS is inadequate to clearly determine the 
impact of user’s costs and a better analysis is needed to fulfill the NEPA requirements on 
this critical area. 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-170): It seems the narrative related to 
annual crash costs, “Overall costs within the five-county area are forecasted to increase 
slightly under the Build Alternatives.” Is in conflict with Table 5.5-4, which shows a 
decrease.  Which is correct? 
 
Section 5.5.3.1 Direct Economic Impacts (page 5-170):  Table 5.5-4 seems to conflict 
with Table 3-10.  Perhaps these are apple and oranges statistics, but Table 3-10 would 
suggest the number of fatalities increase while Table 5.5-4 would suggest they stay the 
same.  Since safety is a core goal of I-69, the benefit of building I-69 needs to be clearly 
understood.  Likewise, could the money invested in I-69 be spent much better on 
improving other transportation projects that would have a much greater improvement in 
safety? 
 
Section 5.5.3.5 Local Property Values (page 5-175):  I do not agree with the statement 
that, “Near term corridor property values will be unchanged, for the most part, after the 
project is built.”  I see two additional circumstances not discussed in this section.  First, 
residences located very near the interstate will be devalued by residual noise and visual 
impacts.  People live in rural areas to get away from “city” noises.  Buyers will be less 
likely to buy a property that is near the highway for that reason, therefore the property 
values will be depressed for those homes.  Likewise, for residences that are located on 
county roads that are closed due to the construction of I-69, their properties are less 
assessable (e.g., longer drive times to work, stores, schools) and therefore less desirable, 
so their market values will be depressed.  These conditions could impact hundreds of 
home/property owners along Section 4 of I-69. 
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Section 5.6.2.2 Future No-Build Condition (page 5-184):  Since the RODs for Sections 
1, 2, and 3 have been approved, the situation where the “No Build Condition” assumes 
none of the Sections are completed is not really meaningful in the analysis of Section 4.  
A much more meaningful “Future No-Build Condition” would be to assume the first 
three sections are completed, but sections 4, 5, and 6 are not.  This would allow for much 
better analyses related to if Section 4 should be completed.  From this perspective, I 
would conclude the DEIS is flawed in meeting the NEPA guidelines. 
 
Section 5.6.3.2 Access (page 5-188):  It is surprising and almost disturbing that the 
“improved” intersection of SR 445 and SR 45 would be a two-way stop sign, requiring 
traffic on SR 45 to cross the high-speed traffic of east-bound SR 445 where limited 
visibility is likely due to the grade change and west-bound traffic on the limited access 
connector road that likely will see traffic much higher than the posted 55 mph speed 
limits.  It would appear InDOT is “fixing” a troubled Y-intersection prone to lower-speed 
rear-end collisions by replacing it will one that will result in higher-speed side impacts.  I 
am very familiar with this intersection and predict the number of fatalities and injury 
accidents will increase as a result of this design decision. 
 
Section 5.6.3.3 SR 37 Interim Traffic Conditions (page 5-198):  As a user of SR 37, 
I’m not sure I can agree with the DEIS’s conclusion that with the No-Build or the Interim 
Build traffic condition on SR 37 at Vernal Pike will be acceptable in 2030 with over 
twice the predicted traffic.  Even today during peak traffic, traffic backs up at that light. 
 
Section 5.6.3.3 SR 37 Interim Traffic Conditions (page 5-198):  There are some 
numbers in Table 5.6-6 that seem unexplainable.  For the No-build condition, why would 
traffic decrease from 2007 to 2030 for the three segments north of SR 46, when the trend 
in the other sections is significant increases.  This would suggest either the values in the 
table are wrong, or the traffic simulation model is flawed.  
 
Section 5.6.3.3 SR 37 Interim Traffic Conditions (page 5-198):  The narrative in the 
paragraph above Table 5.6-6 does not seem to match the numbers in the Table. 
 
Section 5.10.3.2 Prediction of Future Noise Levels (page 5-253):  The 29,077 VPD 
value is inconsistent with the 28,080 VPD number for Option 1 listed in Table 3-22 (page 
3-58) and 29,600 VPD listed for Option 1 listed in Table 6-12 (page 6-37).  It would 
appear these should be the same VPDs, suggesting two of the analyses (and Tables) are 
incorrect. 
 
Section 5.10.3.2 Prediction of Future Noise Levels (page 5-253):  From the narrative of 
TNM, it is unclear if this model assumes constant noise emissions for the four classes of 
vehicles, or if the noise emissions power amplitudes are a function of terrain.  That is, 
buses, medium trucks, and heavy trucks would all emit significantly more noise on the 
steeper grades that are being proposed on the low-cost criteria design.  This is true 
because these vehicles are operating at full-throttle conditions longer, especially when the 
vehicles cannot maintain speeds due to the grades.  If the TNM does not take this into 
account, than the entire analysis is flawed.  Likewise, I did not see any mention of the 
noise impacts related to interchanges where vehicles are accelerating (more engine noise) 
and slowing down (service and exhaust brake noise).  Finally, I saw no mention of road 
surface impact on noise.  Various sources would suggest that noise emissions are 
different for concrete and asphalt pavements, but the DEIS does not indicate what 
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pavement was assumed and what difference there would be if one pavement was selected 
over the other.  There seems to be many questions related to the noise model predictions 
in the DEIS. 
 
Section 5.10.3.2 Prediction of Future Noise Levels (page 5-272):  For those residences 
where noise abatement is justified due to the noise level, but not feasible or cost effective 
because the abatement would exceed the $25,000 (or $30,000) cost per household, it 
would seem appropriate to compensate these households with a $25,000 (or $30,000) 
payment in exchange for a noise “release”. This payment would justly compensate the 
homeowner for property depreciation (the market value of their homes have been 
devalued due to road noise that would make the home less desirable to future buyers) and 
loss of “quite and peaceable enjoyment” of their property due to the highway noise.  
Likewise, even where abatement might be cost effective, the impacted homeowners, as a 
group, might prefer compensation payments rather than a partially effect and visually 
unpleasing noise wall. 
 
Section 5.12.3 Mitigation (page 5-300):  Observations of many construction projects 
and especially highway projects in the past has shown significant deficiencies in 
following Rule 5 erosion control requirements.  Quoting one contractor project manager 
when SR 37 south of Bedford was being upgraded, “The erosion barriers work just fine 
unless it rains, then you can’t expect them to hold back all the run-off.”  While this was 
18 years ago, I have seen many examples since then where the erosion control measures 
were completely inadequate to control any rain of significance.  It is obvious that 
contractors will not police themselves and InDOT seems to suggest the contractors are 
completely responsible for compliance and enforcement is the responsibility of IDEM. 
 
It seems InDOT has a conflict of interest in “monitoring” their contractors for erosion 
control compliance and any enforcement will just result in more expensive contract bids 
and slower completion dates.  If InDOT wants to take erosion control seriously, they 
would fund an independent monitoring service that would work with the contractors to 
assure compliance, and stipulate fines in the contracts when erosion control measures 
failed.  Similarly, other mitigation issues could be handled using the same independent 
monitoring service to assure timber cutting does not occur during non-permitted times, 
the Karst MOU is properly enacted when karst features are uncovered during 
construction, and construction spills/containments are handled correctly.   
 
Section 5.12.3 Mitigation (page 5-300):  How is “Timely revegetation after soil 
disturbance will be implemented and monitored.” handled from November to April?  
This has always been a real issue during projects that continue into the winter months. 
 
Section 5.17.3.2 Federally-Listed Species (page 5-362):  Many of the statements, 
analyses, and conclusions in the DEIS taken from the 2006 revised Biological Opinion 
issued by the USFWS related to the Indiana bat are now outdated due to the impact of 
White-nose Syndrome.  The conclusions on impacts of the Indiana bat (and perhaps other 
cave-hibernating species) in the Tier 2 BO may be significantly different.  While it is 
understood that the DEIS can only reflect the information pertaining to the highway in 
the past and present, I suggest future conclusions could be significantly different 
(although the timing of the FEIS/ROD may preclude the full impact of the critical issue 
with the Indiana bat). 
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Section 5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species (page 5-373):  The little brown bat is likely to be 
listed as a State and Federally Listed species due to its critical population decline due to 
White-nose Syndrome, although this listing will probably not occur prior to the issuance 
of the FEIS/ROD and Tier 2 Biological Opinion. 
 
Section 5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species (page 5-374):  The northern myotis bat is likely to 
be listed as a State and Federally Listed species due to its critical population decline due 
to White-nose Syndrome, although this listing will probably not occur prior to the 
issuance of the FEIS/ROD and Tier 2 Biological Opinion.  Ray’s Cave is known to host a 
large number of this species documented from harp trapping at the entrance (they 
generally are not seen during the winter bat counts as they hibernate in cracks and 
crevices). 
 
Section 5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species (page 5-375):  The bobcat’s “potential for 
occurrence” should be listed as “present” rather than “moderate” as the DNR has clearly 
documented this mammal crossing the I-69 corridor using radio tracking collars (personal 
comm., Scott Johnson).  Likewise, the primary “predator” for the bobcat appears to be the 
automobiles, so I-69 is likely to add to the potential of this species to be killed, although 
the local populations appear to be increasing, as indicated by the increasing number of 
road-kills reported (also the primary means of monitoring the status of this species). 
 
Section 5.20.3 Analysis (Forest Impacts) (page 5-519):  The determination of “core” 
forest in the DEIS seems to really miss the point and purpose of what a core forest is 
supposed to be.  Counting tiny slivers or remaining “core” forests after the right-of-way 
is subtracted makes little sense (e.g., figure 5.20-21 or 5.20-25).  There should be 
minimum remaining sizes or widths before core forest is still considered “core” as it 
relates to determining the impact of I-69. 
 
Section 5.21.3.4 Karst Impacts by Alternatives (page 5-584):  There was a conclusion 
that in the section of the corridor west of Harmony Road that, “…the density of identified 
karst features is much higher.  Sinkholes are particularly prevalent. Avoidance of karst 
features in this vicinity is not possible since features are present across the entire width of 
the corridor.”  This would lead me to believe there is therefore justification to look for a 
better alignment outside the existing corridor per the Tier 1 ROD that states, “the 
flexibility exist to consider alternatives outside of the selected corridor to avoid 
significant impacts within the selected corridor.”  A suggested alignment could be the one 
proposed by the Indiana Karst Conservancy in their comment letter that shifts the 
alignments for sub-sections 4F and 4G significantly south from the current corridor.  The 
IKC’s analysis appeared to provide significant justifications for invoking the “flexibility” 
to go outside the corridor to resolve the unavoidability of the karst within the existing 
corridor (as well as many other benefits unrelated to karst).  To not investigate 
alternatives outside of the corridor to avoid karst appears to violate the spirit of the Karst 
MOU and would also seem to be a flaw in the NEPA process. 
 
Section 5.21.3.6 Potential Impacts upon Unidentified Karst Features (page 5-592):  
This section strengthens the position made above in that in areas of high density of karst 
features, there is likely even more undetected karst feature lurking below and where 
possible, it would make more sense to shift the alignment significantly to avoid known 
areas of high density, rather than claim they are unavoidable and simple proceed. 
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Section 5.21.3.6 Potential Impacts upon Unidentified Karst Features (page 5-592):  
There are a great number of references to the Karst MOU*, but from a practical 
standpoint, this agreement, once construction starts, has very little impact on mitigating 
issues.  An example is Item 14, which gives the resource agencies only two working days 
to respond to any problem discovered.  This is clearly an insufficient period to allow the 
various agencies to visit the site, investigate the problem, consult with experts, propose 
alternatives, and get concurrence from all the parties.  Furthermore, if the karst discovery 
is significant, it is unlikely the resource agencies (at least IDNR and IDEM) would have 
the authority to actually require alignment changes or other significant modifications if it 
required major re-engineering of the project. 
 
5.21.3.8 Pollutant Loading Analysis (page 5-593):  I previously comment on erosion 
control (see page 6).  I again question who is going to provide the oversight for, “…strict 
adherence to the erosion control measures is essential.” 
 
Also, as part of pollutant loading, if the highway is constructed with asphalt pavement, 
will there be any special precautions taken to capture and collect initial run-off of PAH 
from the newly applied asphalt?  
 
5.21.4 Mitigation (page 5-595):  To reiterated the point made previously on shifting the 
alignment outside of the existing corridor, “Avoidance is the preferred strategy for 
minimizing karst resource impacts associated with highway construction and 
operation…. Therefore, careful planning of the highway alignment is the best opportunity 
to avoid and minimize impacts to karst resources.” 
 
5.21.4 Mitigation (page 5-596):  In the list of bullet points, “Low salt zone” should be 
included per the Karst MOU Item 9.  I’m not sure a “no-mowing” prohibition is required 
and may be necessary to counter-act the “no-spray” restriction.  Same comment applies 
on page 7-43. 
 
5.22.1 Introduction (Managed Lands and Natural Areas) (page 5-607):  The 
description of the penalties and withdraw procedure for Classified Forest is incomplete.  
Per IC6-1.1-6-24, the owner must repay 10 years of back taxes plus a 10% penalty, plus 
pay a $100 fee, plus a $50/acre fee (the latter two fees do not apply for CFs enrolled prior 
to 2008). 
 
5.24.4 Summary (Indirect and Cumulative Impacts) (page 5-682):  Why is direct 
forest impacts being mitigated at 3:1 but there is no such mitigation for the 54 acres of 
forest estimated to be impacted indirectly by I-69.  It would seem mitigation of 162 
additional acres would be appropriate. 
 
5.26 Short-Term Uses Versus Long-Term Productivity (page 5-691):  It would seem 
the “Chief long-term benefits of the project are defined by the project’s Purpose and 
Need, as described in Chapter 2.” is completely inadequate to quantify the short-term 
losses described in this section.  Surely InDOT can provide additional justification to 
complete this important aspect of the DEIS. 
 

                                                 
* I am very familiar with the Karst MOU as I represented one of the organizations that sued InDOT in 1992 
that eventually lead to the agreement between InDOT and the resource agencies. 
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6.2 Comparison of Alignment Alternatives (page 6-3):  The statement, “The low-cost 
design criteria under consideration for I-69 satisfy, but do not exceed, IDM 
requirements…” is false.  The “Critical Length of Grade” criteria being considered is 
below IDM requirements and a Level 2 deviation was submitted to incorporate that 
violation into the design spec for Section 4.  My examination of the analysis used to 
justify that deviation request also makes me suspect of the statement that all the low-cost 
design criteria were “fully examined and evaluated for safety implications.” 
 
6.3.1 Interchange Option (page 6-35):  See my separate comment letter on this topic. 
 
7.2 Major Mitigation Initiatives (page 7-3):  Throughout the DEIS, the Community 
Advisory Committees (CAC) was touted as a valuable resource, yet of the six meeting 
planned, only four were held (at the fourth meeting in November of 2005, it was 
indicated the next meeting would be in “early 2006” which never happened).  It also 
appears the local organizations invited to participate excluded any environmental groups 
that might have better represented those concerned.  Further, reviewing the meeting 
minutes (Appendix EE), there seemed to have been some statements made by InDOT 
representatives that now appear to be false.  One example, Brian Arterbery, Deputy 
Project Manager for Section 4, indicated, “that there are ‘minimum design standards’ and 
‘desirable design standards’ and that Section 4’s Recommended Alternatives are all well 
within the ‘desirable’ range.”  There also appeared to be a number of concerned raised 
during the CAC that were dismissed, but InDOT did not hesitate to “cherry pick” the 
comments and concerns that fit their agenda and promoted their responsiveness to those 
concerns (e.g., the County Line interchange). 
 
7.2 Major Mitigation Initiatives (page 7-9):  It is confusing in the section of Bridging 
of Floodplains, that InDOT acknowledges that, “The complete bridging of a floodplain 
avoids and minimizes habitat impacts and maintain wildlife corridors.”, but then several 
sentences later states, “Although complete bridging of the floodplain is not proposed, the 
Tier 2 alternatives would bridge over all creeks, and the majority of the floodplains.”  
Why not all? 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-16):  Under Tree Clearing, there is an additional restriction 
of no tree cutting between March 31 and November 15 within 5 miles of known 
hibernacula (WAAs), which spans much of Section 4 (see page 5-379). 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-18):  Under Surveys, it was reported that this work has 
already been completed.  There should also be a commitment that just prior to the 
removal of any bridges (or buildings) due to I-69 construction that a re-inspection be 
completed to make sure there are no bats using those structures. 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-18):  Under Borrow Sites/Waste Disposal, the additional 
March 31 to November 15 tree clearing restriction in WAAs should apply to borrow 
sites. 
 
7.3.4 Construction (page7-18):  Under Training of Construction and Maintenance 
Personnel, this mandatory training should be extended to include other environmental 
issues such as the spill containment, construction/operational requirements under the 
Karst MOUs, how to handle encounters with other sensitive species (e.g. box turtles), etc. 
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7.3.11 Forest Impacts (page 7-26):  The forest mitigation requirement appears to only 
apply to directly impacted forested land.  It would seem appropriate that InDOT should 
also similarly mitigate for the 54 forested-acres attributed to indirect destruction. 
 
7.3.16 Threatened and Endangered Species (page 7-39):  The gating of bat hibernacula 
for protection should only be proposed as a last resort after other less aggressive 
alternatives have been studied and tried*.  Most hibernacula do not need gates and there 
are risks involved with gates including environment changes, bat rejection, predator 
opportunities, etc. 
 
7.4 Environmental Mitigation Costs (page 7-44):  The $16,600/acre costs suggested for 
forest mitigations seem extraordinarily inflated.  Fair market value of forested land near 
Bloomington is $4,500 to $5,000/acre** and in Greene County likely in the $3,500 to 
$4,500 range.  Acquisition costs (appraisal, buy fees, legal) might be $10,000 to $20,000 
per tract, but assuming most tracts are likely to be greater than 20 acres, that is at most 
$1,000/acre.  Reforesting with 5 years of maintenance can easily be done for less than 
$3,000/acre***.  Assuming re-foresting will only apply to one-third of the forest 
mitigation acres, that is an average of $1,000/acre.  So worse case scenario, I see forest 
mitigation costing $7,000/acre.  Hopefully the InDOT “administrative” costs does not 
account for the other $9,600/acre.   I would suggest the forest mitigation costs are closer 
to $18.3 million to $24.5 million, less than half the DEIS predictions. 
 
7.4 Environmental Mitigation Costs (page 7-44):  As I suggested in Section 5.10.3.2, a 
better approach for noise mitigation would be to compensate the impacted owners 
directly, rather than constructing abatement walls. 
 
10.0 Distribution of the EIS:  It was interesting that the Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Water was not on the distribution list since their Environmental 
Unit is the primary reviewer of the DEIS.  I communicated with them on August 18th on a 
question and they were not even aware the DEIS had been released nearly three weeks 
earlier.  Other noted omissions were the Indiana Karst Conservancy and the Indiana Cave 
Survey who provided significant information on karst, The Nature Conservancy and 
Sycamore Land Trust who are active in the area. 
 
I also have several general comments on what is missing from the Section 4 DEIS and a 
few reiterations of major flaws: 
 
1) While the Tier 2 DEIS provided alignment and interchange alternatives, it is my 

understanding that the document should have also provided a fair assessment of a 
“No Build” alternative.  While there were numerous mentions of the “No Build” 
scenario, it was never really considered or discussed as a viable alternative.  I have 
studied the NEPA and CEQ’s Tiering process and my interpretation is that the Tier 1 

                                                 
* I have consulted and contracted with the DNR and other resource agencies on cave gates (to design and 
construct) and other monitoring techniques, as well as long-term micro-climate data recording. 
 
** I own one of the potential mitigation properties in the Garrison Chapel area and thus know what the 
appraised values are and what InDOT is offering for mitigation easements. 
 
*** I have reforested a number of properties using professional contractors and have never paid more than 
$850 per acre with 2 years of post-planting weed control, so even with the most elaborate tree species and 
care for five years, I can’t imagine that costing more than $2-3,000/acre. 
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ROD does not authorize federal funding for the project and that it is during Tier 2 that 
the “Build” or “No-Build” decision must be made.  The current DEIS for Section 4 
clearly does not entertain or properly discuss the “No-Build” alternative, nor provide 
compelling evidence that Section 4 of I-69 should be built.  In contrast, it provides 
much evidence that the highway does not satisfy the Purpose and Needs defined in 
Chapter 2.  If my interpretation of the Tiering process is correct, the current DEIS for 
Section 4 is clearly flawed. 

 
2) While there is debate over the necessity of a DEIS to justify its recommendations 

using benefit-to-cost analyses, it appears the Section 4 DEIS utilized B/C selectively 
to justify InDOT’s agenda such as degrading the initial design criteria to the low-cost 
criteria.  In critical metrics such as safety, user costs, economic development, and 
local accessibility, the B/C values are marginal or negative.  Regardless, it would 
seem that InDOT has some obligation to show the taxpayers justification for their 
$533 million to $798 million investment, which is higher than the cost estimates 
made in Tier 1.  At what hypothetical over-cost would the question of Build/No-build 
be revisited, or does InDOT has a blank check? 

 
3) In the instances where benefits versus costs were evaluated, the evaluation period was 

20 years (2010 to 2030).  Since this highway will likely be functional indefinitely, in 
many instances, the impacts should have been evaluated for a much longer period of 
time to determine the Present Value of the decisions being made. 

 
4) Not carrying interchange Option 3 forward for further analysis was a mistake that 

needs to be corrected.  Eliminating it from the final options shows a real disregard for 
the resource agencies input, especially when the recommended Option 1 has little 
justification other than a “perception” that it is needed. 

 
5) Looking at an alignment outside of the Tier 1 corridor for sub-sections 4F and 4G is 

justified to avoid the karst areas deemed “unavoidable” within the corridor. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Keith Dunlap PE 
32 Troon Ct 
Greenwood IN 46143 
317.882.5420  









Attachment to Eric Rheam Letter 

10-22-10 

 

Rolling Glen Subdivision 

I-69 Section 4 Questions and Concerns 

 

I.   Noise 

a. What are the noise impacts (i.e. decibel level increase estimations) throughout the 

neighborhood? 

b. Why is INDOT not going to pursue noise mitigation in this area? 

c. What were the options considered to mitigate the noise? 

 

II.        Light Pollution 

a. What will be the impact of light from the interstate? 

b. Will there be lighted signage in the area or street lights etc? 

 

III.       Road Closures 

a. Where will Glenview be closed? 

b. Where will Bolin be closed? 

c. What would an overpass look like if you were to keep Bolin open? 

 

IV.       Drainage 

a. What will be the impact of drainage in our area as result of the interstate? 

b. Will the floodplain change as a result? 

 

V.       Security 

a. What is the security issues involved with having an interstate so close? 

b. Was that considered by INDOT? 

 

VI.      Road Alignment 

a. How far can you go outside the corridor and is there a chance that could happen here 

making the road even closer to our homes? 

 

VII.       Karst Property 

a. Why wait to do sonographic testing until the record of decision?  Shouldn’t it be done 

before the record of decision? 

b. Will the testing be accurate if it is done in the winter? 

 

VIII. General 

a. Why was this path to 37 chosen? 

b. Were there other options that would have taken the interstate further south or north to 

37? 

c. What is the timeline for this project? 
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Todd 
LastName = Stevenson 
StreetAddress = 8831 S. Morning Glory Court 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = tstevenson@co.monroe.in.us 
Comments = I-69 in Monroe County should conform with the County Stormwater Management 
Ordinance (Chapter 761).  In particular, bioretention should be incorporatated to store 
at least one-half inch of runoff from incorporated areas, and 2, 10, 50, and 100 year 
peak discharges should be reduced to the natural condition peak discharges.  In 
watersheds that drain to sinkholes, at least 3 inches of extended detention should be 
utilized. 
verifyCaptcha = c4p2de 

Sent: Friday, October 22, 2010 9:15 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = William 
LastName = Tierney 
StreetAddress = 5440 S Farmers Dr 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = pat_tierney@hotmail.com 
Comments = 20 October 2010 
Re:     I-69 Road Closures 
 
I live in the Farmer’ s Field addition just off Bolin Lane.   I am very concerned with the 
plan to close Bolin Lane to construct an over pass for I-69.  I feel this very 
shortsighted and incorrect planning compromises safety, emergency services, property 
values and quality of life not only for my family, but also for all residents currently 
utilizing Bolin Lane.   
 
According to the current plan, closing Bolin Lane will add 4.5 miles for anyone that 
needs to access Victor Pike and the city of Bloomington.  The only access would be to use 
the Tramway Road underpass and make a loop over to Victor Pike.  This route is a very 
curvy with several (four) 90-degree turns and would not be an efficient nor quick route 
to access Farmer’s Field/Bolin Lane and could prove especially difficult for large fire 
trucks or ambulances to navigate. 
 
INDOT officials are making decisions and operating using incorrect information. Farmer’s 
Field Drive does not connect with Stansifer Lane.  Closing Bolin would force all the 
residents on Bolin west of the interstate into living on a “dead-end” street with only 
single point of egress.  My neighbor attended the Public Hearing for comments at Eastern 
Green Middle School on August 26, 2010 and during a discussion with one INDOT official 
about this fact, the official insisted Bolin Drive already connected with Stansifer 
Lane.   The official continued to assert this fact even though my neighbor lives at the 
northern termination of Farmer’s Drive where it supposedly connects with Stansifer 
Lane.     
 
Emergency Services (Fire, Police, EMS) are based on the east side of SR 37.  The Fire 
Department would be required to use Tramway Road (planned for an underpass) after I- 69 is 
built.   The current route utilizing Bolin Lane is 4.0 miles from Perry-Clear Creek 
Township Fire Department located on Kennedy Rd (near the Kroger on South Walnut).  
Closing Bolin Lane would add 4.5 miles onto this trip, more than doubling the travel time 
to our home.  Police and EMS would also be required to use a different route with a 
similar delay in arrival.  A recent report of a mother and her two-year old child who 
died in an apartment fire where the fire department arrived 6 minutes after the two were 
heard crying for help and 9-1-1 called illustrates how precious every moment is during a 
crisis.  This story has given me fear for my family and the possibility now being outside 
a zone of safety.   
 
County snow removal will be greatly impacted further endangering the residents of 
Farmer’s Field.  With a new status of dead end street, Bolin Lane would be moved to the 
bottom of the county’s priority list.  Creating a dead end street will make it more 
difficult for the snow removal plows to access and appropriately remove snow.  Residents 
of Farmer’s Field would be forced to fend for themselves, creating a dangerous situation 
and would no longer be receiving county services as per their taxes.   
 
Routing for school buses would also be greatly impacted.  Our children currently attend 
Clear Creek, which is 3 miles away.  Closing Bolin will, as with emergency vehicles, 

Sent: Friday, October 22, 2010 10:56 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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doubles the length of the trip and will require a different bus route and a new 
schedule.  My four children will be forced to spend much more time on the bus than they 
currently do and will have a much earlier pick-time with a much later drop-off time.  
This will also reduce the amount time available for of studying or participating in 
extracurricular activities.  In the dark winter months of the school year, forcing a 
child into the pre-dawn cold endangers the welfare of the child.    
 
As a taxpayer, I urge you to reconsider closing Bolin Lane.  The decision has been made 
with incorrect and incomplete information which places the residents of the affected area 
at a greater safety risk.  If you proceed with this closure, you will in effect create a 
desert for all the affected residents, with no appropriate access to county services, 
emergency services and schools.   
 
Thank you for your attention.  
 
verifyCaptcha = vyb5d3 
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Linda Hollingsworth 

8383 S. Mt. Zion Rd. 

Bloomington, In 47403 

Phone 812-824-4981 

October 25th-2010 

To: Mr. Gary Fisk 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO Box 8464 

Evansville, In, 47716 

From: Linda Hollingsworth 

8383 S. Mt. Zion Rd. 

Bloomington, In 47403 

Indian Creek Township Trustee 

Monroe Co. In Phone: 812-824-4981 

Comment: I am very opposed to the closing of Harmony Rd. I realize that 169 is progress and I 

am not opposed to that. Harmony Road is one of the main roads from southern Indian Creek. It 

will hinder fire protection, police protection and the several bus drivers that use the road every 

day. It will also drop the value of property for those who will have to detour around the closure. 

This is not a short term disadvantage this will hinder generations to come. It will also be a 

disadvantage to all the farmers in this area. I hope you will take another count of the traffic on 

Harmony Rd. and please change your mind. 

Linda Hollingsworth 



FirstName = Jennifer 
LastName = Miers 
StreetAddress = 3212 S. Rogers St. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = jenmiers2003@yahoo.com 
Comments = In looking over the plans for section 4 of the I69 study I see 
that That Rd. might be closed as well others south of it along the 
proposed 69/37 combined route. I am concerned as a motorist who sees the 
rush hour congestion to and fro on Tapp Rd. (a few blocks north of my 
house)that closing access from That Rd. will exacerbate this situation. As 
a cyclist in Monroe County I am also concerned that the access road 
closures will create a barrier to south westerly riding. Please consider 
all users of these roads when considering "improvements". 
verifyCaptcha = VTFKRQ 
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 Correspond 4.1 - section4pm [Message 331 of 395 in folder inbox]

Status:  Reading Message 331 

Message 331 in folder inbox

 
Date: 

 
Tue, 26 Oct 2010 09:54:29 -0500  

From: 
 

ezform@cinergycom.com 
 

To: 
 

I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: 

 
I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4 

FirstName = Karen 
LastName = Bauer 
StreetAddress = 7230 South Rockport Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = karenbauer@bauerdensford.com 
Comments = I am a third generation owner of property and a campground on 
Rockport Road.  I do not understand how you can destory all this beautiful 
wooded area just to save 15 minutes drive time. Why not use SR 37 or better 
yet, 41 south to Evansville.  This makes no sense. 
verifyCaptcha = MHPJQV 
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FirstName = Keith 
LastName = Bobay 
StreetAddress = 4998 E. Ridgewood Dr 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = kbobay@indiana.edu 
Comments = I object to the proposes closure of the following roads 
providing important routes of passage for cycling north and south in 
Monroe County if I-69 is built: 
  
Bolin Lane-   
I call for Bolin Lane to remain open for bicycle passage, either as a 
shared access with cars or as a bicycle pedestrian grade separation.  
Bicycles have limited range for many users and increased time 
requirements.  Bolin Lane serves as an alternative to SR37 currently 
for persons traveling North and South in the area of SR37.  If I-69 is 
built, bicycles will be excluded from the ramp of section 4.  
Currently few to no bicyclists use SR 37 now, but Bolin lane is one of 
the most comfortable and safe routes north south in Monroe County west 
of SR37. 
 
Tramway â€“ 
I appreciate that this one is planned to remain open and support this 
decision.  I suspect that Tramway will have to be straightened and 
widened to serve as the North/ South corridor for much local car and 
truck traffic.  I expect that changes that will be necessary for 
Tramway will make it less comfortable for cycling.  I look to the 
future of this area as being like similar to the building of Lake 
Monroe.  Once I-69 is built, there will likely never be more routes 
made available.  I must look to this truth and request more 
consideration of more routes or more bicycle specific routes.  
 
 Harmony Road- 
This one marked as recommended for closure, I think is so absurd that 
most of us believe it is likely a ruse to show you are listening to 
public opinion when you will add it back in.  I assume this one will 
be a grade separation and I refuse to be appeased by what I believe is 
a bluff.  I do join with property owners, county emergency services 
and county highway officials in calling for Harmony Road to remain 
open as a grade separation if I-69 is built.  It is a significant 
transportation corridor for all motor traffic North/ South in Western 
Monroe County and for bicycling too. 
  



 Burch Road-   
This is the point I request the biggest change to the study.  I 
recognize that this road has too little current traffic use to make it 
a viable car grade separation.   It is exactly for that reason that 
this road is the perfect place for a bicycle and pedestrian crossing 
point.  This road along with Mt. Zion road that serves it is one of 
the most beautiful biking roads in Bloomington.  This road preserved 
as a bicycle route could largely keep Monroe County on the national 
map as a Bicycle riding destination.  Burch serves nicely to connect 
outer loops of Monroe county and Greene County.   I believe the 
positive economic impact on Monroe County would far outweigh the 
initial cost of this infrastructure.  I believe the cost of this 
structure could be largely covered by Bicycle and Pedestrian 
enhancement funds that the state of Indiana can access through The 
Federal Highway Administration.  I believe the existing grade of the 
proposed crossing point of I-69 and Burch Roads could 
  provide natural grade separation that could reduce the cost further. 
 
 
 The I-69 grade separated cross roads that will be left open will be 
carrying increased motor traffic and will become less safe and 
comfortable for bicycling.  What you design today for the area will 
likely be the only opportunities in the future for local 
transportation corridors.  I-69 will if anything increase urban sprawl 
to this area and increase congestion.  Looking at local traffic and 
not imagining increases in traffic density 10, 20, 50 or 100 years 
into the future would be to hurt rather than benefit the region.  







From: mcceaton@aol.com [mailto:mcceaton@aol.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 7:49 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: I69 Extension 
  
Mr. Gary Fisk  
Section 4 Project Manager  
P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

Dear Mr. Fisk, 
  
I hope there is still time to reconsider and reject the proposed I69 extension to 
southwest Indiana.  Instead, I think you should: 
  
-----Save money for other highway needs and state expenses. 
-----Preserve productive farmland and forests. 
-----Retain existing local roads.  Aren’t the residents of the area upset about having 
roads closed? 
  
Improving the existing roads which lead to the Evansville area is a better option than 
creating a new interstate route.   
  
Thomas Eaton 
8540 Oak Avenue 
Gary, IN 46403 
  
mcceaton@aol.com 
219-938-8831 
 



From: Barbara Frame [ mailto:barb@gearsinc.com ]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 6:23 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 
Subject: I 69 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I presently reside in Colorado.  I was born and raised in Indiana and   
currently have a home on lake lemon in Brown county where I spend 
much   
of the summer months visiting family and enjoying Indiana.  Ind. is   
number 49 on healthy environmental qualities.  I have watched Mitch    
Daniels push this NAFTA highway since he came into office.  Once you   
destroy the terrain necessary for this highway You cannot undo the   
damage.  Not to mention the pollution and environmental damage this   
road will cause. I believe Ind. can have a healthy vision for the   
future if you will just have the leadership to say no to new terrain 
I   
69. Almost all states have access to some unique ares that shouldn't   
be destroyed like Northern Ind. already is.  I want the People of Ind   
to have access to healthy wilderness recreation.  Please don't 
destroy   
what you have left.  For evidence of this fly over Ind' and compare 
it   
to other states.  Sincerely,  Barbara Frame     8110 Lakewood Dr.    
Unionville, IN.  also 1801 N. Tejon  Colorado Springs, CO.     email: 
barb@gearsinc.com  



From: David Haberman <dhaberma@indiana.edu> 
Date: October 26, 2010 5:40:10 PM EDT 
To: Gary Fisk <gfisk@dlzcorp.com> 
Subject: I-69 

Dear Mr. Fisk, 
 
Greetings!  I am sure that you have heard this from many people and   
are possibly getting tired of hearing it, but I write to urge you to   
cancel plans for the new terrain I-69 highway, and adopt the much more   
sensible, economic, and environmentally sound alternative of the U.S.   
41/70 route.  During these difficult economic times when oil shortages   
and climate change loom on the horizon the 41/70 is the only morally   
responsible route to take.  It's time to give more care to immediate   
social and humane concerns (and fixing the existing roads!) and God's   
green Earth.  Good luck with what is obviously a very weighty and   
highly moral decision.  Many thanks, David 
 
 
David L. Haberman 
Professor and Interim Chair 
Department of Religious Studies 
Sycamore Hall 230 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, IN 47405 
dhaberma@indiana.edu 

 



From: Hine, Will [mailto:wchine@eiu.edu]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 5:12 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: No to I69! 

  

As a resident of  Terre  Haute  I strongly oppose the  spending of 550  million dollars on this  project and 

the destroying of hundred of acres for  no good reason.. 

Thank you , 

W C Hine 

17 E. Brookside  Dr. 

Terre  Haute ,IN 47802 

  

William C. Hine, Dean 

School of Continuing Education 

Eastern Illinois University 

Charleston, IL  61920 

217-581-6644 

wchine@eiu.edu 

 



FirstName = Michael 
LastName = Johnson 
StreetAddress = 3857 S Laurel Ct 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = apertome@gmail.com 
Comments = As a Bloomington resident, driver, and cyclist, I oppose 
the construction of I-69. 
 
Furthermore, I object to the proposed closure of the following roads 
providing important routes of passage for cycling north and south in 
Monroe County if I-69 is built: 
 
Bolin Lane 
I call for Bolin Lane to remain open for bicycle passage, either as a 
shared access with cars or as a bicycle pedestrian grade separation.  
Bicycles have limited range for many users and increased time 
requirements.  Bolin Lane serves as an alternative to SR37 currently 
for persons traveling North and South in the area of SR37.  If I-69 is 
built, bicycles will be excluded from the ramp of section 4.  
Currently few to no bicyclists use SR 37 now, but Bolin lane is one of 
the most comfortable and safe routes north south in Monroe County west 
of SR37. 
 
Tramway 
I appreciate that this one is planned to remain open and support this 
decision. However, measures must be taken to ensure this remains a 
viable cycling route. 
 
Harmony Road 
This one marked as recommended for closure; I join with property 
owners, county emergency services and county highway officials in 
calling for Harmony Road to remain open as a grade separation if I-69 
is built.  It is a significant transportation corridor for all motor 
traffic North/ South in Western Monroe County and for bicycling too. 
 
Burch Road 
This is the point I request the biggest change to the study.  I 
recognize that this road has too little current traffic use to make it 
a viable car grade separation.   It is exactly for that reason that 
this road is the perfect place for a bicycle and pedestrian crossing 
point.  This road along with Mt. Zion road that serves it is one of 
the most beautiful biking roads in Bloomington.  This road preserved 



as a bicycle route could largely keep Monroe County on the national 
map as a Bicycle riding destination.  Burch serves nicely to connect 
outer loops of Monroe county and Greene County.   I believe the 
positive economic impact on Monroe County would far outweigh the 
initial cost of this infrastructure.  I believe the cost of this 
structure could be largely covered by Bicycle and Pedestrian 
enhancement funds that the state of Indiana can access through The 
Federal Highway Administration.  I believe the existing grade of the 
proposed crossing point of I-69 and Burch Roads could 
  provide natural grade separation that could reduce the cost further. 
 
- Michael Johnson 



FirstName = Andy Mahler and Linda 
LastName = Lee 
StreetAddress = 3875 S County Rd 50 W 
Address =  
City = Paoli 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47454-9533 
Email = andy@blueriver.net 
Comments = We write in support of comments submitted to you by CARR, 
the Hoosier Environmental Council, CountUS, and others that oppose 
this highway: 
 
-I-69 will devastate the forests and karst terrain in Greene and 
Monroe Counties. This may be the largest single threat to our 
environment  in the history of these counties. 
 
-Traffic will double on SR37. With no improvements to SR 37 in the 
foreseeable future, congestion will intensify and fatal and injury 
accidents will multiply. 
 
-The new terrain I-69 is wasteful of tax dollars.  Repairing and 
upgrading existing roads is a better way to spend transportation 
dollars. Indiana cannot afford I-69! 
 
-We must begin to build for future transportation needs by investing 
in public transit and rail alternatives. 
 
-The study does not show a valid need for I-69. We should not 
sacrifice our homes, farmland, forests and quality of life for a NAFTA 
highway.   
 
-To save money, a substandard highway is being planned. This will 
result in much higher maintenance and repair costs in the future.  
 
-Less destructive Alternatives to a new terrain I-69 are ignored.  
 
--INDIANA DESERVES BETTER! 



FirstName = Melissa 
LastName = McReynolds 
StreetAddress = 1300 North Walnut #2 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = galfriday07@hotmail.com 
Comments = Dear Mr. Fisk and all, 
 
Here are my comments regarding this highway:  it is destructive and 
not a viable use of funds or resources.  In fact, it is an 
outrageously horrible use of funds and resources â€“ especially 
natural resources.  
 
I shall repeat what has been stated over and over: 
 
I-69 will devastate the forests and karst terrain in Greene and Monroe 
Counties. This may be the largest single threat to our environment  in 
the history of these counties. 
 
-Traffic will double on SR37. With no improvements to SR 37 in the 
foreseeable future, congestion will intensify and fatal and injury 
accidents will multiply. 
 
-The new terrain I-69 is wasteful of tax dollars.  Repairing and 
upgrading existing roads is a better way to spend transportation 
dollars. Indiana cannot afford I-69! 
 
-We must begin to build for future transportation needs by investing 
in public transit and rail alternatives. 
 
-The study does not show a valid need for I-69. We should not 
sacrifice our homes, farmland, forests and quality of life for a NAFTA 
highway.   
 
-To save money, a substandard highway is being planned. This will 
result in much higher maintenance and repair costs in the future.  
 
-Less destructive alternatives to a new terrain I-69 are ignored.  
 
This highway project needs to be STOPPED.  



FirstName = James 
LastName = Rosenbarger 
StreetAddress = 1303 E. University St. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = jrosenbarger@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = A detached sidepath, for bicycle and pedestrian use, should 
be included for the entire route of the new highway.  This is a unique 
opportunity to create a long, unimpeded route for cyclists and 
walkers.  The sidepath should be separated from the highway lanes as 
much as is feasible and still remain within the State right of way. At 
bridges the sidepath should attach to the roadway to take advantage of 
the continuity of the crossing. 
The sidepath's link to Bloomington would create a synergy of benefits 
for the region and that city.  Events such as the Hilly Hundred have 
drawn 1,000's of cyclists each year to the Bloomington area for 
decades.  The growing popularity of cycling reflects a wide range of 
economic demographic, but in general cyclists tend be above average in 
family income.  Their economic contribution would be significant, 
especially for the small towns along the highway route.    



From: Heidi Zurcher-Neely [mailto:heidi.zn@gmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 7:15 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: Stop proposed I-69 plan 
  
Hello, 
I am opposed to the I-69 plan as it now stands.  It seems to be a complete waste of money.  There 
are certainly other ways to improve the compute from Evansville to Indianapolis than by wiping 
out so much of our farmland and communities. 
I've been opposed to this proposed plan since it was first suggested years ago.  I can not 
understand why our Indiana government continues to push for it, when it is clearly opposed by 
so many.  It continues to make me wonder if there are some in the decision making process who 
will profit from this, because it doesn't seem logical. 
Please consider using/improving local roads and highways. 
Thank you, 
Brian and Heidi Neely 
(Greenwood) 
 



FirstName = Mike 
LastName = Bodnar 
StreetAddress = 1007 Gentry Ct. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = mbodnar1007@gmail.com 
Comments = I would like to comment on the construction of I-69, 
section 4. I believe there are not enough roads in the design that 
cross over/under the proposed interstate. This will limit access  East 
- West access in southern Monroe County. and will greatly reduce the 
ability of bicycles from traveling East - West. I have some very 
important information to share with you about Bloomington and Monroe 
Co. and how important good bicycle access is to this area, please 
consider the following and understand that I-69 as is presently 
planned will limit bicycle access and i the long term hurt the 
community.  
 
 
1.) Bloomington has a strong history and important focus on 
bicycling.  It is an important part of what makes Bloomington 
successful and a destination for visiting, but also for drawing 
permanent residents. 
  
2.)From the Bloomington Convention and Visitors site* which has as 
it’s theme “Breakaway Bloomington” which is in it’s self a term for a 
strategy of bicycle racing made common by the Bloomington based 
academy award winning movie Breaking away. 
  
3.)The National Geographic Society's Adventure Magazine has placed a 
bike ride through the hills of Bloomington, Harrodsburg and 
Springville on their list of the 100 best adventures in the United 
States. The 50-mile bicycle route was recognized as adventure number 
65 on the list. The route includes "a two-lane country road past small 
farms, limestone quarries and quaint towns." 
  
4.) Bloomington was named number 10 on the Forbes list of Best Places 
for Business. The rankings Ire based on criteria including the cost of 
doing business, cost of living, crime rate, culture and leisure, job 
growth and educational attainment. 
  
5.)Bicycling magazine ranked Bloomington number 7 in the nation for 
best places to bike. "This is the home of Indiana University's Little 
500 race made famous in Breaking Away. In Bloomington, cycling 



receives vigorous support from the press, city council and motorists. 
Five state recreation areas within cycling distance." 
 
 
Please consider adding more crossing roads (overpass/underpass)to the 
current plan for I-69, section 4. The "bike friendly" reputation of 
Bloomington and Monroe Co., is at stake here. The local economy does 
enjoy the benifits on this reputation of being "bike friendly". Help 
us keep that reputation by adding more East - West access roads for 
bike riders. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me 
if you would like more information. 
 
M. Bodnar  



FirstName = Michele 
LastName = Brentano 
StreetAddress = 609 W. Dixie St. 
Address = 111 Foo St. 
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = mbrentano@comcast.net 
Comments =  I agree with Paul Tedesdo of the Southern Indiana Business 
Alliance in calling for a parallel to I-69 continuous bicycle path 
along the right of way for the new infrastructure.   This plan has 
been re introduced in recent months by Raymond Hess, City of 
Bloomington Planner and Bloomington Architect and City of Bloomington 
Bicycle and Pedestrian commission former president and member James 
Rosenbarger. 
  
 The I-69 grade separated cross roads that will be left open will be 
carrying increased motor traffic and will become less safe and 
comfortable for bicycling.  What you design today for the area will 
likely be the only opportunities in the future for local 
transportation corridors.  I-69 will if anything increase urban sprawl 
to this area and increase congestion.  Looking at local traffic and 
not imagining increases in traffic density 10, 20, 50 or 100 years 
into the future would be to hurt rather than benefit the region. 
 
Bloomington has a strong history and important focus on bicycling.  It 
is an important part of what makes Bloomington successful and a 
destination for visiting, but also for drawing permanent residents. 
  
From the Bloomington Convention and Visitors site* which has as it’s 
theme “Breakaway Bloomington” which is in it’s self a term for a 
strategy of bicycle racing made common by the Bloomington based 
academy award winning movie Breaking away. 
  
The National Geographic Society's Adventure Magazine has placed a bike 
ride through the hills of Bloomington, Harrodsburg and Springville on 
their list of the 100 best adventures in the United States. The 50-
mile bicycle route was recognized as adventure number 65 on the list. 
The route includes "a two-lane country road past small farms, 
limestone quarries and quaint towns." 
  
Bloomington was named number 10 on the Forbes list of Best Places for 
Business. The rankings Ire based on criteria including the cost of 
doing business, cost of living, crime rate, culture and leisure, job 
growth and educational attainment. 



  
Bicycling magazine ranked Bloomington number 7 in the nation for best 
places to bike. "This is the home of Indiana University's Little 500 
race made famous in Breaking Away. In Bloomington, cycling receives 
vigorous support from the press, city council and motorists. Five 
state recreation areas within cycling distance." 
  
The city is committed to a long-term vision to foster and enhance 
green space. In 1995, the city established zoning that requires new 
residential developments to set aside 35 percent of land as open 
space. In 2008, the City began another groundbreaking project—the B-
Line Trail. The B-Line is the conversion of an abandoned downtown 
railroad track into a multi-use, paved trail with public art and 
common spaces through the heart of the City’s downtown. 
 
Bloomington has been recognized by both Bicycling Magazine and the 
League of American Bicyclists as one of the nation’s best places to 
bike. A 50-mile bicycle route through the hills around Bloomington was 
cited by National Geographic Adventure Magazine as one of the 100 best 
adventures in the United States. 
  
Indiana University Department of Biology states:  • Bicycling Magazine 
ranked the Bloomington area as the seventh-best place in the country 
for cycling, while in 2000 The National Geographic Society’s Adventure 
Magazine ranked bicycling in Monroe and Lawrence counties as one of 
the 100 best adventures in the United States. 
• The League of American Bicyclists named Bloomington one of only 13 
bicycle-friendly communities in the nation in 2003. The communities 
are recognized for a "longstanding commitment to providing safe 
accommodation and facilities for bicyclists and for encouraging 
bicycle travel for both transportation and recreation." 
  
Thank you for allowing comments and considering all these points, 
facts, and proposed changes.  







From: Robert Craig [mailto:rcraig2@indy.rr.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 1:08 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: I - 69 
  
Mr. Fisk: 
  
This email is to be considered a formal opinion/protest on Section 4 proposal for the I-69 route 

through Indiana.  I am opposed for many reasons; they correspond with HEC's list of objections 

to this route.  However, I am also well acquainted with the topography affected.  I am a native 

Hoosier educator and musician, familiar with the southern half of Indiana through musician job 

travels, extensive course work (geology, spelunking, conservation, ecology), and general 

common sense.  I have degrees in zoology and science education (AB, Ph.D.) from Indiana 

University Bloomington, and enough understanding of economics and rural needs to determine 

that the whole plan (I - 69) is on shaky ground in addition to the specific section in question.  

My suggestion is (1) don't build it period or (2) use the alternate route from Indianapolis to 

Terre Haute and south to Evansville.  Thank you for reading this. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Robert Craig, Ph.D. 
 



FirstName = John 
LastName = Crippen 
StreetAddress = 1901 S 20th Street 
Address =  
City = Terre Haute 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47802 
Email = johncrippen@aol.com 
Comments = It is financially irreponsible for the state to begin a 
project that could be crippling for county and state budgets. Tax 
payers deserve better decision makers. Listen to the people. To me 
this appears to be catering to WalMart who needs a complete 
North/south truck route from Texas for their new Mexican shipping 
ports. Improve I-70 and US41 South. It's less expensive and has less 
environmental impact. I am AGAINST building I-69 from Indianapolis to 
Evansville.  



From: Ann Deutch [mailto:annntom@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 10:04 AM 
To: Gary Fisk 
Subject: new terrain I-69 project 
  
I am opposed to new terrain I-69.  There are many reasons to utilize existing highways.  With respect to 
section 4 here are some key issues: 

• Price - Section 4 will cost about $550 million!  That is money we could be spending on other 
road, bridge, and safety projects around the state.  INDOT should repair our crumbling 
infrastructure before it builds another new highway it can not afford to maintain.  

• Karst - The selected route will pave over some of the most ecologically sensitive and rare cave 
formations in the world.  INDOT should protect the exceptional karst formations unique to 
Southern Indiana.  

• Farmland - About 400 acres of productive farmland will be sacrificed for I-69.   INDOT 
should preserve our agricultural heritage and the rural Southern Indiana lifestyle.  

• Local Roads - INDOT plans to save money by closing up to half the local roads in the path of I-
69.  The loss of road access may cause problems for emergency vehicles, school buses, and 
farmers.   INDOT should keep the local roads open.  

• Forests - INDOT will clear cut up to 1,100 acres of forest, much of it old growth.  It will take up 
to 100 years for the saplings it is planting to replace those trees to mature and truly 'mitigate' the 
losses.  INDOT should protect these valuable habitats.  

• Flooding - INDOT continues to claim that all the bridges will 'pass' the Indiana Flood Control Act.  
Yet in other sections, the bridge designs will raise flood levels by up to a foot in some areas!  
INDOT should protect Hoosiers and not add to the flooding problem along the route.  

Sincerely 
Tom Hougham 
Trafalgar, IN 
 



FirstName = Kathy 
LastName = Duckett 
StreetAddress = 402 S. Lincoln st 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = Ridelkagirl@yahoo.com 
Comments = I fully support the Bloomington Bicycle Club Resolution 
concerning I-69 and the proposed road closures. Please help bicylists 
continue to enjoy beautiful, safe, healthy, and low fuel consumption 
bicycle rides. Thank you. 



FW: Comments on DEIS Section 4  

Gary Fisk  

Comment for the DEIS 
Tom please respond via website 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Art Edelstein [mailto:art6056@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 7:10 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 
Subject: Comments on DEIS Section 4 
 
Mr. Gary Fisk  
Section 4 Project Manager  
P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 
 
 
Dear Mr. Fisk: 
 
I oppose going forward with Section 4 for following reason. The funds should be spent on 
road repair not new highways.  In an era of decrease state funding section 4 makes no 
sense. 
 
To add insult to injury, the proposal destroys valuable farmland, forests, ecologically 
sensitive Karstlands and contribute to increased flood damage. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Art Edelstein 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 9:21 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; Bruce Hudson  

Cc: Grovak, Mike  [MGrovak@blainc.com] ; Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com]  
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FirstName = kim 
LastName = fuller 
StreetAddress = 5135 S. Indian Valley Drive  
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = kifuller@indiana.edu 
Comments = Shame on you for forcing this on the people of Monroe 
County. 
 
I-69 will devastate the forests and karst terrain in Greene and Monroe 
Counties. This may be the largest single threat to our environment  in 
the history of these counties. 
 
-Traffic will double on SR37. With no improvements to SR 37 in the 
foreseeable future, congestion will intensify and fatal and injury 
accidents will multiply. 
 
-The new terrain I-69 is wasteful of tax dollars.  Repairing and 
upgrading existing roads is a better way to spend transportation 
dollars. Indiana cannot afford I-69! 
 
-We must begin to build for future transportation needs by investing 
in public transit and rail alternatives. 
 
-The study does not show a valid need for I-69. We should not 
sacrifice our homes, farmland, forests and quality of life for a NAFTA 
highway.   
 
-To save money, a substandard highway is being planned. This will 
result in much higher maintenance and repair costs in the future.  
 
-Less destructive Alternatives to a new terrain I-69 are ignored.  
 
--INDIANA DESERVES BETTER! 



FW: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 5  

Hamman, Mary Jo [MHamman@mbakercorp.com]  

Gary, 
 
This just came in via the Project Web site.  Given the comment line, I suspect that this 
is germane to Section 4 rather than (or maybe in addition to) Section 5. 
 
Eric - will this be addressed in the disposition of comments for the Section 4 FEIS?  
Should one or both of us respond to her via Correspond? 
 
Mary Jo 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: ezform@cinergycom.com [ mailto:ezform@cinergycom.com ]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 12:16 PM 
To: section_five-q@i69indyevn.org 
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 5 
 
FirstName = Bonnie 
LastName = Gordon-Lucas 
StreetAddress = 3375 N Russell Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = mybonnie@bloomington.in.us 
Comments = RE: I-69 DEIS Tier 2 Section 4:Â US 231 near Scotland to SR37 near 
Bloomington, in Greene and Monroe Counties 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
Have you ever lived in a place close to a highway where the noise of diesel trucks & cars 
is constant? I moved from the pollution and endless drone of vehicles on 30th Street and 
Third Ave in NYC about 35 years ago, and cherish my home in Bloomington.  
This already-planned-like-it's-a-done-deal I-69 is extremely upsetting and of concern to 
me personally. Life in this city will be forever altered. The destruction and sacrifice 
of our dwindling natural wonders is an unreasonable, unintelligent, unfair and wasteful 
use of tax dollars. Our quality of life will be destroyed. Many artists, professors, 
business owners, writers, musicians, farmers and nature lovers who live in Bloomington 
and surrounding towns will simply choose to move away, leaving this area as bland as 
every other paved-over-once-beautiful place. We desperately need alternative forms of 
transportation, yet a cheap and ill- conceived highway is close to construction. In Europe 
people enjoy efficient trains, trams, buses and bicycle paths. They cherish being 
surrounded by nature. Our Representatives, blinded by oil, bow to the Mafia-like 
mentality of big government, and big business. 
 
I stand with the thousands of Hoosiers who oppose I-69 and hope you will. 
 
Sincerely Yours, 
Bonnie Gordon-Lucas 
verifyCaptcha = S5HBEB 
 
 

Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 12:47 PM 

To: Gary Fisk  

Cc: Thomas Molt; Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com]  
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FirstName = Kevin 
LastName = Hays 
StreetAddress = 3855 S McDougal St 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = purple.hays.69@hotmail.com 
Comments = My biggest concern as a cyclist and runner are that there 
will be safe opportunities to cross I-69 once completed.  Overpasses 
are really the only option that comes to my mind.  I suppose 
underpasses of some form would be feasible if designed properly. 
Change is inevitable,but it should always do more good than harm.  
Thank you 



 Correspond 4.1 - section4pm [Message 355 of 395 in folder inbox]

Status:  Reading Message 355 

Message 355 in folder inbox

 
Date: 

 
Wed, 27 Oct 2010 19:15:08 -0500  

From: 
 

ezform@cinergycom.com 
 

To: 
 

I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
Subject: 

 
I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4 

FirstName = Vince  
LastName = Holly 
StreetAddress = 4333 S. Rockport Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = vholly@bluemarble.net 
Comments = I urge you to extend section 4 to include the Rockport Road 
overpass (which is currently the southern most part of Section 5). Currently 
it is dangerous to cross Hwy 37 on Rockport Rd. With the increase in traffic 
from I 69, existing traffic from Hwy 37, and the added traffic on Rockport 
road (from the closing of That Road), this intersection will be even more 
danderous. It only makes sense to include the Rockport Road overpass as 
section 4. North of Rockport Road is a series of stop lights and exit ramps. 
To leave Rockport road as it is, would be unsafe and put lives at risk. 
Please extend Section 4 to include the building of the Rockport road 
overpass. Thank you for taking the time to consider my plea.  
verifyCaptcha = C2Z3FW 
 
                                                                               

 Correspond 4.1 Copyright © 1997-2000, Cinergy Communications Company  Return to top of page  

Page 1 of 1Correspond 4.1 - section4pm [Message 355 of 395 in folder inbox]

11/16/2010http://www.i69indyevn.org/correspond-bin/showmail.cgi?SPD=8r264229593gIdM&FOLDER=i...









tmolt
Polygon





FirstName = Kenda 
LastName = Jochim 
StreetAddress = 10378 
Address = 10378 E. Spring Hill Rd. 
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = jochim@bluemarble.net 
Comments = I have looked at the proposed route and I think you are 
limiting access and crossovers for too many of our Greene County 
roads.  This is a very large problem for our school buses and 
emergency vehicles.  In your effort to cut costs, you are making our 
county less able to respond to crises, educate our children and have 
better county roads. 
I have opposed this proposed highway for over 30 years.  It was first 
proposed as a toll road.  There have been several feasibility studies 
done showing this to be too expensive to build through the Karst 
topography to make it be a benefit. 
There is not enough money to pay for this road and you are robbing the 
rest of Indiana citizenry from improving their local roads. 
I69, the NAFTA highway, in other states such as Texas has been 
abandoned.  The idea of an interstate from Mexico to Canada is not 
popular with the American people.  So why are we building this section 
of I69?  Only to get some people from Evansville to Bloomington; and 
these are politically powerful people. 
Please do not build this highway section 4.  Our county cannot afford 
the cost of making alternate routes around the highway and the cost of 
maintenance on the roads we have. And you are destroying farmland, 
forest and homes. 





FirstName = James 
LastName = Kelly 
StreetAddress = 1821 E Arden Dr 
Address =  
City = Bloominton 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = drpjmann@yahoo.com 
Comments = Burch Road does not get much auto traffic, but is a 
splendid bicycle road. It is beautiful and would serve nicely to 
connect outer cycling loops in Monroe and Greene counties. I request 
that a  bicycle pedestrian grade separation be built so that bicycles 
can cross I-69 a this critical spot.  I believe the cost of this 
structure could be largely covered by Bicycle and Pedestrian 
enhancement funds that the state of Indiana can access through The 
Federal Highway Administration. 



FirstName = James 
LastName = Kelly 
StreetAddress = 1821 E Arden Dr 
Address =  
City = Bloominton 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = drpjmann@yahoo.com 
Comments = Bolin Lane should remain open for bicycle passage, either 
as a shared access with cars or as a bicycle pedestrian grade 
separation. If I-69 is built, bicycles will be excluded from the ramp 
of section 4.  Currently few bicyclists use SR 37 because auto traffic 
is so heavy and fast. Bolin lane is the safest north south route in 
Monroe County west of SR37. Please do not eliminate it for bicycles. 



FirstName = Jerry 
LastName = Merriman 
StreetAddress = 3201 Snoddy Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = jmerrima@indiana.edu 
Comments = To whom it may concern: 
 
There are many important reasons to stop the new-terrain I-69 highway 
before it reaches Greene and Monroe Counties, including their fragile 
karst terrain with its caves and sinkholes.  The following reasons 
apply to these counties and the entire I-69 project as it is currently 
planned for Indiana:  
 
1.  A new-terrain highway will destroy      
    thousands of acres of forest and farm land, 
    contributing to global warming and the loss 
    of local and sustainable agriculture. 
2.  A far less destructive and less expensive 
    alternative is available: upgrading  
    existing roads from Indianapolis to Terre  
    Haute to Evansville. 
3.  Indiana cannot afford the new-terrain I-69 
    project.  Cost-saving measures will make  
    a new-terrain highway more expensive to  
    maintain and repair. 
4.  The majority of Indiana's citizens are 
    opposed to this project on the basis  
    that it is fiscally, environmentally  
    and socially irresponsible.  We can and 
    must do better with our limited funds.  
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Patrick J. Munson 
6707 W. Rock East Road ▪ Bloomington, IN  47403 

(812) 824-7717 
munson@indiana.edu 

 
October 27, 2010 
 
Gary Fisk 
DLZ Indiana LLC 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville, IN  47716 
 
Robert F. Tally, Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration-Indiana Division 
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
 
Michael B. Cline, Commissioner 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 N. Senate Ave. 
IGCN Room N755 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
   
Re: DEIS (Tier 2) for the I-69, Evansville to Indianapolis project for Section 4 

between Crane NSWC and  Bloomington, Indiana  
 FHWA-IN-EIS-10-01-D 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am enclosing my recommendations for changes in the “Big Bend” of Section 4 as my 
comments on the DEIS. 
 
By using the existing alignment you will needlessly waste millions of the taxpayers’ 
money and cause great harm to the karst systems in southwestern Monroe County. 
 
I have recommended an alternative. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Patrick J. Munson 
enc.  Recommendations for Changes in The ‘Big Bend’ Segment of I-69 Section 4 in 

Western Monroe County, Indiana (with map) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES IN THE ‘BIG BEND’ SEGMENT OF  
I-69 SECTION 4 IN WESTERN MONROE COUNTY, INDIANA 

 
Submitted as Comments on I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Section 4 – 

US 231 to SR 37 
 

by Patrick J. Munson, 6707 W. Rock East Rd., Bloomington, IN 47403 
 

October 26, 2010 
 

The present corridor and alignment of Section 4 (‘existing alignment’ hereafter) crosses 
Indian Creek just north of Hobbieville and continues northward as it ascends the east wall 
of the valley of the creek to Carter Road near the Greene-Monroe County line. It then 
continues northward, descends back into the Indian Creek valley and crosses the creek 
once again. After threading its way between the historic Virginia Ironworks (on the east) 
and the historic Sparks Cemetery (on the west) it ascends to the crest of the west wall of 
Indian Creek valley. At that point it abruptly turns eastward, descending, once again, into 
the valley and crossing Indian Creek for the third time. Continuing eastward the 
alignment punches through or climbs over a ridge that separates Indian Creek from the 
valley of the unnamed tributary that runs parallel with and south of Evans Road, and then 
continues eastward and ascending to Harmony Road, where it punches through the high 
ridge that is the crest of the Chester Escarpment (and the watershed between the Indian 
Creek and Clear Creek drainages). 
 
The ‘Big Bend’ between where the existing alignment crosses Carter Road and where it 
crosses Harmony Road makes no sense. What does make sense, from a number of 
considerations, is an essentially straight-line, southwest-northeast connection between the 
Carter Road and Harmony Road crossings (see following map). There would be four 
major advantages to choosing this proposed alignment for this segment of Section 4: 
 

1.  The alignment proposed here is slightly more than one mile shorter than the 
existing alignment. 

 
2. The existing alignment has three crossings of Indian Creek (requiring three 
bridges and associated cuts and fills, as well as wetland mitigation). The proposed 
alignment has one crossing. 

 
3.  The existing alignment between Carter Road and Harmony Road, per above, has 
three ascents and three descents. Disregarding modifications from cuts and fills, 
proceeding northbound these ascents-descents involve a 200 foot descent from Carter 
Road to the crossing of Indian Creek, a 130 ascent from the creek to the sharp north-
to-east bend, a 120 foot descent back down to the creek, a 150 ascent to the crest of 
the east wall of Indian Creek valley, an 80 descent to the floor of the valley of the 
tributary that parallels Evans Road, and then a 170 foot ascent to Harmony Road. In 
contrast, the proposed alignment from Carter Road to Harmony Road has a single 
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“smooth” ascent of only 50 feet over nearly four miles (an imperceptible grade of 
0.25%).  

 
4. The segment of the existing alignment between Carter Road and Harmony Road 
impacts approximately 25% on all karst features that occur within the entirety of 
Section 4, including three “unavoidable” large swallow holes (‘swallets’) that lie 
1000 to 3500 feet west of Harmony Road and 500 to 1000 feet south of Evans Road. 
Further, there is (in my opinion) at least a 90% probability of a substantial (but as of 
yet undocumented) horizontal cave system directly under the existing alignment 
along the west wall of Indian Creek valley just west of Breeden Road (see Munson et 
al., February 2, 2004, Addendum to: Assessment of Sinkhole Areas and Karstic 
Features that were omitted in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed I69 Alternate 3C Corridor). The alignment proposed here lies along the 
northwest edge of the crest of a high ridge (which is the watershed between the Indian 
Creek and Little Indian Creek valleys). Because of the elevation of this ridge it is 
underlain mostly by thick sandstones of the Sample, Elwren, Big Clifty, and early 
Pennsylvanian members (the exception is the thin—c. 10 foot thick—Beech Creek 
Limestone, but other than small springs this limestone in this area rarely contains 
karst features). From my personal knowledge of the area, I predict that the proposed 
new alignment segment would cross zero sinkholes, zero caves, and at most five or 
six small, inconsequential springs. 
 

The question that now presents itself, given the arguments for the alignment proposed 
here, is what was/is the rationale for the ‘Big Bend’ in the existing alignment? I have 
asked this question repeatedly to persons employed by INDOT and who presumably are 
in a position to know. The only answer I’ve received is that it was done to avoid impacts 
on the historic Virginia Ironworks complex. This is, to put it bluntly, utter nonsense. The 
existing alignment passes about 1000 feet west of the iron furnace and its associated 
building and about 3000 feet north of the iron ore mines. However, if the alignment 
turned northeastward at Carter Road, as proposed here, it would miss the furnace and 
associated buildings by 7/8ths of a mile and the ore mines by 1.25 miles. The only thing 
of substance relative to the ironworks that the proposed alignment comes close to is an 
historic sandstone quarry (archaeological site 12-MO-1187) that might is associated, but 
(a) there is no documentation that this site was in fact associated with the ironworks, and 
(b) the site lies about 800 feet north of the proposed alignment. 

 
Lastly, anticipating the argument that “we can’t change the corridor at this late date,” I 
offer some purely economic considerations. Certainly considering four miles of new 
corridor would involve millions of dollars for assessment of environmental impacts and 
for engineering studies. But this would be offset by savings that I’m sure would be 
measured in tens of millions of dollars (50 million total??) if the corridor was moved in 
this segment of Section 4. Specifically, the proposed corridor segment has one mile less 
ROW, has two fewer bridges, has six fewer large cuts and fills, and avoids the cost of 
mitigation of about 25% of the karst features that are present in the entirety of the 
existing Section 4 alignment.        
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Map of proposed alignment that shortens the Section 4 route, eliminates multiple 
stream crossings and bridges, grade changes, and impacts to karst features, and 
saves millions of construction and mitigation dollars. 



FirstName = Katy 
LastName = Ratcliff 
StreetAddress = 501 E. University St. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = katyratcliff@gmail.com 
Comments = I am an avid bicyclist in Monroe and surrounding counties, 
one who is very fearful of the limitations and restrictions which 
construction of the proposed I-69 corridor implies.  I FULLY SUPPORT 
THE RESOLUTION PRESENTED BY THE BLOOMINGTON BICYCLE CLUB which 
specifies roads where accommodations must be made for cyclists if our 
area is to remain bicycle-friendly not only to local enthusiasts but 
to those who travel from distant places because this area is becoming 
known as a fabulous area in which to bike.  The resolution can be 
found at: 
http://www.bloomingtonbicycleclub.org/Interstate69/ 
 
Respecfully submitted, 
Katy Ratcliff 



From: Schroder, Nathan Lee [mailto:nschrode@indiana.edu]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 9:07 AM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: I-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 
  
Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
  
While I know the common phrase is “just not in my back yard,” in this instance that is where the road is 
going.  The current desired path of I-69 will have the interstate go directly through my subdivision, Rolling 
Glen.  While I am not opposed to I-69 being built, I believe there may be better options for the placement 
of the road in the corridor.   
  
The path of the interstate was said to have changed largely due to karst.  One suggestion would be to 
alter the current desired path of the interstate as it nears Rolling Glen.  If the karst that is trying to be 
avoided is in the South West portion of section 4, which wouldn’t affect the North Eastern path, going 
between the two subdivisions along Bolin Lane, instead of through one of them, would alleviate many of 
the concerns below.   
  
With the placement of the interstate so close my biggest concern would be noise.  The noise level for my 
home will increase between 21 and 24 decibels, a 50% increase.  If the road is not moved the only 
remedy for the large increase in noise would be a wall.  This wall would also eliminate the problem of 
actually having to look directly at the road since the peaceful views country side will no longer be there. 
  
Another victim of the interstate going through the Rolling Glen subdivision would be the value of all the 
homes.  Not only is the value damaged by the increase in noise, increased risk of violence from people 
walking the interstate, the fact that the size of the subdivision is divided, but also resale opportunity of 
these homes drops dramatically since no one wants to buy the house in the subdivision with the interstate 
running directly through it! 
  
Thank you for hearing my concerns and I look forward to your response. 
  
Nathan Schroder 
Rolling Glen Subdivision 
2193 W Tobacco Rd 
Bloomington, IN  47403 
 





FirstName = Alex 
LastName = Smith 
StreetAddress = 831 W. 6th St. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = alexadamsmith@gmail.com 
Comments = Three protected birds, Cerulean Warbler, Hooded Warbler and 
Henslow’s Sparrow, present and likely breeding in and around the I-69 
Section 4 corridor. 
 
Cerulean Warbler (Dendroica cerulea; state endangered, federal species 
of concern), and Hooded Warbler (Wilsonia citrina; state species of 
concern) were identified in an independent survey conducted during the 
2010 breeding season within the alternative 3c corridor for I-69 
Section 4. Neither of these species are mentioned in the Tier 2 
Environmental Impact Statement for this section.  Additionally, 
surveyors compiling the Indiana Breeding Bird Atlas for the Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources have identified Henslow’s Sparrow 
(Ammodramus henslowii) in a survey block bisected by the section 4 
corridor.  While this species is listed in the Tier 2 DEIS, it is 
given a low probability of occurrence with no potential impact.  Based 
on these field data, we conclude that all three birds should be 
considered possible breeding species along the alternative 3c section 
4 corridor, and that the construction of I-69 would have a high 
likelihood of destroying breeding habitat.  The f 
 ailure to include Cerulean Warbler and Hooded Warbler in the Tier 2 
DEIS, and the inadequate attention given to Henslow’s Sparrow, 
constitute serious omissions.  More research must be conducted on 
possible negative impacts to these species, and plans to eliminate or 
mitigate these impacts should be developed and implemented. 
 
For a complete comment including all survey data, refer to the paper 
comment of the same title submitted to the I-69 section 4 office on 
10-27-2010.  
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Summary: 

Cerulean Warbler (Dendroica cerulea; state endangered, federal species of 
concern), and Hooded Warbler (Wilsonia citrina; state species of concern) were 
identified in an independent survey conducted during the 2010 breeding season within the 
alternative 3c corridor for 1-69 Section 4. Neither of these species are mentioned in the 
Tier 2 Environmental Impact Statement for this section. Additionally, surveyors 
compiling the Indiana Breeding Bird Atlas for the Indiana Department of Natural 

Resources have identified Henslow's Sparrow (Ammodramus henslowii) in a survey 
block bisected by the section 4 corridor. While this species is listed in the Tier 2 DEIS, it 
is given a low probability of occurrence with no potential impact. Based on these field 
data, we conclude that all three birds should be considered possible breeding species 



along the alternative 3c section 4 corridor, and that the construction of 1-69 would have a 
high likelihood of destroying breeding habitat. The failure to include Cerulean Warbler 
and Hooded Warbler in the Tier 2 DEIS, and the inadequate attention given to Henslow's 
Sparrow, constitute serious omissions. More research must be conducted on possible 
negative impacts to these species, and plans to eliminate or mitigate these impacts should 
be developed and implemented. 

Background information: 

The Cerulean Warbler is the fastest declining North American warbler species 
(USFWS 2007). It is federally listed as a species of concern, and listed as endangered by 
the state of Indiana (USFWS 2007, INHD 2010). This species nests and forages in 
central areas of mature hardwood forest, and its breeding range extends from the 
Appalachians west to Illinois, including southern Indiana (USFWS 2007, Harnmel2007). 
The Cerulean Warbler is known to experience poor reproductive success in woodland 
areas that are highly fragmented, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service cites forest 
fragmentation in the breeding range as one of the primary threats to this species (USFWS 
2007). The Cerulean Warbler population is currently declining at a rate of 3.2% per year, 
and it is projected to have declined to 10% of current population levels within the next 
100 years assuming that no further threats to the species' survival emerge (USFWS 
2007). The US Fish and Wildlife Service conservation action plan lists reducing forest 
fragmentation and preventing major forest losses as key steps for the conservation of this 
species (USFWS 2007). 

The Hooded Warbler is listed as a species of concern in Indiana (INHD 20 10). It 
breeds in large expanses of mature deciduous forest with dense, shrubby understory 
(Audubon New York, Friesen and Stabb 2001). The breeding range for this species 
extends from southern Ontario south to the Gulf coast, including southern Indiana 
(Friesen and Stabb 2001). Hooded Warblers prefer large forest blocks of 250 acres or 
more, and the destruction and fragmentation of forests in the breeding range are among 
the main threats to this species (Audubon New York, Friesen and Stabb 2001). 
According to the Canadian Wildlife Service conservation plan, reducing forest 
fragmentation is important for the conservation of this species (Friesen and Stabb 2001). 

Henslow's Sparrow is listed as endangered in the state of Indiana (INHD 2010). 
Its breeding range extends from the Lower Peninsula of Michigan south to Kentucky, 
including the entire state of Indiana (Cooper 2007). Henslow's Sparrow breeds in 
extensive, infrequently disturbed open grassland habitats with a thick litter layer, and 
frequently makes use of agricultural lands preserved under the conservation reserve 
program (Cooper 2007). Given the existing threats to this species, current models predict 
a 53% chance of extinction within the next 100 years. Fragmentation of existing 



grassland habitat is cited as a key threat to the survival of this species (Kreitinger and 

Paulos 2007). 

Bird survey and identification of protected species within the corridor: 

We identified bird species on four properties falling within the alternative 3c 
section 4 right of way on June 19" and 20", 2010. This placed our survey near the end of 
the breeding season for most woodland bird species. We followed methodology used in 
the Hardwoods Ecosystem Experiment, a large-scale ecological study run by researchers 
at Purdue University. We traversed each property and conducted periodic point counts, 
in which we remained still and quiet for a 10 minute period and recorded all bird species 
seen or heard. Bird species that were seen or heard on the property outside of these 
observation periods were also noted. All identifications were confirmed by lead surveyor 
Julia Ferguson, who has worked professionally on breeding bird surveys in the Hoosier 
National Forest for researchers at Purdue University (see Appendices 2 and 3). 

We identified one Cerulean Warbler by song on June 19" at coordinates 39.0677 
N, -86.6557 W (Appendix 1). This location is in Monroe County and falls within the 
alternative 3c section 4 corridor. The property was vegetated in mature deciduous forest, 
comprising part of a larger wooded area. 

We made a total of five auditory Hooded Warbler identifications on two separate 
properties (Appendix 1). The first three Hooded Warbler identifications were made on 
properties in Monroe County characterized by large expanses of mature deciduous forest. 
All identifications were made within the alternative 3c section 4 corridor. The first was 

at coordinates 39.0725 N -86.6 167 W, the second was at coordinates 39.0752 N -86.6552 
W, and the third was near coordinates 39.0677 N, -86.6557 W. We also made two 
Hooded Warbler identifications on a property in Monroe County adjacent to the corridor, 
near coordinates 39.0656 N -86.6458 W. This property was characterized by stands of 
mature forest mixed with stands at earlier stages of succession. These data along with our 
full survey results can be found in Appendix 1. 

Additional evidence for presence of protected species: 

Both Cerulean Warbler and Hooded Warbler are listed as present in Monroe 
County in the Indiana Heritage Database, while Henslow's Sparrow is listed as present in 
Greene County (INHD 20 10). 

Surveyors compiling the Indiana Breeding Bird Atlas have gathered data on 
breeding bird species in and around the 1-69 corridor. The Clear Creek Breeding Bird 
Atlas sampling block in Southwest Monroe County extends from 39.085 N -86.625 W to 
39.042 N -86.563 W, and is bisected by the alternative 3c section 4 corridor. Within this 



survey block, both Henslow's Sparrow and Hooded Warbler have been identified by 
surveyors for the Breeding Bird Atlas project (Clarke unpublished data). Both have been 

classified as possible breeding species in this sampling block. 

Conclusions: 

The construction of 1-69 has the potential to negatively impact Cerulean Warbler, 
Hooded Warbler and Henslow's Sparrow populations, putting these already-threatened 
species in greater risk of extinction. We have directly observed Cerulean Warbler and 

Hooded Warbler within the alternative 3c section 4 corridor during breeding season, in 

extensive tracts of mature forest that constitute ideal breeding habitat for these species 

(Appendix 1, USFWS 2007). This indicates a likelihood that these species are breeding 
within the proposed highway corridor. Therefore, the construction of 1-69 has the 
potential to destroy breeding habitat for the Cerulean and Hooded Warbler. Forest 
fragmentation caused by highway construction could cause additional negative impacts 
extending far beyond the amount of forest that is actually cut, inhibiting the breeding 

success of Cerulean and Hooded Warblers occupying forest patches adjacent to the 
highway route (USFWS 2007, Friesen and Stabb 2001). Highway construction also has 
the potential to negatively impact Henslow's Sparrow, which has been observed in the 
vicinity of the 1-69 corridor and classified as a possible breeding species within the 

corridor, by destroying grassland habitat and degrading remaining patches through 

fragmentation (Clark unpublished data, Kreitinger and Paulos 2007). 
In the Tier 2 Section 4 DEIS, no mention is made of either Cerulean Warbler or 

Hooded Warbler. We have presented direct evidence that both of these species are 
present in the corridor, and should be considered possible breeding species. Furthermore, 
1-69 construction would destroy or degrade large areas of mature woodland breeding 
habitat (INDOT 2010). Taken together, it appears very likely that the construction of I- 
69 would have negative impacts on these species. The failure to include potential 

impacts on the Cerulean and Hooded Warbler in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Staten~ei~t therefore constitutes a serious omission which should be corrected. We call on 

the Indiana Department of Transportation to give careful and complete consideration to 

the negative impacts that 1-69 could have on Cerulean Warbler and Hooded Warbler. 
In the case of Henslow's Sparrow, the judgment in the DEIS that this species has 

a low probability of occurrence would experience no impact from highway construction 

is inappropriate (INDOT 2010). Given that this species is known to occur in the area of 
the planned highway route, and given the possibility that it is making use of breeding 

habitat within the alternative 3c section 4 corridor, it is likely that Henslow's Sparrow 
would be adversely affected by 1-69 construction. Therefore, this species deserves more 

thorough consideration in the environmental impact review process. 



It is incumbent upon INDOT to ensure that the 1-69 project does not jeopardize 
the continued existence of any protected species, or lead to the destruction of critical 
habitat. The omission of Cerulean Warbler and Hooded Warbler from the DEIS, and the 

cursory attention given to Henslow's Sparrow, indicate that the potential impacts on these 
species are not being adequately considered. INDOT must perform further studies which 
thoroughly assess the possible impacts that the construction of 1-69 Section 4 could have 
on each of these species. Furthermore, the state must formulate a plan to eliminate or 
adequately mitigate these impacts, to be carried out in the event that 1-69 Section 4 is 

built. 
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Appendix 1: Con~plete bird survey results 

Site One 6/19/2010 Location N39.0725 W-86.6167 
Site characteristics: Extensive mature deciduous forest 

Song (S)/Cal l (C) 
Species Sight(l)/Drum (D) Sex Distance WIND=O 

Count 1: N39.0725 

RTH U I 

REV1 S 

BHCO S 

AMCR C 

REV1 S 

AMCR C 

ACFL S 

KEWA S 

DOWO C 

HOWA S 

EAWP S 

WOTH S 

RTH U C 

YBCU C 

CACH C 

CACH C 

Count 2: N39.2744 

REV1 S 

REV1 S 

PlWO I/C 
ACFL S 

SCTA I 

AMCR C 

BHCO C 

EAPH I 

NOCA S 

WOTH S 

BAOW C 

REV1 S 

WBNU C 

BHCO S 

RBWO C 

COGR I 

ACFL S 

W-86.6167 TIME: 9:53-10:03 

F 10 

M 20 

M 50 

U 80 

M 30 

U 110 

M 50 

M 70 

U 50 

M 40 
M 80 

M 110 

U 30 

U 80 

U 30 

U 50 

Time: 8:46-8:56 

50 

60 

80 

80 

20 

100 

30 

20 

70 

100 

110 

60 

70 

60 

50 

30 

100 



KEWA S 

BUA C 

After Survey 

OVEN S 

REV1 C 

ETTI S 

DOWO I 

CACH C 

RHWO I 

BUA I 

INBU S 

DOWO I/C 

50 

20 

80 

20(FLYOVER) 

20 

70 

30 

50 

NO DATA 

Site Two 6/19/2010 Location: N39.0769 W-86.6546 

Site characteristics: Extensive mature deciduous forest 
Song (S)/Cal l (C) 
Sight(l)/Drum 

Species (D) Sex Distance wind = 2 
Time: 12:30 - 

Count 1: N39.0769 W-86.6546 12:40 

COYE S M 30 

YTWA S M 50 

AMGO c/I M 30 

SUTA s/ I M 10 

SUTA I F 10 

CARW s/I M < l o  

OROR S M 40 

BHCO c/I F < l o  

FlSP S M 40 

IlVBU S M 60 

ElTI S M 60 

BRTH S M 40 

RBWO c/I U 50 

MOD0 c/I U 50 

RTH U I/c M < lo  

AMGO C U 40 

SCTA I M 30 

EABL S M 20 

AMGO C U 30 

After Survey: 



SOSP 

CHSP 

COYE 

EABL 

EABL 

CHSP 

CHSP 

INBU 

CHSW 

CEDR 

Count 2: N39.0752 

PlWO 

RBWO 

DOWO 

AMCR 

HQWA 

ACFL 

EAWP 

REV1 

RSTO 

MOD0 

RSTO 

NOCA 

ETTl 

ACFL 

REV1 

RBWO 

After Survey: 

SWTHl C 

NOPA S 

KEWA S 

KEWPi S 

PlWO C 

HOWA S 

BHCO S 

ETTl C 

YTWA S 

YSFL C 

M 

M 

M 

F 

I M M  

U 

M 

M 

U 

U 



MOD0 C 

CERW S 

REV1 I 

U 
N39.0767 

M LOCATION: W-86.6557 
NOTE: feeding 

U BHCO 

Site Three 6/20/2010 Location: N39.0656 W-86.6458 
Site characteristics: Stands of mature deciduous forest mixed with stands at 
earlier stages of succession. Extensive forested tract. 

Species 
Song (S)/Call (C) 
Sight(l)/Drum (D) Sex Distance 

Before survey: 

YTVl S M at house 

YTVl 

WOTH 

WOTH 

ACFL 

ACFL 

KEWA 

REV1 

M at house 

M walk in 

M drive in 

M walk in 

M walk in 

M 

M 

EAWP S M 

RSTO S M 

HOWA S M 
OVEN S M 

RSTO S M 

DOWO 

BHCO 

BHCO 

BGGlV 

REV1 

REV1 

Count 1: 

CACH 

ACFL 

BHCO 

REV1 

YBCU 

OVE lV 

REV1 

CACH 



ETTl 

REV1 

WOODPECKER 

BTN W 

AMCR 

WBNU 

SCTA 

CACH 

After SLI rvey: 

OVEN 

HOWA 

KEWA 

Count 2: 

ACFL 

AMCR 

CACH 

PRWA 

BGGN 

REV1 

WOODPECKER 

NOCA 

CHSW 

AMGO 

RSTO 

Err1 
E r r 1  
RSTO 

After Survey: 

PRWA 

Count 3: 

CHSP 

BHCO 

EABL 

WBNU 

RSTO 



CACH 

CACH 

CHSP 

CEDR 

ACFL 

CARW 

EAWP 

WOTH 

TUVU 

EAPH 

AMGO 

AMGO 

BHCO 

BHCO 

BHCO 

EABL 

FlSP 

YSFL 

ACFL 

INBU 

SOSP 

BUA 

YWl 

SCTA 

U 30 

U 40 

M 40 

U 

M 50 

M 30 

M 30 

M 60 

U FLYOVER 

M 20 

U 30 

U 30 

M 30 

F 30 

F 30 

Immature 30 

M 60 

U 70 

M 60 

M 40 

M 50 

U 30 

M 40 

M 50 

Site Four DNR PROPERTY Location: N38.9619 W-86.7818 
Site characteristics: Riparian area at the fork of two creeks - mixed old 
field vegetation and immature deciduous forest 

Species 

Count 1: 

COYE 

NOCA 

INBU 

RSTO 

AMGO 

AMGO 

G RCA 

INBU 

Song (S)/Call (C) 
Sight(l)/Drum 

(Dl Sex 
LOCATION: INTERSEC-rION 
OF CREEKS 

S M 

S U 

S M 

C U 

C U 

C U 

S M 

s nn 

Distance 

No time noted 

20 

40 

20 

40 

20 

50 

40 

60 



COGR 

YTWA 

YBCH 

PlWO 

COYE 

YWAR 

ETrl 

SOSP 

After Survey: 

NOCA I 

YBCU C 

Code 
ACFL 

AMCR 

AMGO 

BAOW 

BTN W 

BUA 

BGGN 

BRTH 

BHCO 

CACH 

CARW 

CEDR 

CERW 

CHSW 

CHSP 

COGR 

COYE 

DOWO 

EABL 

EAPH 

ElTI 

EAW P 

FlSP 

G RCA 

HOWA 

Name 
Acadian Flycatcher 

American Crow 

American Goldfinch 

Barred Owl 
Black-throated Green 
Warbler 

Blue Jay 

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher 

Brown -tt~rasher 

Brown-headed Cowbird 

Carolina Chickadee 

Caronlina Wren 

Cedar Waxwing 

Cerulean Warbler 

Chimney Swift 

Chipping Sparrow 

Common Grackle 

Common Yellowthroat 

Downy Woodpecker 

Eastern Bluebird 

Eastern Phoebe 

Eastern Tufted Titmouse 

Eastern Wood-peewee 

Field Sparrow 

Gray Catbird 

Hooded Warbler 

Flyover 

50 

60 

30 

10 

40 

70 

70 

Code 

INBU 

KEWA 

MOD0 

NOPA 

OROR 

OVEN 

PlWO 

PRAW 

RBWO 

REV1 

RHWO 

RSTO 

SCTA 

SOSP 

SUTA 

SWTH 

TUVU 

WBNU 

YWAR 

YBCU 

YBCH 

YSFL 

Y l v l  

YTWA 

Name 
Indigo Bunting 

Kentucky Warbler 

Mourning Dove 

Northern Parula 

Orchard Oriole 

Ovenbird 

Pileated Woodpecker 

Prairie Warbler 

Red-bellied Woodpecker 

Red-Eyed Vireo 

Red-headed Woodpecker 

Rufous-sided Towhee 

Scarlet Tanager 

Song Sparrow 

Summer Tanager 

Swainson's Thrush 

Turkey Vulture 

W hite-breasted Nuthatch 

Yellow Warbler 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

Yellow-breasted Chat 

Yellow-shafted Flicker 

Yellow-throated Vireo 

Yellow-throated Warbler 







FirstName = Michael 
LastName = Walter 
StreetAddress = 320 W 17th St 
Address =  
City = Auburn 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46706-2826 
Email = oldmuskrat@yahoo.com 
Comments = 1. I-69 will devastate the forests and karst terrain in 
Greene and Monroe Counties. This may be the largest single threat to 
the environment  in the history of these counties. 
 
2. Traffic will double on SR37. With no improvements to SR 37 in the 
foreseeable future, congestion will intensify and fatal and injury 
accidents will multiply. 
 
3. The new terrain I-69 is wasteful of tax dollars.  Repairing and 
upgrading existing roads is a better way to spend transportation 
dollars.  
 
4. We must begin to build for future transportation needs by investing 
in public transit and rail alternatives. 
 
5. The study does not show a valid need for I-69. We should not 
sacrifice our homes, farmland, forests and quality of life for an 
unnecessary  highway.  
 
6. To save money, a substandard highway is being planned. This will 
result in much higher maintenance and repair costs in the future.  
 
7. Less destructive Alternatives to a new terrain I-69 are ignored. 



FirstName = Wayne 
LastName = Werne 
StreetAddress = 10185 E SR 62 
Address =  
City = Ferdinand 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47532 
Email = wwerne@psci.net 
Comments = In reference to this segment of the proposed I-69 highway, 
I would like to submit comment opposing the building of this section 
of the road based on numerous reasons. 
 
The number one reason that I would like to officially comment on is 
the great damage and destruction that any highway through this region 
would impose upon the sensitive karst and cave topography.  Clearly, 
no matter what mitigation measures are taken, (and I doubt many will 
be), runoff including road salt and trash will chronically and 
permanently be introduced into these systems and damage or destroy the 
species that live only in these types of systems.  This is to say 
nothing of the direct damage and destruction of the caves and karst 
and hydrology and water table that any new highway would impose. 
 
The direct impact to forestland and all of the associated plants and 
animals that utilize this habitat is also something that could be 
totally avoided by utilizing the EXISTING CORRIDOR of US 41 / I-70.  
Much less direct and indirect damage would be done, and the precious 
resource of forestland would be conserved for the future use of our 
citizens in this state. 
 
If it were unavoidable to build this highway, I would propose and 
absolute minimization of right of way width and mitigation of any 
forestland loss at a rate of 10 to 1 because planted trees in a field 
or putting further protection on land that is already forested cannot 
make up for the direct loss of topsoil, herbaceous plants, and 
overstory trees, as well as wildlife habitat and the unfragmented 
corridors that intact woodlands provide for travel and dispersion of 
wildlife - the functioning ecosystem as a whole that you so directly 
threaten with new road building proposals. 
 
It is obvious to me that this entire project from the very beginning 
all through every step of the process in between to any final decision 
has been completely political and not scientifically or economically 
based.  All of you people who have anything to do with building a new 
terrain highway should be utterly ashamed to walk this planet.  This 
includes all politicians, all lobbyists, all contractors, all 



developers, and anyone who thinks we "need" a new terrain highway.  
With the state in such an economic crisis, only a band of fools would 
continue to pursue this project.  The fact that land is going to be 
stolen from private citizens using taxpayer money is criminal and 
deplorable. 
 
Everyone has their own view of right and wrong, justice and injustice, 
and what follows life on this earth.  I can only hope and pray that 
God does exist and that he will pass judgement on all of those who 
have bent the rules, paid off the right people, and ignored the voice 
of the public in order to perpetuate this pork barrel project upon 
society.  Do you sleep well at night?  Do you feel content in the 
injustice you are imposing upon people and the environment?  If so, 
then you have no conscious, and your day of judgement will come. 





Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 

After attending meeting with Tom Molt and several Transportation officials on 10/20/10 I felt I had to 
Write with concerns that affect our neighborhood (Victor Heights). It seems our house could be as close as 
50 to 100 ft. of fence line of new highway. When I ask about some sort of noise buffer built, we were told 
There was not one planned because of cost and there would only be 8-10 homes benefited by it. 

Last spring a noise study was done in my front yard it measured 47 decibels , and the estimated increase 
Due to construction of new highway would be approx. 67 decibels and increase of 20 decibels, I think 
It could be higher because of close proximity to the interchange with all the accelerating onto and off the 
Ramps. 

Is there no exceptions or special consideration due to the closeness to our homes? 

We have lived in our house for over 35 yrs. I was 23yrs. Old when we bought the house, We have 
Lived most of our lives here and both our children were born and raised here, and now have my grandson 
Living with us part time. 

Our next door neighbors the Underwoods have lived here 37yrs. The Jeffers across from us have been 
Here for over 25yrs. So our neighborhood has invested a lot of our lives and taxes in our small but solid 
And close knit "community". 

I feel that people should come first not.. . ..bats, caves, springs ect.. ... ! 

Another concern is the foundation of our home it is a block basement construction and I don't feel 
It would hold up under the dynamiting that I'm sure will have to be done. 

Noise from the construction is a concern will it be day and night work? Will there be limits on any work 
Done at night due to noise and dust? 

I just feel when it is all said and done we will have a house that no one would want, and would be 
Worth nothing on the market and possibly thousands of dollars in damages that we cannot afford in 
Repairs. 

Sincerely, 
Patty Adams 
1840 W. Victor Heights 
Bloomington IN. 47403 

Tel. 81 2-824-7557 





FirstName = Charlotte 
LastName = Alexander 
StreetAddress = 7190 State Road 54W 
Address =  
City = Springville 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47462 
Email = alexander.charlotte@yahoo.com 
Comments = To Whom it May Concern: 
   This email may possibly arrive too late to be included in the 
Public Comments for Section 4 in Greene County; however, I'd like to 
submit it anyway.  I am a retiree of NSWC Crane, where I worked for 31 
years.  As I read through the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, I 
was impressed with how complex the work had been. Not only had you 
given a scenario but you had provided one or even more than one 
alternative. With that in mind, my husband and I would give you two 
thumbs up on proceeding in Section 4. 
   Having been born (62 years ago) and raised in southern Indiana, I 
have watched as other areas of the state have prospered while 
southwestern Indiana has been overlooked time and time again.  While 
both industry and commerce flourished in areas where interstates were 
built, we did not.  The status quo sustained us until the country's 
economy began to recede. I-69 will be southwestern Indiana's saviour. 
We should all be concerned about the future of our children and 
grandchildren because, with I-69, will come more industry and more 
jobs; and anyone who thinks this to be incorrect, need only to take 
some cross-country rides on the interstates and see where industry and 
commercial ventures build.  My husband and I both are extremely 
pleased with the fact that I-69 is being built in this area of the 
state and we are very impressed with the studies that have been done, 
your attentiveness and with the pace of all the work.   
 
Thank you, 
Charlotte Alexander 
Michael Goolden  



FirstName = Jerry 
LastName = Arvesen 
StreetAddress = 3614 East Post Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = arvesenj@bsci.com 
Comments = I would like to support the Bloomington Bicycle Club's 
resolution that recommends overpasses or underpasses at Burch Road, 
Evans Lane, Bolin Lane, and Harmony Road in Monroe County.  Already 
State Road 37 serves as a barrier to efficient east-west bicycle 
routes in Monroe County, and cutting off access to the above-named 
routes will only create more barriers for bicycle travel. 
 
Respectfully, Jerry Arvesen  







FirstName = Jan  
LastName = Boyd 
StreetAddress = 8301 Forward Pass Road 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46217-4423 
Email = waboyd@iquest.net 
Comments = Comments to Section 4 DEIS 
 
Section 106 Appendix G dated May 2010 on the Report Regarding the 
Determinations of Eligibility for US 231 Bridges 
 
Bridge No. 27860 (Over Doans Creek) and Bridge No. 27870 (Over Doans 
Creek Branch) were made eligible for listing in the National Registry 
in 2009 and the FHWA signed a Final Determination on National Register 
Eligibility on February 23, 2009.  Then the FHWA, INDOT & SHPO made 
these bridges non-eligible June 29, 2010. 
 
Since this area is in the "overlap", why were the Section 3 & Section 
4 Consulting Parties not notified and given a chance to comment on 
this?  As a Consulting Party of Section 3 & Section 4 I was never 
notified of these bridges being NR eligible and a Final Determination 
putting them on the National Registry signed by the FHWA.  I was also 
not notified these bridges were then made non-eligible.  Could the 
reason possibly be because Bridge No. 27860 Over Doans Creek is to be 
demolished because of the Proposed I-69 so the NR eligibility was 
stripped? 



FirstName = Jan 
LastName = Boyd 
StreetAddress = 8301 Forward Pass Road 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46217-4423 
Email = waboyd@iquest.net 
Comments = Why are the comments to the Section 4 DEIS being directed 
to Mr. Gary Fisk of DLZ at a P.O. Box in Evansville, Indiana? 
 
I have checked DLZ's website and they have no location in Evansville, 
Indiana.  Here is a copy of the locations listed on their website to 
verify there is no location shown in Evansville: 
 
   
Bloomington 
3802 Industrial Boulevard 
Suite 2 
Bloomington, IN 47403 
Tele: (812) 334-8869 
Fax: (812) 334-2370 
 Burns Harbor 
316 Tech Drive  
Burns Harbor, IN 46304 
Tele: (219) 764-4700 
Fax: (219) 764-4156 
 Fort Wayne 
111 West Columbia Street 
Suite 100 
Fort Wayne, IN 46802 
Tele: (260) 420-3114 
Fax: (260) 420-0240 
 Hammond 
7011 Indianapolis Blvd. 
Hammond, IN 46324 
Tele: (219) 845-1750 
Fax: (219) 845-1755 
  
Indianapolis 
360 Century Bldg. 
36 S. Pennsylvania St.  
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Tele: (317) 633-4120 
Fax: (317) 633-4177 



 South Bend 
2211 East Jefferson Blvd. 
South Bend, IN 46615 
Tele: (574) 236-4400 
Fax: (574) 236-4471 
  
My letter from the FHWA dated September 10, 2010 extending the Section 
4 DEIS comment period came in a DLZ envelope with the address of 2211 
East Jefferson Blvd, South Bend, Indiana  46615.  Why were the 
comments not directed to DLZ at the Section 4 project office in 
Bloomington, Indiana? 
 
What a coincidence that BLA's office is in Evansville, Indiana.  



Comments submitted to the Section 4 Tier 2 DEIS (10-28-10) 
William A. Boyd – address at end of comments 
 
Please include comments from the Hoosier Environmental Council, Citizens for Appropriate Rural Roads and the 
Environmental Law and Policy Center as part of my comments as if written here. 
 
There are many issues with the impacts of this highway proposal on the regulated  
drainageways in the affected jurisdictions. There simply is no capacity for additional  
stormwater runoff in these areas. INDOT would be advised to become well acquainted with the County 
Engineers and farmers in the path of this highway project to discuss and further evaluate this concern.  All 
drainage and runoff outside of the project roadway right of way will be maintained and paid for by the counties. 
The cost to the counties must be incorporated into this study as a direct impact to the communities. 
 
This study has an obligation to be consistent through both tiers. The Tier 1 ROD was not a graduation; it was an 
approval to continue the study. It does not give a pass on consistency for the entire study. 
 
No funding source has been identified to support this project to completion. Federally-funded projects are 
required to be FISCALLY CONSTRAINED. This funding problem was brought to light when the current 
Governor of Indiana and INDOT submitted a request for a revision to the Tier I EIS [ref Chap 1.2.3]. It was 
then withdrawn after public outcry and study information revealed substantially fewer benefits. Without full 
funding being identified, this project has a very high likelihood of never being completed, thus invalidating all 
of the cost-benefit data. The pure and simple fact is that the same dollar is not buying as much and as a result 
this project faces serious funding problems which must be addressed before proceeding. FHWA requires that 
this project be fully funded, yet INDOT has not indicated how it will fund future sections. FHWA must not 
approve this project for a ROD until this criteria is met. 
 
NEPA regulation requires that the study should be presented in a timely matter.  This study has not met that 
requirement. Throughout the document, references to incomplete information are noted. The missing 
information is noted as being presented before the FEIS is submitted. However this methodology only serves to 
by-pass the public review for the study and comment.  
 
Construction of this segment of the National I-69 NAFTA superhighway requires construction of an adequate 
means to move traffic around Indianapolis. The current Tier 2 study stops at the Southside of Indianapolis. To 
fund the rest of I-69 construction, Governor Daniels proposed using money that a private entity would pay for 
the rights to build and operate a toll road through the Indianapolis suburbs. The Indiana Commerce Connector 
would loop through Madison, Hancock, Shelby, Johnson, Morgan and Hendricks counties, and link the northern 
leg of Interstate 69 to I-70, I-74, I-65 and the I-69 extension. Building the tollway will allow I-69 to be a 
freeway its entire length, the governor has said. This idea also has been rejected by the public and subsequently 
withdrawn. A study funded by the City of Indianapolis (CISTMS study) resulted in the idea being deemed 
unwarranted. The costs of building anything and especially highways have skyrocketed far faster than was 
anticipated.  For this project, the cost has doubled from 1.8 billion Dollars to over 3 billion and likely 4 billion 
after all costs are included. INDOT was reluctant to revise their cost estimate from the original $1.8 Billion, 
however was forced to admit more accurate costs after numerous public requests and pressure.  
 
 
Without a means of funding identified to build the segment around Indianapolis, no means to fund segments 
north of Section 3, and serious concerns about cost escalations, FHWA should reject this study and the project 
entirely as simply not needed. Since there will be no money generated from a deal to build, maintain and 
operate any toll road in Indiana,  INDOT and the states leadership must recognizes that new terrain I-69 will 
never be built and agree to go back and consider no build or the Common Sense route of I-70 / US 41.  
 



This section and sections further north along the proposed route face the following issues: a growing number of 
subdivisions, retail outlets and industrial buildings. Increasing traffic counts on main roads. And perhaps the 
biggest challenge of all — funding. Yet another complication for this project is the approved routing, which has 
been restricted in Perry Township, Marion County. If INDOT is not able to undertake the project using the 
selected route, a new route selection would have to be made sending the process back to Tier 1 and requiring 
new federal approval of the modified route. The full and complete route must be stated along with funding 
sources before this project proceeds. If any of the factors approved in Tier 1 are altered, then all of the 
cost/benefit analysis data is invalid. INDOT cannot alter course after sections are in-progress.  
 
Only residents of Monroe County are likely aware that Mitch Daniels tolled (told) the Bloomington Herald 
Times editorial staff that I-69 would be a "Toll road or no road." FHWA should grant the governors wish since 
he has withdrawn his toll road idea from the Tier 1 Re-evaluation. 
 
Asphalt has a significant price increase risk from new spending set in-place recently President Obama and 
Congress. Repaving is the most shovel-ready type of project. Asphalt prices have receded in recent months but 
could be rising rapidly again — possibly doubling — by the 2011. This furthers the decline of any cost-benefit 
rational data. The ever escalating construction costs further erode the true feasibility of I-69. The no-build 
option is actually the best option. All the options must be fully reviewed to provide a fair and true analysis of 
every aspect of the proposed I-69 from end to end, not broken into arbitrary section of convenience. To lower 
the costs of this highway the INDOT proposes using asphalt instead of concrete for the pavement. Asphalt has a 
shorter usable life span than concrete. The Governor has also proposed making the asphalt pavement thinner. 
While these measures may lower the initial cost they will increase the long-term costs significantly.  Indeed, the 
long-term cost increases will end up being more than was saved by cheapening the initial costs. These increases 
must be added into the operations and maintenance costs. Operations and maintenance costs are underestimated 
in this DEIS. There are also differences between the initial and low cost criteria besides the dimensions of the 
cross-section elements. For example, different pavement materials may be used. This results in an inferior 
product with higher maintenance costs. All factors must be taken into account, not just selected criteria that 
helps meet the goal. 
 
There are currently at least 2 other NAFTA routes available between the end points identified. Another route is 
not needed, and in fact, I-69 will be 82 miles LONGER than the other available route. NAFTA has been an 
unqualified disaster for working families. It hasn't lived up to the promises its advocates made in 1993. Instead 
of creating new jobs, American workers have lost 3 million jobs in manufacturing alone. Instead of creating 
trade surpluses, America is suffering through the worst trade deficits in its history. All 50 states and the District 
of Columbia have experienced a net loss of jobs under NAFTA, with the U.S. losing 766,030 actual and 
potential jobs between 1993 and 2000 (see NAFTA's Hidden Costs from the report NAFTA at Seven ). 
Highways have not brought prosperity and they will not do so. It is time for INDOT to stop looking at highways 
as economic engines and begin a real search for real ways to boost our economy and improve the lot of Hoosier 
workers and families. 
 
 
This study claims the proposed highway has the potential of economic development and jobs, but no valid data 
can support the claim. Consider other communities that have similar conditions today: take the fact that 
Franklin, IN. is strategically located near Interstate 65, and has one of the best industrial parks in the area. Yet 
the city has failed to attract major industries in significant numbers. Greenwood, IN is similarly situated with a 
similar lack of success. Another rural community that shows the negative affects is Seymour, IN, also on I-65. 
Rural Communities with interstates have no greater success with the respect to attracting and maintaining jobs 
than any rural community without an interstate.  This trend repeats itself over and over. Moreover, development 
of jobs in the service industry (truck stops, etc.) has not and is not likely to develop either. The argument that 
this project will be any substantial benefits in the way of jobs or “opportunity” simply has no history of proving 
true. The data in the study assumes far to rosy of a picture than could ever become reality. The very nature of an 
interstate, (either free or tolled road) compels those using it to stay on it. One does not get off the road unless 



absolutely necessary. Hence, few new jobs will be brought to the area by the road project. So what makes this 
section of the proposed I-69 any different and why does this study try to convince us that building this project 
will solve all the areas ills? Only the large metropolitan areas tend to benefit, which is at the expense of the rural 
communities located in between. History proves this to be more the case. INDOT’s study is no better than 
"Brush with Brand X tooth paste for a pearly smile, bouncy teeth and a happy lifestyle."  There are no facts or 
studies… only the mantra of jobs, unsupported in facts or by history of this type of project. Why hasn’t the 
existence of I-69 in Anderson and Muncie saved those jobs?  Could it be that highways are NOT economic 
engines?  INDOT and this studys authors should not be suggesting that freeways either keep jobs or generate 
new jobs.  They don't. The promise of new jobs isn't a realistic benefit. A promise or projections of future 
economic benefits are neither quantifiable nor measurable. They are merely hopeful dreams. FHWA should 
closely examine the data used to support the economic benefit claims in this study in lieu of just accepting the 
data as correct. The numbers are not supported. The data does not support the end result. 
 
 Highways are built to where the wealthy already are, they benefit the rich, and any jobs they create are 
unsustainable and temporary at best. The building an interstate through undeveloped land results in less, rather 
than more development if one just looks out the window of your car as you drive for miles up I-69 north in the 
area north of Muncie to Fort Wayne for instance. Indiana is varicose with highways.  Yet Indiana is an economic 
backwater.   Another highway, in a state that has more than most, will not solve the problem. The governor has 
been riding on his Honda plant high for some time now, but in reality, because of Honda, the people of 
Greensburg, IN.  have no water, since it was diverted to supply the new plant.  There is fighting over rezoning 
and a complete meltdown of relations between the city and county officials.  As the Indianapolis Star reported, 
“Due to water woes and squabbling officials, it’s doubtful the huge boom predicted last summer will happen”.  
Also reported is that the people are realizing their “desire to preserve the quiet life” and fought the rezoning of 
425 acres of farmland that was earmarked for industrial use.  Citizens of Greensburg have realized that their 
quiet farming community will change forever and homes have been put up for sale.  This is a clear case of be 
careful what you wish for because you just might get – or worse yet, be careful what INDOT wishes for. In 
Martinsville, IN community leaders and the public are mourning the loss of 84 jobs from the Harmon-Becker 
Automotive Systems plant.  That company has now moved their production division to Juarez, Mexico (NAFTA 
end point).  This is clear-cut evidence that the problem is not that we don’t have ENOUGH highways; the 
problem is that we have TOO MANY highways leading out of this country. 
 
“Without increased transportation options…economy will eventually be crippled.” Our infrastructure is fall-
ing apart and failing to maintain what we have now only costs us more down the line. Does the current Indiana 
governor or INDOT have any concept of how diverting all that money into one unnecessary road will clog the 
region's core? This is two steps back at a time when IN has an opportunity to take a big leap into the future by 
building a mass transit system to connect the states core cities. It's clear that public transit is being shoved aside 
at a time when people need it the most. 
 
What will happen as our existing roadways fail or need extensive repairs that will be interrupting service? What 
will the economic consequences be when that occurs? What will the economic consequences be of losing 
farming and related jobs? What economic efficiencies will be lost without adding new or additional rail capacity 
into the SW region of Indiana? How much more traffic will be on the roads instead of on trains? How much 
more carbon will go into the atmosphere with the additional road traffic? All of these questions and many more 
must be addressed by FHWA before stamping this study as “Approved”. FHWA has the responsibility to 
examine all the data after it has been presented. In this study’s current state, there are many items noted as “yet 
to be completed”.  Any FHWA action must wait until ALL the data is available.  This statement on page 5-280 
“A final determination on noise abatement for the Preferred Alternative will be made during the design phase”.  
Similar statements are made throughout the study document, but they all point to one HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT 
FACT, these decisions will be made outside of the public view and without public input.  
 
This single poorly-conceived project strangles a desperately needed infrastucture investment in our existing 
roads and bridges.  The benefits of repairing and upgrading our existing roadways and bridges can re-pay their 



cost many times over. 
 
INDOT conducted the I-69 Tier 1 EIS using the old standard Air Quality standard, just as the new, more 
rigorous, health-based standard was taking effect.  They also came up as out of compliance with the first 
computer model they used - INDOT changed the model and ‘poof’ - they met the standard with the second 
computer model. Updated and current Air Quality standards need to be applied to all sections of this proposed 
highway so that all communities are assured clean air. I am also wish to include the commentary found on links 
to the EPA's web site regarding the pollution in the counties that would be affected by the possible the project in 
this study.  These counties already are failing these pollution standards; Marion County has a higher than 
average (for the US and the State) number of lung cancer patients.  Pollution is already a huge problem in 
Central Indiana.  It's rather alarming and people should know about this.  People die when there's too much 
smog/ozone from heart attacks, and asthma attacks. Residents of Monroe and Greene Counties should not be 
subject to these problems that are found in the larger metropolitan areas. INDOT is currently seeking public 
comments to revise the Air Quality Conformity rules for Greene County in an effort to ensure Greene County 
stays within the State Implementation Plan (SIP) requirements as part of this undertaking. Changing the rules so 
that this project may proceed should not be allowed by FHWA or EPA. 
 
 
Crane employs approximately 5,000 people, including 1,000 scientists and engineers. Construction of this 
section or any other section of I-69 simply is not necessary for the continued mission at Crane. If fact, this 
project endangers Crane’s viability due to encroachment, which has been noted as the number one issue for this 
type of facility. 
 
We live in an age when logistics have become increasingly important, and we should be thinking about new 
ways of moving people and cargo. Therefore, we might ask, what about mass transit? Possibly light rail?  
Currently being discussed are light-rail connections linking Indianapolis, Bloomington and West Lafayette to 
facilitate university-related travel in that triangle. These types of transportation need to be factored into this 
study. 
 
There is no pressing congestion or safety reason for I-69 from Evansville to Indianapolis.  The existing roads 
are not unlike most of the USA, even if Indiana is spoiled with many "spokes". There are too few cars on the 
existing State highway routes that exist between Evansville and Bloomington and Evansville and Indianapolis 
to support any claim of a congestion problem. Improving the existing roads will provide far greater benefits 
with regards to providing a safer travel and reducing the congestion this study suggests is present. 
 
 The I-69 section of Indiana chosen by our Governors and INDOT is actually the highest income section of 
Indiana that you can build or where we might already have an intestate of this length in the state.  There is no 
data to support the study’s claim of an economically depression in SW Indiana. In fact, the City of Terre Haute 
will suffer far greater impacts if the project is moved forward. If it is not broken, why fix it?  
 
The alternate route of I70/US41 is the common sense path if any new route is found to be necessary.  
http://www.i69tour.org/greedy.html 
 
Building a new terrain interstate is much more difficult than upgrading existing roadways:  In order to build 
new terrain, INDOT must prove that a new highway is needed and that it won't cause harm.  That is theoretical 
because there is no existing highway.  These studies are supposed to be science and the facts are hard to cover if 
totally transparent. This I-69 study is not transparent, very voluminous and difficult to establish the source or 
credibility of the data. During the Tier 1 public comment period alone, at least 15 citizens expressed opposition 
for every one person who commented favorably. In all, there were 20,467 comments opposing the new terrain 
route. Yet, state government's only response is to say that "it's a done deal." I would also like to note this 
point,there is no traffic need, no significant safety need for I-69 and that it is part of a failed NAFTA jobs idea of 
a decade past. 



 
Highways do not bring jobs, but they do bring congestion and urban sprawl and residents of Monroe and 
Greene counties don’t want that problem accelerated & thrown in our lap.  We desire to keep our rural 
landscape, our farming community and our natural setting.  We have something here that others have lost site of 
- peace and tranquility.  Highways have not brought prosperity and they will not ever do so. 
 
Noted on page 5-653 is this statement, “It is important to note that all traffic modeling conducted for the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis project takes into account that this project will be constructed”. As noted elsewhere 
in these comments are the fact that the legislation enacted for Major Moves prohibited the project from 
traversing through Perry Township in Marion County, the projects northern terminus. INDOT disputes this 
restriction, but the fact remains that the legislators will NOT allow the project to come through, thus leaving all 
the traffic models without accurate data. 

The failures of decision-makers involved in this project have failed to consider “residual risk”, defined as the 
things planners don’t believe will occur or fail. INDOT engineers have embarked upon “imagineering,” by 
considering only part of the potential risk scenario. These risks include negative impacts to the environment, 
historical sites/artifacts, quality of live issues, economic impacts, and community, just to name a few. it 
confirms the danger inherent in accepting errors. A pattern of mistakes may lead to a catastrophic loss of life, 
resources, and confidence in the governmental agencies involved. Research by behavioral economists shows 
that people wildly over- or underestimate numbers and margins of error when calculating risks. Social scientists 
find experts exhibit the same tendency.  The study’s failure to understand risk and incorporate it into the 
conclusions causes INDOT to underprepare for disaster, so they proceed to design inadequate infrastructure or 
build in a floodplain for example.  

This study is an extreme example of errors compounded by wildly optimistic assumptions. FHWA & EPA 
should closely examine the data used to support any benefit claims in this study in lieu of just accepting the data 
as correct. Beware of unusual situations, many are discussed in the study, but not recognized by the study 
authors. The authors simply are not in-tune with the realities within each community. Catastrophes result when 
rare events or unexpected interactions occur together. FHWA and EPA should closely examine this study for 
conditions that makes the reader uneasy, especially if they are beyond the control of mankind. Nature can turn 
the best design into a disaster at any time. Most importantly, don’t become complacent. The list of obstacles to 
this undertaking is enormous. FHWA & EPA must pay attention to and thoroughly balance every detail 
contained within this study. Overconfidence sank the Titanic, only the tip of the iceberg is visible.  
 
The data in the study is conflicting. Regarding the closure of roads, in particular Greene CR 200E and 215E, 
both are stated to be closed and open. INDOT has failed to clearly state for public comment what the intent is 
for these county roads. In Chap. 11 it is stated that there is a concern for “operation /access for a large farm”, yet 
this property is not identified. This same condition will be true for any farm that is in the path of this highway. 
Why should adjustments be made to accommodate one property owner? Also in the study it is stated that 
CR200E was requested to be left open by operators of the Westgate facility.  Here again the design is being 
dictated by a few to the detriment of many. This is but one example of conflicting data in the study. 
 
Section 11.1.5 discusses a public meeting held shortly after the release of this DEIS. The following paragraph 
states that several issues were raised that were considered in preparing the DEIS. This question > how can 
issues raised by the public been included in the DEIS when they were not brought up until AFTER the DEIS 
was published?  
 
 
The safety of this highway is very questionable, given the terrain on which it is to be constructed. A roadway 
built upon fill material will never be stable. The bridge approaches have steep inclines which will present travel 
hazards during snow/ice conditions. I call attention to the comments submitted by Mr. Keith Dunlap, 
Greenwood, IN who has outlined these concerns in greater detail. I agree with and support his comments and 
wish to have them included along with these comments.  



 
 
The volume of this study does not allow the public any reasonable chance at verifying all of the findings 
contained within the document. INDOT has taken nearly four years to complete this study, and the data is still 
incomplete. The public should be allotted equal time to review, research and comment on the entire document. 
Given the extremely short time-frame to comment, the public can only offer a cursory view. I, as others, request 
an additional 6 months of review time before FHWA takes any further action. It is also the duty of the FHWA to 
fully review the data to ensure it’s accuracy, completeness, and validity. To properly review this study document 
FHWA should require at least a 6 month time frame as well. 
 

Noise comments: 
  
“The quality of life that we came here for was quiet,” is a comment that many residents in the affected 
communities will agree with. Yet INDOT still pursues this project over the objections and will of the people.  

Noise pollution is, whether caused by traffic or other sources, is a quality of life issue that cannot be ignored. If 

you have ever lived or worked near an interstate highway you will understand. You step outside at any time and 

are immersed in a blanket of noise that makes it impossible to enjoy the outdoors without ear plugs. Google 

"effect of noise pollution on human health" and be amazed how much it contributes to stress, hypertension and 

sleep deprivation, among other outcomes.   

 

Most city dwellers never experience quiet or silence and many are not happy until the radio, mp3 player, or 

some other background noise is introduced into their daily lives. Quiet is an entirely different world in the rural 

areas of this study; a condition that should be held in trust for future generations instead of infiltrated by an UN-

needed highway. Noise is a huge quality of life issue, especially when you live in a pristine part of the country 

where it’s super quiet. In attempting to provide yet another highway, should we also destroy pristine home 

environments? It is becoming better-documented that blood pressure rates and other nerve-related symptoms 

can be triggered with noise pollution, whatever the source. Those who live in a serene rural environment clearly 

are very hurt when the quiet of nature is disrupted by noise pollution. Even if it's not particularly loud (as 

defined by Federal regulations), it may nonetheless be profound in its effect, and represents a pervasive, and 

unwelcome change upon the quality of life in rural communities. Must noise pollution & the associated 

reduction in the quality of life be sacrificed for this project? The study fails to account for this impact. 

 

Persons with highly sensitive nervous systems get overstimulated faster. No one feels or functions well with an 

overstimulated nervous system. The residents of Greene and Monroe Counties should have not to accept the 

sensory stimulation that this project will inflict upon them. Affected homeowners in the path of this project are 

concerned about a new noise introduced into their environment, particularly because this problem was 

downplayed in this study. 

The Acoustic Ecology Institute, is an online clearinghouse for information on sound-related environmental 

issues and the source of the following. Reference the levels noted below: 

A 47dB sound level is between a quiet library and an average home. 

The following is a list of dBa examples. 

10dBA - Normal Breathing 



20dBA - Mosquito or Rustling Leaves 

30dBA - A Whisper 

40dBA - A Bubbling Brook, or a Refridgerator 

50dBA - Normal Conversation 

60dBA - Laughter 

70dBA - Vaccuum Cleaner or Hairdryer 

80dBA - City Traffic or a Garbage Disposal 

90dBA - Motorcycle or Lawnmower 

 

These readily available data do not agree with the data used in the study. What is the reason for this 

discrepancy? INDOT should adjust their noise study criteria to include the above noted levels. The levels 

assumed in the study simply are not consist with real life data. If the above figures were used in the model, the 

true impacts would be known. Contrary to the “Predicted Traffic Noise Impacts” as noted in Chapter 5, ALL 

areas would fall into the “Severe noise impact” category (pg-272). ALL areas would exceed the NAC. 

 

The qualifications of those who participated in the field survey for obtaining existing noise levels was not 

documented in the study document. The unit(s) used to take the readings appear to have been rented units. What 

training certifications did the operators of the Quest Soundpro DL and Quest 2900 units have? Were the proper 

procedures followed for the collection and recording of the data?  Did the persons taking the sound 

measurements have permission to be on the properties identified in the study? If not, is all the data collected 

invalid since it was collected improperly? 

 

The noise problems associated with highway noise goes beyond Decibel levels and into the nature of the source 

of the sound itself. Sufferers who have tried to live within close proximity to interstates report the aggregate 

adverse effects of the constant roar> as if living at Niagara Falls. Over time it becomes insidious and 

inescapable. It has psychological effects that lead to sleep deprivation and all of its attendant woes. 

 

Code Section 772.5(g) defines "traffic noise impacts" in terms of comparing future noise levels to both the NAC 

and the existing noise levels. A noise study that doesn't make both comparisons fairly and with balance does not 

comply with the regulation. The data in this study does not make a fair comparison. As the field study reports 

clearly indicate, most areas within the APE are quiet rural settings. Field notes state only birds chirping or dog 

barks are audible. The correct category for these areas should be Activity Category A, not Category B as this 

study has classified all areas. If the affected areas were correctly classified, the noise impacts would be 

excessive and require mitigation. INDOT has purposely mis-classified these areas to avoid the resulting NAC 

levels. If the difference between two modeled estimates is the difference between "impacted" and "not 

impacted", FHWA should require INDOT to look more closely. A complete re-analysis is required to ensure 

balance, fairness and transparency. The noise study itself leans towards deception in its conclusions. 

 
In terms of sound; the low frequency sound that is produced by traffic noise is the sound that is the most 
disturbing and the most damaging. The highway industry has fought tooth and nail to not have this unit of 



measure included in its regulations. 
 
Noise pollution is a problem. Vibration is a problem. The authors of this study who scrambled to rush this 
document out the door are obviously insensitive and have failed to listen to the input provided by the 
commenting public. The impact of the noise and accompanying vibration upon the lives of those in the path 
simply cannot be measured against any “standard”. 
  
The continuously interrupted sleep and intrusions into daily life caused by this project will produce a great deal 
of mental problems and deep anxiety for so many in communities which could have otherwise been quiet. The 
impacts of this project on the American dream for the families affected will be immeasurable. 
The authors of the study state noise will have no impact, no problem, not a concern? This is comparable to the 
fox conducting a head count of chickens. 
 
What one notices in the DEIS commentary is a decided lack of facing up to reality by INDOT. This proposed 
interstate highway has some serious issues -- from audible and sub-audible sound pollution to serious issues 
with long-term maintenance and degradation of the highway over time (the little matter of who will pay for re-
surfacing in 5 years when it is worn out has been pointed out many times before, yet continues to be ignored by 
the authors of this study). 
 
 
COAL ASH AS FILL 

Almost two million cubic yards of toxic coal ash spilled at one power plant in Tennessee, countless Americans 

develop asthma because they live in heavily polluted environments. INDOT has indicated it plans to use this 

toxic waste material as fill in some portions of this project. FHWA and EPA should emphatically deny this use. 

 
COMMENTS FOR MODELLING SOFTWARE USED: 
Application software is most often weakly implemented. Full and thorough testing of any and all changes or 
modifications must be documented and proven before using the software in a production mode. Controls for the 
testing must be in-place to ensure the software application and any modifications are reliable. The study 
mentions in a several instances where the Modeling software was modified to include certain criteria. Were the 
modifications fully tested to ensure accurate results? Companies often make mistakes that leave their databases 
vulnerable. How secure was the modeling data as it was passed between the consultants of the study? It is a 
well-known fact that even the slightest, insignificant software change can bring down the most robust network 
or software application.  
 
http://www.blainc.com/traveldemandmodeling.htm 
 
As part of the second phase of this 142-mile new corridor, BLA developed a highly disaggregated subarea 
model to serve as a basis for long-range traffic forecasts and to input to microsimulation models. This 180-mile 
subarea TransCAD model was fully integrated with Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model to provide 
performance measures for alternative interchange access locations/designs, collector-distributors, etc. at various 
places along the planned corridor. This subarea model – which in turn is further disaggregated to a Paramics 
microsimulation platform – contains over 4,300 zones and virtually the entire roadway system near the corridor. 
The subarea model outputs highly accurate peak-hour loadings for autos, freight and non-freight trucks.  
 
But here’s a problem; when you combine complicated proprietary software with extremely large and complex 
files and spread it across a variety of users ranging from programmers to planners and with vastly different 
levels of experience, how can you ensure accurate results? What validation methods are employed to verify 
the validity of the output? File conversions from one database to another often result in errors. With the 
models used being subdivided multiple times, imported and exported between the numerous modeling 



programs, errors in data conversion have a high probability of being incorrect. 
 
 
Microsimulation analysis is being carried out on the segments of I-69 that will serve heavily urbanized areas, 
specifically in Bloomington, Martinsville, and Indianapolis. In these three areas, questions concerning access, 
frontage roads, roadway and interchange design, and traffic operations are addressed. These “build” 
microsimulation models feature detailed network, 3D environment and terrain, vehicle-actuated signalized 
intersections, mix vehicle fleet composition, etc. All models are calibrated for the base year with extensive 
mainline counts and turning movement volumes. Video footage from main intersections is compared visually 
with the animations resulting from the simulation. Peak-period microsimulation is then used for the heavily 
developed portions of the corridor to assess the operational advantages and disadvantages of alternative 
concepts. Both freeway sections and major signalized intersections at the crossroads are simulated with 
animation. Performance measures include levels of service, average system speed, total vehicle-hours of delay, 
variability of delay, traffic flow density on mainlines and cross roads, queue lengths and associated delays, 
incremental delays, number of weaving movements related to each interchange design, etc. 
 
The modeling has been so modified that any results have to be questioned. A person wishing to comment to 
this DEIS are not given the data necessary to fully evaluate the output of the modeling. We have no way to 
validate any of the findings.  I am requesting both INDOT and FHWA provide all raw data to the 
commenting public and withhold any further action until all data can be reviewed for accuracy and 
applicability. This section of the study is related to a very rural environment. INDOT, BLA and their 
consultants are not making an animated cartoon here, this is supposed to study the effects of this proposed 
highway on the rural environment. Video footage and incorporation into simulation animations cannot be 
used to determine the effects on the local travel habits of the rural residents. 
 
Application software is most often weakly implemented. Full and thorough testing of any and all changes or 
modifications must be documented and proven before using the software in a production mode. Controls for the 
testing must be in-place to ensure the software application and any modifications are reliable. The study 
mentions in a several instances where the Modeling software was modified to include certain criteria. Were the 
modifications fully tested to ensure accurate results? Companies often make mistakes that leave their databases 
vulnerable. How secure was the modeling data as it was passed between the consultants of the study? It is a 
well-known fact that even the slightest, insignificant software change can bring down the most robust network 
or software application. Where the modifications made so that the result INDOT desired would be 
accomplished? As mentioned in the Smart Mobility study, the charts and figures used can be manipulated to 
look greater than they really are. The full study is included as part of these comments and is to be placed into 
the project record. 
TRIP GENERATION  
Trip generation models of the I-69 ISTDM consisted of trip production and trip attraction models developed by 
trip purpose. Four person and auto trip purposes were analyzed: home-based work, home-based other, non-
home-based, and long purpose trips. Trip production models were estimated using cross-classification 
techniques, while trip attraction models were estimated using regression techniques. Trip production trip rates 
were linked to household size and auto ownership by zone. Trip attraction rates were specified as a function of 
employment by zone. Models were developed using the 1995 Indiana Household Survey dataset, which 
included only households within Indiana. Trip generation procedures for the long purpose trips were developed 
for Indiana-to-Indiana trips only. Long purpose trip tables external to Indiana were taken from the Corridor 18 
Model dataset.  
 
The data shows that very few trips outside of the immediate area are taken by a majority of the residents. 
There is very little difference over existing travel conditions today, thus proving the proposed I-69 simply is 
not necessary. In 2008 air-service between Indianapolis and Evansville was established, only to be 
discontinued due to low passenger numbers. There is no great need for a large majority of the population to 
travel between Evansville and Indianapolis, or even Bloomington for that matter. Residents of the counties 



affected by Section 2 primarily will travel to either Washington (IN), Vincennes, or Evansville to meet 
whatever needs those cities offer. Travel to other larger cities, such as Indianapolis, is not a great need.  
 
 
 
 
Page 5-253 discusses the TNM validation. The study states that “…validation of TNM 2.5 by this method is not 
possible since non-traffic existing noises not accounted for in the model (e.g. birds chirping, insects, tree leaves 
rustling in the wind, dogs barking, air conditioner condenser units, etc.) are the predominant noise component, 
rather than roadway traffic”. Given that statement, FHWA should require INDOT to conduct studies and 
assessments that DO include these ambient noises. The TNM should be modified (and validated –see above 
comment) to include these real-life factors. By including accurate inputs, the model will likely return a results 
table that clearly indicate the severe and extreme noise impact caused by this project. Negative noise impacts 
are yet another indication of why this project, if built, should be built along US41/I70 where these excessive 
highway noises are already a part of the environment. 
 
Page 5-255 notes that accurate data could not be input into the model. The reason stated is that “a traffic volume 
for this roadway (SR 445) was not confirmed during the existing measurement period.” The study should not 
have proceeded until the accurate data could be obtained. Assumptions are neither measurable nor verifiable by 
those who are reviewing this study document. 
 
Page 5-257 again points to problems with the TNM. Since accurate inputs were not available, the study has to 
resort to assumptions or un-validated conclusions. FHWA should not proceed any further with this project until 
INDOT has provided accurate data with all factors included and verifiable. Page 5-266 further supports a 
problem with the TNM with this statement, “…and the fact that background noise components are not included 
in the model results for each modeled site”.  
 
The fact that the TNM does not allow for all inputs is a clear indication that the study is not valid. FHWA 
should require INDOT to conduct studies and assessments that include all inputs. It is feasible to believe that 
each and every specialty on the analysis team utilizes different traffic assumptions, including the traffic 
engineer, air-quality specialist and noise analyst. This ends up resulting in different outcomes for the same 
project.  Reconciling anomalies must occur before proceeding. It is conceivable that a fully defined scope was 
not provided to the sub-consultants used to develop the noise model. Accuracy in the data used is paramount to 
obtaining a valid output.  
 
The same theme of invalid or inaccurate data is evident in the traffic modeling as well. The traffic counts from 
Tier 1 do not resemble those now predicted in Tier 2. Why the change? The altered traffic counts severely alter 
the economic benefits outcome. How are the differences rectified? Has new economic benefit data been 
included to account for the lower traffic counts? Models can be developed to produce any outcome, when the 
data that is desired is input, the model with produce the desired outcome. This is highly evident with this study. 
 
Page 5-270 states “Since the criteria have different right-of-way limits, the number of displacements may also 
be different”. The question now is why, with the volume of this study and the length of time it has taken to get to 
this point, has all the displacements been confirmed and included? How can the public involved in the public 
commenting process be expected to evaluate the study if data is missing? 
 
The discussion of Mitigation (pg 5-272) has any public input to noise barriers being outside of the view of the 
general public and occurring after the project has been started. All options, impacts and mitigation measures 
need to be fully discussed prior to proceeding with this project by all members of the public.  
 
Page 5-273 points to further conflicts within the study. The discussion of Noise Abatement by “Coordination 
Among Local Planning Authorities” outlines measures that can be used by local authorities, however these 



solutions are conflicted by the fact that the study notes that development will occur around intersections. A 
community cannot reasonably have it both ways. If there are benefits to I-69, then the negative impacts (Noise 
in this instance) will occur, based on the study document. 
 
 
Core Goals: 
The Purpose and Needs section does not supply sufficient justification for the preferred alternative, or the 
project as a whole. 
 
 
[Reference Chapter 2.1.1,Goal 1]- Improve the transportation linkage between Evansville and Indianapolis. The 
need for this improvement has not been firmly established. Alternate routes are available, such as US41/I70 or 
I-64/I65. Both provide safe and reliable linkage with the added benefit of being immediately available. The time 
of travel is reasonable. The US41/I70 has the added benefit of delivering linkage for business to the 
Indianapolis International Airport and the economic opportunities afforded with such a facility, thus meeting 
Goal 5.  
 
[Reference Chapter 2.1.1, Goal 2] Discussion of “personal accessibility”> As defined by Merriam-Webster, 
accessibility means “providing access or capable of being reached”. This project fails to meet that definition 
since it will offer only limited access for the residents and will cut-off a number of existing roads, thus making 
access to the existing local business more difficult. The data provided in the study does not address the negative 
impacts to the local citizenry by simply ignoring the fact that it will be harder for them to get access to basic 
services and needs.  
 
Regarding National I-69 Goals [goals 8 &9] – the data is outdated and no longer applicable. The section in this 
study is but one small part of the entire proposed NAFTA highway from Canada to Mexico.  What is the role 
this highway segment within the larger project? The modeling for this project assumes the entire project is 
completed. How likely is this entire project to be completed, when will it be completed and what will it cost? 
All of these questions need to be answered to determine the feasibility of building Section 3.  Texas has already 
dropped plans for a new terrain I-69 in Texas because of citizen opposition and spiraling construction and fuel 
costs. Other states have elected to utilize existing highways as part of the national I-69. In some cases the only 
expenditure put forth by states is by new signage. INDOT must be directed to at the very least consider and 
adopt the US41/I70 routing. Even the NAFTA agreement itself is now being questioned, having failed to 
provide the benefits it was projected to provide. This study and the entire project itself should at the very least 
be re-evaluated or put on the shelf until the global economies stabilize and the future needs of a NAFTA 
corridor can be clearly defined. 
 
 
The models used and other data referenced in this Study extend are at least a decade old and are based on past 
performance. The past is now a poor predictor of the future of transportation needs. The transportation needs for 
the U.S. as well as Indiana has changed dramatically since the FEIS was released in 2003. This DEIS is 
completely out-of-date in terms of the economic viability of highway building. High fuel prices will continue to 
rise over the life of the project. This will have major impacts on transportation needs and the ability to pay for 
transportation projects. There is also a much greater understanding of the value of farmland and forests. The 
world has changed and analysis of transportation projects needs to reflect these changes. The models used for 
this DEIS need to be updated. INDOT has used more current information in other studies that have been and 
currently are in progress. Current data is available within INDOT’s own files and should be incorporated into 
this study. The costs of this project have skyrocketed and will continue to rise. This is clearly shown by the 
updated cost estimates for Sections 1, 2 and 3. Extrapolating from these estimates indicates the cost will reach, 
conservatively, $4-5 billion for the Evansville to Indianapolis section alone. Attempts to cut this cost by 
cheapening the project and delaying or cutting out some structures will change the project in ways that affect 
the economic outcomes. This all argues a complete re-evaluation of the entire EIS.  The models and 



assumptions used for this DEIS certainly are out of date and are therefore invalid.  
 
Reference Chapter 2.2.2- “A State law passed in 1991 directed INDOT to designate a system of Commerce 
Corridors that would serve the State’s major economic centers and to specify levels of service to be achieved by 
highways designated as Commerce Corridors.” A list of criteria is noted. Relating to the very first bullet point a 
disturbing new development has come to light, not only this project, but the INDOT’s overall transportation 
plan, is a very public statement by Governor Daniels that INDOT should “throw out the rule book” for 
construction guidelines in an attempt to cut costs for this project. How does INDOT propose to achieve  “Upper 
level design standards” while at the same time building this project as cheaply as possible? The concept being 
desired by the Governor and INDOT is not compatible with the desired goal. This has national as well as 
statewide ramifications if it were to be attempted.  At what point are the studies done for this project simply no 
longer applicable? Is INDOT going to throw out the federal rules for building I-69? If so what parts are going to 
be tossed out? This could turn out to be a substantially different project than was addressed in the FEIS and 
would violate all established guidelines. This is simply unacceptable and possibly illegal. The public has a right 
to know what INDOT intends to build and be afforded the opportunity to submit comments. This study makes 
vague statements which are difficult to comment on. How can meaningful comments be submitted to vague 
generalities? This study along with the entire project should be sent back to Tier I at a minimum, if not 
abandoned in whole. 
 
Other significant risk factors to proceeding with this study and the project are significant climate and 
environmental factors, price volatility, and INDOT’s aging infrastructure. This last item has serious budget 
requirements, which INDOT can not meet today. When the operating costs of this project are factored in, the 
burden becomes overwhelming. This study does not fully address operational costs, let alone include factors just 
noted. 
 
INDOT, their consultants and governmental leaders have a responsibility to the State to provide a full and 
complete analysis of this project. That analysis should be as a whole unit, not segmented. Segmenting fails to 
acknowledge the cumulative affects by this project. 
 
 
 
Personal Accessibility Analysis (sec. 2.3.2) 
Personal accessibility can be affected by a number of factors including: 

• An individual’s own mobility;  
• By the physical disposition of destinations relative to the individual;  
• By the availability of means of transport;  
• Or by a combination of the three.  

The study applies an artificial need of the local residents to be able to get to an interstate highway. This need is 
merely stated, but not defined, as to why access to an interstate highway is necessary to the residents of the 
affected communities.  
 
The choice of appraisal technique for any individual decision needs to be of an accuracy appropriate to each 
individuals particular situation, with the resources devoted to the analysis being commensurate with the scale of 
the circumstances. Analysis to support effective and accurate decision making will usually benefit from a more 
rigorous multi-criteria framework approach used by the process. The study data provided simply does not go 
into detail or provide a basis for the resultant outcome. 
Accessibility analysis can become complex and confusing if the question being asked is not identified and 
clearly defined at the start of the study. It is important for all analyses to define problems clearly, gather the 
required supporting information and involve all affected stakeholders. Consistent and rigorous techniques can 
assist in building consensus between various stakeholders. Measures of accessibility have different values in 
different areas. All the available opportunities must take into account a measure of deterrence related to how 



easily opportunities can be reached. This study applies urban solutions to rural residents. An obvious flaw in the 
study 
Deterrent Features may include: 
- Time  
- Cost-what someone is willing to invest in the travel 
- Distance to destination 
These are decisions that affect both the perceptions of travel and consequently influence real behavioral patterns 
when making transportation decisions. In considering the results of an accessibility analysis it should be 
remembered that the measures are intended to give only a general indication of levels of accessibility. They are 
though of assistance in identifying practical solutions and delivering transportation solutions that will be of real 
benefit to the public it is intended to serve. Study authors should establish ‘accessibility profiles’ for sites taking 
into account the appropriate considerations for the area being evaluated. The profiles should reflect the range of 
areas served, likely quality of service and result in relative indicators of accessibility for different solutions. The 
attractiveness of an available transportation opportunity must represent some value as a transportation choice in 
terms of time or cost.  
 
 
 
Independent Utility: 
Project study data does not offer information as to how this section is supported as an independent section. This 
individual section (Section 3) of the I-69 project does not have “independent utility” as required by the FEIS. 
The proposed I-69 project is an international truck corridor stretching from Canada to Mexico. Without all the 
other sections in place this small part of the project in SW Indiana serves little purpose and does not justify its 
cost of $399 million for 25.3 miles. A statement in this DEIS states: “… all traffic modeling conducted for the I-
69 Evansville-to-Indianapolis project takes into account that all these projects will be constructed.”  This 
section does not have independent utility and all sections must be built to conform to the economic models. 
Without them all, none work as planned. No data in this study supports a determination that this section serves 
any need. The current means of travelling to communities in this section are more than adequate to meet the 
needs of its residents. 
 
As noted in Federal Register: April 29, 2004 (Volume 69, Number 83): 
“Interchange location and design, access to abutting properties, and location of grade separations with 
intersecting roads will be determined in the Tier 2 EISs.” 
 
Yet interchanges are noted as “potential”, with no detail. A number of grade separations have been removed 
from the project. The removal of interchanges and grade separations creates serious impacts on the 
communities, creating added hardships for those residing in the areas. This further diminishes any support data 
in this study. These changes from the Tier 1 ROD will create negative impacts for local communities. Section 3 
does not have independent utility. The study states the U.S. 231 interchange will be deferred until the 
westernmost portion of Section 4 is completed. This interchange is an integral part of the plan for I-69. Without 
it in place the plans for economic development will not work. This means that the completion of Section 3 
depends on the completion of Section 4. Therefore, Section 3, as now planned, does not have independent utility 
as required by the FEIS.  
 
Drainage: 
This study offers no hint of how INDOT plans to address the multitude of drainage issues that will impact the 
project area. Nor are any Engineers Report data included.  As the project moves further north, the run-off will 
have harsh impacts on this section as well as sections further south. Storm water run-off impacts will have a 
cumulative, yet these impacts have not been addressed. Studies on other projects have included this data. Why 
has it been omitted from this study?  
 
The issue of FHWA’s responsibility for barrow material sources under Section 106 has long been a point of 



debate between FHWA and the ACHP (Council). In late 1987, FHWA issued guidance governing the 
applicability of Section 106 to borrow and disposal sites. The policy stated that Section 106 requirements only 
applied when the borrow site was specified in project planning or when borrow material was economically 
available at a limited number of locations. The guidance essentially treated borrow material as a product, like 
steel girders, rather than a site-specific resource. However, in the view of the Council and of the courts, such 
arguments do not alter the fact that borrow activities carried out as a result of federally assisted highway 
construction can contribute to the loss of significant historic resources. This study makes no reference to where 
borrow materials will be sourced and what effects the taking of borrow materials may have. 
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: 
INDOT has conducted their “public comments” in a heavy-handed, self-serving, public-be-damned agency that 
knows no bounds as they run roughshod over the citizens of Indiana. When over 94% of the public has 
expressed a desire to No-build or use of the US41/I70 routing, it is quite apparent that INDOT has not intention 
of acting upon the desire of the taxpayers and citizens of the state. We the people of Indiana prefer choices 
rather than bullying from our government. In this spirit, I continue to support the alternate common-sense route, 
which has many more advantages, while still connecting the citizens of SW Indiana to an interstate system as 
called for in the Purpose and Need Statement. It is painfully clear from the information in this study that the 
affected communities do not want this project. But I don't think it's going to play on the minds of the people 
making the long-term decisions, both INDOT and FHWA. This mind-set must change and the study revised to 
reflect the full impact of public comments. 
 
While the study implies there was considerable input from the Citizen Advisory Councils, the reality is that 
INDOT and their consultants have yet to address many of the comments and concerns voiced by the citizen 
members of the CAC. A full review of all the meeting minutes is warranted as well as addressing all of the 
concerns.  
 
No documentation is obtainable from all the public meetings INDOT has held with regards to the project and 
this section. Many citizens voiced concerns at these public meetings, yet no record has been maintained of these 
verbal comments nor any follow-up has been under-taken to address these concerns.  
 
-Access Roads>Post Tier 2 design efforts will be required to make a final determination on access roads. Public 
has no input to the determination of location of access roads. 
 
-There has been significant community outreach during the development of this project. Do one or two public 
meetings equate to "significant outreach"? Couple this with the short notice usually given to the public 
informing them of the meetings.  
 
- Number of meeting opportunities with the public vs number of meeting opportunities with business/elected 
officials. This puts the general public at a serious disadvantage when offering input to the study. No meeting 
minutes are found in the study to evaluate the discussions at these meetings.  
 
-The disposition of uneconomic remnants and severed parcels will be addressed during final design. Shouldn't 
this be open for discussion and included in the effects to agricultural land? 
 
-Roads with access to the Interstate will also have some level of access control as they approach the Interstate. 
This design would help to control the location of development and improve traffic flow and safety. Doesn't this 
action negate the "Economic Development" criteria? 
 
-QUESTION> what are the traffic counts TODAY? 
 
-Visual impacts - no intent to mitigate>Why not? No data furnished. 
 



- Air Quality >Therefore, the conformity requirements for Section 4 must be completed before the Tier 2 ROD 
for Section 4 can be signed. Will the public have the opportunity to review this and afforded ample time for 
commenting? 
 
Reference USDOT Memorandum, dated Feb. 20, 1998 – obligations not met. 
 
COST DATA 
Absolute Truth: 
Without money, nothing happens.  
 
No funding source has been identified to support this project to completion. Federally-funded projects must be 
FISCALLY CONSTRAINED. This funding problem was brought to light when the current Governor of Indiana 
and INDOT submitted a request for a revision to the Tier I EIS [ref Chap 1.2.3]. It was then withdrawn after 
public outcry and study information revealed substantially fewer benefits. Without full funding being identified, 
this project has a very high likelihood of never being completed, this invalidating all of the cost-benefit data. 
The pure and simple fact is that the same dollar is not buying as much and as a result this project faces serious 
funding problems which must be addressed before proceeding. With INDOT’s and FHWA’s move towards 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), the cost to users will increase. This increased cost for use reduces the 
cost/benefit ratio and has an impact on accessibility. Those who cannot afford to travel, will not. 
During a recent stop in Petersburg, IN, I-69 was touted by Governor Daniels and he was positive about 
extending Interstate 69 to Evansville. “We’re going to build I-69,” he said.  This remark clearly indicates a pre-
determined decision, irrespective of the facts and findings. His remarks are consistent with INDOT in that all 
the data is developed to achieve the desired result which is that this project is needed, when clearly it is not. 
Daniels agreed that there were “plenty of people in the Legislature that would like to stop it (I-69).”, indicating 
it is not just the general public who oppose this project. There are many in the state Legislature who believe this 
project is un-necessary and or too costly. He said there was “money in the bank to build as much and as fast as 
we can.”, but as costs have escalated the amount of the project that can be built is shrinking. Having just 
returned from the Governor’s Conference in Washington, D.C., Daniels said almost every state is in a desperate 
situation since gas taxes are not keeping up with the cost of road construction and repair. A further indication 
that funding vital to maintaining not only this section of I-69, but every other road in the state. This study makes 
vague commitments to do things that will never materialize. Deferring interchanges and access roads until the 
need arises and the money becomes available is a meaningless commitment and invalids all the criteria 
supporting the study.    
 
Asphalt has a significant price increase risk from new spending set in-place recently President Obama and 
Congress. Repaving is the most shovel-ready type of project. Asphalt prices have plunged in recent months but 
could be rising rapidly again — possibly doubling — by the end of the summer 2009. This furthers the decline 
of any cost-benefit ration data. The ever escalating construction costs further erode the true feasibility of I-69. 
The no-build option is actually the best option. All the options must be fully reviewed to provide a fair and true 
analysis of every aspect of the proposed I-69 from end to end, not broken into arbitrary section of convenience. 
To lower the costs of this highway the INDOT proposes using asphalt instead of concrete for the pavement. 
Asphalt has a shorter usable life span than concrete. The Governor has also proposed making the asphalt 
pavement thinner. While these measures may lower the initial cost they will increase the long-term costs 
significantly.  Indeed, the long-term cost increases will end up being more than was saved by cheapening the 
initial costs. These increases must be added into the operations and maintenance costs. Operations and 
maintenance costs are underestimated in this DEIS.  There are also differences between the initial and low cost 
criteria besides the dimensions of the cross-section elements. For example, different pavement materials may be 
used. This results in an inferior product with higher maintenance costs. 
 
The Funding dilemma, a proposed solution: 
Some politicians believe that the best way to fix our highways is to sell them. In an apparent admission that 
government cannot maintain our roads and bridges, they are joining with Wall Street investors to advocate 



privatization plans across the country. 
These arrangements are innocuously referred to as "public-private partnerships," a new buzzword for selling or 
leasing highways built with tax dollars to profit-seeking investors. 
Top government officials are hailing the idea as an innovative way to raise billions of dollars while transferring 
burdensome maintenance and operations to private firms who say they can do it better. 
But is the idea of selling public assets innovative or merely a quick fix designed to yield a one-time budget 
boost? And isn't maintaining highways a fundamental government obligation? So far, these road-to-riches 
proposals have not lived up to expectations. In this type of arrangement, it seems as though only the private 
firms benefit, never motorists. The descendants of today's drivers will be paying higher and higher tolls to 
finance the complete funding of I-69 long after INDOT officials have spent the last dime of any minuscule 
funds received. 
The private construction of new highways is also loaded with pitfalls. Private road operators often insist on non-
compete clauses that limit governments from expanding nearby roads. In Southern California, private investors 
opened a 10-mile all-electronic toll road in the median of State Route 91, and in so doing were granted 
something akin to a highway monopoly. When local authorities needed to improve surrounding highways they 
controlled, the investors - averse to any competition - vetoed the projects by invoking a clause in their contract 
barring improvements detrimental to their profits. In 2003, local officials eventually bought out the private firm 
for $207 million just so it could finally expand the adjacent road. Non-compete clauses do exactly what they 
say. They prevent competition by one party to the contract. Therefore, the state would be precluded from doing 
anything that would take business, i.e. tolls, from the road. 
These deals raise other questions: Will the abdication of highway responsibilities by government authorities 
subvert "sunshine" laws designed to make road and bridge authorities' meetings, decisions and records more 
transparent to the public? Will nameless foreign investors in private roads, unlike public officials, answer to 
anyone but their stockholders? 
 
Since the days of the Greeks and Romans, highways were among the few things you could count on 
government to provide. Thus, motorists should scrutinize any deal that permits elected officials to delegate such 
a fundamental responsibility, particularly when the deal will continue long after the dealmakers have left office.  
Given the lack of funds available through current funding mechanisms, this project should be abandoned and 
other transportation means aggressively pursued. 
It would be more economically efficient to improve existing routes. They've been sufficient to service industries 
and with proper maintenance will continue to do so for years to come. This project will only serve to further 
erode any improvements to local roads. This study does not address the impacts to local roadways and the added 
costs to the local governmental agencies this project would impose. 
 
We can be and must be smarter about how our gas-tax dollars are spent. Choosing a common-sense approach to 
I-69 by building it on US41/I-70 saves at least half the $4B -$5B cost. Money that could be better put to use 
fixing our existing roads and building a safe, clean and efficient rail transit system. INDOT continues to indulge 
in its indiscriminate thirst for more highways. An example of this is the FHWA’s signing off on the funding for 
this highway. This project is supposed to be fiscally constrained, but it is clear that there is no confirmed source 
of funding to complete it.  The FHWA accepts INDOT’s vague statement that the money will come from its 
usual sources when it is apparent that the usual sources have all changed or have undetermined availability.  
 
ECONOMIC BENEFITS: 
The argument that this project will bring jobs to any of the impacted areas, through new industry or service 
personnel is not convincing. Consider other communities that have similar conditions today: take the fact that 
Franklin, IN. is strategically located near Interstate 65, and has one of the best industrial parks in the area. Yet 
the city has failed to attract major industries in significant numbers. Greenwood, IN is similarly situated with a 
similar lack of success. Another rural community that shows the negative affects is Seymour, IN, also on I-65. 
Rural Communities with interstates have no greater success with the respect to attracting and maintaining jobs 
than any rural community without an interstate.  This trend repeats itself over and over. Moreover, development 
of jobs in the service industry (truck stops, etc.) has not and is not likely to develop either. The argument that 



this project will be any substantial benefits in the way of jobs or “opportunity” simply has no history of proving 
true. The data in the study assumes far to rosy of a picture than could ever become reality. The very nature of an 
interstate, (either free or tolled road) compels those using it to stay on it. One does not get off the road unless 
absolutely necessary. Hence, few new jobs will be brought to the area by the road project. So what makes this 
section of the proposed I-69 any different and why does this study try to convince us that building this project 
will solve all the areas ills? Only the large metropolitan areas tend to benefit, which is at the expense of the rural 
communities located in between.  
 
An additional argument in this study is that the road would spur development. First of all, it is presumptuous on 
the part of INDOT or anyone else to conclude that more development is needed. The true value of rural 
communities lies with the people who make up the community, not an artificial idea of an urban planner, who 
has no attachment to the community. Development taxes the resources of the cities, towns and the county. This 
study assumes that the rural communities desire to have the look and feel of large urban areas. This is just not 
the case as noted in other public comments. While industry is welcome for its jobs and contribution to the 
county coffers, subdivisions which inevitably result (indirect impacts) do not produce the same benefit. 
Subdivisions tax local resources by requiring more public services, especially schools.  
 
An argument which I propose in opposition to the I-69 concerns the property that would be removed from the 
tax rolls. It is not unusual for a property of only a few acres to pay $2,400 in real estate taxes per year. Consider 
that over the long term of this project and the loss of revenue to any county would be $180,000 or greater. That 
is with only one small tract of land taken. Multiply that by the number of properties taken across the county, and 
the number becomes astronomical. Many of the counties affected by this project have been struggling for years, 
and the state has been impotent to help. It makes no sense to impose upon local government another burden so 
that INDOT can build Interstate 69. 
 
We have lost far too many rural, small town communities for the sake of a highway and a big box store. The 
true value of our natural setting will be destroyed by all the development that this study infers will come. 
Developing Daviess or Greene County comes at what cost, but what is the price of all this development? Are we 
losing the rural community atmosphere that drew people to these communities in the first place? Are we losing 
our small-town appeal? The closeness that holds these towns together is now being divided by this project. 
INDOT is sacrificing a close-knit community simply to build this un-necessary project. 
 
Out-of-town developers are constantly covering what was once beautiful farmland with inexpensive starter 
homes and strip malls. How many starter homes does one community need? Once these homes are built, the 
only direction their value goes is down. How many strip malls can we fit onto an acre? Once we lose this 
valuable farm land to a highway or a parking lot, we can never recover it. Does SW Indiana really need another 
highway or strip mall? The answer is NO. The communities being affected by this proposed project, 
Washington, Odon and all the rural residents supporting them, will quickly lose its magnetism and charm and 
replace it with something far less valuable, paper worth. We do need to ask ourselves if this is truly what we 
want, because once we make these decisions, we are stuck with them; there are no do-overs. The public has 
expressed a desire that this project is simply not needed, yet INDOT has failed to abide by the choice of the 
citizenry. 
 
Our farms produce the food we eat and products we use every day. Building I-69 will continue to aggravate not 
only the global warming dilemma, but oil shortages throughout the U.S as well.  Ethanol is a Band-Aid fix for 
the true problem with our dependency on foreign oil. We need to concentrate more on rail and mass transit 
options to really make a serious progress. Ethanol production does increase the cost of our food, both directly 
and indirectly. The corn diverted to ethanol production is that much less corn available for food. It also 
increases the cost for livestock production. We need to stop our assault on family farms to keep an ample food 
supply. The proposed I-69 is a prime example; over 5,000 acres of farmland will be lost for this ill-conceived 
highway. As populations increase smarter transportation methods need to be pursued rather than building more 
highways, with their accompanying gas stations and fast food joints.  



Let's save family farms for our much needed food production. For farmers whose land has been in their families 
for decades, the New Terrain I-69 is not just taking our farms, it is taking our lives and our livelihood. It affects 
not only our present lives; it destroys our past and our future. 
 
A favorite buzz word of the INDOT and the politicians is “economic opportunity”.   Do they not realize we have 
excess amounts of “economic opportunity” wasting away beside the thousand + miles of EXISTING interstates 
that cross this state?  While claiming to want to create economic opportunity, a new terrain I-69 would really be 
denying economic opportunity to the many small businesses in Monroe and Greene County who are providing 
economic benefits to the community RIGHT NOW. This same old line was used to justify I-64 across the 
southern part of the State. The farmers who lost their livelihood to that Interstate are STILL waiting for their 
share of the promised “Economic Opportunity”. The thinking of INDOT that this section is an economic 
development tool is erred reasoning. 
 
 
Throughout the country, rising gas prices have had a broad economic impact, hitting especially hard in many 
cities, towns, rural and suburban communities where people are more dependent on cars than in areas served by 
modern mass transit facilities. We are assured that gas prices will forever continue to rise. The alternatives 
analysis for this project must include the alternatives of public transit and rail freight options. Transportation by 
rail is increasing dramatically as truck transportation continues to increase in cost.  This trend will continue into 
the foreseeable future. 
 
Those who claim we need this highway for the jobs seem to have forgotten that it was NAFTA that started our 
decline. Building any portion of this project simply moves sprawl to other areas, causing blight in existing 
areas. There is no indication in the study of negative impacts to surrounding communities. INDOT has funded 
planning studies for these communities (see INDOT I-69 Community Planning Program 
http://www.i69indyevn.org/CommunityPlanningProgram/index.htm , yet not include the cost impact to these 
communities. As traffic is diverted away from these communities, local business will suffer and reducing any 
stated benefits to the area. When these negative cost impacts are factored in to the cost-benefit analysis the 
result is a net cost to SW Indiana. FHWA and INDOT have concluded that the selection of this route would be 
consistent with the determination of the Least Environmentally Damaging Preferred Alternative (LEDPA) 
requirement under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. However, many groups, persons and governmental 
agencies have complained that the US41/I70 alternative was not given full study and consideration. The impacts 
and costs placed upon the communities along US41 and I-70 have not been appropriate consideration and 
inclusion in this study. Thus failing to provide the broad regional benefits as discussed in Chapter 2. Indiana 
ranks 10th in the Nation in interstate highway density, 6th in overall road density, yet its economy has been 
faltering for years. It now has an unemployment rate of over 9%, one of the highest in the Nation.  Clearly, 
Indiana has enough interstate highways. Another highway is not going to significantly improve Indiana’s  
economic standing. The billions of dollars that would be spent on I-69 can be better spent elsewhere. Indiana is 
awash in highways, thinking that more of the same will bring different results is just not clear reasoning. The 
result will not change. Indiana leads in job losses despite all of the highways. There is no correlation between 
highway infrastructure and employment security. 
 
The NSWC mission has changed and continues to have a need of isolation. It has been reported that the number 
one issue is to avoid encroachment. Yet this project is bringing the promise of just such encroachment. Any 
commercial or retail development puts the entire Crane facility in jeopardy. How can anyone doubt that I-
69 would be a major source of encroachment for this region? 
 
ENVIRONMENT: 
Protecting Indiana’s natural resources will improve our quality of life across the board. What’s good for our 
forests and rivers is ultimately what’s best for Hoosiers. It’s important that our INDOT and FHWA understand 
it, too. This report fails to assess the true value of the environment and the costs this project will impose on our 
natural resources. Global Climate Change must be addressed in this DEIS. Highways are a major contributor of 



greenhouse gases. The higher speeds and increases in traffic volume and miles traveled (VMT) caused by this 
highway will significantly increase carbon emissions. If the Study claims there will be little or no increase in 
traffic, and therefore no increase in emissions, then there will be no increase in economic development. An 
increase in economic development is a major goal of this project. All mitigation costs must be included in cost 
estimates.  Specific and detailed information about the implementation of mitigation and timelines for 
implementation of mitigation should be a requirement in this DEIS.  
  
 
It is very likely that some form of carbon emission caps will become law in the near future. Since vehicle 
emissions are a major source of carbon emissions, construction of I-69 will add to Indiana’s already 
overabundance of highway emissions and will put it at a competitive disadvantage in attracting new businesses 
and negate any attractiveness for commercial investment. Environmental quality is an important factor for some 
companies when determining where to locate. This scenario must be addressed in this draft and all other DEIS 
studies for the project.  
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has been compromised and corrupted in all the studies for the 
I-69 extension.  The Tier structure of the studies and segmenting the entire route by creating 6 segments for 
separate study make it impossible to evaluate the impacts of the project as a whole.  Tier 1 locked-in the route 
before all the impacts and costs were known. This study does not follow the letter or the spirit of the law. NEPA 
was intended as legislation to insure public participation and full consideration of alternatives but it has been 
twisted and corrupted into a pork barrel feeding frenzy by highway consultants and engineering firms.  The EIS 
from the beginning, through Tier 1, and now into Tier 2 has been a clear example of how to get around the 
intent of NEPA and to lock in the more destructive alternative over the will of the people, over good 
transportation planning, over environmental and fiscal responsibility.  
 
A soon to be released study by the NOAA discusses environmental concerns with global warming. Additional 
vehicle emissions promoted by this project will only serve to aggravate global warming and further polluting 
the air and water communities depend upon. These types of affects must be included in the “planning” of this 
project and completely detailed in the study.  
 
SOCIAL IMPACTS: 
Our Land, Our Water, Our Way of Life.  
Agriculture is business, too. 
Farmers have a message for the state: Farming is a business, too. 
 
Farmers across the state have told Indiana Department of Transportation officials they are fed up with state 
officials who talk about attracting big businesses through the proposed I-69. Land they will take, mainly 
farmland, is and will continue hurting the business of agriculture. Farmers are tired of not being considered big 
business.  
 
Many farmers, both whose land could be affected by the proposed project, and those employed by farms, are 
wondering whether they'll be able to pass the family business on to their children. I feel INDOT thinks farming 
is not a business in Indiana. Agriculture is a major business and I-69 will have serious negative impacts to those 
who depend on farming. Many are young farmers, trying to carry on a tradition. Many in the affected areas see 
the planned I-69 as a problem, which could stop them from continuing their work. Economic development for 
the farming communities would be just devastating. These costs must be identified and incorporated into the 
project study.  
 
The RURAL looting – INDOT’s disregard of the public outcry against the proposed I-69 Corridor is 
unacceptable. Taking thousands of acres of Hoosiers’ land, to exclusively generate revenue at the expense of 
open government, private property rights, and thousands of Indiana rural communities cannot be allowed stand. 
The proposed highway in this study will take thousands of acres of good farmland. This was a major concern of 



many people during public hearings yet it is given little mention here.  This DEIS makes known that 
replacement land for farming is unavailable in this area and the loss of valuable farmland is permanent. In a 
time of worldwide food shortages it is immoral and wasteful to be taking valuable, irreplaceable farmland for 
another highway. Given the world and statewide loss of farmland the value of this agricultural land is seriously 
underestimated. The true and total cost of lost farmland must be included in the FEIS or supplemental EIS. This 
DEIS ignores impacts on agricultural travel. Simply stating that I-69 would facilitate the transport of 
agricultural products in not sufficient. Costs of extended agricultural travel due to roads being cut off, and a lack 
of access roads must be included in the long term, indirect and cumulative impacts to farming community. 
 
Loss of jobs due to indirect impacts must be calculated. Jobs are lost when traffic is diverted from existing 
roadways. This loss occurs over time and is due to the construction of alternative routes of travel. Transfer 
effects are well known impacts of highway construction. If there are going to be few indirect impacts, as this 
Study concludes, then there will be little development as a result of this proposed project.  This DEIS tries to 
have it both ways—little traffic increases and few indirect impacts but lots of economic development. This is a 
major contradiction. 
 
We as a state and nation need to put into place an electronic infrastructure to bring back our local economies. If 
residents of SW Indiana are to be permitted to prosper from a global economy, then an investment needs to be 
made in an Information Transportation system. By providing “personal accessibility” to the information 
highway, every roof-top would be empowered to prosper and growth. All without new concrete or asphalt and 
the environmental impacts associated with this proposed project. The study data does not include any reference 
to this as an option to enhance the value of the affected communities. The study only focuses on new 
construction as the only means to add value to SW Indiana.  
 
We don't need an interstate, which only repeats the same mistakes. A modern transportation system via high-
speed rail would better serve every community. Yet the study fails to consider alternate transportation methods 
to serve the areas. INDOT must plan a transportation system for the future, not the past. 
 
How can we maintain any resemblance of the "rural integrity of Monroe and Greene Counties with I-69 
diagonally dividing them, and truck-stops polluting the air we breathe? All of the county residents will pay a 
very dear price for "economic development". There is a strong urban bias in this DEIS. When assessing impacts 
on communities, only closely developed communities are considered. While rural, agricultural communities 
may consist of widely spaced homes they are still coherent communities. The impact on rural communities will 
be severe. When roads are cut off it means travel within rural areas is greatly and negatively impacted.  
Delaying or eliminating interchanges and access roads, as proposed in this DEIS will have major impacts on 
these rural communities. This project will be a barrier to travel within the area. The level of service on several 
roads will decline if I-69 is built and many roads will be closed. This will impact schools and social functions 
by causing longer travel times between many homes, schools and churches. This can impact meeting schedules 
and sports practice and sporting events as well as annual social gatherings. Longer travel times means more 
time on local roads which the Study says are not always safe. School buses traveling on interstates is also a 
safety issue. Emergency services are severely impacted by the associated road closure. This fact has been noted 
by EMS personnel in public meetings. 
 
The Study fails to prove that traffic safety would improve if I-69 is built. As in previous studies for this project, 
the crash data used to compare accident rates on rural highways with rates on interstates is sorely out-of-date, ( 
data was collected 18 years ago). More current data is available and must be used. INDOT has the data and 
should direct the consultants to revise this DEIS to include the updated data. Current traffic projections are 
much different than they were just a few years ago. Since a number of local roads will be closed due to I-69 
there will be increased traffic on some local and by the rational used in this study, will result in more accidents 
on those roads. There will also be more induced traffic to more distant cities. More traffic on interstates also 
means more accidents.  Table 3-5 is incomplete.  What base year was used to determine traffic increases? In 
Table 3-6 rates are used which can be misleading.  The VMT is significantly less for the no-build alternatives 



than for the build alternatives. Therefore, based on this table 3-6, there would be fewer fatalities overall in the 
named counties with the no-build alternative than with the build alternative even though the rate is lower for the 
build alternative. Accurate, up-to-date data must be used. Also, the Study does not compare safety 
improvements due to interstates versus other improvements to local roads.  I suspect that many local road 
improvements would result in greater traffic safety for this region. The Tier 1, FEIS as well as this DEIS attempt 
to show that traffic improvements throughout SW Indiana would improve with the construction of I-69. This 
study states both negative and positive plans for emergency responders and local use.  INDOT cannot have it 
both ways.  
 
HISTORY>106>Trains before highways 
Information noted in Chapter 4, as well as in the Section 106 study for this section details the history of 
transportation in the area. Of notable interest is the role of trains in the development of the communities in this 
study area. INDOT (and the data in this DEIS study) is lost to the fact that rail transportation brought the 
economic boom to these rural communities. It has only been within the last 50 (+/-) years that highways have 
dominated the transportation infrastructure. Rail has been neglected. Current movement is towards mass-transit 
(rail) systems for both passenger and freight traffic. This study should include a full evaluation of rail 
transportation to meet the goals outlined. Doing so will clearly show the goals and needs of the communities 
will easily be met by rail, thus providing the economic benefits sought. The goals can be met at a substantially 
lower cost in terms of dollars and environmental harm. A thorough reading of the history of the communities is 
encouraged to those reading these comments.  
 
This study does not discuss how or why other transportation alternatives would not meet “Goal 2: Promote A 
Transportation System That Will Provide Efficient And Safe Movement Of People And Goods.”. Certainly a rail 
system would easily meet this criteria as well as the US41/I70 alternative. This study merely states that this is 
the only route to have. Where is the data to back up this conclusion? In evaluating data, if one applies enough 
filters, only one answer will result. INDOT has selectively applied filters to its data to arrive at the conclusion it 
sought. 
 
The entire 106 study for this section is also questioned. The evaluations made are not full and complete. Most 
are “drive-by” evaluations and do not delve into the full history of the affected properties. Reference the 
discussions in the meeting minutes of the Consulting Parties meetings. Many of the concerns expressed have yet 
to be addressed fully and completely. 
 
The Section 4 HPR makes little reference to the discovery of artifacts, their locations, or significance within the 
report. The report fails to meet NHPA requirements by not fully evaluating direct and indirect impacts of the 
undertaking to historical and cultural resources in the affected area. The author of these comments has detailed 
knowledge of at least one artifact that was collected, but not documented in the study. How many other 
historical artifacts or items have been omitted?  
 
The educational levels of persons in the affected counties are detailed within the study. However, here again, the 
information is presented in terms of an urban solution. While some residents of the counties may not have a 
degree from an accredited institution of higher learning, this by no means indicates that they are not educated. 
Some, as in the case of the Amish, have their own education system, with their own defined goals. Many 
residents of the affected counties possess far more skills than those of the preparers of this study. I argue that in 
the event of a natural or world disaster, the persons affected by this project would be much better suited to 
provide for themselves. Should food supplies be interrupted due to oil prices rising or transportation of food 
supplies be disrupted, the educational skills of the residents would be skills much sought after by those in 
metropolitan areas. The ability to grow one’s own food, or construct shelter for families are educational levels 
few in this modern age possess. The residents of the affected area possess far greater “life skills” than this study 
indicates. Not all education is measured by Certificates on a wall. While there may not be a degree for “Living 
off the Land”, many in Daviess and Greene counties have this education.  
 



This study also fails to mention a previous study, known as the “Southwest Indiana Highway Feasibility Study” 
( a/k/a the “Donohue Study”) which concluded that “based on the results of the cost/benefit evaluation, 
construction was not recommended…” . In May, 1997, Neal Johnson, PhD and independent economist at 
Indiana University, studied INDOT’s 1996 DEIS Cost/Benefit analysis on the proposed route between 
Indianapolis and Evansville. His report was an impartial analysis, motivated by a concern that the benefits and 
costs of this major project be correctly and honestly calculated and presented to the public. Dr. Johnson was not 
paid by either proponent or opponents of the highway, or anyone else, for the preparation of his report. Dr. 
Johnson concluded that INDOT’s new highway would be a bad investment for Indiana and the nation. Neither 
INDOT nor FHWA have disputed the findings. (see:  http://www.commonsensei69.org/johnsonstudy.htm ). 
 
The Dowden Farm is mentioned numerous times throughout this document as well as the Section 3 & 4 HPR’s. 
I have sent numerous comments and again echo those comments. The analysis of this property is flawed. The 
assumptions made by the Historians who wrote the analysis failed to accurately describe the property, it’s 
setting and history. Why has this property been the discussion so many times? Is it because the study authors 
KNOW this property has not been correctly evaluated. See appendix N for more discussion on this property. 
Knowing the errors and omissions that were in the report on the Dowden Farm, there is a very high probability 
that other properties within in the corridor that were misrepresented as well. 
 
FINAL WORDS: 
There are good and compelling reasons for the FHWA to move against this project and deny a ROD, and I 
would urge them to do so. This Federally mandated study of I-69 should be scientific in its methodology and 
tabulation of data. Currently it is not meeting this requirement. The intent of the study is to fairly evaluate ALL 
options available. This study fails to meet those criteria especially in the cost/benefit analysis. INDOT has 
refused to conduct a cost/benefit analysis for this project. A comparison of INDOT’s estimated costs and 
purported benefits of the New Terrain route and the US41/I70 route, strongly suggests that the New Terrain 
route would fail a cost/benefit analysis and perform much worse than the US41/I70 option. No proposal for an 
extension of I-69 through SW Indiana has ever passed an objective cost/benefit analysis. This study suffers from 
“conclusion driven analysis of data”, VERY significant manipulation of data, fragmentation, and blatant 
illogical conclusions from facts contained in the study. This is indicated in Chap. 5 where the statement 
mentions that acquired property could be put to other uses . “…if the highway facility is no longer needed, the 
land can be converted to another use.” This is an indication that INDOT knows there is no real and present need 
for this project. Coupled with the fact that INDOT has included I-69 on the Indiana Highways maps it 
distributes to the public since 2002. Another clear indication of INDOT’s intent to proceed with this project 
regardless of any data or public input. 
 
Your fiduciary duty to the people should have compelled you to keep the interests of us - above your own or 
special interests. Your duty is one to act in a position of trust, good faith, candor and responsibility, and always 
on behalf of those of us whom you are supposed to serve. As our state agency responsible for all transportation 
needs, INDOT and their consultants have failed to adhere to this simple standard of trust. We the people have 
the duty to organize and vigorously oppose those who fail to perform their assigned responsibilities.  
 
Here are some facts: 
Indiana is currently #4 in rural interstate development after only, Vermont, Pennsylvania and Illinois. 
Indianapolis has more interstate connections than any city in the USA, perhaps the world. 
Indiana ranks #1 to #4 (depending on your source) in the percentage of our jobs lost since NAFTA. 
 
Our message also is an emotional one. What people have expressed and are expressing at the INDOT meetings 
about I-69, is that they do not want development to destroy the rural quality of life. Yes, everyone wants 
progress, but does concrete and asphalt development yield what we really want for our community? This study 
does not address these concerns. 
 
Lawsuits are will undoubtedly occur over alleged shortcutting of environmental reviews required as part of the 



process. This will further the delay of the project, adding cost, and deflating any cost-benefit ratio.  
 
I remain convinced that project would be at best a huge and risky gamble with our environment, excellent 
farmland and water in Daviess and Greene counties, and ultimately a giant disaster for the entire region. There 
are some many who share my doubts. 
 
The comment period for this DEIS is far too short. In addition to a very short reply time, INDOT has not 
completed this study, making full and complete comments impossible. INDOT has chosen to not only segement 
the project in an effort to dodge certain federal requirements, but they are now segmenting this study. These 
studies are long, complicated documents that requires many hours of study and research. In general, citizen 
input is requested in order to fulfill the NEPA requirement. The true reason INDOT seeks public comment is 
that it helps the agencies figure out how to get around the opposition. Serious citizen comment showing 
opposition is routinely ignored or dismissed as irrelevant.  Despite unprecedented opposition for nearly twenty 
years to this proposed highway, that opposition is not mentioned in this document. I reference any reader of 
these comments to this website for additional commentary  www.i69tour.org and further request those 
comments be included as part of the project record.  
 
I request that all comments submitted by the Hoosier Environmental Council (HEC), Environmental Law and 
Policy Center (ELPC) and Citizens for Appropriate Rural Roads (CARR), of which I am a member, be 
incorporated into these comments as submitted by myself. 
 
Submitted by William A. Boyd 
6990 S. Stone Road 
Bloomfield, IN 47474 
 
 
 
Posted to:   
 

 
 
 



 



FirstName = Jan 
LastName = Boyd 
StreetAddress = 8301 Forward Pass Road 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46217-4423 
Email = waboyd@iquest.net 
Comments = In your studies of the proposed I-69 project, you neglect 
to mention your destruction to the lives of the families who are 
affected.  These effects include children, whose lives you are 
affecting in a negative way.  You are destroying their home, their 
farms, and their lives, and that of their parents, grandparents and in 
some cases their great-grandparents. 
 
Farms are a way of live and a love for their land.  Greed, politics 
and corruption are destroying families, homes and farms.  This project 
is devastating and must be stopped immediately. 



FirstName = Jan 
LastName = Boyd 
StreetAddress = 8301 Forward Pass Road 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46217-4423 
Email = waboyd@iquest.net 
Comments = Please include all my previous correspondence, written 
comments, e-mails, and telephone and voice mail communications as 
comments to the Section 4 DEIS. 
 
Jan Boyd 
8301 Forward Pass Road 
Indianapolis, IN  46217-4423 



FirstName = Jan 
LastName = Boyd 
StreetAddress = 8301 Forward Pass Rd 
Address =  
City = Indianapolis 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46217-4423 
Email = waboyd@iquest.net 
Comments = To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please find attached copy of Senator Richard G. Lugar's letter dated 
October 23, 2002.  In his letter Senator Lugar stated "We do not wish 
any part of the I-69 planning process to include any part of our farm, 
and we are hopeful that it will not occupy any part of the 
neighborhood of our farm."   
 
As my family farm has been in our family since 1919 for 91 years, we 
do not wish any part of the I-69 planning process to include any part 
of our farm, and we are hopeful that it will not occupy any part of 
the neighborhood of our farm, as Senator Richard Lugar stated. 
 
LUGAR STOCK FARMS, INC.  
P.O. BOX 347  + LEBANON, INDIANA + 46052-0547  
 October 23, 2002  
Mr. J. Brian Nicol  
Commissioner  
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)  
100 North Senate Avenue  
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204  
Dear Commissioner Nicol:  
 Since the beginning of the I-69 planning process, I have written 
public comments commending the importance of a Southwest Corridor 
Highway in Indiana.  I have discussed this issue with successive 
Secretaries of Transportation as new national administrations have 
come into office.  
 During a public appearance in Mooresville in September, I was asked 
by members of the media to comment on a report that I-69 would be 
built along Mann Road in Decatur Township of Marion County, including 
an approximate one-mile stretch that is the western boundary of the 
Lugar family farm.  I dismissed the report on the grounds that I had 
not been informed of such a location plan, and I expressed my doubt 
about its validity.  Because of the obvious need for Federal 
Appropriations and necessary Congressional support to pay for Indiana 
highway projects, my Senate office routinely receives detailed 
information about even the most modest of anticipated plans and 



requests.  
 Even discounting my obvious duties as a United States Senator, as a 
landowner who would be called upon under Alternative 3, Option B1 to 
surrender land for an entire mile of new highway, I believe that 
courtesy and transparency dictate that I would be pro-actively 
informed of these plans.  On this occasion, only my own investigation 
has brought discovery that Alternative 3, Option B1 (and perhaps 
additional options) proceeds along Mann Road and includes an area 
approximately 2000 feet from Mann Road into the Lugar Farm for 
approximately one mile area of approximately 200 to 240 acres.  
 With a highway project of this magnitude and consequence, I would 
hope that highway officials would go well beyond the requirements of 
the law in engaging and informing affected communities and landowners 
about potential routes.  In fact, I believe that every farm owner and 
farm family affected by I-69 planning options should have ample notice 
of vulnerability from the planners or an appropriate branch of 
government while there is time for public comment and reasonable 
opportunity to change the plan.  The public is best served by vigorous 
debate on these issues, and I will contribute my voice to those public 
deliberations.  
 My strong suggestion would be to eliminate all of the Mann Road 
options and ideas.  
 The Lugar farm is a 604.5 acre family business incorporated as Lugar 
Stock Farm, Inc. and owned by the Richard G. Lugar, Thomas R. Lugar, 
and Anne Lugar Johnson families, the heirs of Marvin L. Lugar and 
Bertha Green Lugar Caldwell.  Our family purchased the farm more than 
70 years ago.  I have managed the farm profitably since the death of 
my father, Marvin Lugar, in 1956.  Our annual crop plan includes 
approximately 410 acres of corn and soybeans.  The remaining acres are 
a classified forest of hardwood trees.  I have supervised the 
foundation of more than 60 acres of new hardwood tree plantations 
since 1983 and with one of my sons have pruned thousands of black 
walnut trees, personally, each year.  The Mann Road I-69 plan would 
destroy nearly all of these plantations where we have entertained the 
national convention of walnut tree growers and international forestry 
leaders.  
 Although our total farm size ranks in the upper 20% of the 
approximately 1.9 million farms in the United States, it is on the 
small side in terms of providing enough crop land and cash grain sales 
to remain a viable enterprise during the growing trend of 
concentration in American agriculture.  Through excellent conservation 
practices, advanced farming practices, and skilled marketing, we have 
achieved exceptional results.  We have enjoyed an average corn crop of 
131 bushels per acre during years 1998-2001, but that average is 
dependent upon upland acres along Mann Road that do not suffer through 



threats of flood or soil erosion.  Even in the midst of all of the 
weather and foreign trade challenges facing American agriculture, the 
Lugar family believes that farming is profitable and that our farm 
provides an unusually beautiful area in the growing urbanization of 
Decatur Township.  As many environmental analysts have bemoaned the 
loss of green space near urban areas, we have  
 been proud of the aesthetic contribution of our land.  We have 
rejected without negotiation or discussion offers or suggestions that 
our family would wish to sell any portion of the farm for any 
purpose.  Let me underline our position.  We do not wish any part of 
the I-69 planning process to include any part of our farm, and we are 
hopeful that it will not occupy any part of the neighborhood of our 
farm.  
 Alternative 3, Option B1 would clearly destroy not only a profitable 
farm enterprise but a beautiful tract of land which will become 
increasingly rare in the urbanization of Decatur Township.  I believe 
that this would be a tragic public policy and environmental error and 
this is why I pose the issue in such stark and unmistakable terms to 
help provide very public and timely debate.  
 Sincerely,  
 (signature)  
 Richard G. Lugar  





















































Mr Fisk, as a concerned citizen and grandmother, I ask you to consider the legacy we leave future 
generations. We are sacrificing trees that limit global warming & flooding for the unlikely- hood that we will 
have new jobs.  History proves otherwise :more interstate allows more jobs to Mexico.   Come on, let's 
use some common sense & make an ethical decision....., Marcia Brammer, nurse & advocate for a 
sustained future.   



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Kathy 
LastName = Cummins 
StreetAddress = 1689 N. Prairie Green Ct. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = kcedit@aol.com 
Comments = As an officer of the Bloomington Bicycle Club, my name has already appeared on 
a resolution submitted to this forum for comments; however, I would like to add to that 
some personal thoughts. "Green" decisions, including building and maintaining facilities 
for alternate-energy modes of transportation, should be thought of as opportunities for 
legislators, not as additional costs that should be avoided. Obviously, the most cost-
effective time to add bicycling-friendly features to the Monroe/Greene County I-69 
corridor is now, during initial construction. Such features will add to the long-term 
safety of local cyclists and many, many opportunities for this part of our state to 
continue to attract non-local cyclists, along with other tourists who come simply to 
enjoy our beautiful scenery. Bicycle and light-traffic routes must be maintained, 
especially at the key crossing points at Bolin Lane, Tramway, Harmony Road, and Burch 
Road. I strongly urge you to include such r 
 outes in your final plan. Thank you, Kathy Cummins 
 
verifyCaptcha = 9PU9FY 

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 9:20 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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From: Chris Doran [mailto:doranchristopher@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 5:27 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: I-69 Section 4 DEIS comments 
  
Following are my comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study of Section of the proposed 
expansion of Interstate 69.  

I would like to begin with an overall observation. I have worked as an environmental consultant and 
campaigner for over fifteen years. I have also taught Environmental Studies at the university level for five 
years. I have been directly involved in DEIS's that required federal and or state approval not only in the 
United States, but also in Australia and Colombia. I have never seen a project that was so vehemently 
opposed yet made so little economic, social, or environmental sense as the state government's proposed 
expansion of I-69 from Indianapolis to Evansville.  

Regarding the Section 4 DEIS, I am astounded that there is no mention of the significant greenhouse 
emissions that this project would generate. Not only is there no mention of the sizeable greenhouse 
gasses that would be emitted during construction, but there is also no mention of the impact this four lane 
highway would generate in increased traffic emissions.  

Therefore, the DEIS in its present form is not acceptable, and should be fully revised to include detailed 
climate analysis, including emission projections for a range of traffic density models. It should also 
address the economic ramifications for the state of Indiana should federal climate change legislation be 
passed, such as Cap and Trade. Indiana is already a high emissions state; this highway would only 
compound the state's ability to meet any emissions targets.  

The glaring omission of greenhouse emissions related data is not the only problem with the Section 4 
DEIS. Even if a case could be made for the expansion of the highway within the existing need to 
significantly lower greenhouse emissions, the DEIS has failed to adequately prove any actual need for the 
highway 

Under the DEIS's section 2.1.1 “Purpose and Need, I-69 Between Evansville and Indianapolis” it states 
that the new terrain I-69: 

• Strengthens the transportation network in Southwest Indiana; 

• Supports economic development in Southwest Indiana; and 

• Completes the portion of the National I-69 Project between Evansville and Indianapolis. 

  

The first point is conjecture. Considering the number of roads and communities that would be bisected, it 
is highly debatable that the expansion would strengthen, let alone improve, the transportation network in 
Southwest Indiana. And the DEIS is dismissive of alternatives- like not building the highway at all and 
putting some of the money into public transportation, or building the much cheaper and much less 
destructive I-70/ 41 alternative. 

  

The DEIS in no way adequately proves the second point. There is no evidence that the economy of 
Southern Indiana would benefit from this project, and as I address below, there is a good deal of evidence 



to suggest it would do the opposite.  

  

The third point is simply a statement of fact and does not address purpose or need.  

  

I will begin with economics. The DEIS for Section 4 suggests a budget of $550 million. To anyone familiar 
with these projects, this figure so low to be almost ludicrous. Reviewing the budget projections for this 
project since its inception, each budget projection has been revised and then significantly increased. 
Section 4 will not be an exception.  

For example, the DEIS does not address the numerous legal challenges that will inevitably be pursued, 
particularly around issues of eminent domain and the numerous individual permits for bridges and other 
infrastructure that this project will require. These and other measures will not only directly increase the 
cost of the project, they will also delay its construction.  

Most glaringly, the DEIS does not adequately specify where the funding is coming from to build Section 4, 
let alone the entire expansion. Clearly the highway cannot be built within the constructs of existing INDoT 
funding without taking significant funding from other counties and communities around the state. Given 
the dilapidated status of much of the state's transportation infrastructure, spending a minimum $3 billion 
on a highway that the majority of people do not want does not make any economic sense.  

Addressing specifically the DEIS for Section 4, the citizens of Bloomington and Monroe County have 
made their opposition to this project very clear over a number of years. The Bloomington City Common 
Council passed a resolution signed by the Mayor, opposing I-69, as did the Monroe County 
Commissioners. Yet the DEIS makes no mention of this.  

I-69 would clearly have a detrimental impact on the lifestyle that Bloomington and most people in Monroe 
County value, and which has been a bedrock of the local economy. I use the term local economy 
intentionally, as unlike most other cities in the state, Bloomington actually has a local economy featuring 
local businesses, the majority of which have ten or less employees. Bloomington and Monroe County has 
intentionally said no in large part to large scale industry and infrastructure, which brings with it a boom 
and bust economy cycle. Citizens overwhelmingly favor environmental protection and values, particularly 
protection and preservation of the natural environment.  

As highlighted in the Section 4 DEIS, Section 4 would cut a path of massive environmental destruction. 
The loss of forest habitat as exemplified in the new terrain nature of the highway is both heartbreaking 
and irreplaceable. By even suggesting that it is appropriate to build a four lane highway through the 
Patoka National Wildlife Refuge shows how wildly out of touch the state is with its southern Indiana 
citizens.  

In closing, the DEIS fails its most important task, that of proving the necessity of expanding I-69 new open 
terrain from Indianapolis to Evansville. It also utterly fails to address the most serious of the proposed 
road's environmental impacts, that of significantly increased greenhouse gas emission. The DEIS also 
glaringly fails to adequately provide relevant funding information at a time when the state and federal 
governments are facing massive financial shortfalls and uncertainties.  

Based on the Section 4 DEIS, the road makes no sense from an economic, social, or environmental 
standpoint and therefore should not be built.  



  

Christopher Doran, Ph D 

Tecumseh House, 817 North Jackson St 

Bloomington, Indiana 47404 

Postdoctoral Associate, Macquarie University 

 



FirstName = Jawn 
LastName = Bauer 
StreetAddress = P. O. Box 1332 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47402 
Email = jawnlaw@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = Re: Section 4, I69  
 
        I write to you today as legal counsel for Fern Hills Club, 
Inc. located at 7230 South Rockport Road, Bloomington, Indiana.  Fern 
Hills Club, Inc. is a social family nudist club which has been in 
operation in southwest Monroe County for over 60 years.  The club is 
family owned and is on its second generation of ownership having been 
passed to three of the children of the deceased parents who were 
previous owners.   It is a member of the American Association for Nude 
Recreation-Midwest and is associated with the American Association for 
Nude Recreation, the national association for the voice of all 
nudists. 
        The owners and I write this letter in opposition to the 
building of the new I69.   
        It is my understanding that the new terrain highway will pass 
so close and/or through the existing 75 acres of campground such that 
it will effectually terminate the club’s ability to offer its primary 
service, that being a quiet rural setting for the enjoyment of social 
family nudism.  The club currently has 200 plus members and hundreds 
of seasonal visitors.  It is a campground as well as offering seasonal 
homes for its members.   These members have relied on the fact that 
they will be allowed to practice social family nudism in a rural 
protected setting. Thus they have invested thousands of dollars in 
improving and maintaining their individual residences.    
        The club regularly hosts large conventions and meetings for 
the Midwest and national organization.   Just this past summer they 
hosted over 400 nudists at a business meeting and week long social 
gathering.   The club membership consists of age groups from infants 
to octogenarians.  Many of our members have been members of Fern Hills 
Club, Inc. in excess of thirty years.   Most are from outside Monroe 
County.  They bring dollars with them to spend in our county. 
        The proximity of the building of the I69 route through Fern 
Hills Club, Inc. will essentially cause the club to cease operations 
which will damage not only the owners but hundreds of visitors and 
current members.  
We strongly oppose the building of this highway as we feel there are 
other alternatives such as maintaining our current infrastructure.   



It is our belief that there is a faulty premise that building I69 will 
encourage economic development.   Given the fact that we are in an 
economic recession it is fool hardy to believe that the expenditure of 
such large sums to build an interstate through rural Indiana will be 
off set by economic development gains.   
Our opposition to the new I69 all terrain highway is not motivated 
simply by the fact that we will be so deeply affected if it is built 
on its current route.  We as citizens also believe that there is a 
social responsibility for government to insure that these kinds of 
projects are not built simply because a few in government think it’s a 
good idea. 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with comment concerning 
the I69 all terrain highway.  We will continue to work to defeat the 
building of this highway through our existing business and through our 
rural Monroe County landscape. 
                        Sincerely, 
                        Jawn J. Bauer  









I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Maureen 
LastName = Forrest 
StreetAddress = RR 1 Box 285 
Address =  
City = Solsberry  
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47459 
Email = jagmo@bluemarble.net 
Comments = I have been following the ill advised development of New Terrain I69 and once 
again I am commenting to protest this wasteful project. 
The main reason is its projected cost. It is to much! 
I am aware of the back log of road projects that INDOT currently cannot fix because of 
the lack of money.   
To make it clear as a citizen of the state of Indiana since birth I do NOT want this 
project to move forward.  Stop in NOW!  Use existing roads of US 41 and I70. 
 
 
verifyCaptcha = 8zr2cs 

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 9:05 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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FirstName = Mark 
LastName = Gehlhausen 
StreetAddress = 7444 S Shady Side Dr 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email =  
Comments = Mark Gehlhausen 
7444 S Shady Side Dr 
Bloomington IN 47401.9551 
 
27 October 2010 
 
I am a bicyclist and have lived, worked and bicycled in Monroe County 
since moving here in the early 1980s.  Bicycling is one of the primary 
activities that attracted me to move to the Monroe County/Bloomington 
area.  I ride both with the Bloomington Bicycle Club and on my own 
individual routes.  Many of my bicycle routes travel the county roads 
slated for closure on the proposed I-69 corridor.  I have the following 
objections and concerns of the I-69 proposed road closures:      
          
Bolin Lane:   
I bicycle Bolin Lane often.  Many of the Bloomington Bicycle Club rides 
utilize Bolin Lane.  It is a safe and convenient near-west Monroe County 
route for bicycles traversing North and South.  It is an alternate to 
heavily traveled SR37, which, given the disparity of vehicle velocities 
and increasing driver inattention, I find extremely dangerous to 
bicycles.  I believe this to be generally true of all State Roads that I 
have bicycled in Monroe County.  While the State Road may have a shoulder, 
it is often of dubious quality, littered with glass, debris and potholes 
so as to force the bicyclist to dodge and weave into high speed traffic.  
If I-69 is built, bicycles will also be excluded from the ramp of Section 
4.  As a result, I-69 will effectively remove both near-west bicycling 
corridors.  I call for Bolin Lane to remain open for bicycle/pedestrian 
passage, either as shared access with cars or as a vehicular grade 
separation. 
 
Tramway Road: 
I support the decision to keep Tramway Road open.  I believe that Tramway 
will have to be straightened and widened to serve as a North/ South 
corridor for increased local car and truck traffic.  These changes will 
certainly make Tramway less safe and comfortable for cycling.  I look to 
the future of this area as being similar to the building of Lake Monroe.  
Once I-69 is built, there will likely never be more routes made 
available.  Given this permanence,  I request greatest consideration given 
to maximizing bicycle specific crossings/routes.  
 
Harmony Road: 
I do not understand the logic of the proposed closing of Harmony Road.  
This road is a significant corridor for all types of traffic (including 
bicycles/pedestrians) in western Monroe County.  I join with property 
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owners, county emergency services and county highway officials in calling 
for Harmony Road to remain open as a grade separation if I-69 is built.   
 
Burch Road: 
While this far western Monroe County road carries little vehicular traffic 
(relative to the other proposed road closures), it does serve the 
bicycling and pedestrian community well.  This road, along with Mount Zion 
Road that serves it, is one of the most beautiful biking roads in western 
Monroe County.  This road, preserved as a bicycle route could largely keep 
Monroe County on the national map as a Bicycle riding destination.  As the 
western-most proposed closure, Burch Road serves ideally to link Monroe 
and Greene counties.  I believe the positive economic impact on Monroe 
County would far outweigh the initial cost of bicycle crossing 
infrastructure at this location.  The cost of this structure could largely 
be underwritten by Bicycle and Pedestrian enhancement funds that the state 
of Indiana can access through The Federal Highway Administration.  I 
believe the existing grade of the proposed crossing point of I-69 and 
Burch Roads could provide natural grade separation that 
  could further reduce costs. 
 
 
The I-69 grade-separated cross roads that remain open will carry 
increasing motor traffic in the future.  These roads will certainly become 
less safe and comfortable for bicycling.  What you design today for the 
area will likely be the only opportunities in the future for local 
transportation corridors.  It is your responsibilty to implement an 
intelligent, well-seasoned plan, one considerate of all the environmental 
and economic stakeholders.  Bear in mind not only what I-69 is proposed to 
bring to the area, but the much greater spectre it yields to diminish the 
quality-of-life to the region. 
verifyCaptcha = z2cd7h 
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FirstName = David  
LastName = Griffith 
StreetAddress = 967 Independence Avenue 
Address =  
City = Evansville 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47713 
Email = dwgriffith1@msn.com 
Comments = Alternative 2, the preferred corridor, is the one best 
suited to build.  It may be prudent to construct the interstate south 
of the Virginia Iron Works facility to eliminate the curve.  Is it 
possible to take a straighter course in Monroe County.  Overall, I-69 
should save 20 - 30 minutes between Evansville and Bloomington.  
Driving to Indiana University from Evansville will be similar to 
driving to Louisville, Ky.  I look forward to the safer new roadway 



FirstName = Jess 
LastName = Gwinn 
StreetAddress = RR 1 Box 285 
Address =  
City = Solsberry 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47459 
Email = jagmo@bluemarble.net 
Comments = Cancell the project of New Terrain I69 now. 
   
The state of Indiana cannot afford the expense. 
I am well aware of Indiana budget shortfalls.  The 'Major Moves'sell off 
in northern Indiana is/was a monumental mistake. 
 
So there is no confusion let me re-state my position, Fix the roads we 
have and cancel the New Terrain I69 project.  If you must proceed, upgrade 
US 41 from Evansville to Terre Haute and I70 from Terre Haute to 
Indianapolis. 
verifyCaptcha = 44fb6c 

Page 1 of 1

10/28/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLo...



From: Hanvey, Doug [mailto:dhanvey@indiana.edu]  

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 7:17 PM 
To: Gary Fisk 

Subject: I-69 comment 
  
Dear Mr. Fisk: 

 

I am strongly against the continuing construction of I-69. In addition to the numerous environmental 
issues, anyone that is willing to clearly look at long-term energy trends will notice that the need for a new 

Interstate is simply not there in the long term. Because of peak oil and other energy issues, we are going 
to be driving less, not more.  

 
Best regards, 

Doug Hanvey 

Bloomington, IN 
 



FirstName = Jane 
LastName = Henderson 
StreetAddress = 717 W 4th Street 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = jane-henderson@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = I am utterly opposed to I-69. It will destroy priceless 
farmland and forest, cost money we do not have, and encourage a 
continued dependency on foreign oil. The proposed expenditures on I-69 
should be made on developing alternative forms of transportation. 
Thank you for recording my comments. 



 
FirstName = David 
LastName = Horning 
StreetAddress = 6524 S Westgate Rd. 
Address =  
City = Newberry 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47449 
Email = horning@bluemarble.net 
Comments = In regards to the proposed road closure of CR 215 near 
scotland, that road 215 and CR 200 E are very close to each other at 
the 
point I69 crosses both. It would seem that an access road connecting 
the 
two to keep both roads viable options would be in everyones best 
interest. 
CR 200 is well used now, however when the interstate is built the 
traffic patterns are going to shift tremendously. There will be much 
more traffic using 200E than 215. I understand that EMS personel wish 
to 
keep 215 open instead for fire & rescue purposes. Thats why the access 
road really makes sense, closing 200e would then affect EMS/rescue for 
everyone on 200e as well. If the overpass is changed to 215, it will 
be 
more accessable for EMS but will not the most used choice when the 
interstate is completed. 
Thank you. 



FW: I-69  

Gary Fisk  

DEIS Comment -  
Tom, please send response via website 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jochim [mailto:jochim@bluemarble.net]  
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 10:17 AM 
To: Gary Fisk 
Subject: I-69 
 
Dear Mr. Fisk, 
 
I write to you today asking you to reconsider some of the major impacts building I-69 
will have on local communities as well as Indiana as a whole.  The over 500 million 
dollars (probably more with cost overruns) spent on section 4 could well be spent on 
repairing existing roads and bridges. One could even upgrade Highway 45 to a four lane 
road since I- 69 parallels.  Saving in cost and avoiding the destruction of many acres of 
prime farmland not to mention the closing of many county roads that will affect the 
driving of many people in local towns.  The Karst terrain is another reason one should be 
cautious in building I-69.  I think it will destroy sensitive habitat in the caves, sink 
holes and sand pipes.   Please give this some consideration, you are destroying forests, 
farms, communities and life styles with this new terrain highway plus burdening the state 
with the the probability of not being able to keep up with the repairs of current roads 
because you will be using almost all the gas tax to build I-69. 
 
It is a bad idea, it is wrong to spend money on a project like this when we should be 
looking at mass transit.  Please consider these issues with making your decisions. 
 
Thank You,  
Tom Jochim 

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 10:22 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; Bruce Hudson; Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com] ; Grovak, Mike  [MGrovak@blainc.com]   
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Kristin  
LastName = Kimmell 
StreetAddress = 4484 Woodyard Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = kskimmell@gmail.com 
Comments = As a long-time cyclist, I am very concerned about the impact I-69 will have on 
the roads and areas outlined. Automobile drivers are often impatient and exhibit road 
rage at cyclists. Access to rural road and providing designated bike and/or ped. paths at 
the very least is needed.  I have biked around Interstates - and it is horrible. I would 
prefer no I-69 being built at all - and maintain and protect our current roads. It makes 
no sense at all to build I-69. The cost does not justify doing it. And, it will hurt the 
economy and environment of the rural communities that it is impacting. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Kris Kimmell 
verifyCaptcha = 4PJME6 
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To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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FirstName = Jody 
LastName = Madeira 
StreetAddress = 2151 W. Tobacco Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = jmadeira@indiana.edu 
Comments = After several meetings with I-69 representatives to include 
staff from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and DLZ, I 
have many concerns about the proposed alignment of I-69 that brings it 
so close to the neighborhood of Rolling Glen.  The choice of a 
preferred route was made based on a number of criteria, including many 
environmental and financial impacts.  These include the need to avoid 
densely wooded areas, caves that are known to developers but that 
cannot be revealed to the public pursuant to law, etc.  I believe that 
an entirely different route should be found for this section of I-69, 
particularly due to the karst terrain.  These routes would also be 
less destructive to forests as well.  The property owners whose homes 
will adjoin the highway have many, many sinkholes in their backyards.  
Building a road across karst terrain will also be much more expensive 
to build and maintain in the long term.   
I ask that further consideration be given to whether the design of the 
road could be changed from Tramway Road north to the interchange, 
specifically north of May’s Creek, moving the road further west closer 
to Farmer’s Field (towards the light, sandy-colored area at the top of 
Map 15)..  I want to know what impacts would preclude such an 
alignment.  Much of the impact to Rolling Glen could be mitigated if 
the road were to be shifted slightly west as it approaches Rolling 
Glen.  The whole section would not need to be shifted farther west; 
instead of slanting so far east, its progression could be more 
vertical, if not straight north.  There would be no apparent need for 
a sharp curve where it joins the interchange, and the same karst 
terrain lies under the land near the silos on the farm west of Rolling 
Glen as lies under the land over which I-69 is currently slated to 
travel.  Moreover, that would actually eliminate the need to close at 
least part of Glenview and obviates 
  the need for the state to acquire most of the lots within Rolling 
Glen that it will have to under the road’s current design.  It would 
also protect residents and their properties should we have a toxic 
spill on the highway.  As it is currently designed, the human cost of 
that small section of I-69 is extremely high.  We do not want to 
sacrifice our quality of life for this highway.  We moved out here for 
a reason, and have no wish to move elsewhere—even if we wanted to 
move, at this point we could not do so without taking a huge hit in 



depreciated property values.   The highway will scar our rural 
topography.  We fear traffic, increased noise, and crime from 
transient populations.   
In addition, closing all of Glenview as it approaches Bolin is a 
terrible option, as there are two houses off Glenview that currently 
have no means of ingress or egress from their properties, which are 
located on a road that branches east off Glenview as it approaches 
Bolin.  Although the solid orange line runs directly through the 
westernmost property where this road intersects with Glenview, it is 
not slated for acquisition.  In a meeting in October 2010 with I-69 
and DLZ representatives, these individuals acknowledged that they had 
overlooked those two properties.   In addition, I also ask that you 
keep Bolin Road open.  That road is essential to emergency vehicles 
and local traffic. 
It is also essential that the issue of noise mitigation be revisited 
for residents of Rolling Glen.  In our meeting with I-69 and DLZ 
representatives, we were told that officials were able to reduce the 
cost of sound barrier to $36,000 per household for the “high option” 
road.  We also were told that Indiana’s standards might change in 
2011, and that that Highway Department is slated to revise the noise 
guidelines, potentially raising the $30,000/household floor might be 
raised.  That barrier would go a long way in reducing not only noise 
but in obscuring the highway from residents’ view—and in concealing 
the neighborhood from traffic.  At a minimum, landscape screening 
should be provided.  If the property comes as close to homes as it is 
supposed to, it will take out existing tree lines. 
 
Finally, everyone in Rolling Glen is very upset about the impact of 
the highway on their homes.   When I purchased my home, I visited the 
I-69 office and spoke with Tom Molt, and examined the three possible 
alternative placements of this section of the road.  We were told that 
the most likely alternative was one that was centrally located between 
the blue lines.  All of the homeowners will experience drastically 
reduced property values.  We have already seen the impact of the 
highway on the neighborhood in terms of an inability to sell remaining 
plots of land for development and an abnormally slow real estate 
market for existing homes.  If I-69 is not shifted westward so as to 
mitigate the impact of the highway upon our properties, then we as 
homeowners will have no other recourse but to sue the state for the 
reduction in property value directly attributable to the highway after 
I-69 is built and in use.  This, under state law, is a compensable 
taking even if the state does n 
 ot take our land under its eminent domain powers.  Lawsuits will be 
our only way to recoup our losses, but it is a solution under which 
nobody “wins.”  It will be expensive for the state to not only make us 



“whole” by compensating us financially for impacts upon our property 
values, and for the costs of those suits.  Please consider these long-
term costs as well.  



Rod McClure 
12644 E State Road 54 
Springville, IN 47462 

October 28,20 10 

To: Gary Fisk (Project Manager Section 4), 

As an Alternate CAC Representative for my area, I wish to submit the following recommendation in 
an effort to enrich our local communities, our county and our great State of Indiana. 

The area where I live along highway 54 has been positively identified as one where a number of 
properties in the immediate vicinity will soon be purchased for right of way for the impending 1-69 
project. 

The homes of the following families in this area are definitely affected: 

Brewer, Glasscock/Wilson, McClure and Ramsden. 

Another family that is located immediately adjacent to the project is the Hawkins family. Presently, 
it appears that this family may be in danger of being left behind in extremely close proximity to the 
completed highway. This is a complete nightmare scenario for them as it would be for anyone left in 
the same situation. I would like to propose a solution to the Hawkin's dilemma that would be 
symbiotically beneficial to them, the local townships, the school system, the local citizenry, and the 
State as well. 

One of the primary concerns expressed by many in this area along the proposed route is that Eastern 
Greene County itself will see very little gain in obtaining any tangible benefits from the construction 
of 1-69. Interchanges will be limited and will primarily benefit access to the Crane Naval Depot and 
travelers who will essentially be bypassing Eastern Greene County. 

Eastern Greene County is blessed with an abundance of land with exceptional natural scenic beauty. 
Unfortunately, most of this land is privately owned and there are few places where area residents can 
legally go, get out and just leisurely walk around and enjoy a pleasant and relaxing visit in nice 
surroundings. Unfortunately, our county is a poor one and it normally does not have access to 
resources for instituting major improvements in the area. 

In view of the above-mentioned problems, I would like to propose that the State go ahead and 
purchase the Hawkins property (see attached map). The State could then donate it to the local 
townships for future development into a public park and recreation site that would be a lasting asset 
for the immediate community at large. This area would be ideal for developing 
walking/'ogging/biking paths, picnic shelters, and playground recreation areas for the public. The 
area would also provide an ideal site for the location of new stadiums and fields for football, baseball, 
cross county and other athletic activities for nearby Eastern Green County schools. They are 
presently looking for suitable land for just such a purpose and this donation would allow them to 
utilize their somewhat limited resources in other, more academically enriching pursuits. Even 
countywide sports tournaments could be hosted on the site. It would also provide an ideal location for 
many other community functions as well. Ice cream socials, small fairs, festivals and other fund 
raising events could easily be facilitated at the site. Existing structures on the property could provide 
much needed community office space, grounds & maintenance storage and possibly even refreshment 
preparation facilities as well. 



October 28, 2010 
Page 2 

The State would benefit by alleviating a problematic and undesirable life situation for some of its 
trusting constituents. This site would also provide a lasting visual example of a community area that 
has dramatically benefited from the 1-69 project in general. Parts of the developed site will definitely 
be visible from the new roadway. 

The area itself would be providing one of the few locally available sites .that would be conducive to 
easy and affordable development by the local government. Minimal site preparation would be 
necessary in converting it into suitable grounds for parkslrecreation uses. 

Representatives of the local high school have offered assistance in initial design work through their 
urban design and landscaping classes. Local officials have expressed that it would make much more 
sense and be more cost effective to maintain a public road leading to a park area that served everyone 
than it would to maintain it for a single family. 

After donation, the local government and operating entities would assume all continued maintenance 
responsibilities. 

I have spoken with representatives from the local government, the school system, the DLZ design 
offices, the State and many of the local citizens concerning such a project. All responses have been 
positive in nature and very much in favor of it. Everyone agrees that it would be eminently beneficial 
to all parties involved. If need be, a petition in favor of such a project could be easily obtained and 
provided. 

On behalf of the citizenry of Eastern Greene County, I urge you to strongly consider this proposal 
that would so benefit so many, so well, in so many ways. 

Sincere thank34-.-- ""1 

Rod McClure 
Alternate CAC Representative 





9391 E SR 64 
Oakland City, IN 47660-8675 
October 27,20 10 

Mr. Gary Fisk 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO Box 8464 
Evansville. IN 477 1 6 

Dear Mr. Fisk: 

Ref Comments on 1-69 DEIS Tier 2 Section 4. US 23 1 near Scotland to SR 37 
near Bloomington. 

One can only assume that I- 164 fiom 1-64 south around the east side of Evansville 
to US 41 was constructed to acceptable standards. I should not need to remind you that it 
has be repaired at least three times since its construction a short time ago. 

I must violently object to any part of 1-69 being constructed to lesser standards. 
Doing so will be a complete waste of taxpayer money. 

Should the state proceed with construction under lesser standards, travelers can 
expect to travel with continuous repairs being made to an interstate constructed to such 
low standards. 

Sincerely, 

William A. Miller 
812 749-4986; voice and fax 





I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Parsons 
StreetAddress = 8779 S Rockport Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = dashparsons@bluemarble.net 
Comments = As a member of the Fire Board for a local volunteer fire department I must 
express my grave concern that the construction of I-69 through south west Monroe County 
will have a severe adverse impact on the ability of first responders, both medical and 
fire, to reach citizens in time to save lives and property.  I consider the 'cheapening' 
of construction to be an unacceptable hazard to the residents of my township.  I consider 
the current plans an offense to public health and safety. 
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FirstName = Jared 
LastName = Patten 
StreetAddress = 809 S Henderson ST APT 8 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = jppatten@indiana.edu 
Comments = If the freeway is approved for construction, I sincerely 
hope that a few bicycle crossings will be included. It would be a 
shame and an extreme disservice, not to mention disrespect, to the 
local tax payers and bicycle riders were this freeway to act as a man-
made barrier to cyclists.  
 
Regards, 
Jared 



FirstName = Bridgette 
LastName = Savage 
StreetAddress = P.O. Box 430 
Address =  
City = Stanford 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47463 
Email = buckbeech@smithville.net 
Comments = Our schools are falling apart, due to lack of funding and 
ill-thought-out mandates. Our jobs are being shipped out. Our assets 
are being sold to other countries, and you want to throw our highway 
money down a sink hole..pardon me...karst formation?!?!?! Bad idea. We 
don't even have the money to fix the roads we have! Bad, Bad, Bad 
idea.  







FirstName = Susan 
LastName = Scott 
StreetAddress = 3118 S. Knightridge Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email =  
Comments = I-69 flies in the face of fact, logic, need,  taxpayer 
resources, public support, and sustainable alternatives to cars and 
trucking. The local environmental and social impacts are excessive and 
underestimated. The lack of overpasses in Section 4 devastate the 
social, economic, and services structure of the area. Regarding noise, 
each truck creates the same noise as 50 cars, and the true health, 
social, and environment impacts of the noise ALONE are not 
understood.  In our current and prospective somber economic climate, 
this project represents a vast waste of resources that could and 
should be redirected to sustainable enterprise, local employment, 
healthcare, education, alternative energy, and alternative transport, 
such as railway. In section 4, several of my friends will be cut off 
from their land, their businesses, their family, and their neighbors 
by this unwanted project. The price and impacts of this project are 
too high for its purported benefits, which wil 
 l not be fairly shared by the communities and habitat divided and 
devastated by Section 4. Don't build it.  



FirstName = Jean 
LastName = Smith 
StreetAddress = 3270 E, Robinson Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = jean@bikesmiths.net 
Comments = Comments of Jean 
Smith                                       October 28, 2010 
Director of COUNT  US! 
www.i69tour.org  
Monroe County, Indiana 
 
jean@bikesmiths.net 
(812) 327-6142 
 
This comment demands the official evaluation of the several federal 
and state agencies for charges that this study has failed to connect 
the data collected to the conclusions drawn by the consultants and 
passed on to USDOT. Some involved have crossed the line to negligence 
and public fraud. 
 
In the spirit of the established principle of Citizen’s arrest, I am 
delivering this comment to several Federal and State agencies for 
investigation and action.  Some of those will be listed below, but the 
scope of this distribution shall remain open to expansion as those who 
might merit inclusion will likely surface after this document has been 
submitted as comment to the on going Federally mandated Environmental 
Impact Study.   
 
Those conducting this study (consulting firms, DLZ and BLA) are 
instructed to submit this comment for official response to the 
following divisions of government for response here in the study: 
 
US Justice Department 
US Federal Highway Administration (USDOT) Legal issues Department 
Indiana Attorney General 
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Legal issues department. 
 
 
Follows are the charges of one citizen of the United States of 
America: 
 
The study of I-69 nationally is mandated by federal law: 



 
That law made the study of this proposal a high priority project for 
study.   The rules for how such studies are to be connected by of 
Federal Highway Administration are the rules for conducting an 
Environmental Impact Study.  Interestingly this system was developed 
by an Indiana University Professor Lynton K. Caldwell and the process 
is called NEPA. 
 
The federal mandate has defined certain cities to be the point to 
point locations of the study but has not mandated even the means of 
transportation or that the study should result in the building of 
anything.  Only that it must be studied. 
 
The origin of this plan is interestingly documented in a book just 
released called “Interstate 69, The Unfinished History of the Last 
Great American Highway.” Matt Dellinger, Simon and Schuster, Inc 
publishers/ Library of Congress # 2010008519.  The nation wide project 
can trace it’s origin to a Washington, Indiana farm breakfast.  
Washington Indiana is included in the section of I-69 just south west 
of this section.  It is section 3 of the Indiana sub division of this 
section 4. 
 
It should be noted here that the federal mandate numbers the sections 
from the existing section of I-69 from Canada to Indianapolis, to the 
Mexican boarder.  Those “sections of independent utility” are what 
must be studied by the NEPA process. 
 
In the case of this study, FWHA / USDOT have allowed the NEPA process 
to be divided into two Tiers.   That is they have modified the process 
to allow it to reach a point of proving a “purpose and need” before 
going on to “design and costing”.  The national I-69 (Corridor 18) 
project is considered a test of tiering.  In my evaluation it has 
failed because the ones doing the studies use it to claim facts of the 
study belong in the other portion of the study and because they use 
this segmentation to confuse.  In the case here at hand is the more 
troubling fact that significant data has been changed between tier 1 
and tier 2 with no return to scoping necessary and allowed for in the 
re evaluation process.  It is a shell game and smoke and mirrors 
covered over with tens of thousands pages of documents. 
 
While what follows in the next few paragraphs is tier 1 news and 
rather minor compared to the data manipulation that I will expose in 
these comments, it is still important to note that the “benefits” to 
this project in tier 1 where so little or negative that it should be 
easy to see that the changes in data from tier 1 to tier 2 would have 



a very high probability to tip the scale in a tier 1 re evaluation.   
One of the mandates of the study process is that the project be 
compared to “no build”.  That is how the area would fare if nothing 
where done in the same time frame.  That is early where this study 
went wrong.  The economic benefit for this study in 2002 showed a 
negative personal income growth per individual or house hold when the 
cost of the project and the simple movement of people throughout the 
region was factored in.  That is to say that it did not increase any 
economic benefit, it only moved it from where some people where to 
where they would relocate if I-69 did provide a few jobs.  The 
consultants who conducted this section of the study concluded in the 
Tier one FEIS for Evansville to Indianapolis:   
<Quote> 
“5.2.3 Real Disposable Income Impacts 
 
Real disposable personal income was identified as an economic 
performance measure in the Purpose and Need Statement.  Income 
measures are forecast in nominal dollars, and REMI simultaneously 
forecasts a personal consumer expenditures (PCE) price index that is 
used to convert values from nominal to real dollars. 
 
Table 5.5 summarizes the forecasts of real disposable income and real 
disposable income per capita in 2025.  Compared to the No-Build 
Alternative, the build alternatives are forecast to generate between 
$52.1 million and $164.6 million additional real disposable income in 
2025, depending on the alternative, a change of 0.1 to 0.3 percent.  
Each alternative results in increases in employment and personal 
income.  The REMI model also takes into account the tendency of 
individuals to relocate to or to remain in an area (when they 
otherwise would have moved out) to take advantage of enhanced economic 
opportunities.  When 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.  The economic analysis does estimate that 
there will be a significant growth in the labor force, especially 
among younger workers, partially due to increased  
 wage rates.” 
End quote from Technical Report 6.7.4 Economic Impact Summary, p. 
37.”  <End quote> 
For a clearer understanding of this issue, I recommend this web page:  
http://www.i69tour.org/PIG.html  
 
The point of all this is to say that in December of 2003 this was the 
conclusion of this section of the study.  A lot has changed since!!!! 
The manufacturing base of the USA has eroded far further and probably 



far more permanently than was considered then.    
The costs of building anything and especially highways have 
skyrocketed far faster than was predicted.   
In fact the cost of this project has doubled from 1.8 billion Dollars 
to over 3 billion and likely 4 billion. 
Meanwhile what is most troubling; this study has been changed in tier 
2.  The number of vehicles to use every section of the built I-69 in 
this design and costing phase is 10% to 25% reduced compared against 
the usage assumed in Tier1.   This is a severe manipulation of data!!  
This at a minimum is reason for a supplemental Tier 1 EIS to determine 
if it still meets the requirement of purpose and need.  I would argue, 
no way.  It actually failed to provide personal income growth at 1/2 
the cost and significantly higher predicted usage. 
I requested and was eventually granted traffic models for the Tier 2 
EIS and compared those numbers to ones used in Tier 1.  I did this 
because I noticed that despite every phase of the tier 1 EIS process a 
design for the Bloomington and Martinsville area shown in the Tier 1 
EIS called for an 8 lane raised urban interstate with four frontage 
lanes to each side.  The tier 1 included dimensions and even simple 
cross cut designs of these sections.  In Tier two neither of the 
consultants for the section in Bloomington -section 5 or the 
consultants for the Martinsville-section 6 even offered possibility of 
what was required in the Tier 1, through every section of its 
development.   
See:  http://deis.i69indyevn.org/FEIS/Vol2-
Appendixes/PDF/Appendix_E.pdf  
This is presented clearly too at: http://www.i69tour.org/blopic.html  
with several links to significant expanded look at this farce! 
Initially I was confused why a raised interstate was proposed in the 
first place, but then I realized that the interstate route was being 
designed to go through areas of already heavily developed commercial 
Bloomington and Martinsville on existing SR37 right away.  They where 
trying to force 12 lanes of traffic and build Interstate off ramps in 
only as little as 90 more feet of right of way to avoid having to 
destroy businesses like a major Cinema, Office Depot, a local carpet 
store and as many as five chain restaurants,  to name just one 
intersection.   This studies problem was that the numbers of vehicles 
per hour needed for the model to work in the purpose and need section 
was so high that the engineering required 12 vehicle lanes and a 
raised structure to allow exit without expansive clover leaf exits.  
The exits would have been designed to use basically the SR37 foot 
print.  That is taken care of in the Tier 2 by claiming that the 
reduction in vehicles per hour does not  
 affect the purpose and need Tier 1 because they graduated beyond 
that.  (Sorry INDOT, BLA, and FHWA, that is not how a two Tier (single 



federally mandated study) is supposed to work!!!  
From my Open Door Policy Act request of the vehicles per hour data I 
was given by the environmental division of INDOT, I learned that this 
section of I-69, Tier 2 was the area where the model for vehicles per 
hour use was most manipulated downward.  Nearer Indianapolis the 
expected vehicles per hour/ per day where most reduced for the tier 
2.  This is significant because this is the area of the most 
development and it would be the area proposed to bring the largest 
return on investment, providing the most benefit.  This is all very 
troubling.  It is manipulation of data to the point of perhaps 
criminal and definitely to the level of requiring significant study 
and careful re evaluation by persons and groups from within the study, 
but also agencies of the federal and state government who are assigned 
to look for fraud in of private contractors and public employees in 
the administering of a study that has billions of dollars resting on 
the accuracy of results. 
 
This all should be looked at in the light that now this Final EIS for 
section  4 is claiming that the number of vehicles that are modeled 
for the section of SR-37 would now be low enough to be within the 
design requirements of existing SR37.  Wow! This is amazing; it went 
from 12 lanes / 8 raised in Monroe and Morgan Counties to needing 
nothing. 
This should send up a red flag for anyone looking!   Again, even if we 
buy this as factual and somehow not a too significant manipulation of 
data from Tier 1 to Tier 2, this section 4 study does admit that it 
will push existing SR37 to the limits of its ability to handle the 
traffic.  Since this is the most developed section of the entire 
Indiana I-69 study known as Corridor 18 section 3 federally, this 
section can not be approved without a more studied economic and social 
look at the damage that might be done to the communities north of this 
section should I-69 be built from Evansville to SR37 and dumped their 
without further changes to SR37 as are said acceptable.  It is one 
thing to say that the road can handle this level of traffic.  It is a 
totally different thing to address the issues of communities when 
their major road goes from a normal capacity to a congested state. 
The planners of I-69 have consistently accepted any challenge and any 
solution as no problem.  In tier 1 there was a hybrid route touted as 
useful to overcome some obstacle.  This was so simple to refute, it 
was laughable:   
 
What is so often missed by those who look at this study is the fact 
that “study” has a scientific meaning.  The results are not to be 
political, but in fact are to be science.  We should have high 
percentage likelihood that the results will be known before the 



project is started.  Said another way, it would be as if NASA where 
building a manned space vehicle to get persons on mars and they did a 
two part study and reduced the calorie output of the fuel by 10% as 
they revised the distance by a million miles.  The result would be 
knowable, it would be a failed mission, but if that fact where covered 
up and never brought to light, then at minimum the desired result 
would not be achieved without a revision in plans after the fact.   
 
Said one more way, this tiering process allowed for this study has 
failed.  I have allowed the Indiana consultants and INDOT to 
manipulate data to achieve different goal, one being a benefit and the 
other being a cost.   In fact by law this is not two studies but in 
fact one.  This study has a legal requirement to be consistent with 
the input data in order to be a logical study.  Nothing short of this 
is possible. 
It is similar to the Doctorial process that students go through in 
PhD. Programs.   One makes a thesis, and gets that thesis approved, 
and then they must defend that thesis. 
One might claim that 60% of all fish fly in the night, then realize 
that really  only one species in some region actually do this.  To 
just revise ones numbers would not be the same thesis and would not be 
allowed.  This is a simple fact of western thought and logic, nothing 
complicated except to those who think only in terms of their wants, 
politics, influence and power. 
 
OK on to another Flaw of this study 
The fragmentation of the rather small sections of I-69 mandated by the 
Corridor 18 study now have been further fragmented into the six 
sections numbered from south to north in Indiana from Gibson County 
north of Evansville to Indianapolis.  This is not without precedence; 
in fact we are right back to where we where with the prior study of I-
69 that was challenged when it was approved from Evansville to 
Bloomington, with the idea that it could be finished later. 
That incarnation was ruled not possible as it was impossible to know 
the effect on the area north of this and just assume that it would be 
ok.  It is totally unbelievable that the entire study could be 
completed to Bloomington once, gain approval then be told you can’t do 
that, so INDOT totally started over with this study from zero and now 
we are looking at exactly the same situation again!!!  It is as if 
persons in Evansville only want to get to Bloomington!!!!!   
 
This INDOT further sub dividing of this study in Indiana into six 
sections is without precedent and is an obvious failure of process.  
This must be stopped now.  There is no harm done yet in this section, 
though some area of the state south west of here have been ravaged by 



I-69 claiming that small communities like Oakland City that probably 
has 3 stop lights currently needed a major interstate cutting farm 
after farm in half for the less than 10 miles that the segment of 
Independent Utility claimed proved a benefit.  Dare I say, “Absurd”. 
 
I could go on an on with the conclusions of every facet of this study 
that do not follow from the data in the study.  One needs look no 
further than the study itself to see that the conclusions drawn by the 
consultants and INDOT do not follow from the data.  This study is a 
study in failed logic and blind ambition.   
It is my hope that at some level of government, there is someone 
willing to look at this multi billion dollar waste of taxpayers money 
and stand up to the farce of this study.  We could have a modern rail 
system serving approximately four times the number of miles for the 
same sort of money.   
 
 I have been to Japan seven times and France three.  I have seen in 
meeting after meeting and news report after news report, everyday USA 
citizens get this better than do the government officials and DOTs.  I 
suspect that they are underestimating that the public perceives that 
the word has changed a lot since I-69 and this study began. 
And with that I will make my last point. 
NEPA regulation requires that the study should be presented in a 
timely matter.  This one is anything but timely. We have been through 
prices of oil as high as $4.50 cents, decreasing miles driven, 
increases in all forms of alternative transportation, the loss of our 
manufacturing base, a significant increase in national debt, an 
acceptance of global warming at every level of science and government, 
a major poisoning of the Gulf of Mexico with crude oil.  The air 
standards changed just months after the Tier 1 was issued a ROD 
(record of decision) and every section of this federally mandated 
study of I-69 here (federal corridor 18 section 3) with the exception 
of Monroe county is in non compliance with that standard.  Too Crane 
navel base required that a “non-encroachment” zone be developed around 
the base to keep it viable into the future as it has passed through 
another BRAC process with more to come.  I-69 passes through this non-
encroachment zone for four miles.  Then  
 there is the war on terrorism (read 9/11) and the fact that this road 
would be governed by NAFTA law that allows the laws of the member 
states to dictate how this highway could be governed.  These are some 
of the examples of how the duration of this study has invalidated 
conclusions that where based on situations unimagined by the study, 
but now facts of life. 
 
The NEPA process also requires that funding for the project be 



defined.  The fragmentation of the federally mandated study area does 
not meet this requirement; in fact it states that the funding is not 
available for the entire federal study area. 
 
This study has major major problems: some by corruption and greed, 
some by sloppiness, some just based on the change of situations over 
and ironically too some from being in a hurry to do something before 
the next term of office ends.  



FirstName = Jerry 
LastName = Smith 
StreetAddress = 5764 S Dry Branch Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomfield 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47424 
Email = djsmith@bluemarble.net 
Comments = We are concerned with the possible closings of County Road 
750E/900E (S Dry Branch Rd) and County Road 360S (Mineral-Koleen Rd).  
These roads are important for emergency services to these areas; mail 
delivery; school bus routes.  Closing will mean longer routes to do 
business in Bloomfield; more tax dollars to pay schools for bus 
routes.  When this area floods, S Dry Branch Rd is the main route for 
citizens to access their homes and employment.  Please reconsider 
closing these roads. 



FirstName = William 
LastName = Stocke 
StreetAddress = 2203 West Tobacco Road 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403-8825 
Email = bill.stocke@earthlink.net 
Comments = I am highly concerned with the level of noise as it relates 
to the quality of life for residents of Rolling Glen Phase II in 
Bloomington, IN I-69 Section 4.  Specifically, the following 
information is provided to substantiate my concerns are provided from:  
 
Noise Pollution: A Modern Plague: Adverse Health Effects of Noise 
 
Authors: 
Lisa Goines, RN, Louis Hagler, MD, Neonatal Intensive Care Unit, Alta 
Bates Summit Medical Center, Berkeley, CA and Oakland, CA. 
 
http://www.medscape.com/viewarticle/554566_3: 
 
"3. Sleep Disturbances 
Uninterrupted sleep is known to be a prerequisite for good physiologic 
and mental functioning in healthy individuals.[28] Environmental noise 
is one of the major causes of disturbed sleep.[1,10] When sleep 
disruption becomes chronic, the results are mood changes, decrements 
in performance, and other long-term effects on health and well-
being.[3] Much recent research has focused on noise from aircraft, 
roadways, and trains. It is known, for example, that continuous noise 
in excess of 30 dB disturbs sleep. For intermittent noise, the 
probability of being awakened increases with the number of noise 
events per night.[1]  
 
The primary sleep disturbances are difficulty falling asleep, frequent 
awakenings, waking too early, and alterations in sleep stages and 
depth, especially a reduction in REM sleep. Apart from various effects 
on sleep itself, noise during sleep causes increased blood pressure, 
increased heart rate, increased pulse amplitude, vasoconstriction, 
changes in respiration, cardiac arrhythmias, and increased body 
movement.[28] For each of these, the threshold and response 
relationships may be different. Some of these effects (waking, for 
example) diminish with repeated exposure; others, particularly 
cardiovascular responses, do not.[29] Secondary effects (so-called 
after effects) measured the following day include fatigue, depressed 
mood and well-being, and decreased performance.[30] Decreased 



alertness leading to accidents, injuries, and death has also been 
attributed to lack of sleep and disrupted circadian rhythms.[31]  
 
Long-term psychosocial effects have been related to nocturnal noise. 
Noise annoyance during the night increases total noise annoyance for 
the following 24 hours. Particularly sensitive groups include the 
elderly, shift workers, persons vulnerable to physical or mental 
disorders, and those with sleep disorders.[1]  
 
Other factors that influence the problem of night-time noise include 
its occurrence in residential areas with low background noise levels 
and combinations of noise and vibration such as produced by trains or 
heavy trucks. Low frequency sound is more disturbing, even at very low 
sound pressure levels; these low frequency components appear to have a 
significant detrimental effect on health.[32]  
 
4. Cardiovascular Disturbances 
A growing body of evidence confirms that noise pollution has both 
temporary and permanent effects on humans (and other mammals) by way 
of the endocrine and autonomic nervous systems. It has been postulated 
that noise acts as a nonspecific biologic stressor eliciting reactions 
that prepare the body for a fight or flight response.[1,2,6] For this 
reason, noise can trigger both endocrine and autonomic nervous system 
responses that affect the cardiovascular system and thus may be a risk 
factor for cardiovascular disease.[1,2,6,11,33-36] These effects begin 
to be seen with long-term daily exposure to noise levels above 65 dB 
or with acute exposure to noise levels above 80 to 85 dB.[1,3] Acute 
exposure to noise activates nervous and hormonal responses, leading to 
temporary increases in blood pressure, heart rate, and 
vasoconstriction. Studies of individuals exposed to occupational or 
environmental noise show that exposure of sufficient intensity and 
duration increases heart rate an 
 d peripheral resistance, increases blood pressure, increases blood 
viscosity and levels of blood lipids, causes shifts in electrolytes, 
and increases levels of epinephrine, norepinephrine, and cortisol.[3] 
Sudden unexpected noise evokes reflex responses as well. 
Cardiovascular disturbances are independent of sleep disturbances; 
noise that does not interfere with the sleep of subjects may still 
provoke autonomic responses and secretion of epinephrine, 
norepinephrine, and cortisol.[29] These responses suggest that one can 
never completely get used to night-time noise. 
------------------------------------------------ 
Further, in support of my objection to the noise that is projected to 
accompany the alignment and construction of I-69 Section 4 at the 
easternmost portion of the I-69 Section 4 corridor, which places the 



highway within Rolling Glenn Phase II subdivision, the following 
citation is provided from 42 US Code Section 7641. 
 
[CITE: 42USC7641] 
 
  
         TITLE 42--THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE 
 
  
 CHAPTER 85--AIR POLLUTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
 
  
           SUBCHAPTER IV--NOISE POLLUTION 
  
Sec. 7641. Noise abatement 
 
(a) Office of Noise Abatement and Control 
 
    The Administrator shall establish within the Environmental 
Protection Agency an Office of Noise Abatement and Control, and shall  
carry out through such Office a full and complete investigation and 
study of noise and its effect on the public health and welfare in 
order  
 
to (1) identify and classify causes and sources of noise, and (2)  
 
determine-- 
 
        (A) effects at various levels; 
 
        (B) projected growth of noise levels in urban areas through 
the year 2000; 
 
        (C) the psychological and physiological effect on humans; 
 
        (D) effects of sporadic extreme noise (such as jet noise near 
airports) as compared with constant noise; 
 
        (E) effect on wildlife and property (including values); 
 
        (F) effect of sonic booms on property (including values); and 
 
        (G) such other matters as may be of interest in the public 
welfare. 
 



(b) Investigation techniques; report and recommendations  
 
In conducting such investigation, the Administrator shall hold public 
hearings, conduct research, experiments, demonstrations, and studies. 
The Administrator shall report the results of such investigation and 
study, together with his recommendations for  
legislation or other action, to the President and the Congress not 
later than one year after December 31, 1970. 
 
(c) Abatement of noise from Federal activities 
 
    In any case where any Federal department or agency is carrying out 
or sponsoring any activity resulting in noise which the Administrator 
determines amounts to a public nuisance or is otherwise objectionable,  
such department or agency shall consult with the Administrator to 
determine possible means of abating such noise. 
 
(July 14, 1955, ch. 360, title IV, Sec. 402, as added Dec. 31, 1970,  
 
Pub. L. 91-604, Sec. 14, 84 Stat. 1709.) 
 
                          Codification 
 
    Another section 402 of act July 14, 1955, as added by Pub. L. 101- 
 
549, title IV, Sec. 401, Nov. 15, 1990, 104 Stat. 2585, is classified 
to  
section 7651a of this title. 
 
    Section was formerly classified to section 1858 of this title. 
------------------------------------------------ 
Specifically, I would like to invoke 42USC7641 "(c) Abatement of noise 
from Federal activities", as I-69 will be utilized by Federal 
Departments or agencies, I call upon the Indiana Department of 
Transportation or 
I-69 organization to seek Federal assistance, PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY, in abating and the noise that is 
currently projected to be produced as a result of vehicular traffic on 
I-69. 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName =  
LastName =  
StreetAddress =  
Address =  
City =  
State = IN 
ZipCode =  
Email =  
Comments = Triad Limestone Company, LLC is a quarrier of limestone serving the 
dimensional, construction aggregate, and industrial mineral markets.  Our local assets 
include the rights to mineral deposits under several parcels within and adjacent to the 
Section 4 corridor.  Our operations depend heavily upon the use of Harmony Rd.  We ask 
that you reconsider Harmonyâ€™s closure for our success and the economic good of the 
area.  In the end, our success is your success as we possess large quantities of rock 
that can be put to use very economically during the construction of this roadway.  
Thanks, The Triad Team   
verifyCaptcha = BD3DUN 

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 2:45 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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FirstName = Lee 
LastName = Van BUskirk 
StreetAddress = 3375 N. Russell Rd. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = leevbb@bloomimgton.in.us 
Comments = I object to the proposes closure of the following roads 
providing important routes of passage for cycling north and south in 
Monroe County if I-69 is built: 
 
  
Bolin Lane-   
 
I call for Bolin Lane to remain open for bicycle passage, either as a 
shared access with cars or as a bicycle pedestrian grade separation.  
Bicycles have limited range for many users and increased time 
requirements.  Bolin Lane serves as an alternative to SR37 currently 
for persons traveling North and South in the area of SR37.  If I-69 is 
built, bicycles will be excluded from the ramp of section 4.  
Currently few to no bicyclists use SR 37 now, but Bolin lane is one of 
the most comfortable and safe routes north south in Monroe County west 
of SR37. 
 
 
Tramway â€“ 
 
I appreciate that this one is planned to remain open and support this 
decision.  I suspect that Tramway will have to be straightened and 
widened to serve as the North/ South corridor for much local car and 
truck traffic.  I expect that changes that will be necessary for 
Tramway will make it less comfortable for cycling.  I look to the 
future of this area as being like similar to the building of Lake 
Monroe.  Once I-69 is built, there will likely never be more routes 
made available.  I must look to this truth and request more 
consideration of more routes or more bicycle specific routes.  
 
 
 Harmony Road- 
 
This one marked as recommended for closure, I think is so absurd that 
most of us believe it is likely a ruse to show you are listening to 
public opinion when you will add it back in.  I assume this one will 
be a grade separation and I refuse to be appeased by what I believe is 



a bluff.  I do join with property owners, county emergency services 
and county highway officials in calling for Harmony Road to remain 
open as a grade separation if I-69 is built.  It is a significant 
transportation corridor for all motor traffic North/ South in Western 
Monroe County and for bicycling too. 
  
 Burch Road-   
 
This is the point I request the biggest change to the study.  I 
recognize that this road has too little current traffic use to make it 
a viable car grade separation.   It is exactly for that reason that 
this road is the perfect place for a bicycle and pedestrian crossing 
point.  This road along with Mt. Zion road that serves it is one of 
the most beautiful biking roads in Bloomington.  This road preserved 
as a bicycle route could largely keep Monroe County on the national 
map as a Bicycle riding destination.  Burch serves nicely to connect 
outer loops of Monroe county and Greene County.   I believe the 
positive economic impact on Monroe County would far outweigh the 
initial cost of this infrastructure.  I believe the cost of this 
structure could be largely covered by Bicycle and Pedestrian 
enhancement funds that the state of Indiana can access through The 
Federal Highway Administration.  I believe the existing grade of the 
proposed crossing point of I-69 and Burch Roads could 
  provide natural grade separation that could reduce the cost further. 
 
  
 
In the earlier CAC meetings I joined with Paul Tedesdo of the Southern 
Indiana Business Alliance in calling for a parallel to I-69 continuous 
bicycle path along the right of way for the new infrastructure.  This 
plan seems to have gained no acknowledgement by the consulting firm 
DLZ who is subcontracted to do this study here.  This plan has been re 
introduced in recent months by Raymond Hess, City of Bloomington 
Planner and Bloomington Architect and City of Bloomington Bicycle and 
Pedestrian commission former president and member James Rosenbarger. 
 
  
 
 The I-69 grade separated cross roads that will be left open will be 
carrying increased motor traffic and will become less safe and 
comfortable for bicycling.  What you design today for the area will 
likely be the only opportunities in the future for local 
transportation corridors.  I-69 will if anything increase urban sprawl 
to this area and increase congestion.  Looking at local traffic and 



not imagining increases in traffic density 10, 20, 50 or 100 years 
into the future would be to hurt rather than benefit the region.  



FirstName = Maarten 
LastName = van Eijk 
StreetAddress = 5681 Trammel court 
Address =  
City = Carmel 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46033 
Email = maartenvaneijk@yahoo.com 
Comments = We are members of a private club just outside Bloomington, 
not the rich kind but of normal middle class people.The reason we are 
opposed to the I69 extension is many fold;loss of rural land, 
money,increased traffic/pollution and do we need it? We don't want to 
pay for somebody's pet project.  



FirstName = Jeffrey 
LastName = White 
StreetAddress = 5651 E. Kerr Creek Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47408 
Email = whitej@indiana.edu 
Comments = I strongly support the Bloomington Bicycle Club Resolution 
to include bicycle under/over passes in the plans for I69 in the 
Monroe and Greene County areas. 
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Greg and Georgia Flinn, 6724 S. Stone Rd., Bloomfield, IN 47424 


CR215E Taylor Township, Greene County - Request this road NOT BE closed. 

Overview: CR200E is currently marked to remain open, while CR215E is marked to be 


closed. I am asking that they both remain open, or that CR215E remain open if 


both are not possible. 


Discussion: Residents have been advised that the proposed closing of CR215E is 


due solely to economical reasons - the cost of building either an overpass or 

underpass is too high. During the original 1-69 plans, both roads were to remain 


open, so it appears that the current decision to close CR215E is purely 


economical, without regards to the usability of CR215E or its value and 


convenience to local residents. 


We would like to see both roads remain open, however, if only one of the 


two can remain open, an aerial view and traffic study will show that CR215E is 


more valuable to more of the community, and it is a better road. Further, if 


CR200E is closed, the three residents immediately north of the closure will still 


have ready access by a decent paved road to SR231. However, if CR215E is closed, 


there is not a short and easy way to get to SR231. You have to head north, then 


west. The first road north is CRGOOS, which is a terrible one-lane gravel road 


where normal cars 'bottom-out', it is virtually impassible during the winter, and 


not far from impassible during the rest of the year. The next road north is 


CR400S, it is a good road but it adds about 8 miles to the trip. 


Re: CR215E: If CR215E is closed, residents near CRGOOS, who would normally exit 


south onto SR45/58 but now can't because of 1-69! will be forced to travel on 


CRGOOS, or go further out of their way to CR400S. Inquiries to 1-69 personnel 


revealed that it would be up to the county to improve CRGOOS. Residents of Greene 


County know that our road budget is maxed out and there is no money to widen, 


pave, or even gravel and build up CRGOOS for safe all-season driving. Residents 


will be left with an unsafe and essentially unusable road whicM will no doubt 


result in accidents, slide offs, and maybe even more important, it will encumber 


emergency vehicles as well as personal emergency trips. Even if residents go 


further north to CR400S, then west to SR231, when the roads are icy and snowy we 


may not be able to get there because it is uphill and downhill all the way. 


One elderly resident recently slid off the shoulder of CRGOOS between 


CR200E and CR215E. Fortunately, she had a newer car and her 'On-Star locater' 


worked to notify emergency personnel, because that area has no cell phone 




coverage. If an emergency vehicle, bus, or any two vehicles traveling in opposite 


directions on CR6OOS should meet, traffic flow would stop and one would have to 


pull off into a ditch or attempt to back up. That would be impossible during 


slippery road conditions. INDOT should not expect drivers to take an impassible 


dirt and gravel single-lane road to gain highway access for daily travel. 


We have been told that 1-69 cannot pay residents for loss of land usage or 


resale based purely on speculation. There is a speculative land usage map 


published by Greene County that shows single family dwellings on CR400S and 


CR200E; that IS speculation. This same map shows a recreation area in the town of 


Bloomfield; this land has been used the same way basically since it was first 


lived on. There is no evidence that a single family dwelling complex will ever be 


built in this area. I was also told that 1-69 personnel speculate that residents 


who currently drive on SR231 returning from West Gate will now drive on CR200E; 


that is speculation also, and is probably not true. If 1-69 cannot buy land based 


purely on speculation, then they should not close CR215E or CR200E based on the 


speculation that there will be single family dwellings developed on CR400S, or 


that employees at NSWC or West Gate Tech Park will opt to travel CR200E instead 


of SR231. The fire and emergency personnel all travel CR215E when needed, and 


CR215E promotes direct travel to the towns of Mineral, Koleen, Bloomfield, and 


the surrounding areas. 


To mention interruption and rerouting of mail and newspaper delivery 


probably seems minor in the lives of 1-69. Residents (two of which are in her 


90s) on CR215E currently drive south to SR45/58 to pick up their newspaper at a 


common drop spot, where will they have to drive with CR215E closed? 


In summary: Based upon: 

1. Current public usage - A thoroughfare for traffic heading North to Mineral, 


and around Bloomfield. A thoroughfare for traffic in Mineral, Koleen, and 


around Bloomfield heading south to Crane, West Gate, Bloomington, Bedford, 


Odon, Jasper, and other towns to the South. 


2. Slower response time of emergency vehicles to residents on CR215E. 


3. Rerouting residents on CR215E to CR200E or SR213 exposes drivers to a one- 


lane gravel, ravine, road, impassable during inclement weather 


Proposed Solution: 

1. Have a traffic count on both roads during a number of 24 hour periods and 


monitor the traffic to assure there is no repeated re-driving of any 


vehicles. 


2. Either leave both roads open, CR200E and CR215E, or leave CR215E open. 


3. The best choice is to leave both county roads open. 






-- - 
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Greg and Georgia Flinn 
6724 S. Stone Rd. 
Bloomfield, IN 47424 

26 Aug 203.0 

direct monetary impacts: 

Losing direct access to highways 58 and 231 - the response time for emergei:l.e:y 
vehicles such as fire, ambulance, and police, will probably double. The time for 
us to be able to get to either highway for personal travel will more than doul.~~e. 

Loss of older house on property - it is wired for electricity, has a 20 ye(21-old 
roof, and measures about 1100 sq ft. It is currently being used for storage. Irde 
must consider the cost to rent or build an equivalent structure. 

Loss of our spring water system - the developed spring located behind the L-tliler 
house provides all the water used in our house, and supplies two 'free field 
water' systems used for cattle, fire control, watering, etc. It will need to be 
replaced, with either a drilled well, or city water, which is not now availak~le. 
It is uncertain if a drilled well, presuming we can hit water, would provide ?~rl 
equal amount and quality of water that the developed spring does, and the duration 
of a future well is uncertain. The existing spring, to our knowledge, has flclwed 
non-stop for over 100 years according to previous residents. 

Possible damage to our septic field - we have had a trouble-free septic sy:rtitem 
since we built our house in 1982. It has been trouble-free because, at the t.j.n:l.e, 
we exceeded all recommended specifications in existence for Bloomington, In. Die 
would need to replace it with an equivalently good system under today's specs. 

Decreased property value - once the highway goes through, we will have lan~l 
adjacent to a noisy highway without having access to the highway, and we will no 
longer have easy access to a major road of any kind. I am guessing the value and 
resale value of our property, that we have paid for and worked on for 28 years, 
will be severely lowered, along with it not being easy to sell. 

Loss of the pond - we installed and developed a pond for recreation and fo~r~d 
supplies, and for fire extinguishing if needed. The pond has been well stocked and 
maintained; it will be lost. 

Loss of our driveway - we have spent much time and money over 29 years to l:;l.~~.ild-
up and maintain the driveway. A new driveway involves far more thanrdropping a 
load of limestone; the ground swallows the gravel and more and more has To Lle 
dumped in and leveled out over the years. 

Flooding of DLZ/I-69's proposed new driveway - there is a watershed from t l t e  
North West that feeds the creek that flows on the west side of CR215E. This iirea 
floods during heavy rains, prevents us from getting in or out of our driveway for 
a period of time, and moves entire logs and much debris onto our driveway. There 
are no provisions for dispersing that water runoff in the new highway plans. 

Loss of timber and firewood - marketable timber and firewood. 

Loss of fencing - barbed wire fencing on the south side of our land will need to 
be relocated. 

Back taxes - having to pay 10 years of back taxes if our land is taken out c ~ f  
the 'classified forest' or 'wildlifehabitat' categories. 



Increased personal taxes due to sale of property -

other impacts: 

Relocation of the driveway - the proposed new driveway divides our existing 
cattle field in half, it lessens the total area available, and it decreases 'r:::i:le 
stand of oak and other trees now growing. It also transverses on a sloping 1.1.:i.1.3_ 
and will make maintenance more difficult due to its adverse profile. The new 
driveway cuts into a hill that water will funnel down during rains, then enters 
CR215E at an elevated level. We will need to have a water flow area built thtt 
entire length of the driveway to prevent erosion from the water shed. This i..swhat 
we had built on our current driveway. The proposed driveway is closer to tI-1~2 
influx of water, logs, and debris that travels the creek every time it rains. 
This flooding impact will be a constant physical and monetary impact on us. 

The new exit route from our house - if you close off CR215E, we either ha~,,~l;: 
travel north to CRGOOS, which is a terrible one-lane gravel road that has a .ravine 
where normal cars bottom out, and is impassible for cars in the winter time. Or we 
have to go further north to CR400S, then west to highway 231. Either way, wllc-LIIthe 
roads are icy and snowy, we may not be able to get from our house to highway L 3 1  
because it is uphill and downhill all the way. CR215E is more highly travelet-11than 
200E. If 1-69 can not buy land based purely on speculation, then they shoulcl i~ot 
close CR215E or CR200E with the speculation that there will be single family 
dwellings developed on CR400S, or that employees at NSWC or West Gate Tech Esxk 
will opt to travel CR200E over hwy 231. CR215E is currently much more heav~ly 
traveled. The fire, emergency personnel all travel this road. CR215E promotes 
direct travel to the cities of Mineral, Koleen, and Bloomfield. 

Our church, work, shopping and recreation travel is greatly impacted by nowr 
having to drive 8-10 miles round trip further to get back to our normal starting 
point. It does not sound like much until you total it up for a few years. 

Removing and reinstalling electricity and telephone lines, which are currently 
buried on the property. 

Loss of our country view, which we value very much, having a noisy highway 
outside our door, and the general disruption of our life. 

Loss of road frontage on CR215E. We had procured land with the thought that our 
kids may someday build a house. Now, with loss of access, basically except nl- one 
spot, that may not happen. 

Loss of hunting ground. We like to hunt, and bought land with that in mind..'CJe 
don't have much land and the loss of some is significant. 

Preferences: 

We like our land and want to keep as much of it as possible. Our land affortl!;;-us 
water, wood for heat, food (deer, fish, turkey, mushrooms, berries, etc), ga~rden 
area, cattle area, farm area, and recreation. However, we prefer not to stay in. 
our existing house location due to its very close proximity to the new highvra::?, 
the loss of our water system, possible damage to the septic system, and other 
issues related to the highway. We would like our current house condemned, but not 
the land it sets on or is around it, condemn only the amount of land that is 
actually needed for the I69 highway corridor. We would then build another hcluse at 
some other location on our property, as removed from the highway as possible. 
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Good evening, my name is Craig Huffine 


I'm 58 year old and a lifetime resident of Greene County and Cass 
Township (Newberry). 

I an1 enlployed by Rogers Group Inc. and work mainly out of 
Vincennes. 

I have witnessed first hand the effect good roads have on a 
community in terms of job opportunities. When Toyota's was 
searching for a location for its new plant one of the criteria in its 
selection process was transportation. Princeton was ultimately 
selected. Gibson and Knox counties have benefited from increased 
job opportunities because of Toyota and related supporting 
business ventures. 

In our area NSWC Crane is the largest employer. 1-69 will keep 
Crane viable and growing. The Westgate Tech Park will bring 
even more job opportunities to our area and as it grows even more 
opportunities may arise. 

I support 1-69 because of the job opportunities that it will bring to 
our area. 
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CR215E Taylor Township, Greene County - Request this road NOT BE closed.,, 

Overview: CR200E is currently marked to remain open, while CR215E is marked 


to be closed. I am asking that they both remain open, or that CR215E remain 


open if both are not possible. 


Discussion: Residents have been advised that the proposed closing of CR215'E 

is due solely to economical reasons - the cost of building either an overpass 

or underpass is too high. During the original 1-69 plans, both roads were to 

remain open, so it appears that the current decision to close CR215E is 

purely economical, without regards to the usability of CR215E or its value 

and convenience to local residents. 

We would like to see both roads remain open, however, if only one of the two 


can remain open, an aerial view and traffic study will show that CR215E is 


more valuable to more of the community, and it is a better road. Further, if 


CR200E is closed, the three residents immediately north of the closure will 


still have ready access by a decent paved road to SR231. However, if CR215E 


is closed, there is not a short and easy way to get to SR231. You have to 


head north, then west. The first road north is CRGOOS, which is a terrible 


one-lane gravel road where normal cars 'bottom-out', it is virtually 


impassible during the winter, and not far from impassible during the rest of 


the year. The next road north is CR4OOS, it is a good road but it adds about 


8 miles to the trip. 


Re: CR215E: If CR215E is closed, residents near CRGOOS, who would normally 


exit south onto SR45/58 but now can't because of 1-69, will be forced to 


travel on CRGOOS, or go further out of their way to CR4OOS. Inquiries to 1-69 


personnel revealed that it would be up to the county to improve CRGOOS. 


Residents of Greene County know that our road budget is maxed out and there 


is no money to widen, pave, or even gravel and build up CRGOOS for safe all- 


season driving. Residents will be left with an unsafe and essentially 


unusable road which will no doubt result in accidents, slide offs, and maybe 


even more important, it will encumber emergency vehicles as well as personal 


emergency trips. Even if residents go further north to CR4OOS, then west to 


SR231, when the roads are icy and snowy we may not be able to get there 


because it is uphill and downhill all the way. 




We have been told that 1-69 cannot pay residents for loss of land usage or 

resale based purely on speculation. There is a speculative land usage may:] 

published by Greene County that shows single family dwellings on CR4OOS a n d  

CR200E; that IS speculation. This same map shows a recreation area in the 

town of Bloomfield; this land has been used the same way basically since it 

was first lived on. There is no evidence that a single family dwelling 

complex will ever be built in this area. I was also told that 1-69 persorlrlel 

speculate that residents who currently drive on SR231 returning from West: 

Gate will now drive on CR200E; that is speculation also, and is probably not 

true. If 1-69 cannot buy land based purely on speculation, then they shouLd 

not close CR215E or CR200E based on the speculation that there will be single 

family dwellings developed on CR4OOS, or that employees at NSWC or West Gate 

Tech Park will opt to travel CR200E instead of SR231. The fire and emergt3ncy 

personnel all travel CR215E when needed, and CR215E promotes direct travel to 

the towns of Mineral, Koleen,   loom field, and the surrounding areas. 

To mention interruption and rerouting of mail and newspaper delivery prok~ably 

seems minor in the lives of 1-69. Residents (two of which are in her 90s) on 

CR215E currently drive south to SR45/58 to pick up their newspaper at a 

common drop spot, where will they have to drive with CR215E closed? 

b; 8; 

In summary: Based upon: 

1. Current public usage - A thoroughfare for traffic heading North to 

Mineral, Koleen, and around Bloomfield. A thoroughfare for traffic in 

Mineral, Koleen, and around Bloomfield heading south to Crane, West (t;at:e, 

Bloomington, Bedford, Odon, Jasper, and other towns to the South. 

2. Slower response time of emergency vehicles to residents on CR215E. 

3. Rerouting residents on CR215E to CR200E or SR213 exposes drivers to a 

one-lane gravel, ravine, road, impassable during inclement weather 

Proposed Solution: 

1. Have a traffic count on both roads during a number of 24 hour periods 

and monitor the traffic to assure there is no repeated re-driving cr f  

any vehicles. 

2. Either leave both roads open, CR200E and CR215E, or leave CR215E open. 

3. The best choice is to leave both county roads open. 



Acquisition of property for 1-69 divides my farm land into two sections. 
 3x3 
Closing CR215E further damages me by limiting my access to the land to the / 

South of the proposed 1-69 route. If CR215E remains open, not only myself, 

but other farmers traveling from the North of 1-69 will have access not only 

to our southern crops, but to SR45/58 and SR231, which we travel when going 

to market. It will not be possible to traverse CR6OOS with our farm 

equipment. To drive to CR400S to get to SR231 to get back to SR45/58 to get 

with all the added traffic. 


/ ~ ~ O N Q  97040fL44L ( ~ S C  



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name PhleF' /'h~k'/e<-, 2 .  4C/77ld k 
Phone ( ) (Optional) Em ai l 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) &J;~,..I ~ P P/( F-,,,zr ~ ; > h / r ~ ~zd . 
J 

(Optional) 

(Optional) 

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on September 28,2010.) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM-Name b&er& S 4 e s G ~ r  
Address S- ~ 7 f .zro rp 

Phone (@'iZ.- ) 8 2 ~1 6 4/2-(Optional) Email 

OrganizationlAgency(if relevant) 
(Optional) 

(Optionall 

COMMENTS: 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name /j?O A!D dE //& 
Address / / 2 7 Y  / M ( L L a  dr 5)7//A/gbf@ /hj $ 7 y 6 ~El 

Phone ( P ) 825-- g677 [Optional) Email 	 (Optional) 

OrganizationIAgency (if relevant) 	 (Optional) 

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on September 28, 2010.) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



COMMENT SHEET 


RE: 	 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: 	 MR. GARY FlSK 

Section 4 Project Manager 

PO BOX 8464 

Evansville, IN 47716 

FR0M:Name ,"/(JWRM ~ ~ L ~ O U W  
Address P & . G&2.< /$og b ~ 4 1,'d~ 4&2?./- 45304h , 

I( . c-Phone (5% ) Z b B - / B s  (Ootiona/) Email hut&wred@ Optronal) 

OrganizationlAgency (if relevant) (Optional) 

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on September 28, 201 0.) 

(If more space is needed, continue on back.) 



I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Melinda 
LastName = Ross 
StreetAddress = 329 W. 15thSt. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = melross58@yahoo.com 
Comments = I have been opposed to I-69 since the beginning.  The money could be much 
better spent in other areas such as education, health care, housing,.....  Such a waste 
of people's land and inheritance and means of making a living and having some peace and 
sense of well-being.  Another highway of extravagant cost to save 10 minutes to get to 
Indy?   Please 
verifyCaptcha = 35M7D4 

Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2010 5:34 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = David 
LastName = Keppel 
StreetAddress = 1308 N. Maple Street 
Address = Apt. 22 
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404-3367 
Email = keppel@sbcglobal.net 
Comments = I strongly oppose a new terrain highway and believe it will have a highly 
negative impact on quality of life in this community.  It will damage both the rural 
character and environmental quality of land it traverses.  It will also add to traffic 
and congestion affecting Bloomington's whole transportation system. 
 
At a time when the greatest national priority should be reducing oil consumption, this 
project wastes money on encouraging use of the private automobile.  Instead, funds should 
be devoted to efficient public transportation -- which is now shockingly lacking between 
Bloomington and other cities. 
 
Mr. Tom Molt, the project director for Section 4, told me by telephone today that this is 
"not a democratic process' and, essentially, that it would not matter how many citizen 
comments you get in opposition.  I think that is a shocking statement revealing a 
bureaucracy that has been designed to thwart rather than facilitate responsiveness to 
citizen concern. 
 
As a taxpayer, as a Bloomington resident, and as    a voter, I express in the strongest 
terms my opposition to this project.  I ask that you consider alternatives, such as 
investing in existing roads such as a combination of I-70 and US 41.  Meanwhile, the 
funds being wasted on I- 69  should be redirected to efficient light rail and other public 
transportation.  
verifyCaptcha = kv39jp 

Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2010 12:49 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  

    

Page 1 of 1I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4

8/18/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2fH...



a* 3idr&'&e-a9wf5*m-5p as- fi w{tir*$&$3$) 
-



4 

COMMENT SHEET 

RE: 1-69 Section 4: Crane NSWC to Bloomington (US 231 to SR 37) 

TO: MR. GARY FlSK 
Section 4 Project Manager 
PO BOX 8464 
Evansville, IN 4771 6 

FROM: Name c- *--. f u & ~ e r \  

Address i + a g  s ftu-mb\q -a. 
Phone( ti3Lt-3327 (Optidnal) Em ail 
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FW: I69Issue.  

Gary Fisk  

Tom  

Public comment (Sent to my DLZ email…) 

  

From: Hine, Will [mailto:wchine@eiu.edu]  

Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 9:10 AM 

To: Gary Fisk 
Cc: Betsy Hine; Hine Family; otey1965@aol.com 

Subject: I69Issue. 

  

Dear Sir, 

I strongly oppose I 69 being built!! 

It is  terrible for the Environment ,destroying many family farms and a total waste of Tax Payers  money.. 

There is a great Alt. using  I 70 and US41 

.A new  by pass in  Terre Haute is being built as I write this email.. 

 We need  to spend the  money   not on  I 69  but  to rebuild IN bridges which are falling down and invest more in  our 

schools! 

W C Hine 

17 E. Brookside Dr. 

Terre Haute, IN 47802 

812-299-1423 

  

William C. Hine, Dean 

School of Continuing Education 

Eastern Illinois University 

Charleston, IL  61920 

217-581-6644 

wchine@eiu.edu 

  

  

Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 9:46 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; Bruce Hudson  

Cc: Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com]  
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FirstName = Christy 
LastName = Wessel Powell 
StreetAddress = 1012 W Winding Way 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47404 
Email = christywesselpowell@gmail.com 
Comments = I just attended the public forum for I-69 at Eastern Greene 
middle school.  I want to make it clear that I am TOTALLY against this 
road project.   
 
I grew up in Solsberry in Greene County, and my family owns property on 
Thacker Road as well.  The time my parents will spend coming into 
Bloomington to visit me, shop for groceries or go to work will be 
unaffected (unless effected negatively) because they'll still use hwy 45, 
NOT jump on the proposed highway (unless they backtrack further into 
Greene County first, which would not make sense.)  Also, in terms of noise 
and "development," it just makes me sad to imagine that their area could 
be ruined visually and aesthetically by the highway.  Yuck.  Who wants to 
live next to a highway they can't even get on easily? 
 
My next issue is funding.  There is a bridge at the end of Thacker Road, 
just inside the Greene County line near my parent's property.  It's been 
out of use for a few months, and may never be repaired because there isn't 
enough money in Greene County to make it a priority.  Despite your forum 
facilitator's assertion that "bridges are cheap," and despite the fact 
that this bridge is marked on your Tier 2 Study Map as an "Historic 
Property," the bridge will probably remain unrepaired and unusable.  
Instead of making a wasteful new project with little cost benefit, why not 
prioritize maintaining and repairing the roads and infrastructure that 
already DOES exist? 
 
In conclusion, this makes no sense and I will continue to advocate for 
this project's reconsideration.  The people don't want this, and it won't 
be helpful. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christy Wessel Powell 
verifyCaptcha = nbc27d 
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FW: I 69 Construction  

Gary Fisk  

Tom 

Please put in record.  Reply via web site.  Apparently, my email is getting around. 

  

  

From: Walt Breitinger [mailto:breitin@verizon.net]  

Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 3:31 AM 

To: Gary Fisk 
Cc: 'Richard Herr'; Julia Versau; kim.ferraro@leafindiana.org; Bryant S. Mitol; samantha.cornwell@valpo.edu; 'Gary 

Hicks'; Sandy O'Brien; gsmolk@odonate.info; 'David Fritsch'; bdswarner@hotmail.com; Paul Schreiner; Dave Kenning; 
Duane Davison; Herb and Charlotte Read; Kim Hommes; Mark Reshkin; Nancy Satterlee; Noel Evans; Pat & Melissa Rose; 

Peter Wilkin; Robin Scribailo; ratrigg@verizon.net; Shirley Patrick; Spencer Cortwright 

Subject: I 69 Construction 

  

Dear Mr. Fisk, 

  

I am opposed to the construction of I 69. The highway is not needed and will cause a great deal of destruction to many 

communities . 

  

 Repairing, restoring or improving existing highways makes much more sense. This would save farmland, protect a very 

sensitive & unique environment, and save Hoosiers a ton of money. 

  

Even the argument that this highway would save driving time seems greatly exaggerated. 

  

This highway was conceived decades ago when the majority of older Hoosiers were looking forward to adding more cars, 

trucks, asphalt, and concrete thinking that would add jobs. Our younger, better educated Hoosiers have found we need 

healthier farms, cleaner air and water, protected wetlands and the wildlife they support, green jobs, more bike paths, 

and more incentives to work from home or in the nearby community. 

  

Our financial system, economy, tax base, dependence on automobiles and fossil fuels are all in jeopardy at this time in 

history.  To add this questionable highway to the mix seems wasteful and foolish. 

  

  

  

Sincerely, 

  

Walt Breitinger 

255 Park Avenue 

Valparaiso, IN 46383 

Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 7:49 PM 

To: Thomas Molt; Swickard, Eric  [ESwickard@blainc.com] ; Grovak, Mike  [MGrovak@blainc.com]   

Cc: Bruce Hudson 
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Sarah 
LastName = Combellick-Bidney 
StreetAddress = 1608 E. University St.  
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = scombell@indiana.edu 
Comments = I am a newly married college teacher, and I oppose this wasteful project. The 
environmental and social costs of this road would be devastating to Indiana families. I 
and my family will withdraw my support from ANY politician who supports this road.  
verifyCaptcha = 4MQYC3 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 7:20 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Lisa 
LastName = Sideris 
StreetAddress = 1212 S. Grant St. 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47401 
Email = lsideris@indiana.edu 
Comments = "I oppose I-69. We should be investing in public transportation, such as light 
rail, not new terrain highways.  This road will harm the quality of life in Bloomington.  
Please consider alternatives."   
verifyCaptcha = ETH2GV 

Sent: Thursday, September 09, 2010 3:36 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Phillip 
LastName = Wilson 
StreetAddress = 12637 E St Rd 54 ` 
Address =  
City = Springville 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47462 
Email = pjwilson77@hotmail.com 
Comments = We are living in a state that is removing teachers from classrooms and yet we 
are spending money to build a highway. This highway is being built using less asphalt and 
concrete s the road surface will not last as long causing more costly repair. I feel that 
the next elections i will cast my vote to remove all of the current politicians who think 
that this highway is more important than the lives of the people it will disrupt. We need 
to maintain the roads we have not build new ones. In Greene County there are several 
roads that have went back to gravel almost because th county can't afford to fix them and 
the state won't help. The highway also from what i see will not help but hurt the green 
county and monroe county indiana. I thought that when we elect our officals the people 
were supposed to have a say in what they vote for. But yet with all the people sayin we 
don't want this highway when we cant educate our children but yet the govonor that the 
people put there 
  is doing what he wants and not what the people of the state want. this highway is 
being  built in the more expensive way. Studies even proved that 70/41 route was cheaper 
but the city of terre haute beged for it. I think the state officals need to start 
listening to the majority of the people and not the contractors who stand to benifit from 
this. 
verifyCaptcha = 883J7B 

Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2010 11:06 AM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Jordin 
LastName = Hajek 
StreetAddress = 11979 Talnuck Circle 
Address =  
City = Fishers 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 46037 
Email = henryhajek@comcast.net 
Comments = After having read the environmental draft environmental impact statements for 
all highway segments, I am frightened, terrified actually, of the harm this project poses 
to one of the most naturally and ecologically important areas of our state. The proposed 
I69 corridor cuts through thousands upon thousands of acres of forests. The majority of 
the acreage in the corridor is forest, not farmland. The amount of trees we could lose is 
unfathomable, and I needn't remind Indiana has lost far to many trees already. The entire 
nation is aware of the severe deforestation Indiana has suffered at its own hands. Our 
envionmental ethics are lagging so far behind in comparison to just our neighboring 
states. When millions of dollars have already been spent on wonderfully efficient and 
plentiful highways in the area, I and thousands of other Hoosiers simply don't see why we 
need yet another. The money spent on the roads already in place will be in vain. Stop 
this project now befo 
 re the state with one of the most scarred natural environments, gashes itself once more. 
 
verifyCaptcha = 4ZFR3M 

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 8:12 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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I-69 Tier 2 Web Site Comment Section 4  

ezform@cinergycom.com [ezform@cinergycom.com]  

FirstName = Clark 
LastName = Sorensen 
StreetAddress = 8099 S Breeden Rd 
Address =  
City = Bloomington 
State = IN 
ZipCode = 47403 
Email = sorensen@indiana.edu 
Comments = There are no satisfactory explanations for new terrain I-69 from Crane in 
Green County yo SR 37 in Bloomington.  It is an unbelievable waste of scare tax dollars 
being spent as state discretionary funds.   
 
Gov. Daniels could and must stop this waste and spend these billions on schools and other 
rotting ultrastructure. Instead he make his highway roads at any cost mafia brethren rich 
on Hoosier taxpayers backs. 
How many millions has Evansville's Bernard in Lochmueller and Associates (BLA) 
contributed to the Governor's campaign chest? If you examine all the relatives/inlaws of 
BLA and other pro I-69 advocates it is millions. 
No, really, the public needs to know the size of these "bribes" over the years.  It 
explains the "mindless waste" of Hoosier tax dollars that should be invested in our kids 
and grandkids futures -not the Governor's I-69 highway to nowhere. 
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Sent: Sunday, October 17, 2010 12:40 PM 

To: I-69.section_4@i69indyevn.org  
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Indiana Division 
  

  

From: Cheek, Amy M [mailto:acheek@indiana.edu]  

Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 12:45 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 

  

Hello,  

Spending money on a new-terrain I -69 does not make economical sense, is bad for the environment, and the people of 

Indiana. Please do not go forward with building a new-terrain I-69. Money should be put into mass transit, not new 

roads.  

Thank you, 

Amy Cheek 

acheek@indiana.edu 

Page 3 of 3RE: I-69
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  
  
From: Richard Herr [mailto:rherr@ravensfeather.com]  

Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 11:55 AM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 in Indiana 
  
Hello, 
I am writing to strongly urge you not to move on a new terrain I-69 in Indiana.  I believe the alternative I-70/US 41 would 
serve as well and would cost less and not be as destructive environmentally. 
  
Thank You for your attention, 
  
Richard G. Herr 
2608 Linden Drive 
Valparaiso, IN 46383-2339 
  
219-462-7681 
  
rherr@ravensfeather.com 
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Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  

  

  

From: Kandy Kendall [mailto:kkendall@aclu-in.org]  
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 8:45 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: Hoosier I-69 

  

I am an Indiana resident and the I-69 extension running thru our national forrest and farmland to save 14 minutes is 

wasteful of all tax dollars involved. All feasibility studies show that running the route down our existing state highway 41 

is the much preferred option wanted by the citizens of our state against the wishes of only our governor. Thank you very 

much. Kandy Kendall, 5058 Riverview Dr, Rocky Ripple IN 46208 
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  

  

From: Paul Salstrom [mailto:PSalstrom@smwc.edu]  

Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 11:39 AM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: don't support I-69 over new terrein 

  

Hello  --  Please do everything you can in Indiana to prevent the I-69 proposal, and to support the alternative I-70 / Rt. 41 

proposal.    – Thank you,  Fredric Salstrom, St. Mary of the Woods, IN 47876 
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Thank you so very much for your thoughtful response.  
  
I do have a follow-up question.... 
  
Governor Mitch Daniels stated that in order to pay for the construction of I-69, the state "lowered the standards" 
so that more highway miles could be built for less money.  Does IN-DOT's construction plan for I-69 meet 
FEDERAL regulations? 
  
And related to this, the Tier under consideration now runs from Crane Naval Base to the south side of the 
Bloomington area.  The state does not have enough money to fund the remainder of the project.  Is this 
allowable for a Federal Highway?  Is this merely a means to connect a new terrain I-69 with existing State Road 
37 Roadway (which would connect the south side of Bloomington to Indianapolis I-465). 
  
Thank you - 
  
Julie 
  
 
Julie L. Thomas 
Owner 
Cartridge World Bloomington 
 
114 S. College Avenue 
Bloomington, IN  47404 
P: 812.961.8831 
F: 812.961.8853 
C: 812.345.0707 
 
************************************************ 
Julie L. Thomas, Ph.D. 
Gender Studies / Russian History 
Indiana University - Bloomington 

On Wed, Aug 18, 2010 at 4:29 PM, <Robert.Tally@dot.gov> wrote: 

Ms. Thomas, 

  

Thank you for your e-mail concerning the I-69 project.  On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration it is 
my pleasure and responsibility to respond to your inquiry.  

  

In 1998, Congress passed the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, (TEA-21) legislation which 
designated the I-69 project in Indiana as part of a national interstate corridor.  That legislation re-defined this 
interstate to link between Port Huron, Michigan to the Mexican border in the lower Rio Grande Valley.  
Because the development and construction of an interstate facility is of such national importance, FHWA has 
been in almost daily contact and review of this project.  We have worked with the Indiana Department of 
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We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  

Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  

Robert F. Tally Jr. 

Division Administrator 

Federal Highway Administration 

Indiana Division 

  

From: Julie Thomas [mailto:drjuliethomas@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 1:29 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: I-69 

  

I am an elected representative of the people of Monroe County Indiana (Monroe County Council, at-large) and 
also a member of the Bloomington-Monroe County Metropolitian Planning Organization (MPO). 

  

I am very, very concerned about I-69.  The only way the state can afford to build it is to use "cheap" standards - 
which means a great deal more money later for repairs.  Second, the highway would, essentially, create a wall in 
our fair city, as only 3 interchanges (and NO additional crossovers) are planned.  This will increase the county's 
costs for road building and repairs in the future (including additional right of way purchase) to accommodate 
the altered transportation path.  Third, the plan for a new highway was very reckless, when the state could have 
(for less money!) opted to re-build highway 41 along the western border of the state as I-69.  Instead, we have 
"new terrain" roadway planned which will cut through both farms and communities to the south west of 
Bloomington (in Monroe County). 

  

Thanks for your attention to this matter. 

Julie 

  

 
Julie L. Thomas 
Owner 
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Cartridge World Bloomington 
 
114 S. College Avenue 
Bloomington, IN  47404 
P: 812.961.8831 
F: 812.961.8853 
C: 812.345.0707 
 
************************************************ 
Julie L. Thomas, Ph.D. 
Gender Studies / Russian History 
Indiana University - Bloomington 

 



completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  
From: Jennifer Washburn [mailto:jennifer.a.washburn@gmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 10:55 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: INDOT's Wasteful Spending on New-Terrain I-69 
  
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
Indiana is pleading for your help!  INDOT is expanding our already expansive highway system rather than 
spending the money where Hoosiers need it most:  public transportation.  We have few bicycle lanes, pitiful 
sidewalks, and a constant threat that our state government will pull our already money deprived bus system in 
our biggest city, Indy!  We need a high speed rail, better bus options, better sidewalks, and bike lanes!  It's 
impossible to get around our state without a vehicle.  We need a statewide initiative to make public transit our 
priority.  With Indiana now leading in toxic air emissions and children's asthma rates, we feel helpless.  INDOT 
could scrap the New Terrain I-69 project and instead merely fix the I-70/U.S. 41 alternate route, which would 
be a mere 30 minutes more in travel, saving thousands of state and national forestry.  And, the I-69 route would 
connect Indy to Evansville, one of our biggest coal power plant areas.  Coincidence?  Definitely not in pro-
business/anti-citizen Indiana.   
  
The federal government is our only hope.  We need you. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jennifer A. Washburn 
J.D. Candidate 2011  
Indiana University School of Law - Indianapolis 
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  
  
  
  
From: WellerK@aol.com [mailto:WellerK@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 5:07 PM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: concerns re new terrain I-69 
  
Please rein in INDOT's wasteful spending on new-terrain I-69, and instead support the I-
70/U.S. 41 alternate route. 

Thanks. 
  
K A Weller, Lafayette 
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  
  
  
From: tpc1133@aol.com [mailto:tpc1133@aol.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 07, 2010 1:47 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: New Route to Evansville 
  
 
We need the I-70/US 41 alternative route not the I-69 new terrain route. We dont need to damage more of our 
environment or farmland. That is wasteful and destructive and very expensive. Let common sense prevail instead of 
politics as usual. Look what THAT attitude has gotten us in this country!!! 
  
Sincerely, 
Patricia Davis Chang 
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evaluation and refinement in the Tier 2 process.  Each of these segments 
has a separate Tier 2 environmental document.  Three Tier 2 segments of 
I-69 have completed environmental documents and are currently under 
design and construction - segments 1, 2 and 3. 
  
During each step in the process for the Tier 1 and Tier 2 documentation, 
efforts have been made to mitigate impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and 
historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and 
transportation planning to prepare for the development of the new 
facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with 
the various State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this 
project be completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing 
the greatest benefits documented during the decision-making process. 
  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has been and continues to maintain 
full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts and 
the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As 
we are still accepting comments for the I-69 Section 4 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to 
the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and 
response in the Section 4 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
document. 
  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the 
I-69 project and to provide specific information about the development 
of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 
  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 
  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Larry Porter [mailto:lnp101@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 07, 2010 3:14 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: i69 
 
please scrap the current i69 new terrain path in indiana and adopt the 
us41/ i70 path instead. thank you Larry Porter,Odon,In 
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  

  

From: cynthy scruggs [mailto:farfalle3@gmail.com]  

Sent: Saturday, August 07, 2010 5:51 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 

  

Enough already! Make the wise financial decision & take the less expensive AND more sensible route. Be 
Ethical and respect land ownership. What makes you want to spend more money and seriously injure so many 
folks when the best route is available for less? C Scruggs   
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has a separate Tier 2 environmental document.  Three Tier 2 segments of 
I-69 have completed environmental documents and are currently under 
design and construction - segments 1, 2 and 3. 
  
During each step in the process for the Tier 1 and Tier 2 documentation, 
efforts have been made to mitigate impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and 
historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and 
transportation planning to prepare for the development of the new 
facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with 
the various State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this 
project be completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing 
the greatest benefits documented during the decision-making process. 
  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has been and continues to maintain 
full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts and 
the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As 
we are still accepting comments for the I-69 Section 4 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to 
the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and 
response in the Section 4 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
document. 
  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the 
I-69 project and to provide specific information about the development 
of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 
  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 
  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Katie Jones [ mailto:kmjones@purdue.edu ]  
Sent: Sunday, August 08, 2010 8:51 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: Support of I-70/U.S. 41 alternate route 
 
Hi, 
  I want to express my support for the alternative route from 
Indianapolis to 
Evansville via improvements to I 70 and US 41 instead of building an 
entirely 
new part of I-69.  The state does not have the funds to build a new 
highway and 
could use what funds it has to improve more road projects throughout the 
state. 
 Also, because there is an alternative option to I-69, it seems 
senseless to 
impose eminent domain on countless landowners in southwest Indiana and 
build a 
new road.  Lastly, building a new road sacrifices unique environmental 
habitats 
and structures as well as increases the amount of land affected by road 
pollution (which occurs during construction, from winter salt, and from 
general 
traffic emissions).  Please for the sake of the landowners, the state's 
finances, and the Hoosier environment improve I-70/US 41 instead of 
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extending a 
costly and unnecessary I-69. 
 
Thank you, 
Katie Jones 
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 
  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 
  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 
  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  
  
  
From: Bill Montgomery [mailto:montgomeryenviron@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 14, 2010 10:45 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 is a wasteful boondoggle 
  
We can do without the I-69 Project.  An alternate project is so much cheaper, easier to implement. 
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        •       Economic Benefits by Region. Because of the regional nature of the effects of a major project such as I-69, the 
economic benefits of a                   highway are not concentrated solely along the route itself. The preferred alternative 
would benefit the entire region, including areas not               located directly on the new highway’s route. The difference in 
performance between the alternatives can be measured not just in minutes, but             in millions. For example, when 
compared to US 41/I-70, the preferred alternative would save 900,000 vehicle hours of travel time annually, on            
Evansville-to-Indianapolis trips alone, and would save tens of millions of dollars annually in truck operating costs. It also 
would lead to              much greater reductions in serious crashes, by diverting greater volumes of traffic from two-lane 
roadways to four-lane divided freeways                         (which have lower crash rates). These additional savings – in time, 
money, and human lives – translate into real quality of life benefits and            real economic benefits for thousands of 
Indiana residents and visitors. 
  
Particularly on the core goal of personal accessibility, US 41/I-70 provides little improvement over the existing condition. 
US 41/I-70 performs poorly in comparison to the other alternatives on all project goals. In addition, the data also show that 
US 41/I-70 would provide little improvement over the existing condition. In particular, US 41/I-70would provide little 
improvement in personal accessibility for residents of Southwest Indiana – one of the three core goals of this project. 
Given the weakness of US 41/I-70 on the core goal of personal accessibility, US 41/I-70 fails to satisfy an essential 
element of the purpose and need for this project. US 41/I-70 is not a low-impact alternative, nor is it a low-cost alternative. 
The environmental and cost data show that US 41/I-70 has significant socio-economic impacts. It would require the 
largest number of business relocations (70 - 131) as well as a moderately high number of home relocations (264-335). In 
addition, while its cost is the lowest of any alternative, it is still substantial. 
  
Robert Tally 
Division Administrator 
FHWA Indiana Division 
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Katie Jones [mailto:kmjones@purdue.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 3:38 PM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA) 
Subject: RE: Support of I-70/U.S. 41 alternate route 
  
Hi, 
  Thank you for your reply.  You said that the US 41/I-70 route was deemed to  
have fewer benefits than the planned I-69 route.  Could you please elaborate  
what those advanatages were? 
  
Thanks, 
Katie Jones 
  
  
  
  
Quoting Robert.Tally@dot.gov: 
  
> Ms. Jones, 
>  
> Thank you for your e-mail concerning the I-69 project.  On behalf of the 
> Federal Highway Administration it is my pleasure and responsibility to 
> respond to your inquiry.  
>   
> In 1998, Congress passed the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
> Century, (TEA-21) legislation which designated the I-69 project in 
> Indiana as part of a national interstate corridor.  That legislation 
> re-defined this interstate to link between Port Huron, Michigan to the 
> Mexican border in the lower Rio Grande Valley.  Because the development 
> and construction of an interstate facility is of such national 
> importance, FHWA has been in almost daily contact and review of this 
> project.  We have worked with the Indiana Department of Transportation 
> and the Federal and State Regulatory and Resource Agencies to ensure 
> that all federal laws and regulations are complied with on this project. 
>  
>   
> The decision to build I-69 has undergone considerable review and 
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> evaluation.  The environmental documentation for the portion of the I-69 
> project in Indiana between Evansville and Indianapolis was conducted as 
> a "Tiered" process.  In this process the environmental documentation is 
> prepared in two stages - Tier 1 and Tier 2, of which Federal regulations 
> allow for to analyze large or complex projects. In the Tier 1, "big 
> picture" issues were resolved such as selection of a corridor that best 
> met the purpose and need for the project.  Impacts for all alternatives 
> during the Tier 1 phase were generally determined from available social 
> and environmental data and aerial photography collected at a high-level. 
> It was at this point in the process that the US 41/I-70 alternative 
> corridor was considered and found to provide fewer benefits and be less 
> effective than the corridor currently under construction.   
>  
> Once the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Record of Decision 
> (ROD) identified the most appropriate corridor to build, that corridor 
> was broken into six segments of independent utility for further 
> evaluation and refinement in the Tier 2 process.  Each of these segments 
> has a separate Tier 2 environmental document.  Three Tier 2 segments of 
> I-69 have completed environmental documents and are currently under 
> design and construction - segments 1, 2 and 3. 
>   
> During each step in the process for the Tier 1 and Tier 2 documentation, 
> efforts have been made to mitigate impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and 
> historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
> governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and 
> transportation planning to prepare for the development of the new 
> facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with 
> the various State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army 
> Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. 
> Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this 
> project be completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing 
> the greatest benefits documented during the decision-making process. 
>   
> Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the 
> Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has been and continues to maintain 
> full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts and 
> the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As 
> we are still accepting comments for the I-69 Section 4 Draft 
> Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to 
> the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and 
> response in the Section 4 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
> document. 
>   
> We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the 
> I-69 project and to provide specific information about the development 
> of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 
>   
> Thank you again for your e-mail. 
>   
> Robert F. Tally Jr. 
> Division Administrator 
> Federal Highway Administration 
> Indiana Division 
>  
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Katie Jones [mailto:kmjones@purdue.edu]  
> Sent: Sunday, August 08, 2010 8:51 PM 
> To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
> Subject: Support of I-70/U.S. 41 alternate route 
>  
> Hi, 
>   I want to express my support for the alternative route from 
> Indianapolis to 
> Evansville via improvements to I 70 and US 41 instead of building an 
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> entirely 
> new part of I-69.  The state does not have the funds to build a new 
> highway and 
> could use what funds it has to improve more road projects throughout the 
> state. 
>  Also, because there is an alternative option to I-69, it seems 
> senseless to 
> impose eminent domain on countless landowners in southwest Indiana and 
> build a 
> new road.  Lastly, building a new road sacrifices unique environmental 
> habitats 
> and structures as well as increases the amount of land affected by road 
> pollution (which occurs during construction, from winter salt, and from 
> general 
> traffic emissions).  Please for the sake of the landowners, the state's 
> finances, and the Hoosier environment improve I-70/US 41 instead of 
> extending a 
> costly and unnecessary I-69. 
>  
> Thank you, 
> Katie Jones 
>  
>  
>  
>  
>  
>  

Page 4 of 4FW: Support of I-70/U.S. 41 alternate route

8/20/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2fH...



Thank you so very much for your thoughtful response.  

  

I do have a follow-up question.... 

  

Governor Mitch Daniels stated that in order to pay for the construction of I-69, the state "lowered the standards" so that more 

highway miles could be built for less money.  Does IN-DOT's construction plan for I-69 meet FEDERAL regulations? 

  

And related to this, the Tier under consideration now runs from Crane Naval Base to the south side of the Bloomington area.  The 

state does not have enough money to fund the remainder of the project.  Is this allowable for a Federal Highway?  Is this merely a 

means to connect a new terrain I-69 with existing State Road 37 Roadway (which would connect the south side of Bloomington to 

Indianapolis I-465). 

  

Thank you - 

  

Julie 

  

 

Julie L. Thomas 

Owner 

Cartridge World Bloomington 

 

114 S. College Avenue 

Bloomington, IN  47404 

P: 812.961.8831 

F: 812.961.8853 

C: 812.345.0707 

 

************************************************ 

Julie L. Thomas, Ph.D. 

Gender Studies / Russian History 

Indiana University - Bloomington 

 

On Wed, Aug 18, 2010 at 4:29 PM, <Robert.Tally@dot.gov> wrote: 

Ms. Thomas, 

  

Thank you for your e-mail concerning the I-69 project.  On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration it is my pleasure and 

responsibility to respond to your inquiry.  

  

In 1998, Congress passed the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, (TEA-21) legislation which designated the I-69 project 

in Indiana as part of a national interstate corridor.  That legislation re-defined this interstate to link between Port Huron, Michigan to 

the Mexican border in the lower Rio Grande Valley.  Because the development and construction of an interstate facility is of such 
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Federal Highway Administration 

Indiana Division 

  

From: Julie Thomas [mailto:drjuliethomas@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 1:29 PM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 

  

I am an elected representative of the people of Monroe County Indiana (Monroe County Council, at-large) and also a member of the 

Bloomington-Monroe County Metropolitian Planning Organization (MPO). 

  

I am very, very concerned about I-69.  The only way the state can afford to build it is to use "cheap" standards - which means a 

great deal more money later for repairs.  Second, the highway would, essentially, create a wall in our fair city, as only 3 

interchanges (and NO additional crossovers) are planned.  This will increase the county's costs for road building and repairs in the 

future (including additional right of way purchase) to accommodate the altered transportation path.  Third, the plan for a new 

highway was very reckless, when the state could have (for less money!) opted to re-build highway 41 along the western border of 

the state as I-69.  Instead, we have "new terrain" roadway planned which will cut through both farms and communities to the south 

west of Bloomington (in Monroe County). 

  

Thanks for your attention to this matter. 

Julie 

  

 

Julie L. Thomas 

Owner 

Cartridge World Bloomington 

 

114 S. College Avenue 

Bloomington, IN  47404 

P: 812.961.8831 

F: 812.961.8853 

C: 812.345.0707 

 

************************************************ 

Julie L. Thomas, Ph.D. 

Gender Studies / Russian History 

Indiana University - Bloomington 
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impacts to woodlands, wetlands, and historic features.  In addition, resources have been provided to local 
governments near the corridor to develop and enhance land use and transportation planning to prepare for the 
development of the new facility.  These mitigation measures were developed in cooperation with the various 
State and Federal Resource Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Their combined purpose is to help this project be 
completed in a manner that minimizes impacts while providing the greatest benefits documented during the 
decision–making process. 

  
Throughout the Environmental and Project Development processes, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has been and continues to maintain full oversight of this project, including the environmental impacts 
and the cost, including the ecological, farmland, and economic impacts.  As we are still accepting comments for 
the I-69 Section 4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we will forward your comment to the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) for incorporation and response in the Section 4 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) document. 

  
We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our responsibilities with the I-69 project and to provide specific 
information about the development of I-69 for your information and as part of the record. 

  
Thank you again for your e-mail. 

  
Robert F. Tally Jr. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Indiana Division 
  
  
  
  
From: WellerK@aol.com [mailto:WellerK@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 5:07 PM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: concerns re new terrain I-69 
  
Please rein in INDOT's wasteful spending on new-terrain I-69, and instead support the I-
70/U.S. 41 alternate route. 

Thanks. 
  
K A Weller, Lafayette 
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FW: I-69  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 7:31 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); 
Dirks, Robert (FHWA); Azizi, Max (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 
 
 
 
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
317-226-7339 
-----Original Message----- 
From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 6:36 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 
 
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank 
you. 
 
Mary 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Linda Greene [mailto:lgreene@bloomington.in.us]  
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 5:58 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: I-69 
 
I urge you to require the rerouting of I-69. The current route is 
extremely damaging to the environment and opposed by the majority of 
Hoosiers. 
 
Linda Greene 
7487 N. John Young Rd.   
Unionville, IN 47468 

Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 1:39 PM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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FW: I-69 Indiana  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 7:31 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert 
(FHWA); Azizi, Max (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 Indiana 
 
 
 
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
317-226-7339 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 6:37 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 Indiana 
 
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
 
Mary 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Turk Roman [mailto:turk39isu@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 6:17 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: I-69 Indiana 
 
 
 
 
 I am requesting that you require INDOT  to seek another route 
[rather than the New Terrain Route] for the building of I-69 in 
Indiana. The New Terrain Route is exorbitantly costly and very 
environmentaly unfriendly. It is also going against the wishes 
of the cities and counties along that proposed route. 
 
Ramon Turk Roman 
129 Monroe Blvd 
Terre Haute In. 47803 

Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 1:37 PM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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FW: I 69 planning  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:34 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); 
Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I 69 planning 
 
 
 
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
317-226-7339 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:26 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I 69 planning 
 
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank 
you. 
 
Mary 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ann Frutkin [mailto:annfrutkin@mac.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 1:43 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: I 69 planning 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I write in support of an alternative plan for the I 69 roadway from   
Indianapolis to Evansville.  The ecological impact to waterways and   
wildlife, in a state that is in need of reviving natural habitat, is   
neither cost effective nor sensible.  Upgrading the current pathways   
with some alteration is far better. 
 
Please consider a commonsense alternative and save the taxpayer and   
our vanishing natural habitat. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ann Berger Frutkin 
1939 Northwood Drive 
Indianapolis, IN 46240 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:53 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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From: Steve Witwer [mailto:stevewitwer@comcast.net]  

Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 10:09 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: INDIANA'S I69 EXTENTION 

  

Wow, the funds for I69 extension should be better spent.  There are not enough 

funds to complete and the project is going on the cheap.  Guess we will being 
paying a long time for this stupidity. 
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FW: I-69 route change  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 

  

From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:34 AM 

To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay 
(FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I-69 route change 
  
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:27 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I-69 route change 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  
  
From: John J. Goodman [mailto:jgoodman@gji-2nm.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 10:46 AM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 route change 
  
I am asking that the Federal Highway Administration require INDOT to change the I-69 route to lessen 
environmental impact and save money. 
 
Thanks. 
 
John J. Goodman 
 
jjgoodman@iquest.net 
 
4057 N. Meridian St. 
Indianapolis, IN  46208 
317 283-0050  home  

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:43 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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FW: I-69  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 

  
  
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:34 AM 

To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay 
(FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I-69 
  
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:27 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I-69 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  
  
From: kathi guffy [mailto:kathi.guffy@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 10:11 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I-69 
  

  

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:47 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  

    

  
  
Require INDOT to change the I-69 route. 
This is a completely irresponsible action to threaten our wildlife, farm land.  There is the "common sense" route 
to use if our state must have a new road.  That is to use the existing I-70 and US 41 to Evansville. 
  
Please do not allow the New Terrain road to go into effect. 
  
Respectfully yours, 
  
Kathi Guffy 
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FW: I69  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
  
  
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 7:31 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); Azizi, Max (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I69 
  
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 6:38 AM 

To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I69 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  

From: Patricia Pizzo [mailto:pmmpizzo@att.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 12:32 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I69 
  
Sir;  Please change the route of I 69 to already existing roads.  
 
Do not destroy the property and the life of so many people.  
 
                                           Sincerely, Patricia Pizzo  

Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 1:12 PM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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FW: Change the I-69 route.  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
  
  
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 7:31 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); Azizi, Max (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: Change the I-69 route. 
  
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 6:39 AM 

To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: Change the I-69 route. 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  

From: tpc1133@aol.com [mailto:tpc1133@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 2:38 AM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: Change the I-69 route. 
  
  

Federal Highway Administration -Please require INDOT to change the I-69 route. We do not need more 

environmental destruction in Indiana. It is already over-developed. There is another less costly route 

available. It makes no sense to destroy our environment and spend millions doing it! 

Sent: Tuesday, September 07, 2010 1:10 PM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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FW: CHANGE THE I-69 ROUTE TO I-70/41  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
  
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:33 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay 

(FHWA) 
Subject: FW: CHANGE THE I-69 ROUTE TO I-70/41 
  
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:26 AM 

To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: CHANGE THE I-69 ROUTE TO I-70/41 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  
  
From: Oldfrogg@aol.com [mailto:Oldfrogg@aol.com]  

Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 9:06 PM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: CHANGE THE I-69 ROUTE TO I-70/41 
  
When are you people going  to realize that the citizens if Indiana do not want the new terrain I-69? Marion, Morgan and 
Monroe counties DO NOT WANT I-69.  
  
Bill Willems 
Bloomington, IN 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:55 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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FW: I-69 highway extwension in IN  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
  
  
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:33 AM 

To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay 

(FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 highway extwension in IN 
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:26 AM 

To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 highway extwension in IN 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  
  
From: ken mcginity [mailto:blaney@iquest.net]  

Sent: Saturday, September 04, 2010 7:16 PM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: I-69 highway extwension in IN 
  
Dear Sir: 
  
This is a request for your assistance in stopping the I-69 extension project through the Hoosier national forest. 
  
It is my understanding that only 20 minutes would be saved in driving time between Indianapolis & Evansville over the I-70 
& US 40 route. To spend billions for this seems crazy to me. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Ken McGinity 
4614 Aldersgate Dr 
Carmel, IN 46033 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 10:45 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  

    

Page 1 of 1FW: I-69 highway extwension in IN

9/9/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2fHB...

cstumpf
Rectangle



FW: I-69 in southern IN  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:33 AM 
To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); 
Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 in southern IN 
 
 
 
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
317-226-7339 
-----Original Message----- 
From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:25 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: I-69 in southern IN 
 
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank 
you. 
 
Mary 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Tom Whitsitt [ mailto:taw@in - motion.net ]  
Sent: Saturday, September 04, 2010 11:32 AM 
To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 
Subject: I-69 in southern IN 
 
Dear Sir: 
        I live in Lebanon, IN about 25 miles northwest of Indianapolis. 
My 
parents' home is in Evansville, IN.  I travel from the Indianapolis are 
to 
Evansville on a regular basis. 
        I am opposed to the spending of tax dollars to build I-69 from 
Indianapolis 
to Evansville.  Much less money could be used to improve the I-70 and US 
41 
route.  The time saved in travel would be very little benefit compared 
to 
the devastation of some of the best remaining land in Indiana. 
Tom Whitsitt 
2215 Travis Dr. 
Lebanon, IN  46052 
 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 10:50 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  

    

Page 1 of 1FW: I-69 in southern IN

9/9/2010https://exchange.dlzcorp.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAAK5ocqzLoGQJT%2fHB...

cstumpf
Rectangle



FW: I69 ROUTE  

Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov [Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov]  

Please include this comment in the Section 4 comment record. 

  
  
From: Hartman, Lora On Behalf Of FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:32 AM 

To: Tally, Robert (FHWA); Osadczuk, Janice (FHWA); George, Bren (FHWA); Dirks, Robert (FHWA); DuMontelle, Jay 
(FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I69 ROUTE 
  
  
  
Lora Hartman 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, IN� 46204 
317-226-7339 

From: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA)  

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 8:25 AM 
To: FHWA, Indiana (FHWA) 

Subject: FW: I69 ROUTE 
  
Please respond to the attached e-mail and cc me with the reply.  Thank you. 
  
Mary 
  
  
From: Steve Witwer [mailto:stevewitwer@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 06, 2010 5:30 PM 

To: FHWA, ExecSecretariat (FHWA) 

Subject: I69 ROUTE 
  
Please change the I69 route. This is a no brainer - environmental and financial 

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 10:54 AM 

To: Thomas Molt; KGillette@blainc.com; DTownsend@blainc.com; JJackson@blainc.com; DIsley@blainc.com; Gary Fisk; 

ESwickard@blainc.com  
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