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From: laszewski.viginia@epa.gov

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2012 4:14:59 PM

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

V. Laszewski

laszewski.viginia@epa.gov

U.S. EPA, Region 5 77 W. Jackson

Chicago, IL

60604

The Section 5 DEIS (p.7-13) gives the following web
address for access to detailed information regarding the
I-69 Community Planning Program:
http://www.i69indyevn.org/CommunityPlanningProgram.
However, this web address does not work. How exactly,

does one access the 1-69 Community Planning Program
web information? thank you.
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From: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: [FWD: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission]
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 5:16:07 PM

———————— Original Message --------

Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
From: <section5pm@i69indyevn.org=>

Date: Tue, December 04, 2012 2:40 pm

To: laszewskKi.viginia@epa.gov

Cc: laszewski.virginia@epa.gov

Dear Ms. LaszewskKi,
We have restored the link for this site. Thank you for bringing this to our attention.
Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
1-69, Section 5 Project Manager

———————— Original Message --------

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
From: laszewski.viginia@epa.gov

Date: Tue, December 04, 2012 2:14 pm

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name: V. Laszewski

Email: laszewskKi.viginia@epa.gov

Street Address: U.S. EPA, Region 5 77 W. Jackson
City/State: Chicago, IL

Zip Code: 60604

The Section 5 DEIS (p.7-13) gives the following web
address for access to detailed information regarding the
1-69 Community Planning Program:

Comments: http://www.i69in vn.or mmunityPlanningProgram.
However, this web address does not work. How exactly,
does one access the 1-69 Community Planning Program
web information? thank you.
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: michelle.allen@dot.gov

Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 6:41 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo; Richards, Lorraine; ESwickard@blainc.com; MGrovak@blainc.com
Subject: FW: EPA comments on [-69 Section 5 DEIS

Attachments: DEIS_LTR_01-02-2013 final.pdf

Please see EPA’s comment letter, attached.

Michelle Allen
FHWA-IN
(317) 226-7344

From: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 4:58 PM

To: Allen, Michelle (FHWA); lhilden@indot.IN.gov

Subject: EPA comments on 1-69 Section 5 DEIS

Hi Michelle and Laura,

The attached file contains EPA's comment letter (dated 01/02/2013) regarding the 1-69 Section 5 DEIS. The original
signed letters are in the mail.

(See attached file: DEIS_LTR_01-02-2013 final.pdf)
Thank you,

Virginia Laszewski
Environmental Scientist

US EPA, Region 5

NEPA Implementation, OECA

77 W. Jackson Blvd. (mail code: E-19J)
Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Phone: (312) 886-7501

Fax: (312) 697-2097

email: laszewski.virginia@epa.gov
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2 M UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2 7§ REGION 5
3 3§ 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD

P40 ppote CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590

January 2, 2013

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

E-19]

Richard Marquis, Acting 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 5: Bloomington to Martinsville, Indiana.
CEQ No. 20120340

Dear Mr. Marquis and Mr. Cline:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 (EPA) reviewed the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA)/Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) I-69 Tier 2 Section 5
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Our review and comments are provided
pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section
309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Section 5 Tier 2 DEIS is the fifth of six expected Tier 2 DEISs that EPA has reviewed or
will review for the 142-mile-long 1-69 Indianapolis to Evansville Project. Section 5 extends
approximately 22 miles from State Road (SR) 37 south of Bloomington in Monroe County to SR
39 in Morgan County.- The Section 5 project is an upgrade of existing SR 37 to interstate
standards substantially utilizing existing multi-lane SR 37 right-of-way.

The No-build is identified and five build alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) undergo
detailed analysis in the DEIS. Alternative 8 is identified as the DEIS-Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 8 is substantially a hybrid comprised of various components of Alternatives 4, 5, 6
and 7. Interchanges are proposed at Fullerton Pike, Tapp Road/SR45/2™ Street, SR 48/3™ Street,
SR 46, Walnut Street, Sample Road, and Liberty Church Road. Currently two options have been
retained for the Walnut Street Interchange: Option A (full interchange) or Option B (existing
partial interchange). EPA prefers Option B because it minimizes wetland, stream and associated
floodplain impacts. Overpasses would be located at Rockport Road, Vernal Pike, Arlington
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Road, Kinser Pike, and Chambers Pike. Local access roads and new construction to existing
local roads would be provided in portions of the Section 5 corridor where driveways and other
roads currently connect to existing SR 37.

Based on our review of the information in the DEIS, we believe there may be feasible
modifications to Alternative 8 that have not been fully identified, assessed and/or discussed in
the DEIS that may reduce impacts to resources of concern. These include providing an
“emergency only” direct access to 1-69 from the Hoosier Energy facility in order to reduce the
extent of the proposed eastside access in order to further reduce water resource impacts in this
portion (subsection 5F) of the Section 5 corridor.

EPA rates the DEIS preferred alternative as “EC-2, Environmental Concerns-Insufficient
Information.” In order to fully protect the environment, there may be additional changes to
Alternative 8 that have not been fully identified or assessed in the DEIS; additional information,
data and analyses, and discussion should be included 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 comments and recommendations regarding the DEIS and the
1-69 Section 5 project are enclosed. Our enclosed comments also include EPA’s technical -
review of the Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation Report (unredacted
version) for Section 5.

The Section 5 DEIS incorporates many of the recommendations we made on the 1-69 Section 4
DEIS to help inform better decision making as this project moves forward. For example, we
commend the inclusion of Tables 5.21.3 and 7-2: Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Karst
Terrain in the Section 3 DEIS, similar to what EPA recommended for Section 4. The tables list
various karst features, BMPs that may be implemented, and a numerical cross-reference to
applicable INDOT Standard Specifications. The tables could serve as the starting point from
which INDOT, the Karst Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) resource agencies, and
contractors may consider for implementation in order to help protect the environment and public
safety.

EPA Class V Permits

There will most likely be several sinkholes that would be modified for stormwater drainage for
Section 5, which would be considered to be Class V wells under the Safe Drinking Water Act’s
Underground Injection Control (UIC) program. The DEIS correctly identifies that EPA is the
agency that must be notified and would need to approve any Class V well construction. For
additional information regarding EPA Class V permits and UIC program, contact Ross Micham
of EPA’s UIC Branch at 312/886-4237 or at micham.ross@epa.gov.

Superfund Sites

The DEIS addresses the highway drainage near the Bennett’s Dump and Lemon Lane Landfill
Superfund sites as EPA requested. Adding more drainage flow into the groundwater basins
would negatively impact the site remedies for both Bennett’s Dump and the Lemon Lane
Landfill. The EPA Superfund program supports the mitigations in the preferred alternative to
control drainage near the Bennett’s Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The EPA Superfund
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program requests that the final Section 5 plans be made available to EPA and IDEM for review
to ensure the mitigations currently proposed are addressed. The EPA Superfund contact 1s
Thomas Alcamo, Remedial Project Manager. Tom may be reached by calling 312/886-7278 or
by email at Alcamo.thomas@epa.gov.

Alr Quality - Conformity

The document is up-to-date and correct in termis of air quality conformity requirements and the
consultation that has taken place, to date, on PM2.5 hot spot requirements. We look forward to
continued consultation. After December 31, 2012, Tony Maietta is EPA Region 5 Air and
Radiation Division (ARD) contact for this project and may be reached by calling 312/353-8777
or by email at maietta.anthony(@epa.gov.

Surface Water Resources

We understand that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Clean Water Act (CWA), Section
404 permitting process for Section 5 is likely to take place after FHWA issues the Record of
Decision (ROD). EPA requests that FHWA/INDOT continue to coordinate all compensatory
mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources with EPA throughout the NEPA process and the
CWA Section 401 water quality certification/404 permitting processes. Our participation in the
July 2012 site tour of potential mitigation sites for [-69 Section 5 was beneficial and productive,
and we would like that to continue. The EPA Watersheds and Wetlands Branch contact is
Melissa Blankenship. Melissa may be reached by calling 312/886-6833 or by email at
blankenship.melissa@epa.gov.

Mitigation

Compensation mitigation identified in the DEIS has not advanced much from the Tier 1
documentation. We recommend the FEIS include an updated discussion of the efforts made to
date for identifying compensation mitigation for Section 5 and include an up-to-date preliminary
compensation mitigation plan for Section 5. '

Summary of Overall 1-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) Project Impacts

We request the Section 5 FEIS include the updated running tally of the impacts to resources of
concern of the overall [-69 Indianapolis fo Evansville project. In the [-69 NEPA documents for
Sections 2 and 3, this tally was found in Appendix Z7Z and for Section 4 in Appendix KK. We
continue to recommend that stream impacts and cumulative impacts to all resources of concern
be added to the running tally. 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.

[-69 Mitigation Tracking and Annual Mitigation Tracking Report
The DEIS includes a brief explanation of the I-69 mitigation 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. To date, EPA has received two [-69 mitigation tracking annual reports dated,
February 22, 2010 and November 17, 2011. EPA requests two hard copies and 2 DVDs of the
third I-69 mitigation tracking annual report as soon as it is available.
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If you have any questions about EPA’s cominents, please contact Virginia Laszewski at 312-
886-7501 or email her at laszewski.virginiai@epa.gov. When the Section 5 FEIS 1s available,
please send us 3 hard copies and 7 CDs, for our review.

Sincerely,

Kenneth A, Westlake
Chief, NEPA Implementation Section
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

Enclosures: 2

cc: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Louisville District, Aitention: CELRL-OP-F,
P.O. Box 59, Louisville, KY 40401-0059 (Greg McKay)
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — [ndianapolis Regulatory Office, 9799 Billings
Road, Indianapolis, Indiana 46216-1055 (Debra Snyder)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services
Office, 620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 (Scott
Pruitt/Robin McWilliams-Munson)
Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Water Quality,
Section 401 Water Quality Certification Program, 100 N. Senate Avenue,
MC 65-40, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2251 (Randy Braun/Jason Randolph)
Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 402 W. Washington St., Rm W264,
Indianapolis, IN 46204 (Matt Buffington)
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Enciosure 1 of 2
-89 Section 5 DEIS
EPA Letter dated 01/02/2013

EPA Comments Concerning the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis,
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Section 5 — Bloomington to Martinsville, Indiana
CEQ No. 20120340

EPA’s Section 5 Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) detailed comments, for
the most part, follow the Chapter/Sub-Chapter (Section) order found in the DEIS and include
EPA’s comments on the unredacted version of the - I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville, Tier 2
Studies, Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation Report, Section 5, SR 37
south of Bloomington to SR 39 (dated October 2012) (Draft Karst Report). Finally we provide
several pages of DEIS errata for your consideration when preparing the Final EIS (FEIS).

Chapter - SUMMARY

8.7.1 Comparison of Alternative Impacts - Section 5 is divided into six distinct geographic
(south to north) subsections (5A to 5F) to aid in evaluating and comparing between the five
Section 5 build alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). The DEIS Summary chapter presents
a table of impacts by alternative for each geographic subsection (Tables S-3 through S-8) and
Table 8-9: Alternative Impacts Summary by Alternatives. These tables describe impacts for
such categories as: 1) costs of right-of-way acres, 2) number of displacements of
residents/businesses, 3) number of noise receptors, 4) determinations for Section 4(f) of the
Transportation Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 5) wetland acres,
6) stream linear feet, 7) floodplain acres, 8) number of karst features and acres, 9) farmland
acres, 10) managed land acres, 11) upland forest acres, and 12) core forest acres. However, these
tables do not identify or present impacts to wildlife in general, federally or state- listed species,
hazardous waste sites, and wellhead protection areas. This additional information would provide
a more complete picture of the type and amount of resources impacted and costs associated with
each subsection and each build altemative.

Recommendation: We recommend the above-discussed tables and all Section 5
alternatives impacts summary tables be supplemented for the Final EIS (FEIS) to include
impacts information for wildlife, federal and state-listed species, hazardous waste sites
and wellhead protection areas.

S.11 Mitigation - The last full paragraph on page S-69 states, “Mitigation measures for the
Indiana bat include restrictions on tree cutting between April 1 and September 30 . . .” Page S-
.67 states, “No trees with a diameter of three or more inches will be removed between April I and
November 15 within the Winter Action Area and April 1 and September 30 within the Summer
Action Area to avoid any direct take of Indiana bats.”

Recommendation: We recommend the statement on page S-69 be corrected to read
“Mitigation measures for the Indiana bat include restrictions on tree culting starting on
April 1 and continuing through September 30 or November 15 in the Summer or Winter
Action Areas, respectively. ... 7 or simply ©. . . during defined periods . . ."
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Chapter 1.0 - BACKGROUND

1.3 Project Location and Description. Karst geology and associated karst features (e.g., sink
holes, caves, etc.) in the Section 5 Study Area are important considerations when determining, in
part, locations for and the design of proposed interchanges and access roads, and the handling
and treatment of stormwater runoff during project construction and operation.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS incorporate the three karst regions in
Section 5 into the “Geologic Setting” discussion in Sub-Chapter 1.3. Additionally,
consider adding a “Geologic Setting” section and briefly describe the three karst regions
or add them under the “Physiography Setting” section.

Chapter 3 - AL TERNATIVES

3.5 Preferred Alternative. Table 3-16: Section 5 — Potential Impacts of the Alternafives
includes select resource impacts for Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8. Cave impacts are not included
in this table. In previous 1-69 Indianapolis to Evansville project studies, as well as other
transportation projects potentially affecting karst, caves garner a lot of attention.

Recommendation: Please add the potential cave impacts of the Section 5 alternatives to
Table 3-16.

Chapter 4.0 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.2 Human Environment

4.2.2. Physical Characteristics

4.2.2.5 Community Facilities and Services - Bicycle and Pedestrian Tralls (page 4.2-51).
The DEIS identifies that the local bicycle clubs would like to see more and safer crossing points
at the interchanges and at grade separations for the [-69 project.

Recommendation: We recommend that INDOT continue to consult with the local bicycle
clubs and the FEIS include an INDOT-required commitment that pedestrian/bicycle lanes
be incorporated into select interchanges and grade separations identified as a result of this
consultation.

4.2.2.5 Community Facilities and Services - Wastewater (page 4.2-53).

The DEIS identifies that only the City of Bloomington, the Town of Ellettsville, and the City of
Martinsville provide sanitary wastewater services. The remainder of landowners in Monroe and
Morgan Counties use septic systems.

Recommendation: The FEIS should disclose whether or not Monroe and Morgan
Counties have adopted “Enhanced Septic System Regulations™ as recommended in the
[-69 Planning Toolbox for those areas with karst geology.

4.3 Natural Environment

4.3.1 Geology

4.3.1.7 Karst and Springs (page 4.3-9). Paragraph 2 of this section reads, “Groundwater in
karst lervain is contaminated easily because surface waters are channeled rapidly into the
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subsurface via insurgence features — a surface feature that directs surface water info the karst
groundwater system (i.e. sinkholes, swallet, losing and sinking streams).”

Recommendation: Please revise this sentence, or add clarification, so the public may
readily understand the concepts of insurgence, sinkholes, swallets, and losing and sinking
streams without having to refer to the glossary when the terms are first used. Please add
“insurgence features” to the glossary if this phrase is retained.

il

Paragraph 3 of this section states “Unlined retention or delention structures . ..’

Recommendation: To ensure readability for the public, please either explain the
difference between these structures (indefinite vs. temporary holding) and add these
terms to the glossary, or replace this phrase with “Unlined runoff water holding structures
... or something similar.

4.3.2 Water Resources

4.3.2.1 Groundwater Resources

Private Wells (page 4.3-13). The DEIS is not clear here whether FHWA and INDOT are aware

that private well inventory has been conducted in connection with the Lemon Lane Landfill and

the Bennett’s Dump Landfill by CBS Corporation, and that those records are public and
available. ‘

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS acknowledge that FHWA and INDOT are
aware that private well inventory has been conducted in connection with the Lemon Lane
Landfill and the Bennett’s Dump Landfill by CBS Corporation, and that those records are
public and available.

Surface Water Quality (page 4.3-20). Please note that significant remediation has occurred at
the Lemon Lane Landfill Superfund site. These include PCB-contaminated sediment removal in
streams and associated stream banks in the Swallowhole and Quarry Springs area and upgrades
to the treatment plant at the head of Clear Creek/ [llinois Central Spring (ILCS) to treat up to
6000 gpm of storm flows.

Recommendation: We recommend FHWA/INDOT include this information in the FEIS.

4.5 Hazardous Materials

4.5.2 Potential Hazardous Waste Sites

Bennett Stone Quarry (aka Bennett’s Dump) (Page 4.5-10). Some of the information on this
page regarding Bennett Stone Quarry is incorrect or needs to be updated.

Recommendation: We recommend this section on Bennett’s Stone Quarry be corrected
and supplemented with the following information: 1) The site is on one parcel owned by
Star Quarry Inc. None of the site is on adjacent property parcels. 2) Five springs that
have low levels of PCB contamination have been identified on the Bennett’s Dump site:
Mound Spring, Middle Spring, Mid-North Spring, North Spring, and Rusty Spring.

3) Slurry wall installation is no longer under consideration at this Superfund site.
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In the discussion of the Lemon Lane Landfill on page 4.5-9, the remedial actions are described
and there is brief information included on their effectiveness. However, on page 4.5-10, while
the remedial measures at Bennett Stone Quarry are described, there is no discussion of how
effective they have been. This information is critical to painting a picture of the current status of
the affected environment as either a contaminated area, an area that used to be contaminated but
is no more, or an area whose ongoing remediation is not vet completed.

Recommendation: Please add parallel content to the discussion of remediation at Bennett
Stone Quarry in the FEIS. Also, briefly discuss the effectiveness of these actions to date
in preventing PCB discharges to Stout Creek.

Chapter 5.0 —- ENVIRONEMTNAL CONSEQUENCES

5.1 Introduction and Methodology

5.1.3 Phased Construction. The DEIS (p. 5.1-12) states, “Based upon its practices in Sections
1 through 4, INDOT will construct Section 5 in segments smaller than the overall 21 miles.
However, unlike the previous Section I — 4, which were generally built in sequential order from
start to finish, segments in Section 5 will be prioritized for construction based on several factors,
including but not limited to: operational and safety needs at a particular location access for
local residences and businesses with current direct access to SR 37, condition of the Existing SR
37 pavement, timing of planned construction of the local road network adjacent to the project

and acquisition of necessary right-of-way in particular areas slated for construction at a given
time.”

Recommendation: The FEIS should identify each Section 5 construction
segment/component and identify/discuss its construction priority status. The FEIS should
include a table that lists each construction segment/component in construction priority
order and include proposed start and end dates for each segment’s construction. The
FEIS should also identify the proposed completion date for the entire Section 5 project.

5.8 Environmenta! Justice

5.8.4 Summary. The Summary states, “[a/fier completing further environmental justice review
Jor Tier 2 Section 3, it was determined that none of the alternatives for Section 5 would have a
disproportionately high or adverse effect on minority or low-income populations in the Section 5
Study Area.” However, a footnote found in Environmental Justice (EJ) Tables 5.8-9 through
5.8-12 discloses that “/f/inal decisions regarding displacements will be made during design and
right-of~way acquisition phases. Survey of individual households/businesses would be needed fo
identify if displacement will be borne by minority or low-income individuals.”

Recommendation: Since it is unknown at this time which minority and/or low-income
residences or businesses will be taken, we suggest it would be more accurate to say,
“there is a potential for disproportionate impacts to minority and/or low-income
populations due to relocations.” We also recommend the FEIS identify potential
mitigation measures that could be implemented to off-set the impacts, if applicable.

The DEIS 8.5.4 Summary (page 5.8-22) provides the following quote: “In its comment letier on
the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the United States Environmental
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Protection Agency (USEPA) concurred ‘the initial environmenial review shows that none of the
alternatives would have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-
income populations in the Study Area.’”

Recommendation: The FEIS should etther remove the above mentioned EPA quote from
the 8.5.4 Summary or the FEIS should better explain why EPA’s environmental justice
statement regarding the I-69 Tier 1 DEIS is applicable to a more detailed Tier 2 Section 5
environmental justice analysis.

5.9 Air quality

Air Quality Conformity: The document is up-to-date and correct in terms of air quality
conformity requirements and the consultation that has taken place on PM2.5 hot spot
requirements.

As stated in the documentation (page 5.9-9), we had consultation discussions with
FHWA/INDOT/Consultants about the possible need for PM2.5 hot spot analyses for
intersections in Morgan County, which is nonattainment for annual PM2.5. At the time of the
consultation, specific traffic data was not available for the intersections. Further consultation is
required to determine which intersections are projects of air quality concern.

After December 20, 2012, all hot spot analyses must use the MOVES emissions model and
quantitative analysis methodology per 75 Federal Register 79379. Projects that are of arr quality
concern will need a hot spot analysis consistent with EPA guidance document Transportation
Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PMI10 Nonattainment
and Maintenance Areas. The guidance document can be found at
http://www.epa.gov/otag/stateresources/transconf/policy. htm#tproject.

FHWA requires hot spot analyses to be completed prior to the ROD.

Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS include the FHWA conformity
determination, discussion and supporting documentation.

After December 31, 2012, Tony Maietta is EPA Region 5 Air and Radiation Division (AR}
contact for this project and may be reached by calling 312/353-8777 or by email at
maietta.anthony(@epa.gov.

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) (pages 5.9-14 — 5.9-15). A qualitative assessment of
mobile source air toxics (MSAT) is provided in the DEIS. FHWA/INDOT “acknowledge that
some of the project alternatives may result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in cerfain
locations, although the concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of
this uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be estimated.” The Bloomington
urban/suburban area of Section 5 has a substantially higher population than other 1-69 sections
assessed so far. Exposure to diesel exhaust by construction workers and/or individuals that
work, live or recreate near construction sites can have serious health implications.

Recommendation: Because MSATS can cause adverse health impacts, especially to
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vulnerable populations, such as children, the elderly, and those with existing respiratory
health issues, EPA recommends the FEIS identify potential mitigation measures to
decrease the exposure of these populations to increases in MSATs emissions during
construction and operation of the proposed project. Such measures may include, but
should not be limited to, 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 1dle
when not in active use (EPA recommends idling not exceed 5 minutes).

Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change (page 5.9-7): One brief paragraph in the Section 5 DEIS
is devoted to addressing greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project and climate
change. The DEIS indicates 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 Center for Climate Change to develop strategies
to reduce transportation’s contributions to greenhouse gases in particular CO2 emissions, and to
assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate change.

Recommendation: We recommend that the FEIS estimate the project’s anticipated GHG
emissions and steps to minimize those emissions. We also 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
project longevity, public health, and safety.

5.16 Hazardous Waste Sites

5.16.3.2 Superfund Sites

The last full sentence in the last paragraph on page 5.16-4 states, “The combined treatment
systems are expected to treat nearly 100% of the ILCS spring water and to treat 99.9% of the
PCB mass from the receiving stream.” 'The preceding text says that the treatment plant captures
water discharging from the ILCS and removes PCBs before the spring water enters surface
water. There is no mention of surface water from the receiving stream being treated. Should the
sentence quoted above read “. . . and to prevent 99.9% of the PCB mass from entering the
receiving stream™?

Recommendation: Please revise the text discussed above to better clarify the intended
meaning. Note that the same text appears on page 5.21-23, paragraph 2, and should be
revised in that location as well.

“On page 5.16-5, at the end of the third paragraph, the DEIS states, “updates from the upcoming
release of the 5-vear review will be included. ” The 5-year review was released in August 2012,

likely after the content of this Section 5 DEIS was finalized.

Recommendation: Please update this discussion in the FEIS to include the findings of
this review.
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5.16.5 Summary (Hazardous Waste Sites)

Table 5.16-1 Summary of Hazardous Waste Sites summarizes suggested mitigation measures,
which include: 1) for the ILCS as impacted by the Lemon Lane Landfill, “prevent highway
drainage from entering ILCS recharge/treatment area; divert west to Stout Creek;” and 2) for
the Bennett Stone Quarry, “prevent highway drainage from entering Bennett groundwater area
by diverting either upstream or downstream of site to Stout Creek.”

The Tier 2 DEIS addresses the highway drainage near the Bennett’s Dump and L.emon Lane
Landfill Superfund sites. Adding additional drainage into the groundwater basins would
negatively impact the site remedies for both Bennett’s Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The
EPA Superfund program supports the mitigations in the preferred altermative to control drainage
near the Bennett’s Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The EPA Superfund program requests
that the final Section 5 plans be made available to EPA and IDEM for review to ensure the
mitigations proposed by Tier 2 DEIS are addressed. The EPA Superfund contact is Thomas
Alcamo, Remedial Project Manager. Tom may be reached by calling 312/886-7278 or by email
at Alcamo.thomas@epa.gov.

Recommendation: The EPA Superfund program requests that the final Section 5 plans be
made available to EPA and IDEM for review to ensure the mitigations proposed by Tier
2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement are addressed.

EPA supports the general concept of diverting additional highway runoff from entering the
Wedge Quarry complex where the passive drain has been installed to lower groundwater levels
at the Bennett’s Dump site. However, it is not apparent how such a diversion can be constructed.
One possibility may be the diversion of runoff into Stout’s Creek upstream of the passive drain
and the Bennett’s Dump site.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS discuss the feasibility of diverting runoff
into Stout’s Creek upstream of the passive drain and the Bennett’s Dump site. In
addition, potential impacts to Stout’s Creek from such a diversion should be discussed
and potential mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts to Stout Creek identified in
the FEIS. '

5.17 Bald Eagles, Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Species

5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species

This section provides a species-by-species description of each state-listed species, their habitat,
and potential impacts. DEIS Section 11.4 - Agency Review and Coordination only mentions the
Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) input to this part of the assessment as related
to the box turtle.

Recommendation: For the FEIS, please update this section to also summarize IDNR
concurrence or revision recommendations on the DEIS impact analysis for state-listed
species, including the cave-dwelling invertebrates for which considerable survey efforts
were made. '
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5.19 Water Resources

5.19.2 Surface Waters

Seven intermittent stream segments and twelve ephemeral steam segments are identified as Class
[II Primary Headwater Habitat (PHWH) with the highest quality and potential to support a
diverse array of flora/fauna (Table 5.19-13 Potential Stream Impacts and Potential Stream
Relocation Lengths by Alternative, pages 5.19-53 to 5.19-73). According to the Field
Evaluation Manual for Ohio’s Primary Headwater Habitat Streams 2012, Class [II PHWH
streams are perennial streams in which the prevailing flow and temperature conditions are
influenced by groundwater. They exhibit moderately diverse to highly diverse communities of
cold water adapted native fauna." The DEIS does not explain how application of Ohio’s
methodology translates to Indiana’s headwater streams.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS explain how the application of Ohio’s
methodology translates to Indiana’s headwater streams.

All practicable alternatives must be explored to avoid impacts to natural streams and their
riparian corridors to the maximum extent possible in accordance with the Clean Water Act
(CWA) 404 (b)(1) Guidelines. If impacts are absolutely unavoidable, every effort must be made
to maintain and/or replicate the quality of the resource that is impacted.

INDOT’s analysis considers a riparian zone to be any forested area that is adjacent to the stream
within 100 feet on either side of the stream centerline. Rationale needs to be provided regarding
why the riparian zone is restricted to 100 feet on either side. Further, the text suggests that it 1s
only constdered a riparian zone if it is forested.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS provide an explanation as to why the riparian
zone is restricted to 100 feet. In addition, the FEIS should also clarify what constitutes a
riparian zone.

According to the DEIS, INDOT commits to continue to coordinate with both USACE and IDEM

during the CWA Section 401 and CWA Section 404 permitting processes regarding the proposed
stream mitigation (page 7-34) and throughout the development of the proposed mitigation sites
that will be offered for compensatory mitigation (page 5.19-79). EPA strongly recommends that
INDOT continue to coordinate all compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources with
USEPA throughout this process and the Section 401/404 permitting process. Our participation in
the July 2012 site tour of potential mitigation sites for I-69 Section 5 was beneficial and
productive, and we would like that to continue.

Recommendation: EPA requests that FHWA/INDOT continue to coordinate all
compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources with EPA throughout the NEPA
process and the CWA Section 401 water quality certification and Section 404 permitting
processes. EPA recommends the FEIS Summary and Chapter 7 - Mitigation include a
commitment by INDOT to include EPA throughout the development of the Section 5
proposed mitigation sites for impacts to aquatic resources.

! http://www.epa.ohio.gov/portals/35/wqs/headwaters/PHWHManual 2012.pdf
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5.19.2.4 Mitigation — Wetlands, Open Water, Rivers and Streams (pages 5.19-82 to 5.19-
81). The DEIS does not identify the specific measures that INDOT will use to ensure that the
applicable standard specifications and/or special provisions will be successfully implemented by
the design and/or construction contractor in a timely fashion. Such measures might include, but
need not be limited to, requiring an independent environmental monitor with authority to stop
construction if adequate sediment and erosion control measures are not being implemented and
properly maintained. INDOT construction contracts could include a provision to levy substantial
monetary fines when a contractor fails to properly implement appropriate construction BMPs to
protect surface and ground water quality. We are aware that INDOT established such
accountability measures for its contractors on the Louisville Bridges project.

Recommendation: The FEIS should identify and discuss the specific measures INDOT
will take to help ensure that their construction contractors follow their construction
standard specification and/or special provisions.

5.19.3.3 Analysis

Groundwater Quality (pages 5.19-88 and 5.19-89, last sentence): In general, EPA appreciates
that the following statement is made here and elsewhere in the DEIS: “Per USEPA wrilten
comments on the Section 4 DEIS, a firm commitment has been made that if active groundwater
flow paths are discovered, measures will be taken to perpetuate the flow and protect water
quality.” However, please heed the following recommendation.

Recommendation: EPA requests that INDOT commit to consulting with the EPA
Superfund Project Manager prior to making any decisions regarding [-69 project
manipulation of groundwater flow paths that might impact the Lemon Lane and/or
Bemnetts Dump superfund sites.

5.21 Karst Impacts

There will most likely be several sinkholes that would be modified for stormwater drainage for
Section 3, which would be considered to be Class V wells under the Safe Drinking Water Act’s
Underground Injection Control (UIC) program. The DEIS correctly identifies that EPA is the
agency that must be notified and would need to approve any Class V well construction.
However, the DEIS does not specifically identify the karst features that could be considered
Class V wells.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify -the types of karst feature/s (e.g.,
sinkholes) that could be expected to be encountered within Section 5 that if modified for
stormwater drainage would be considered Class V Injection wells.

5.21.3.4 Karst Impacts by Alfernative

The DEIS states “For the purposes of the following discussions, the term “impact” means that
portions of a karst feature are located within the rights-of-way of the Section 5 alternatives.”
The text and table that precede this section reference studies and expert determinations related to
the hydrologic connection of karst features and areas outside of the Section 5 corridot, as
summarized in Table 5.21-1 under the column “Relevant Karst **Qutside of Section 5
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Corridor.” However, the line quoted above seems to indicate that only features within the
corridor, approximately 1/3 of the total relevant karst area, are considered when comparing
impacts among the alternatives.

Recommendation: Please correct this description of the approach to impact analysis
(note that the “Relevant Karst Area” rows in Table 5.21-2 provide more points of
comparison than are indicated in the quoted sentence).

Paragraph 2 of this section states “Existing SR 37 was constructed in the 1970's and includes
right-of-way that accounts for at least more than 50% of the karst impacts included in the five
alternatives.”

Recommendation: Please clarify whether SR 37 accounts for at least or more than 50%
of the impacts.

5.21.3.7 Potential Impacts upon Threatened and Endangered Species and Cave Biota. The

"DEIS states (page 5.21-29), “The fauna identified in the 2005 biological survey . . . have
become conditioned to the residential and transportation land use after more than 40 years of
influence. Therefore, the project should not result in such changes of a sufficient magnitude to
adversely affect the identified state-listed species.” Similar statements appear in the impact
assessment for the troglobitic crayfish (Orconectes inermis testii), a state-listed rare species, in
Section 5.17 (page 5.17-25). However, this conclusion is not adequately supported by either
observation or analysis, and the pollutant loading analysis (described below) seems to contradict
the conclusion. :

On the page after this conclusion is presented, Section 5.21.3.8 (page 5.21-30) addresses the
predicted pollutant loading during construction to the karst system, by predicting that a past
pattern in the same area would be repeated: “there were elevated levels of total suspended solids
(TSS) and total recoverable metals (TRM) for arsenic, copper, lead, and zinc to the subsurface
associated with the during-construction activities for the SR 37 project. These levels returned fo
pre-construction condifions about two years after construction. This pattern is anticipated for
the I-69 construction.” Neither Section 5.21 nor Appendix Y — Draft Karst Report (Section
3.6.1, where this study is described in slightly more detail) state how high these elevated
concentrations were during the SR 37 project’s construction phase, providing no quantitative
basis for the conclusion presented.

Moreover, the analysis in Appendix L. of the Draft Karst Report (DEIS Appendix Y), and
summarized in Table 9 (page 80 of the Draft Karst Report), indicates that pollutant
concentrations to which these aquatic cave biota are exposed would approximately double for
lead and mercury, and would increase by approximately 50% for copper and cadmium, and by
10% for total nitrogen. That page very briefly states that the predicted concentrations “exceed
the applicable water quality standards.” 'Tables 2-1 through 2-8 in Appendix L of the Draft
Karst Report (DEIS Appendix Y) clearly show that both the current and predicted concentrations
of these pollutants exceed the acute and chronic aquatic criteria, as indicated by the cells shaded
in red.
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Recommendation: The quantitative details of the pollutant loading analysis and its
implications for potential impact to cave-dwelling aquatic species should be discussed in
Section 5.21.3.7. If the aquatic criteria referenced in Tables 2-1 through 2-8 in Appendix
L of the Draft Karst Report (DEIS Appendix Y) are not clearly applicable to these
species, then we recommend additional criteria or ecotoxicity data be identified and
compared to the estimated concentrations.

5.21.4 Mitigation. We note that a firm commitment has been added for Section 5 that if active
groundwater flow path are discovered, measures will be taken to perpetuate the flow and protect
ground water quality, as EPA requested for Section 4.

We commend the inclusion of Tables 5.21.3 and 7-2. Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
Karst Terrain in the Section 5 DEIS, similar to what EPA recommended for Section 4. The
tables list various karst features, BMPs that may be implemented, and a numerical cross-
reference to applicable INDOT Standard Specifications. The tables could serve as the starting
point from which INDOT, the Karst Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) resource agencies,
and contractors may consider BMPs for implementation in order to help protect the environment
and public safety.

5.24 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS asserts that indirect impacts to water quality from wetland and stream impacts would
be negligible because construction will be governed by the use of INDOT Standard
Specifications, Special Provisions, and the IDEM Stormwater Quality Manual (pages 5.24-40,
5.24-42, and 5.19-80). However, the DEIS does not explain how this will be done. This needs
to be fleshed out more in the FEIS as it is a critical to understanding of the potential cumulative
and indirect impacts of this project. '

Recommendation: The FEIS should include a discussion regarding how existing
hydrology and ecological functions would be maintained in portions of wetlands and
streams not directly impacted by construction activities within the ROW. As an example,
in areas where portions of wetlands/wetland complexes would be directly impacted and
the remainder of the wetland/wetland complex is directly abutting construction areas,
explain how the functions and values of the avoided areas will be maintained.

Recommendation: In order to avoid and minimize indirect impacts to streams and
wetlands/wetland complexes during construction and operation, we recommend
FHWA/INDOT consider developing for inclusion in the FEIS/ROD, a BMPs/INDOT
Standard Specifications/IDEM Stormwater Quality Manual table similar to DEIS Table
7.2: Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Karst Terrain (pages 7-56 through 7-59).
The wetlands and streams table/s would list the various stream and wetland scenarios
found in the Section 5 study area, identify the corresponding potential BMPs that could
be undertaken to protect the wetland and/or stream from indirect impacts, provide the
citation to the corresponding INDOT Standards Specification/s or page in the IDEM
Stormwater Quality Manual where the BMP/s is/are found. This type of table would be a
good starting point for INDOT/ IDEM/Contractors to consider when deciding which
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BMPs to require/use during project construction in order to avoid and minimize indirect
impacts to wetlands and streams inthe Section 5 study area.

Chapter 6.0 — COMPARISION OF ALTERNATIVES

Eastern Access Road (Subsection 5D) — The DEIS is not clear why the entire length of the
currently proposed eastern access road in subsection 5D is needed. Why does the eastern access
road need to provide access to two (Walnut Street and Sample Road), instead of one proposed I-
69 interchange area? We had previously requested that INDOT assess the feasibility of
providing an emergency-only access to 1-69 for Hoosier Energy in order to shorten the eastern
access road in order to reduce impacts in Subsection 5SD. The DEIS does not identify and assess
an [-69 emergency-only direct access for Hoosier Energy and shortened eastern access road as a
possible option.

Recommendation: In order to determine whether natural resources impacts can be
further reduced, we recommend that INDOT/FHWA assess the feasibility of installing an
emergency-use-only direct access to 1-69 for Hoosier Energy in order fo reduce the length
of the eastern access road needed in Subsection 5D. This assessment, along with impacts
information, should be included in the FEIS.

Walnut Street Interchange (Subsection 5D) - EPA finds the use of the existing partial interchange
at Walnut Street (Alternative 8, Option B) preferable to construction of a fully directional
interchange on new facilities (Alternative 8, Option A) because it would minimize impacts to
wetlands, streams and associated floodplain areas. In addition, it is not clear if a partial -
interchange is a feasible interchange option here since FHWA has not yet determined whether
approval would be given for a partial interchange at this location.

Recommendation: The FEIS should include FHWA’s partial interchange determination
for the Walnut Street Interchange. '

Chapter 7 - MITIGATION and COMMITTMENTS ‘

Compensation mitigation efforts for wetland, stream and forest impacts identified in the DEIS
have not advanced much from the Tier 1 documentation. However, we are aware that additional
work regarding potential compensation mitigation sites has taken place since Tier 1.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS include an up-dated discussion of the efforts
made to date for identifying compensation migration for unavoidable impacts in Section
5 and include an up-to-date preliminary compensation mitigation plan for Section 5

7.3 Section 5 Mitigation Measures and Commitments

7.3.7 Hazardous Materials — Sites for Specific Measures (page 7-29): :
The EPA Superfund program supports the mitigation measures in the preferred altemative to
control drainage near the Bennett’s Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The EPA Superfund
program requests that the final Section 5 plans be made available to EPA and IDEM for review
to ensure the mitigations proposed by Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement are
addressed. The EPA Superfund contact is Thomas Alcamo, Remedial Project Manager. Tom
may be reached by calling 312/886-7278 or by email at Alcamo.thomas{@epa.gov.
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Recommendation: The EPA Superfund program requests that the final Section 5 plans be
made available to EPA and IDEM for review to ensure the mitigations proposed by Tier
2 DEIS are addressed.

Section 7.3.4 Construction

#4 Air Quality (page 7-20) and #17 Equipment Maintenance (page 7-22):

'The Bloomington urban/suburban area of Section 5 is a fairly populated I-69 section. Exposure
to diesel exhaust by construction workers and/or individuals that work, live or recreate near
construction sites can have serious health implications.

Recommendation: 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).

11. Heavy Blasting (pages 7-21 and 7-22). The few measures identified here seem to address
only caves with bat populations. It is possible that caves without bats could also be affected by
blasting. Shouldn’t there be some initial limits on peak particle velocity or minimum radius from
the blast site to a cave location?

Recommendation: Please include a discussion in the FEIS of blasting limitations that
have been used on other karst highway or building projects.

7.3.9 Wetland Impacts (pages 7-31 and 7-32), 7.3.12 Water Body Modifications (pages 7-34
to 7-36), and 7.3.14 Water Quality Tmpacts - (pages 7-38 and 7-39). EPA appreciates that
FHWA/INDOT have to date coordinated on compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic
IESOUrces.

Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS Summary and Chapter 7 - Mitigation
include a commitment by INDOT to include EPA throughout the development of the
Section 5 proposed mitigation sites for impacts to aquatic resources. We request that
FHWA/INDOT coordinate with us throughout the NEPA process and the CWA Section
401 water quality certification and CWA Section 404 permitting process.

7.3.14 Water Quality Impacts (pages 7-38 and 7-39). The Headwater Habitat Evaluation
Index (HHEI) is a relatively rapid habitat evaluation procedure. Similarly, the Qualitative
Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) is a method for evaluating stream habitat quality. The QHEI
and HHEI alone do not tell the full story about potential impacts to water quality. To achieve a
more robust understanding of the baseline conditions of streams and potential water quality
impacts resulting from impacts to the streams, biological and chemical data should be coliected
and analyzed along with the physical habitat data.

Recommendation: Please consider the recommendation in our September 13, 2012, letter
providing comments on INDOT’s Section 5 Draft Tour Summary that existing aquatic
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resources located at potential compensatory mitigation sites be identified and assessed as

early as possible in the process so that we may better understand the baseline conditions
of these sites.

Recommendation: Hydrology studies should also be performed on the potential
mitigation sites as recommended by IDEM during the July 2012 tour.

-7.3.17 Karst. We commend the inclusion of Tables 5.21.3 and 7-2: Best Management
Practices (BMPs) in Karst Terrain in the Section 5 DEIS. The tables list various karst features,
BMPs that may be implemented, and a numerical cross-reference to applicable INDOT Standard
Specifications. The tables could serve as the starting point from which INDOT, the Karst
Memorandum of Understanding (MO1J) resource agencies, and contractors may consider BMPs
for implementation in order to help protect the environment and public safety.
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EPA Technical Adequacy Review of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies -
DRAFT Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation Report, Section 5, SR 37
south of Bloomington to SR 39,

Confidential Information, dated October 2012, :
[Note: A redacted version of the Draft Karst Report is included in Appendix Y of the Section 5
DEIS.]

For the most part, the karst report is thorough and well presented. The Section 5 karst report
addresses most of the comments EPA generated regarding the [-69 Section 4 karst report
regarding the lack of defined mitigation alternatives and bias sampling. The graphics appear to
present the field data and findings in a clear and concise manner. Our specific Draft Karst
Report comments follow.

1.0 Introduction

On page 12, the report uses several specific geologic terms or adjectives when describing the
limestone. :

Recommendation: Please add micritic, pellatal, bioclastic, calcarenite, and calcareous to
the glossary as Geologic Terms.

1.5.2 Bloomington North and Simpson Chapel Karst
On page 13, the report states, “[t]he loess was deposited during the Pleistocene Age (Gates,
1962} and is highly erodible and prone fo the formation of soil pipes.”

Recommendation: We recommend that the above statement regarding loess may be
better stated as “. . . is highly erodible and subject to soil piping or soil migration.”

6.0 Recommendations

In Section 6.1, Best Management Practices, as well as in the Executive Summary, it is stated
that “Procedures to reduce the impacts to karst will be implemented in accordance with INDOT
Standard Specifications and the 1993 Karst MOU . .. © Unless BMPs have been adopted in the
last year, there are no karst specific BMPs or mitigation altematives in the INDOT Standard
Specifications. '

Recommendation: We suggest amending the above statement as follows: “Procedures
to reduce the impacts to karst will be implemented in accordance with applicable but not
karst specific INDOT Standard Specifications ... “ [“ ... and other BMPs identified in
the Section 5 DEIS/FEIS/ROD and Drafi/Final Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow
Investigations Report and the 1993 Karst MOU . .. “ ]

Appendix L - Pollutant Loading Estimate Tables and FHWA Methodology

Annual Pollutant Load Calculations - Appendix L of the karst report displays the modeling
outputs for pollutant loading, and reproduces the pages from an FHWA training course where the
modeling approach was provided. Limited to no information/discussion is presented in the DEIS
regarding the validity, applicability and uncertainty of the modeling that was conducted for
pollutant loading analysis in Appendix L.
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Recommendation: Please provide information on the validation, applicability, and
uncertainty of the modeling that was conducted for the pollutant loading analysis in
Appendix L. A summary of this information should also be provided in DEIS/FEIS
Section 5.21.3.8 Pollutant Loading Analysis. Please address the following;

v Validation: Has this model been found to predict pollutant loads from
highway runoff reasonably well? Please summarize and cite, as appropriate, the
results of validation studies.

. Applicability: This model was developed before the phase-out of leaded
gasoline; does this have any effect on the results predicted for a 21% century
scenario?

. Uncertainty: A discussion of the uncertainty in the results should also be
provided, particularly in light of the cautions in the model documentation itself
(starting on page 8-22 in Appendix L: 1) “The procedure should be limited to
non-winter periods,” 2) “Long dry periods and overlapping storms present
predictive problems in determining the pre-storm surface load” [consider in terms
of recent vears’ recurring droughts], and 3) “Construction activities are difficult
to simulate unless monitoring data is [sic] available to determine K; values.”

This additional information will provide a more solid basis for using these modeling results
in impact assessment, mitigation planning, and decision-making.
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I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 DEIS Errata

EPA’s review of the Section 5 DEIS found that numerous erronecous referrals to Figures and/or
Tables in the DEIS for specific information. This often made review of the information in the
EIS confusing and needlessly time consuming. We identify some, but not all of this figure/table
referral errata and general text errata, in our comments below.

Recommendation: We recommend that FTWA/INDOT/Consultants carefully review the
EIS and make sure that all FEIS referrals to figures/tables, and text are correct/accurate.

Table of Contents
Table of Contents (continued), Volume Il — Appendices, Located on DVD, page xxi]. The
heading (i.e., “List of Figures™) for the list of Appendices on page xxi s incorrect.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS re-title the heading as “List of
Appendices.” '

Chapter 1 — Background
FIGURE 1-3: Tier 2 Section 5 Study Corridor {(page 1-20). The figure’s legend does not
provide an icon that specifically identifies the Section 5 corridor. The legend provides an icon
(vellow zig zag line) that identifies a Section 1 location. The geographic extent of the figure
does not include the Section 1 Corridor area.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS provide a corrected version of the legend
for Figure 1-3.

Chapter 3 — Alternatives

3.1.4 Traffic Modeling (page 3-4): The last sentence here incorrectly states: “The /-69
Corridor Model documentation, which provides the technical documentation for the Tier 2
traffic forecasting methodology, is included as Appendix DD, MOT, Queue Analysis.”

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS correctly identify the “The I-69 Corridor
‘Mode! documentation, which provides the technical documentation for the Tier 2 traffic
forecasting methodology, is included as Appendix GG, MOT, Queue 4dnalysis.”

3.2.1 Methodology (page 3-9, Step #5):; The fifth step in FHWA/INDOT’s consultant’s
alternatives methodology incorrectly implies that the preferred alternative identified m this DEIS
has the blessings of the environmental resource and permitting agencies.

Recommendation: Unless there is written correspondence up to the time that the DEIS
was published that explicitly shows that one or more of the agencies agree with the DEIS
identified preferred Alternative, then the FEIS must clarify that the DEIS identified
preferred alternative is only FHWA’s and/or INDOT’s and/or
FHWA/INDOT/Consultant’s preferred alternative and not the resource and/or permitting
agencies’ preferred alternative.
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3.3 Screening of Alternatives

The information depicted in Tables 3-7 and 3-8 is not explained in the Tables and the text is
confusing. For example, please clarify what is meant by: “It should be noted that VMT
increases to a much greater degree than VMT” (5" sentence, page 3-60).

Recommendation: We recommend that additional information be included in the above
mentioned Tables in the FEIS so that the reader can interpret the information the tables
are trying to convey.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS reconcile the VMT and VHT shown in
3.3.1.1 Congestion, Table 3-7 and Table 3-8 with numbers provided in the textin 3.3.1.3,
Transportation Performance Measures Summary, Total Congested VMT and Total
congested VHT (pages.3-62 and 3-63).

Table 3-9 Build Versus No-Build Safety Comparison (page 3-62).

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS reconcile the difference in the numbers
reported in Table 3-9 and the numbers provided in the text in 3.3.1.3 Transportation
Performance Measures Summary, Safety (p.3-63).

Chapter 4 — Affected Environment
Section 4.2 — Human Environment (page 4.2-28, last sentence): Do you mean State Road (SR)
37 instead of SR 277

Recommendation: We recommend the correct roadway be identified here in the FEIS.

Chapter 5 — Environmental Consequences

5.19 Water Quality Impacts

Page 5.19-34 of the DEIS states that Figure 5.19-2 shows the streams by type (perennial,
intermittent, and ephemeral, location, and relationship to the alternatives in Section 5. However,
Figure 5.19-2 Section 5 Streams (pages 5-19.106 through 5.19-119, sheets 1 to 14) makes no
distinction between perennial, intermittent and ephemeral stream types.

Recommendation: We recommend that for the FEIS, either the text should be corrected
or the figure/s that shows Section 5 Stream impacts should distinguish between perennial,
intermittent and ephemeral stream locations in relation to the alternatives.

5.19.2.5 Summary {page 5.19-83, third to last sentence): Table 5.19-16 does not provide a
summary of potential surface water resource impacts by alternative as stated here. Table 5.19-16
Potential Open Water Impacts (page 5.19-79) provides the proposed acres of mitigation for open
water impacts for each alternative. Did you mean to refer to Table 5.19-18 Summary of
Potential Impacts to Surface Waters by Alternative (page 5.19-85)7

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify the correct table that provides the
summary of potential surface water resource impacts by alternative.
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5.24 Indirect Cumulative Impacts

This DEIS chapter includes numerous referrals to Figures and/or Tables elsewhere in the DEIS
for specitic information regarding waters wells, impaired streams, etc. that is erroneous. This
makes review of the information in the EIS confusing and time consuming. We identify some,
but not all of this figure/table referral errata, in our comments below.

Recommendation: We recommend that FHWA/INDOT/Consultants carefully review the
EIS and make sure that all FEIS referrals to figures/tables, etc. are correct/accurate.

5.24.2 Methodology (page 5.24-2): Please note that EPA, Region 5 did not develop a document
in 2000 titled “The National Environmental Policy Act — Conducting Quality Cumulative Effects
Analysis™ as implied here. Perhaps you are referring to materials developed by Environmental
Planning Strategies, Inc., for a training session Region 5 hosted regarding NEPA Document
Review under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act with an emphasis on conducting quality
cumulative effects analyses on August 8-10, 2600, '

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS correct this resource listing to show that
Environmental Planning Strategies, Inc. developed the training materials for the 2000
course hosted by EPA, Region 5 on August 8-10, 2012.

Karst (page 5.24-30): Figure 5.21-2 does not show the general locations of the identified karst
features relative to Section 5 corridor as stated here in the last sentence of the first paragraph
under Karst, Figure 5.21-2 Solutions Features Characteristic of Karst Terrain (p. 5.21-1).

Recommendation: The error discussed above should be corrected for the FEIS.

Streams (page 5.24-42): Figure 5.19-4 does not show the location of impaired streams as stated
here in the second to the 2™ to the last sentence of the first paragraph on this page. There is no
Figure 5.19-4 in the DEIS. Do you mean Figure 5.19-3 (page 5.19-120)? In addition, Table 4.3-
1 (page 4.3-36) does not list impaired waterbodies in the vicinity of Section 5 as stated in the last
sentence of the first paragraph on page 5.24-42.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS refer the reader to the correct figure and
table in the FEIS that has the impaired streams information.

Karst (page.5.24-45): Table 5.21-3 is not the impacts table as stated here. 1t is the Best
Management Practices in Karst Terrain table (p.5.24-35 to 38). Did you mean to refer the reader
to Table 5.21-2: Potential Karst Features Impacts by Karst Area and Alternative, on page 5.21-22
of the DEIS?

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS refer the reader to the correct table in the
FEIS that has the karst impacts for each alternative.

Water well locations (page 5.24-47: The next to last paragraph, second sentence on this page
directs the reader to Figure 4.3-4 in Section 4.3 Natural Environment for a figure that shows
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existing water well locations. DEIS Figure 4.3-4 Bedrock Geology (page 4.3-42), does not
depict existing water well locations.

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS direct the viewer to the appropriate figure
that identifies the locations of water well locations.

Karst features (page 5.24-47): The first sentence of the last paragraph on this page directs the
reader to Figure 5.21-2 (Section 5.21 Karst Impacts) for a depiction of the general locations of
the identified karst features relative to the Section 5 corridor. Figure 5.21-2 Solution Features
Characteristic of Karst Terrain (page 5.21-1) does not depict the general locations of the
identified karst features relative to the Section 5 corridor. Did you mean figure 5.21-3 Location
of Section 5 Karst Areas (p. 5.21-44) and/or Figure 4.3-5 Karst Features and Springs (page 4.3-
44)?

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS direct the viewer to the appropriate ﬁgure

that identifies the location of karst features relative to the Section 5 corridor.
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Enclosure 20f2
1-688 Section 5 DEIS
EPA Letier dated 01/02/2013

*SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION’

Environmenial Impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections -
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the

proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC-Environmentat Concens
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environmert. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation

measures that can reduce the envu'onmental impacts. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

EO-Environmental Objections

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

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactory

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

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1-Adequate

The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alterative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collecting is
necessary, but the reviewer may seggest the addition of clarifying langnage or information.

Category 2-Insufficient Information

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

Category 3-Inadequate '

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

"From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 10:37 AM

To: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov

Cc: 'michelle.allen@dot.goVv'; Ihilden@indot.in.gov
Subject: RE: EPA comments on |-69 Section 5 DEIS

Thank you Virginia. | have received your letter.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
[-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: michelle.allen@dot.gov [mailto:michelle.allen@dot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 6:41 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo; Richards, Lorraine; ESwickard@blainc.com; MGrovak@blainc.com
Subject: FW: EPA comments on I-69 Section 5 DEIS

Please see EPA’s comment letter, attached.

Michelle Allen
FHWA-IN
(317) 226-7344

From: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 4:58 PM

To: Allen, Michelle (FHWA); lhilden@indot.IN.gov

Subject: EPA comments on 1-69 Section 5 DEIS

Hi Michelle and Laura,

The attached file contains EPA's comment letter (dated 01/02/2013) regarding the 1-69 Section 5 DEIS. The original
signed letters are in the mail.

(See attached file: DEIS_LTR_01-02-2013 final.pdf)
Thank you,

Virginia Laszewski
Environmental Scientist

US EPA, Region 5
NEPA Implementation, OECA
77 W. Jackson Blvd. (mail code: E-19J)
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Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Phone: (312) 886-7501

Fax: (312) 697-2097

email: laszewskKi.virginia@epa.gov
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Nelson, Lindy <lindy_nelson@ios.doi.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 9:19 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo; rick. marquis@dot.gov

Cc: Ihilden@indot.in.gov; Nicholas Chevance; Stephanie Nash; Paul Richert
Subject: Re: returning comments on DEIS

Attachments: erl2-0778.pdf

Greetings Mary Jo,

Thanks for your response and my apologies for not getting back to you. In the interest of providing an only
slightly late response, | left the comments as addressed to Mr. Marquis at FHWA. | can revise this if needed.
Please confirm that this submission is acceptable.

Thanks much,
Lindy

On Wed, Jan 2, 2013 at 12:42 PM, Hamman, Mary Jo <MHamman@mbakercorp.com> wrote:

Laura,

It’s truly up to the discretion of the agency, but unless DOI has a preference, please have Lindy address the
comments to me. They can be sent via email and perhaps they could consider including FHWA as a carbon
copy to the transmittal.

Thank you,

Mary Jo

From: Hilden, Laura [mailto:lhilden@indot.IN.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:15 AM
To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: lindy nelson@ios.doi.gov

Subject: returning comments on DEIS

Hi Mary Jo,

I got a call from Lindy Nelson at Philly DOI asking for the correct addressing for their response letter on the
D. He’d like to submit by email. Should it be addressed to and sent to Karen Bobo?
AF003-Nelson_DOI.pdf



Thanks,

Laura

Laura Hilden

Director of Environmental Services
Indiana Department of Transportation
Room N642, 100 N. Senate Ave.
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2217
Phone: 317-232-5018

Cell: 317-340-2702

Fax: (317) 233-4929

Email: [hilden@indot.in.gov

Lindy Nelson

Regional Environmental Officer, Philadelphia
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Department of the Interior

215-597-5012 (office); 215-266-5155 (mobile 24/7)
Custom House, #244, 200 Chestnut St., Philadelphia, PA 19106
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United States Department of the Interior k)

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY ~—
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance T—-?
Custom House, Room 244 lsﬁﬁﬁEgllléEA

200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

IN REPLY REFER TO:

January 2, 2013
9043.1
ER 12/778

Mr. Rick Marquis

Acting Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

575 N. Pennsylvania Street, Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Dear Mr. Marquis/Ms. :

As requested, the Department of Interior (Department) has reviewed the October 2012 Tier 2
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project,
Section 5, between Bloomington and Martinsville in Monroe and Morgan Counties,
Indiana (EIS#: FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D). With respect to those portions of the document for
which the Department or its bureaus have jurisdiction or special expertise, we are providing the
following comments and recommendations for your consideration.

Section 4(f) Comments

The DEIS considers effects to two identified properties in the project study area eligible to be
considered under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (codified at 49
U.S.C. 3038 771.135) associated with the Tier 2 study of Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to
Indianapolis project. Section 5 begins at State Route (SR) 37 southwest of Bloomington and
continues to SR 39 in Martinsville. The study area for Section 5 includes Monroe, Owen,
Greene, Brown and Morgan counties. Section 5 is approximately 21 miles in length. The Section
5 project consists of upgrading SR 37 to interstate highway standards. SR 37 is a four-lane,
divided highway which has multiple, diverse access points. Most of these access points are at
grade.

This evaluation, prepared by Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), considered the impacts to Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, a
recreational property, and the North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District, a historic property
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Specific impacts depend upon the alternate
chosen for implementation. For the Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, INDOT and FHWA propose
to make a de minimis determination for the impacts associated with two of the alternatives,
though the preferred alternative avoids any use of the property. For the North Clear Creek
Historic Landscape District, the INDOT and FHWA also propose a de minimis determination
because they have made a determination of No Adverse Effect to the property by the preferred
alternative. In both cases, neither the City of Bloomington, property owner/manager of the Bike
Park, nor the State Historic Preservation Officer for the Historic District have concurred with the
de minimis finding.
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The Department cannot concur with the INDOT and FHWA because there is no evidence that
the City of Bloomington or the State Historic Preservation Officer have agreed to the
determinations. We will reserve our concurrence with the hope that the Final EIS will present the
necessary agreements.

Chapter 8 [Section 4(f)] appears to be silent on properties owned by the FWS and/or properties
that may have a federal interest (e.g., Pittman-Robertson & Dingell-Johnson funds) such as state
wildlife management areas. Please indicate if any such properties occur in the project area and if
so, whether or not they may be affected.

General Comments

In contrast to the first four sections, which were developed on new terrain, Section 5 of 1-69
interstate project involves the upgrading of an existing, multi-lane divided highway, to a full
freeway facility. Most of the right-of-way used for Section 5 is already devoted to transportation
use. Overall, the preferred alternative for the 1-69 alignment in Section 5 (Alternative 8)
demonstrates a reasonable effort to avoid impacts to natural resources, including minimizing
habitat fragmentation and impacts to karst features.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is greatly in favor of the Indiana Department of
Transportation’s (INDOT) previous commitments to bridge the entire floodplains of various
streams and rivers and encourages the continued employment of this practice within Section 5,
where possible. The FWS also strongly supports the proposed development of wildlife crossings
throughout the Section 5 project area. Because of the rural and densely forested nature of parts
of the project area, minimizing habitat gaps and barriers to wildlife movement is very important.

There are a couple of interchange options the FWS would like to address. With respect to the
specific alternatives discussed for Subsection 5D, we recommend that the proposed partial
Walnut Street interchange (Alternative 8, Option B) be considered in order to minimize impacts
to wetlands, streams and floodplains in the Beanblossom Creek area. We understand that this
configuration will require special approval from the Federal Highway Administration in order to
move forward.

In addition, the FWS recommends that the interchange design at the Liberty Church Road
intersection be carefully considered due to the proposed multiple crossings of Little Indian Creek
and its tributaries. This interchange is within the West Fork (White River) — Bryant Creek
maternity colony area of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis). Records indicate that the Indiana bat
does use Little Indian Creek for foraging and/or traveling; a male bat was captured very near the
proposed interchange location in 2004. Little Indian Creek provides some connectivity between
the West Fork White River west of existing S.R. 37 and forested areas east of the roadway. Care
should be taken to adequately size bridges to allow bats to cross under the roadways and also to
preserve as much of the riparian corridor along the waterways as possible in order to maintain
foraging habitat and forest cover. It appears that Alternative 7 may result in fewer impacts to the
streams in this area; if this is the case, this alternative (for Subsection 5F) should be explored in
more detail.

WATER RESOURCE IMPACTS
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Page 5.19-34 indicates that a majority of the streams in Section 5 are low to moderate quality
based on scoring using the Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) and the Headwater
Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI). While there are many ephemeral and intermittent streams
with low HHEI scores, there are some that scored in the moderate to high range. Overall, 99 of
the 330 intermittent and ephemeral streams had scores either over 40 (30 for modified channels)
or 60, which indicates a moderate or high potential to support diversity in stream plants and
animals, respectively. For perennial streams, approximately 40% of the 29 stream
crossings/reaches had QHEI scores above 51, which indicates these streams are at least partially
supportive of their aquatic life use designation. Impacts from the project and further degradation
of already impacted streams should be minimized and avoided. This is of particular concern for
Beanblossom Creek and Little Indian Creek (and their tributaries), which are crossed at several
locations by the preferred alternative and are known to be used by the Indiana bat. Bridging the
floodplains and minimizing in-stream work and stream relocations should be a top priority.
Furthermore, due to the steep terrain and karst topography in parts of the project area, proper
erosion and sediment control is vital.

The FWS is generally opposed to the realignment of stream channels unless there is no other
alternative and the purpose involves public safety or protection of the stream itself. Project cost
should not be used to justify large alterations in stream channels unless it can be demonstrated
that preserving the existing channel alignment would make the entire project cost-prohibitive.
Adverse impacts resulting from channel alterations include loss of aquatic habitat, destabilization
of the channel hydraulics and accelerated bank erosion and sedimentation. We recommend the
following measures be included where stream relocations are necessary:

1. Limit the length of channel to be realigned to the minimum necessary for the bridge
construction.

2. If the channel reach to be realigned contains good bottom substrates (i.e. gravel,
cobbles and boulders), stockpile this material and use it for substrate in the new channel.

3. Minimize the use of riprap and other artificial bank protection. Use bioengineering
techniques wherever possible.

4. If riprap is used, extend it below low-water to enhance aquatic habitat.

5. Construct the new channel with bank slopes and bottom elevations equivalent to those
in the natural channel.

6. Use best methods to contain soil and sediment runoff during construction. Use silt
curtains or other devices at the downstream end of the project to contain bottom sediment
in the newly excavated channel and to prevent it from adding to the downstream sediment
load. Maintain such devices by removal of accumulated sediment.

7. Plant native hardwood trees and shrubs in a zone at least 50 feet wide on both sides of
the new channel.

Finally, the application of the methods presented in the publication “Measuring the Impact of
Development on Maine Surface Waters (Morse, chandler and S. Kahl. 2003) (Page 5.24-42)
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may not be applicable in areas of karst topography such as are present in portions of Section 5 of
the 1-69 project.

ENDANGERED SPECIES COMMENTS

The FWS’s concerns regarding 1-69’s impacts to the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis
sodalis) and the formerly listed bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) have been addressed in a
Revised Tier 1 Biological Opinion (BO) for this project, dated August 26, 2006 (amended May
25, 2011). Section 5-specific impacts to these two species will be detailed in a Tier 2 Biological
Assessment (BA) being prepared by FHWA and INDOT, which the FWS’s Bloomington,
Indiana Field Office will review prior to completion of the Section 5 Final EIS. If impacts
detailed in the Tier 2 BA are consistent with those analyzed in the Revised Tier 1 BO, the FWS
will issue a separate Tier 2 Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Statement for Section 5 of
the 1-69 project and thereby complete consultation as required by Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (as amended).

The DEIS does not discuss or mention the recent discovery of two new maternity colonies within
the Section 5 project corridor. This past summer (2012), during project-related Indiana bat
surveys, INDOT’s consultants documented a new colony of Indiana bats, just north of the
original colony. In addition, during an unrelated survey, a separate colony was discovered along
Beanblossom Creek, north of Bloomington. This brings the total to three documented Indiana
bat maternity colonies within the Section 5 corridor, for a total of 16 colonies project-wide.
More in-depth information on these new colonies will be detailed in the Tier 2 BA and
subsequent BO; however, the DEIS should document the recent discoveries of these two new
colonies and update any text that references the presence of only one colony in Section 5.
Furthermore, there are eight (8) documented Indiana bat hibernacula within five miles of the
project right-of-way. No Critical Habitat is present within the Section 5 project area.

Although the bald eagle was removed from the list of threatened and endangered species in July,
2007, it is still protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act). On May
20, 2008 the FWS issued regulations that created a new permit category to provide Eagle Act
permits to entities previously authorized to take bald eagles through Section 7 Incidental Take
Statements. The FHWA and INDOT have indicated they will comply with the all permit
requirements previously established for the bald eagle for this project through Section 7
consultation. The FWS is aware of one eagle nest in the vicinity of the project corridor,
approximately 0.3 miles from the Section 5 Preferred Alternative and 0.5 miles from existing SR
37. The proposed construction activities are beyond the recommend 660 foot buffer as described
in the FWS’s National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines. The parcel containing the eagle nest
is proposed to be permanently protected via a conservation easement as part of the project’s
mitigation activities.

Lastly, the FWS recommends that a vehicle for funding the long term management (i.e. invasive
species control, levee/berm repair, etc.) of mitigation sites be established. This will help ensure

the continued viability of these sites for the Indiana bat and other species, beyond the initial five
to ten year monitoring period.

KARST
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Page 5.21-25: The discussion of buried sinks and sinkhole concerns for the SR45/2" Street exit
should include whether or not adding the split interchange for Tapp Road verses an overpass at
Tapp Road increases the potential problem of roadbed failure and/or reopened sinkholes since
the exits are so close to one another.

Page 5.21-29: In the discussion of potential increased impacts to the Cave A and B recharge
areas there is no mention of the new Fullerton Pike Interchange (only the addition of a travel lane
and wider shoulder, etc.). Will the new interchange impact these recharge areas and if so, how?
Could the new interchange be of “sufficient magnitude” to adversely affect the identified species
in either Cave A or Cave B?

Page 5.21-30: The DEIS cites study results from a highway project on SR 37 (Lawrence County)
in the early 90’s. These results indicated that construction-related activities elevated pollutant
loadings to the subsurface during construction and that these levels returned to pre-construction
levels two years after construction. INDOT anticipates a similar pattern of pollutant loadings for
Section 5 of the 1-69 project. Please address whether or not it is possible (20 years later and with
better technology and methods), to substantially decrease the pollutant loading during
construction in these sensitive karst environments and strive to return to pre-construction
conditions in a time frame shorter than two years.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page S-57: The DEIS indicates that the Fullerton Pike corridor improvements have not been
calculated or included in the cumulative totals (the project is in the early environmental planning
stages). At a minimum, some discussion should be included within Section 5.24, Cumulative
Impacts, to acknowledge the likely karst impacts from the Fullerton Pike corridor improvement
project. Based on the footprint of the project alone, there will be impacts to the relevant karst
area near the 1-69 corridor where the proposed road improvements are expected to tie into the I-
69 project.

Page S63, 2" paragraph: Please clarify whether Indiana bats were reported in Salamander Cave
in 2009 or 2010. The information the FWS has indicates they were most recently reported in
2010.

Page S68: Please add karst training requirements, such as karst-specific field check meetings
and awareness video, to the list of mitigation measures.

Page 3-54: The table indicates that the alternatives pass through only one Indiana bat maternity
colony. This should be updated to include the Beanblossom Creek and Lamb’s Creek colonies.

Page 3-81: Same issue as above.
Pages 5.2-18-20: This section discusses the availability of land for the displaced institutions and

businesses. Where is the available land and is it forested? What type of impacts may occur if
this land is developed?

Page 5.3-81: The DEIS does not have the first 4 figures that are referenced on this page.
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Page 5.17-7: Footnote 5 indicates only 14 Indiana bat maternity colonies are present within the
summer action area of the 1-69 project. Need to include the Lamb’s Creek and Beanblossom
Creek colonies.

Page 5.17-7: The last sentence introduces the WAA (winter action area) impacts with no
previous description or mention of what or where the WAA is.

Page 5.17-19: Lamb’s Creek and Beanblossom Creek maternity colonies left out of DEIS
discussion.

Page 5.17-25: Footnote 9. It is unclear if Cave B’s recharge area is within the Sec. 5 corridor
(further comments on page 5.17-42 under Herbicide Use Plan suggest it is). If so, please add
map of Cave B’s recharge area. Even if Cave B’s recharge area is not directly in the corridor, it
may be useful to have a map of the area since it is referenced repeatedly in the DEIS.

Page 5.17-39: Item number 9 indicates that the bridge with known Indiana bat use near Section 3
is being monitored by the USFWS. The bridge had been monitored by INDOT’s consultants,
Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates for several years. The USFWS is not formally
conducting any monitoring of the bridge at this time. The bridge is slated to be replaced in the
next few years and is undergoing separate Section 7 consultation.

Page 5.17-42: The Herbicide Use Plan should be implemented within any area of the Section 5
right-of-way known to contain karst features.

Pages 5.18-16-17: Any new crossings of Beanblossom and Little Indian Creeks (such as new
access roads, exit ramps, etc.) should be addressed with respect to wildlife crossings.

Page 5.19-35: Fourth (4™) paragraph states that QHEI scores over 64 “...indicate a stream is
partially supportive...” This should be changed to “capable of supporting a balanced warm
water community”.

Pages 5.19-81-82: Drainage Control and Hazardous Spill Response: What type of roadway
design elements are being incorporated to reduce the risk of hazardous materials and pollutants
entering streams, particularly those streams within the Indiana bat maternity colony areas?

Page 5.19-88: Please expand upon what role the USEPA has played in the karst study and
assessment for Sections 4 and 5.

Page 5.20-5: Do forest impacts include the relocation of existing utilities and billboards?

Table 5.24-3: For Alternatives 5, 7, and 8, why is no induced growth shown to occur within the
TAZs that include the Monroe Hospital complex (5301504, 5301511, and 5303311)? Page 5.21-
26 indicates new development is likely in this area and Alternative 4 shows induced growth in
these areas.

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources recommends short light poles with shielded/direct
light. While we agree that non-diffuse, direct lighting is preferred, we recommend that light
poles be at least 40 feet high to prevent bats that may forage around the lights from being struck
by vehicles.
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Permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will be needed for the proposed project. Our
recommendations to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for permit conditions would be
consistent with our comments here.

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

Sincerely,

Lindy Nelson
Regional Environmental Officer

Mr. Rick Marquis
cc: Michelle Allen, FWHA, IN
Paul Richert, FWS, MN

Stephanie M. Nash, FWS, VA
Nick Chevance, NPS-MWR-PC
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 9:25 AM

To: ‘Nelson, Lindy'; rick.marquis@dot.gov

Cc: Ihilden@indot.in.gov; Nicholas Chevance; Stephanie Nash; Paul Richert
Subject: RE: returning comments on DEIS

Thank you Lindy. | have received your letter & it will be included as we move forward. It is fine that the letter is
addressed to Mr. Marquis.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Nelson, Lindy [mailto:lindy nelson@ios.doi.gov]

Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 9:19 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo; rick.marquis@dot.gov

Cc: lhilden@indot.in.gov; Nicholas Chevance; Stephanie Nash; Paul Richert
Subject: Re: returning comments on DEIS

Greetings Mary Jo,

Thanks for your response and my apologies for not getting back to you. In the interest of providing an only
slightly late response, | left the comments as addressed to Mr. Marquis at FHWA. | can revise this if needed.
Please confirm that this submission is acceptable.

Thanks much,
Lindy

On Wed, Jan 2, 2013 at 12:42 PM, Hamman, Mary Jo <MHamman@mbakercorp.com> wrote:

Laura,

It’s truly up to the discretion of the agency, but unless DOI has a preference, please have Lindy address the
comments to me. They can be sent via email and perhaps they could consider including FHWA as a carbon
copy to the transmittal.

Thank you,
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Mary Jo

From: Hilden, Laura [mailto:lhilden@indot.IN.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:15 AM
To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: lindy nelson@ios.doi.gov

Subject: returning comments on DEIS

Hi Mary Jo,

I got a call from Lindy Nelson at Philly DOI asking for the correct addressing for their response letter on the
D. He’d like to submit by email. Should it be addressed to and sent to Karen Bobo?

Thanks,

Laura

Laura Hilden

Director of Environmental Services
Indiana Department of Transportation
Room N642, 100 N. Senate Ave.
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2217
Phone: 317-232-5018

Cell: 317-340-2702

Fax: (317) 233-4929

Email: [hilden@indot.in.gov
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Lindy Nelson

Regional Environmental Officer, Philadelphia
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Department of the Interior

215-597-5012 (office); 215-266-5155 (mobile 24/7)
Custom House, #244, 200 Chestnut St., Philadelphia, PA 19106
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Gillette, Kia <KGillette@blainc.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 5:39 PM

To: Peyton, James; Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: FW: IDEM comments upon Tier 2 Studies/Draft Karst Feature and GW Flow Investigation

Report...Section 5, SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39

Jim and Mary Jo,
Please see below for IDEM comments on the Section 5 karst report.

Thanks,
Kia

Kia M. Gillette
Environmental Biologist

Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.
3502 Woodview Trace, Suite 150

Indianapolis, IN 46268

317.222.3880 Ext. 229

317.695.0825 Mobile

317.222.3881 Fax

kgillette@blainc.com

www.blainc.com

From: SULLIVAN, JAMES [mailto:JSULLIVA@idem.IN.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 4:36 PM

To: DuPont, Jason; Gillette, Kia

Cc: Bock, Susan; Braun, Randy; CARROLL, PAT; CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; JOHANSON, SCOTT; RANDOLPH, JASON;
Wolf, Douglas R

Subject: IDEM comments upon Tier 2 Studies/Draft Karst Feature and GW Flow Investigation Report...Section 5, SR 37
south of Bloomington to SR 39

Kia/lason,

Below are our comments upon the Tier 2 Studies/Draft Karst Feature and GW Flow Investigation Report...Section 5, SR
37 south of Bloomington to SR 39. The comments are provided by Scott Johanson, Science Services Branch, Office of
land Quality. If you have any questions we both will be attending the field day tomorrow.... Thanks, Jim

The plan calls for the widening of the current SR 37 to three lanes in both directions and widen the shoulders. This will
increase the volume of run-off that needs to be handled. Additional run-off should not be allowed in the following areas

(if possible the amount of run-off should be reduced)

1) Along the east side of current SR-37 between the railroad over pass and the proposed location of the new 17th street
/ Vernal Pike bridge.

2) Along the west side of current SR-37 between the south side of SR-46 interchange and Hunter Valley Road.

The proposed drainage changes to the upper portion of the Illinois Central Spring drainage basin are acceptable and
should not increase flow to the spring.
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Preliminary drawings of the area to the north of the SR-46 interchange show that a hydraulic diversion structure will be
constructed to divert flow to the south (into Stouts Creek upstream of Bennett’s Dump) and to the north (into abandon
quarries to the north east of Bennett’'s Dump). In both cases the figure shows the diversion discharging to abandon
quarries. These quarries are in close proximity to the passive drain system installed at Bennett’s Dump. Run-off should
not be discharged into the abandon quarries unless it can be shown that the quarries are not connected to the passive
drain system. Dye tracing will be needed to prove this.

Figure 5 of 16 in Appendix N of Appendix Y does not identify Bennett’s dump. Conservative buffers are needed for this
site. If plans call for discharging run-off to the quarry features between SR-46 and Hunter Valley Road, these features
will need to be dye traced to show additional run-off will not affect the remedial measures at Bennett's dump.

Scott Johanson, LPG #IN 1813

Geological Services

Science Services Branch

Office of Land Quality

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(317) 234-0996 FAX: (317) 234-0428

(800) 451-6027

siohanso@idem.IN.gov

James Sullivan, Chief
Ground Water Section
IDEM

317/234-7476
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From: jallen@dnr.in.gov

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Friday, December 21, 2012 10:15:08 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Subscribe:

Jim Allen
jallen@dnr.in.gov

772 Yellowwood lake Road
Nashville, IN

47448

Dear Sir or Madam, My name is Jim Allen and I am
the Property Manager for Yellowwood and Morgan-
Monroe State Forest. | have reviewed the
information found in Alternative 8 for Section 5. |
am in favor of this alternative as it is laid out as long
as the following items are included in finale design;
- If Sample Road interchange is built, keep the
access road that connects with Chambers Pike Road
so our visitors will continue to have easy access
from the south - Keep the overpass at Chambers
pike to give us good access to our property on the
west side of 37 - If Liberty Church interchange is
built, keep the access road that connects with Old
37 to allow our visitors easy access from the north -
Install signage at each of the above interchanges to
direct people to our property - At Chambers Pike,
keep the access road that connects with Burma
Road to provide good access to our property Thank
you

YES

AS002-Allen_DNR.pdf
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hilden, Laura <lhilden@indot.IN.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:50 PM

To: Flum, Sandra; Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: FW: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Attachments: ER11895-3.pdf

FYI--IDNR comments.

Laura Hilden
317-232-5018
lhilden@indot.in.gov

From: Stanifer, Christie

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:03 PM

To: Hilden, Laura

Subject: FW: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Laura,
| just wanted to send this to you so that you have a copy of the letter IDNR submitted for the |-69 Section 5 DEIS today.
Sincerely,

Christie L. Stanifer

Environmental Coordinator

Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Fish and Wildlife

402 West Washington St, Room W273
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Direct: (317) 232-8163

Fax: (317) 232-8150

From: section5pm@i69indyevn.org [mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 12:55 PM

To: Stanifer, Christie

Subject: [NDR] [Auto-Reply] I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Thank you for your message to the 1-69, Evansville-to-Indianapolis Project web site. Your comments will be forwarded
to the appropriate project staff and carefully considered.

The comment period for the Section 5 DEIS concludes January 2, 2013. In compliance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the DEIS comment period are considered on an
equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment period. All comments on the DEIS will be published
in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 5 DEIS.
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Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Environmental Unit
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W273
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2781
January 2, 2013

Ms. Mary Jo Hamman
Michael Baker Corporation
PO Box 8464

Evansville, Indiana 47716

Re: DNR #11895-3: I-69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2
Section 5: Draft EIS; Multi-County (Monroe & Morgan)

Dear Ms. Hamman:

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

The Division of Fish and Wildlife recommends the alternative or combination of alternatives that results in
the fewest overall impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. Alternative 8B appears to have fewer impacts
than alternative 8A.

Alternatives that include a shift of the roadway will have significantly higher impacts than those that do not
have a shift of the alignment. Shifting of the roadway is not recommended where it will result in impacts to fish,
wildlife and botanical resources beyond the current highway right-of -way. In those situations, the previously
recommended alternative 6 or 7 remains the recommended alternative. We offer the following recommendations
for the below interchanges, road locations, or general areas:

Fullerton Pike: Alternatives that avoid impacts to kart springs and streams are recommended.

Tapp Road: Alternatives 4 and 6 are recommended due to the lower impacts of these alternatives.

2nd St or 3rd St: There is no preference for either of the alternatives as the area is significantly urbanized, as long
as any parallel controlled access roads are developed with minimal footprints.

Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District: The west side of the existing road is heavily forested and contains
numerous karst springs while the east side of SR37 consists of farm fields/pastures with some fencerow-type
woody vegetation. Therefore, we recommend the shift to the east.

Walnut Street: Alternative 8B, which maintains the existing partial interchange, is recommended as it results in
the lowest amounts of impacts to forested wetland and floodplain resources of all the alternatives.

Walnut Street to Sample Road: Alternatives 8A/8B shift to the west and will result in greater impacts than an
alternative that follows the centerline of the road with reduced-width medians that would allow frontage roads to
have minimal additional impacts. In order to minimize the footprint of the road and avoid substantial impacts to
forests, wetlands, streams, and karst features of the mainline plus frontage roads along this stretch, we recommend
adopting the urban typical road layout where the roadway expands towards the median rather than out from the
median. It does not appear that the impacts to natural resources from the wider footprint would be offsetto a
meaningful degree by landscaping in the dividers between the frontage roads and highway lanes and by the
grassy/landscaped median between highway lanes.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Letter to Ms. Hamman
January 2, 2013
Page 2

East/West connection between Sample Road and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8 (overpass at Chambers
Pike Rd) is acceptable.

Paragon/Pine and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8 (overpass at Chambers Pike Rd) is acceptable to
minimize impacts to forested habitat.

Avoidance of impacts to karst features is critical. As indicated in previous correspondence, the Karst
Memorandum of Understanding should be followed, especially the strategies for minimizing the effects of highway
construction and operation on karst resources. Ensure pre-construction drainage connections to caves and recharge
areas are maintained during and post construction. Do not allow construction activities to fill the entrance of caves
through sedimentation or impervious cover.

Alternative 8B would be environmentaily acceptable contingent upon mitigation measures that include a
vast majority of the forested habitat mitigation consisting of the creation of high-quality habitat rather than
. preservation of existing habifat. The development of forested habitat mitigation areas should focus on forested
areas with as low an edge-to-interior ratio as possible, with very good habitat connectivity beyond the site
boundaries. The mitigation areas should also create large forested blocks or enlarge existing large forested areas,
which is particularly important for mitigation sites close to or adjacent to the new road as they will form more of a
batrier for wildlife movement. The use of wildlife underpasses or overpasses is recommended in the highly-
forested section of the road from about Chambers Pike to the crossing of Old SR 37,

Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to contact Christie Stanifer,
Environmental Coordinator, at (317) 232-8163 or cstanifer@dnr.in.gov if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

ik o

7, 3. Matthew Buffington
Environmental Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlife

AS003-Buffington_DNR Environmental.pdf




Hamman, Mary Jo

From: cstanifer@dnr.in.gov

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 12:55 PM
To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

for Section 5

Name: Christie Stanifer

Email: cstanifer@dnr.in.gov

Street .

Address: 402 W. Washington St., Room W273
City/State: Indianapolis, IN

Zip Code: 46204

IDNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife Environmental
Unit 402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W273
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2781 January 2, 2013 Ms.
Mary Jo Hamman Michael Baker Corporation PO Box
8464 Evansville, Indiana 47716 Re: DNR #11895-3: I-
69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2 Section 5: Draft EIS;
Multi-County (Monroe & Morgan) Dear Ms.
Hamman: The Indiana DepartA-ment of Natural
ReA-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 Division of Fish and Wildlife
recommends the alternative or combination of
Comments: alternatives that results in the fewest overall impacts to
fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. Alternative 8B
appears to have fewer impacts than alternative 8A.
Alternatives that include a shift of the roadway will
have significantly higher impacts than those that do
not have a shift of the alignment. Shifting of the
roadway is not recommended where it will result in
impacts to fish, wildlife and botanical resources
beyond the current highway right-of -way. In those
situations, the previously recommended alternative 6
or 7 remains the recommended alternative. We offer
the following recommendations for the below
interchanges, road locations, or general areas:
Fullerton Pike: Alternatives that avoid impacts to kart
springs and streams are recommended. Tapp Road:
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Alternatives 4 and 6 are recommended due to the
lower impacts of these alternatives. 2nd St or 3rd St:
There is no preference for either of the alternatives as
the area is significantly urbanized, as long as any
parallel controlled access roads are developed with
minimal footprints. Maple Grove Road Rural Historic
District: The west side of the existing road is heavily
forested and contains numerous karst springs while the
east side of SR37 consists of farm fields/pastures with
some fencerow-type woody vegetation. Therefore, we
recommend the shift to the east. Walnut Street:
Alternative 8B, which maintains the existing partial
interchange, is recommended as it results in the lowest
amounts of impacts to forested wetland and floodplain
resources of all the alternatives. Walnut Street to
Sample Road: Alternatives 8A/8B shift to the west and
will result in greater impacts than an alternative that
follows the centerline of the road with reduced-width
medians that would allow frontage roads to have
minimal additional impacts. In order to minimize the
footprint of the road and avoid substantial impacts to
forests, wetlands, streams, and karst features of the
mainline plus frontage roads along this stretch, we
recommend adopting the urban typical road layout
where the roadway expands towards the median rather
than out from the median. It does not appear that the
impacts to natural resources from the wider footprint
would be offset to a meaningful degree by landscaping
in the dividers between the frontage roads and
highway lanes and by the grassy/landscaped median
between highway lanes. East/West connection between
Sample Road and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8
(overpass at Chambers Pike Rd) is acceptable.
Paragon/Pine and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8
(overpass at Chambers Pike Rd) is acceptable to
minimize impacts to forested habitat. Avoidance of
impacts to karst features is critical. As indicated in
previous correspondence, the Karst Memorandum of
Understanding should be followed, especially the
strategies for minimizing the effects of highway
construction and operation on karst resources. Ensure
pre-construction drainage connections to caves and
recharge areas are maintained during and post
construction. Do not allow construction activities to
fill the entrance of caves through sedimentation or
impervious cover. Alternative 8B would be
environmentally acceptable contingent upon mitigation
measures that include a vast majority of the forested
habitat mitigation consisting of the creation of high-
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quality habitat rather than preservation of existing
habitat. The development of forested habitat mitigation
areas should focus on forested areas with as low an
edge-to-interior ratio as possible, with very good
habitat connectivity beyond the site boundaries. The
mitigation areas should also create large forested
blocks or enlarge existing large forested areas, which
is particularly important for mitigation sites close to or
adjacent to the new road as they will form more of a
barrier for wildlife movement. The use of wildlife
underpasses or overpasses is recommended in the
highly-forested section of the road from about
Chambers Pike to the crossing of Old SR 37. Our
agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service.
Please do not hesitate to contact Christie Stanifer,
Environmental Coordinator, at (317) 232-8163 or
cstanifer@dnr.in.gov if we can be of further
assistance. Sincerely, J. Matthew Buffington
Environmental Supervisor
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Judy, Susan <SJudy@dnr.IN.gov>

Wednesday, January 02, 2013 10:56 AM

Michelle.Allen@dot.gov; Hilden, Laura; Carpenter, Patrick A; Kennedy, Mary; Miller, Shaun
(INDOT); Prather, Melany; JDupont@blainc.com; TMiller@blainc.com; KGillette @blainc.com;
czeigler@blainc.com; kboot@blainc.com; 'Beth McCord'; linda@weintrautinc.com; Hamman,
Mary Jo

Carr, John; Jones, Rick

DHPA letter 2123

20130102095555768.pdf

The attached is being provided for information purposes. Please do not reply to the e-mail unless you do not receive
attachments. If you have questions or need additional information, please contact the Division of Historic
Preservation & Archaeology at 317-232-1646. Thank you.

Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology
402 West Washington Street, Room W274

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Phone: 317-232-1646

AS004-Judy_McAhson_DNR-DHPA.pdf



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

indiana Department of Natural Resources gy
o : . . ' &>
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology«402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46264-2739 [ ] [ ]

Phone 317-232-1646¢Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov

January 2, 2613

Mary Jo Hamman

Michael Baker Corporation
Post Office Box 8464
Evansville, Indiang 47716

Federal Agency:  Federal Highway Administration (‘"FHWA”)

Re: “I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana, Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Section
5: Bloomington to Martinsville, Volumes 1 & II” {October 2012} (FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D;
INDOT Des. No, 0300381; DHPA No, 2123)

Dear Ms, Hamman:

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.8.C, § 4321, et seq.) and pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470f), and implementing
regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800, the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed the
aforementioned draft environmental impact statement (“DEIS”), which was received on a digital video disc (“DVD”) on
October 30, 2012, for this project in Monroe and Morgan counties in Indiana. According to the Indiana Department of
Transportation’s (“INDOT’s") undated cover letter, the comment deadline is January 2, 2013, and according to that letter
and the title signature page of the DEIS, we are to submit comments to you.

With regard to Volume I, Section 5.13 Historic Resource Impacts, we agree with the conclusions regarding above-ground
properties that are listed in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places. Having concurred, in our
November 21, 2012, letter that “that this project wilt not adversely affect any historic above-ground properties,” we now
concur, as well, with the DEIS’s similar conclusion regarding impacts on historic above-ground properties. The North
Clear Creek Landscape Historic District will perhaps see the most noticeable changes to its setting of any of the historic
above-ground properties identified in Section 5 of I-69. We note that the explanation in Section 5.13 of why the North
Clear Creek Historic Landscape District will not suffer an adverse impact from this project is more succinet than that in
Section 5.6 of the documentation accompanying FHWA’s Qctober 11, 2012, finding of Adverse Effect for the project as a
whole (see Appendix N of the DEIS). However, the lack of an adverse impact on the North Clear Creek Historic
Landscape District was perhaps explained most succinetly by the paragraph in Appendix N, PDF page 57/87 that begins
with the following statement; “Under CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v}, there will be an ‘[ilntroduction of visual, atinospheric, or
audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic features,” but that infroduction will not
constitute an adverse effect.”

Regarding archacology, in Volume I, Section 5.14 Archaeology Impacts, we note that the Addendum Phase ITa and Ib
archaeological report (Lombardi et al., 10/26/12) documented archaeological resources in the footprint of the proposed
project area, and our office commented in detail on the report in our letter of November 19, 2012,

If any archaeological artifacts or hwman remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or earthmoving
activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Department of
Natural Resources within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646, Be advised that adherence to
Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need (o adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations.

If you have questions about archacological issues, please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317} 233-0953 or
rjones@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about buildings or structures should be directed to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or
jearr@dnr.IN.gov. In all future correspondence regarding 1-69 Section 5, please refer to DHPA No. 2123,

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Mary Jo Hamman
January 2, 2013
Page 2

Very truly yours,

ﬁ/zﬂ/ f/]/ %M“""

Ron McAhron
Deputy Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

RMIILC:IR L}

eme:  Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation
Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Department of Transportation
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportatior
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation
Melany Prather, Indiana Department of Transportation
Jason DuPont, P.E., Bernardin, Lochmusgller and Associates, Inc.
Timothy Miller, Bernardin, Lochmuetler and Associates, htc,
Kia Gillette, Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.
Connic Zeigler, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.
Kyle Boot, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Ing.
Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, Inc.
Linda Weintraut, Ph.D., Weintraut & Associates, Inc.
Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Jr,, Inc.

AS004-Judy _McAhron_DNR-DHPA.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: RANDOLPH, JASON <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2012 3:01 PM
To: Hamman, Mary Jo; Hilden, Laura; Kieffner, Jeremy
Subject: FW: I-65 DEIS Comment Extension

My brain is working on to many projects. The Subject line should read “I-69 DEIS Comment Extension”. Sorry for any
confusion this may have caused. Happy New Year

Jason Randolph
IDEM-OWQ
317-233-0467

From: RANDOLPH, JASON

Sent: Friday, December 28, 2012 2:52 PM

To: Hilden, Laura; Kieffner, Jeremy; 'mhamman@mbakercopr.com’
Subject: 1-65 DEIS Comment Extension

Mary Jo:

Due to other priority projects and the holidays IDEM requests a two week extension on the submittal of our

comments. It will probably be sooner than that but | am unsure what the level of review this will have to go through in
our agency and the signature process due to the holidays. | will try and get it to you as soon as possible. Thank you and
Happy New Years.

Jason Randolph

Wetlands Project Manager
IDEM Office of Water Quality
100 N. Senate Avenue

IGCN Room 1255
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Office: 317-233-0467

Fax: 317-232-8406

AS005-Randolph_IDEM Qffice of Water Quality.pdf



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 SCANNED TO ELECTRONICFILE ~ Www.idem.IN.gov
[03‘000 ( January 11, 2013

PROJECT NUMBER

Ms. Mary Jo Hamman O\“’[ ‘f“[% QW,L) RECEIVED
7 m

Michael Baker Corporation

P.O. Box 8464 ; y
Evansville. IN 47716 EVANSVILLE INDIANAPOLIS ILLINOIS JAN | 4 ZUB

Dear Ms. Hamman: BLA - EVANSVILLE

Re: Comments to Draft EIS
Project: I-69 Section 5
Counties: Monroe and Morgan

The Office of Water Quality has reviewed the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for Section 5 of the Interstate 69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project
dated Cctober 2012. The DEIS was reviewed for activities that fall within the regulatory
authority of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification Program and the State Wetland
Regulatory Program.

The proposed project will start at the terminus of Section 4 of I-69 at the SR 37
interchange in Monroe County and continues northward to SR 39 south of Martinsville in
Morgan County. This section of the proposed highway is approximately 21 miles in
length and uses the existing SR 37 alignment. The Tier 2 study corridor is
approximately 2,000 feet in width and included several alternative alignments that were
selected for study. According to the DEIS, you have selected Alternative 8 as the
preferred alternative. Based on the corridor study and the proposed alternative
alignments, the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) agrees with
the selection of the preferred alternative within the Section 5 corridor. Below you will
find specific comments related to the proposed project and preferred alternative.

The minimal impact, typical cross sections for the proposed interstate will vary by
location and consist of an urban typical (170.5 feet wide), suburban typical with adjacent
access roads (312 feet wide), rural typical with adjacent access roads (312 feet wide),
and a rural typical (180 feet wide). The right-of-way (ROW) for the proposed interstate
will vary between 220 feet and 790 feet, depending on the alignment and terrain
features. Based on the typical cress section, IDEM recommends ROW clearance is
kept to the minimum necessary to construct the interstate facility in all areas that contain
Waters of the State. Where feasible, cut and fill activities, which may require the widest
ROW, should be located outside of these areas.

Direct impacts associated with the project are estimated to be a total of 1,346.05
acres. Of this total, 972.68 acres consist of the existing SR 37 corridor and the

ASO006- Hollingsworth_IDEM Office of Water Quality.pdf
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[-69 Section 5 DEIS Comment Letter
Page 2

additional 373.37 acres would be required to upgrade SR 37 to interstate status. As
identified in the DEIS; approximately 70 % of the land is currently developed, 5% is in
agricultural land, and 24% is upland habitat. 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 will not result in secondary impacts such as

'vdféi'hi'hg’ wetlands, Iowering the water table, and cutting off a watershed to a wetland. If

borrow or waste disposal'areas are to be located adjacent to streams with forested

korridors: these areas should be located at a distance that will preserve the forested

corridor.

ROttt Coay
t§(," »:-;'-f | FAYs L)

Approximately 465 stream segments were identified within the corridor. Of the
465 stream segments, 27 perennial streams, 38 intermittent streams, and 400
ephemeral streams were identified. It is estimated that 85,017 linear feet of stream
exists within the preferred alternative of which 30,057 linear feet is natural stream (not
including existing impacts from SR 37). Stream relocations associated with the
preferred alternative are estimated to be 55,684 linear feet of stream channel. Riparian
corridor loss associated with the preferred alternative is estimated to be between 106.10
and 119.69 acres. During stream crossing design, avoid using siructures that will
require the stream to be manipulated. All stream relocations should follow the natural
stream channel design protocols unless the relocated stream is an existing riprap lined
roadside ditch. If you are capturing a stream within the ROW, the outside ROW edge of
the stream should be planted with trees and shrubs or located adjacent to existing forest
areas to minimize the impacts of heat 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. However, during those field meetings, the actual stream impact
numbers were not discussed due to the questionable jurisdictional status of some of the
stream features. Therefore, additional meetings need to be held to discuss and finalize
jurisdictional status and mitigation proposals before the FEIS is published or before the
project goes to permitting.

Approximately 107 field verified wetlands were located within the study corridor
totaling 83.19 acres. ' The 107 wetlands were further broken down by type and consist
of 36 emergent, 21 forested, 5 scrub shrub, 43 unconsolidated bottom and 2 aquatic
bed wetlands. The preferred alternative contains 13.13 acres of wetlands. As with
stream mitigation, IDEM has been participating in field reviews for potential mitigation
sites and believes that suitable wetiand mitigation sites have been identified for this
project.

The preferred alternative would directly impact 110 karst features with 343.7
acres of impact. As stated in the DEIS, specific impacts to these resources will not be
finalized until after conclusion of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
IDEM was very pleased with the format used for karst identification and agency
coordination for Section 4 of 1-69. This format should be utilized for Section 5. Jim
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I-69 Section 5 DEIS Comment Letter
Page 3

Sullivan is the IDEM Office of Water Quality contact for karst related issues. Please
continue to coordinate with Jim to ensure the process continues for Section 5. The
DEIS does a good job highlighting the significance of Cave A and B. Ensure measures
are designed to avoid changes in hydrology delivery to the cave system, and that
measures are installed to pre-treat storm water run-off to the cave system. The DEIS
does a good job of describing best management practices (BMP’s) for karst resources,
but must be further evaluated for site specific karst features.

The DEIS identified two superfund sites (Lemon Lane Landfill, Bennett's Dump)
that will require special attention. Based on your discussions in the DEIS, you have
coordinated with the parties associated with these sites and should continue to
coordinate with them during the design and implementation of your project. In addition,
continue to coordinate with Scott Johanson of the IDEM Office of Land Quality.

Erosion and sediment control will be a crucial part of this project during
construction in order to protect karst features and aquatic resources. As with previous
sections of I-69, the DEIS is not specific on the measures that will be used to address
storm water management. The DEIS uses general statements such as “BMP’s will be
used during construction” or “silt fence or other erosion control measures” will be used.
These statements are general in nature and are not sufficient to adequately address the
pollutants that will be associated with active construction. Specific selection of
measures; including design specifications must be incorporated into the project based
on the terrain and the resource that is to be protected. The purpose of 327 IAC 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 of Rule 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”.
Specific detail, including sequencing must be provided as part of the construction plans
required by Rule 5. All measures must be selected to protect aquatic resources on the
project site as well as karst features. In addition to meeting the requirements of 327
IAC 15-5, the agency recommends that specific practices related to erosion and
sediment control and storm water management be included in the FEIS especially in
those areas with high topographic relief. The incorporation of more detailed information
will provide the agency a better understanding of the proposed practices to be used and
how each will function to address proposed wetland and stream impacts.

Within Section 5, the preferred alternative would require the construction of
seven interchanges depending upon which option is selected. IDEM generally agrees
with the interchange locations and types. IDEM supports Option B which would
maintain the existing partial interchange at Walnut Street and SR 37. This option would
avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and provide a substantial cost savings. The
proposed Sample Road interchange should be designed to avoid the karst features on
both the east and west side of the existing SR 37 ROW.

ASO006- Hollingsworth_IDEM Office of Water Quality.pdf



[-69 Section 5 DEIS Comment Letter
Page 4

In regards to the other activities that will impact Waters of the State, IDEM
recommends that you continue to look at avoidance and minimization measures as you
complete the National Environmental Policy Act process.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this project. Should
you have any questions about this letter, please contact Jason Randolph, Project
Manager, of my staff at 317-233-0467, or you may contact the Office of Water Quality
through the IDEM Environmental Helpline (1-800-451-6027).

Sincerely,

ar( \Q&L;&CQ

Mary Hollingsworth, Branch Chief
Surface Water, Operations, and Enforcement
Office of Water Quality

cc:  Deb Snyder, USACE-Louisville, Indianapolis Field Office
Jason Randolph, IDEM Wetlands Project Manager
Jim Sullivan, IDEM Section Chief
Robin McWilliams-Munson, USFWS
Matt Buffington, IDNR
Virginia Laszewski, USEPA Region 5
Nathan Saxe, INDOT
Jeremy Kieffner, Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates

ASO006- Hollingsworth_IDEM Office of Water Quality.pdf
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December 10, 2012

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services
[-69 Impact, Observations and Concerns

From Station 15 (2115 W. Vernal Pike) we need east/west access on the new
Vernal Pike overpass. Recommend a stoplight intersection from Crescent onto
Vernal. This will give us the right of way as we attempt to go either direction
on Vernal Pike/17th Street overpass.

We estimate an additional 5 to 10 minutes travel time because of the difference
in types of road from 4-lane 37 to small bidirectional 2-lane roads in the north-
ern part of Monroe County along Interstate I-69.

A full interchange at the College Ave (Walnut Street) exit from 37 is a must,

and ideally in addition to the Sample Road interchange we would have an in-
terchange at Burma Road or at Chambers Pike in order to serve the people of
northern Monroe County in a manner more in-line with NFPA 1702/03 which
requires a response time of no more than 6 minutes.

Faron Livingston, Chief

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services

LG001-LivingstoW"BidsHaRf®n TownshipFire.pdf




joel

From: joel <joel@btfire.org>

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 3:32 PM
To: "pjufko@mbakercorp.com'

Cc: Linda Sievers; Faron Livingston

Subject: [69 arternate emergency services times
Phil

In response to your request at the 169 emergency services meeting held at Bloomington Township Fire Department on
August 2™, 2012 for routing times for emergency services, we have developed the following schedule and conclusions.

Alternate route travel times from Station 15 to various points west of Station 15 (2115 W. Vernal Pike).

Via Vernal Pike across 4-lane 37

To travel Time in minutes Miles
37 and Vernal 0:50 45
Industrial Park Dr. 0:55 .5
Enterprise Dr. 1:35 8

Via 17th St. to Arlington to Gourley to 45/46 to 37 to Vernal

To travel Time in minutes Miles
Enterprise Dr. 5:00 3.3
Industrial Park Dr. 4:20 3.0

Via 17th St. to Arlington _to Gourley to 45/46 to Curry Pike to Woodyard

To travel Time in minutes Miles
Enterprise Dr. 6:40 5.0
Industrial Park Dr. 7:20 5.3

Via Vernal to 4-lane 37 to 45/46 bypass to Gourley Pike to Arlington Rd.
To travel Time in minutes Miles
Stoneybrook Dr. 4:25 3.1

Via Crescent Rd. to 17th St. to Arlington Rd.
To travel Time in minutes Miles
Stoneybrook Dr. 4:00 2.6

Station 15 Monroe County

Conclusion:

From Station 15 we need east/west access on the new Vernal Pike overpass. Recommend a stoplight intersection from
Crescent onto Vernal. This will give us the right of way as we attempt to go either direction on the Vernal overpass.

Alternate route travel times from Station 5 (5081 N. Old St. Rd. 37 to points west of 4-lane 37

Via OSR 37 to Chambers Pike to SR 37
To travel Time in minutes Miles

LGO0O01 —Livingston_BqumingtonTownshipFire.pdf




Burma Rd. 11:35 9.1

Via OSR 37 to Business 37 to SR 37
To travel Time in minutes Miles
Burma Rd. 8:25 9.5

Section 5 Monroe County
Conclusions:

The new Chambers Pike overpass route will add approximately three minutes to our run time. Once we crossover
Chambers Pike we will need a service road west of I-69 from the Sample Road interchange to Burma Road.

It is not possible to estimate the additional time it will take to travel the distance along the frontage road proposed
from Sample Rd. or at the Chambers Pike overpass to points north without actually having that road in place. We
estimate an additional 5 to 10 minutes travel time because of the difference in types of road from 4-lane 37 to a small

bidirectional 2-lane road.

A full interchange at the College Ave exit from 37 is a must, and ideally in addition to the Sample Road interchange we

would have an interchange at Burma Road or at Chambers Pike.

Regards

Joel Bomgardner, Assistant Chief

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services
812-339-1115

LG001-Livingston_BlogmingtonTownshipFire.pdf



Meeting Notes

1-69 Section 5 Project Office
3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit #2
Bloomington, IN 47403 U.S.A.
(812) 355-1390

Location I-69 Project Office Project: I-69 Tier 2 EIS —
Bloomington Section 5

Date/Time December 11, 2012 Notes Prepared By: David Miller
10:00 am

Subject I-69 Project, Section 5

Participants  Linda Sievers - Bloomington Township Trustee; Faron Livingston-
Township Fire Chief; Joel Bomgardner - Township Assistant Fire
Chief; David Miller, Lisa Manning-Michael Baker

Notes Action

Miller and Manning went over the maps in map room; discussed
details of the DEIS.

Ms. Sievers stated that they serve an area from SR 46 all the way to
the Morgan County line.

Chief Livingston stated that their biggest issues are with access
(and lack thereof) to the new highway and with access to the new
and existing access roads for their emergency vehicles.

Assistant Chief Bomgardner also discussed their concern with the
condition of the access roads for their large vehicles. He also said
that they were the Hazmat responder for the region.

They expressed their interest in obtaining emergency access breaks
in the highway and to local access roads.

Miller discussed the upcoming Emergency Responders meeting that
will be held at the end of January 2013.

They wondered if comments made then would still be considered for
the FEIS.

Miller encouraged them to put their comments in writing and submit
during the comment period on the DEIS.

Bomgardner said they have put many comments in writing already
and they submitted a new letter dated December 10, 2012 from the
chief for the record, and resubmitted their email sent in September
2012 regarding their response times.

LG001A-BloomingtonTownshipFire_Meeting Notes.pdf
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Bloomington Township Department of Fire and Emergence Services
5081 N. Old St. Rd. 37 Bloomington, IN 47408 P 812-339-1114 F 812-339-1120

Trained to Save, Dedicated to Serve.

December 19, 2012

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services
[-69 Impact, Observations and Concerns

In addition to the surveys, route and response time information submissions, previous comment and concern let-
ters, and emails submitted to the various people requesting and responsible for collecting these documents for the
proposed section 5 of the 1-69 project; Bloomington Township Fire Department would like to submit additional
comments for this project concerning access for motor vehicle accidents and hazardous materials incidents, road
weight limit and size construction on the proposed local access roads, and other issues.

Local access road construction weight and size concerns

Simply stated; our concern is the construction of local access roads be designed in such a manner as to accommo-
date our heaviest truck and truck with the widest turning radius. The weight of our heaviest truck is 57,000
pounds and the widest turning radius of all our apparatus is 48 feet.

Access for accidents and hazardous materials incidents

Our headquarters station is located at 5081 N. Old State Road 37 and accesses State Road 37 via business 37
(Walnut Street) for points north and utilizes the crossover cut approximately 200 yards north of the on-ramp to
access incidents south on State Road 37 and west on Bottom Rd. Additionally, incidents that occur in the south
bound lane of State Road 37 or to the west of the state road at points north are accessed by exiting road accesses.
Current plans for 169 section 5 have no provisions for accessing incidents in the south bound lanes for miles at a
time. This situation is unacceptable. Access must be provided at regular intervals to access incidents in both the
north and south bound lanes of 169. This may be accomplished by constructing crossovers at regular intervals of
no more than 3 miles each to allow access for emergency vehicles to respond to emergency incidents in both the
north and south bound lanes.

Walnut street interchange
The Walnut Street interchange must be a full interchange to allow access to emergency incidents in both the north
and south bound lanes of 169 and to points west in the county accessed by Bottom Road.

Turkey Track inside Monroe County

The maps provided indicating those properties that will be acquired by the state, or that will have access provided
by local access roads do not show how we will be able to access the properties at the northern most part of the
county along the west side of 169 on Turkey Track Road. Indications are, we will have to travel several miles into
Morgan County to access the local access road that serves Turkey Track within Monroe County. This situation is
unacceptable.

(Ferow Finigls

Faron Livingston, Chief
Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services

LGO006-LivingstonvBldamingten TownshipFire.pdf
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Jufko, Philip

From: Faron Livingston <faron@btfire.org>

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 1:45 PM

To: Jufko, Philip

Subject: Re: I-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January
9th at 2 p.m.

Mr. Jufko,

| actually dropped off a letter and maps to the 1-69 office this morning expressing our concens. | mapped out
some requests of possible cut-throughs from existing cut-throughs on 4-lane 37. They are there at the office on State
Road 45 across from Wal-Mart.

Thanks for consideration,

Faron Livingston/Chief
Bloomington Township Fire Department

----- Original Message -----

From: Jufko, Philip

To: 'mcornman@ellettsville.in.us' ; 'kerrr@bloomington.in.goV' ; '‘fire@martinsville.in.gov' ; 'willdavis@paragonfireco.com’
; 'leff_calabrese@yahoo.com' ; 'wxyz1245@yahoo.com' ; 'vbtrita@bluemarble.net' ; 'joel' ; 'Faron Livingston' ;
'Isievers@btfire.org’ ; rit@bluemarble.net’ ; 'lonniekern@gmail.com’ ; 'ooleyb@yahoo.com' ; 'jdeckard@co.monroe.in.us' ;
'ddaily@dnr.in.goV' ; jallen@dnr.in.goVv' ; Peyton, James ; Hamman, Mary Jo ; Thurman, Julie A ; Miller, David C ;
'‘eswickard@blainc.com' ; 'dgoffinet@blainc.com’ ; 'Tim Miller (tmiller@blainc.com)' ; 'jcomerford@co.monroe.in.us'

Cc: 'Jessica Renn' ; 'KMullis'

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 10:27 AM

Subject: 1-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January 9th at 2 p.m.

Good Morning,

We would also like to take this opportunity to request that you submit whatever DEIS comments you are able
to in advance of the January 2™ deadline. This will ensure that your comments are documented and available
as we are looking at any refinements that are necessary as a result of all comments received. We will be

continuing coordination with local Fire/EMS providers throughout the remainder of the environmental effort.

Due to scheduling conflicts, several members of the local Fire/EMS community requested that we change our
previous meeting date. As a result, we are pleased to invite you or a designated representative to a meeting
on Wednesday, January 9" to learn more about the latest project activities and follow-up on items discussed
during our previous meeting in August. It is anticipated that we will discuss all DEIS comments received which
relate to emergency services. During the meeting, attendees will also have an opportunity to discuss any
concerns they have related to providing Fire/EMS service to the community in the future as a result of the I-
69 Section 5 project.

The meeting will be held:
Wednesday, January 9, 2013 -2 p.m. to 4 p.m.
Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services - Station #5

Training Room
5081 North Old State Road 37

LGOO06A-Livingston_BloomingtonTownshipFire.pdf



Bloomington, IN 47408
812-339-1115

Station #5 is located off Business 37 approximately 2 miles north on North Old State Road 37 on the left.
Our project team is looking forward to meeting with you next month!

Best regards,

Philip Jufko

Public Involvement Coordinator

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - Section 5
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

Phone 812-355-1390

pjufko@mbakercorp.com

www.mbakercorp.com

xl

Creating Value ... Delivering Solutions.
;‘E Please consider the environment before printing this email.

LGOO06A-Livingston_BloogningtonTownshipFire.pdf



Jufko, Philip

From: Jufko, Philip

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 4:00 PM

To: Faron Livingston

Cc: Miller, David C; Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: RE: I-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January
9th at 2 p.m.

Chief Livingston,
Thank you for your input. We look forward to seeing you at the meeting on January 9t

Regards,

Philip Jufko

Public Involvement Coordinator

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - Section 5
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

Phone 812-355-1390

pjufko@mbakercorp.com

www.mbakercorp.com

Creating Value ... Delivering Solutions.
gﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Faron Livingston [mailto:faron@btfire.org]

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 1:45 PM

To: Jufko, Philip

Subject: Re: 1-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January 9th at 2 p.m.

Mr. Jufko,

| actually dropped off a letter and maps to the 1-69 office this morning expressing our concens. | mapped out
some requests of possible cut-throughs from existing cut-throughs on 4-lane 37. They are there at the office on State
Road 45 across from Wal-Mart.

Thanks for consideration,

Faron Livingston/Chief
Bloomington Township Fire Department

----- Original Message -----

From: Jufko, Philip

To: 'mcornman@ellettsville.in.us' ; 'kerrr@bloomington.in.goV' ; '‘fire@martinsville.in.gov' ; 'willdavis@paragonfireco.com’
; '|leff_calabrese@yahoo.com' ; 'wxyz1245@yahoo.com' ; 'vbtrita@bluemarble.net' ; 'joel' ; 'Faron Livingston' ;
'Isievers@btfire.org’ ; 'rit@bluemarble.net’ ; 'lonniekern@gmail.com’ ; 'ooleyb@yahoo.com' ; 'jdeckard@co.monroe.in.us' ;
‘ddaily@dnr.in.goV' ; ‘jallen@dnr.in.goVv' ; Peyton, James ; Hamman, Mary Jo ; Thurman, Julie A ; Miller, David C ;
‘eswickard@blainc.com' ; 'dgoffinet@blainc.com' ; 'Tim Miller (tmiller@blainc.com)' ; 'jcomerford@co.monroe.in.us'

Cc: 'Jessica Renn' ; 'KMullis'

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 10:27 AM

LGO06A-Livingston_BloomingtpnTownshipFire _Response.pdf




Subject: 1-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January 9th at 2 p.m.
Good Morning,

We would also like to take this opportunity to request that you submit whatever DEIS comments you are able
to in advance of the January 2™ deadline. This will ensure that your comments are documented and available
as we are looking at any refinements that are necessary as a result of all comments received. We will be

continuing coordination with local Fire/EMS providers throughout the remainder of the environmental effort.

Due to scheduling conflicts, several members of the local Fire/EMS community requested that we change our
previous meeting date. As a result, we are pleased to invite you or a designated representative to a meeting
on Wednesday, January 9" to learn more about the latest project activities and follow-up on items discussed
during our previous meeting in August. It is anticipated that we will discuss all DEIS comments received which
relate to emergency services. During the meeting, attendees will also have an opportunity to discuss any
concerns they have related to providing Fire/EMS service to the community in the future as a result of the I-
69 Section 5 project.

The meeting will be held:
Wednesday, January 9, 2013 -2 p.m. to 4 p.m.

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services - Station #5
Training Room

5081 North Old State Road 37

Bloomington, IN 47408

812-339-1115

Station #5 is located off Business 37 approximately 2 miles north on North Old State Road 37 on the left.
Our project team is looking forward to meeting with you next month!

Best regards,

Philip Jufko

Public Involvement Coordinator

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - Section 5
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

Phone 812-355-1390

pjufko@mbakercorp.com

www.mbakercorp.com

xl

Creating Value ... Delivering Solutions.
ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email.

LGO06A-Livingston_BloomingtpnTownshipFire_Response.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Tom Micuda <micudat@bloomington.in.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:59 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Adrian Reid; Scott Robinson; Josh Desmond; Anna Dragovich; Vince Caristo; Mark Kruzan
Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Attachments: DEIScomments-1-2-13.pdf

Hello, Mary Jo. Attached are the comments that the City has put together concerning the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Interstate 69 project. Please don't hesitate to let us know if you have any questions
about the information we've provided. Thanks.

tom

Tom Micuda, AICP
Planning Director

LG007-Micuda-Ried; BloomingtonCity.pdf



City of Bloomington

Date: January 2, 2013
To: Mary Jo Hamman
From: Tom Micuda, Planning Director
Adrian Reid, City Engineer
Re: [-69 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

City of Bloomington Comments

Introduction

The City would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) and Preferred Alternative proposed in the Draft. The following pages
contain the City of Bloomington's comments regarding the Preferred Alternative. Many of the
comments in this document reflect previous correspondence we've submitted to Michael Baker
and INDOT concerning this project. Certainly, we will continue to work with you and INDOT on
design specifics if the project advances to the FEIS and ROD.

Tapp Road
The City supports the split diamond interchange at Tapp Road and 2nd Street. In addition, we
submit the following comments regarding Tapp Road:

e The City accepts the proposed closure of Tech Park Blvd./ Rex Grossman Blvd. with the
understanding that Deborah Drive then becomes the only access into both the Southern
Indiana Medical Park and Public Investment Corporation properties on the south and
north sides of Tapp Road respectively.

e The City proposes that INDOT extend the City's multi-use path on the north side of Tapp
from its western terminus to and across the bridge.

e On the south side of Tapp Road, the City's preference is for a five (5) foot wide sidewalk
separated from the roadway with a five (5) foot grass/tree plot and 6" concrete curb.

e We are requesting that the multi-use path be a minimum of ten (10) feet width and
separated from the roadway with a 6" concrete curb.

e The City's current project on Tapp Road ends at Deborah Drive. The multi-use path
ends there as well, so our request is for the work on the interchange to connect to the
path.

e |f a median is constructed on the interchange approaches at Tapp, the City requests
landscaping treatments for the median and would be willing to work with INDOT on an
agreement regarding the plant material and maintenance of such a landscaped median.

2nd Street
The City supports the split diamond interchange at Tapp Road and 2nd Street. In addition, we
submit the following comments regarding 2nd Street:
e The Preferred Alternative shows the existing entrance to Sam's Club and the former
Wal-Mart building being removed in lieu of the proposed access lane(s) extending south
from 2nd to Tapp. City Planning has recently become aware of a potential business
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which would occupy the old Wal-Mart site. We are concerned that removal of this
existing access point in favor of sole commercial access via a neighborhood street
(Hickory Leaf Drive) will hurt business viability and create unnecessary congestion.

e The City's preference for bicycle and pedestrian facilities on 2nd Street would be similar
to those on Tapp Road. We are requesting that the path be a minimum of ten (10) feet
wide and separated from the roadway with a 6" concrete curb.

e These bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be extended from the west side of
Basswood Drive to the west side of Liberty Drive.

e |f a median is constructed on the interchange approaches at 2nd Street, the City
requests landscaping treatments for the median and would be willing to work with
INDOT on an agreement regarding the plant material and maintenance of such a
landscaped median.

Waphehani

The mainline of the proposed Interstate contains one option that impacts this City Park Facility
and a second option which shifts the mainline west to avoid any disturbance. This second
option creates greater impacts to properties west of the proposed Tapp Road interchange. The
City is in the process of evaluating these two alternatives and will soon be providing INDOT

the results of this evaluation. For this DEIS stage, we simply note the potential impacts of the
Interstate mainline on the City’s natural resource.

Dedicated Bike/Ped Bridge

The City's first priority is seeing that bicycle and pedestrian accommodations are made at the
2nd Street and 3rd Street interchanges. We also support the concept of a dedicated bike/ped
bridge, while noting that there is more information that needs to be considered beyond the DEIS
stage in this process. As a result, we believe that the bike/ped bridge idea may further develop
as the process continues, and we support that effort to the maximum extent feasible. Our top
concern, however, is the provision of safe, comfortable bicycle and pedestrian accommodations
across the interstate at 2nd and 3rd Streets.

3rd Street
The City supports maintaining the interchange at 3rd Street but has serious concerns regarding
traffic of all modes.
s The City Engineering Department sent traffic count and signal timing information
to INDOT's traffic consultant (BLA). The results of BLA's microsimulation likely will
indicate traffic issues which the City has been observing particularly on 3rd Street with
westbound backups due to the State's coordinated system giving preference to SR 37
and with phasing issues at the City's signal at Franklin Drive. The City reiterates its
previous commentary to Michael Baker and INDOT that the signal at Franklin will likely
impact traffic in the interchange and should be considered in the interchange plans in
terms of either its removal or reduction in its phases.
e Bicycle and pedestrian facilities through this interchange will be very challenging given
the high volume of traffic. The City constructed on-street bicycle facilities and sidewalk
on both the north and south sides of 3rd Street as part of its recently completed West
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3rd Street project. However, given the high volume and speed, the City's preference for
the interchange would be to transition the bike lanes to an off-street, multi-use path on
both sides.

o Our preference is for a 10 ft. wide multi-use path separated from the roadway
with a 8" concrete curb and buffered by a 5 ft. shoulder.

o Alternatively, the City would also be satisfied with an on-street facility, specifically
a 10-12 ft. buffered bike lane with 6 ft. wide sidewalk on the outsides of the bike
lanes.

Our preference in either case should use NAACTO guidelines.

The City is in the process of implementing its Greenways Implementation Plan.
One of the facilities included in the plan is for West 3rd Street between Franklin
and Liberty Drive. The plan proposes that the City and INDOT coordinate to
reduce lane widths in order to provide on-street bike lanes in both directions.

o Both Bloomington Transit and Rural Transit provide service along the 3rd Street
corridor, on both sides of the interchange. This amplifies the need for safe,
comfortable bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

The bike/ped facilities should extend from the west side of Franklin Drive to the west
side of Liberty Drive.

The City constructed a landscaped median as part of its West 3rd Street project.

The medians west of our project limits, i.e. those maintained by INDOT, do not look
appealing. If a median is constructed on the interchange approaches at 3rd Street,
the City requests landscaping treatments for the medians and would be willing to work
with INDOT on an agreement regarding the plant material and maintenance of such a
landscaped median.

17th Street / Vernal Pike
The City supports the Preferred Alternative recommendation of an overpass connecting Vernal
Pike on the west side of [-69 to West 17th Street on the east side.

Access from Crescent Drive to 17th Street must be maintained. Unless traffic
projections indicate otherwise, the City supports a stop control for Crescent Drive while
through traffic on 17th Street does not stop. If traffic data indicate something more is
needed in terms of traffic control, the City requests that a roundabout be evaluated.

The City strongly reiterates its previous request that INDOT look at further improvements
to 17th Street from the proposed project limits at Crescent to the western project limit of
the City's proposed roundabout at the 17th/Arlington/Monroe intersection.

The City also requests that INDOT look at further improvements to Crescent Road
between 17th Street and Vernal Pike as this road will realize increased truck and
vehicular traffic due to the closure of Vernal Pike at SR 37/1-69. With Vernal Pike
proposed to dead end on the east side of |-69, the Crescent & Vernal intersection should
be reconfigured so that eastbound traffic on Vernal stops for cross traffic traveling north-
south on Crescent.

The City's stated priority for improvements to these two local streets would be that

17th Street carries a higher priority than Crescent Road because of the inherent
safety/geometric issues on 17th Street, particularly at Lindbergh Drive. Therefore,
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improvements should occur first (immediately) on 17th Street.

e The City's preferred cross section for 17th Street would be two 11 ft. wide travel lanes
with a center TWLT lane (also 11 ft. wide) to match the recently constructed Vernal
Pike section on the west side of [-69. A landscaped median would be an acceptable
alternative to the TWLT lane where feasible.

' o On the South side of 17th, the City recommends a 6" curb, 5 ft. wide tree plot.
and a 5 ft. wide sidewalk.
o On the North side of 17th Street, the City prefers a 6" curb, 5 ft. wide tree plot,
and 8 ft. wide multi-use path.
o [fthe TWLT lane is not feasible, the City would prefer the two-lane section with
dedicated left turn lanes at intersections with other public streets.

Acuff Road

The City supports the elimination of Acuff Road access along the east side of Interstate 69.
With this access elimination, the intersection between Acuff Road and Prow Road will need to
be improved with a horizontal curve that will allow for better traffic movements.

Walnut Street

The City supports the Preferred Alternative Option which retains the partial interchange at
Walnut Street with the extension of Sample Road west to Bottom Road (with partial use of
Lawson Road) as discussed with INDOT Deputy Director Sam Sarvis in the Chamber of
Commerce meeting on December 19, 2012. Essentially, the extension of Sample as requested
by Monroe County would satisfy concerns regarding an alternative access to |-69 for residents
of Ellettsville and northwest Monroe County. The City is supportive of the County's request
and also supports retention of the partial interchange at Walnut Street. The partial interchange
would allow existing access to Bloomington and U to be maintained and provide a secondary
entrance into Bloomington from the north, which is especially critical during large 1U events such
as graduation, move-in, and athletic events.

General Comments

e The proposed cross-sections for Tapp Road, 2nd Street, 3rd Street, and 17th Street
appear to have the flexibility to accommodate the bicycle and pedestrian facilities we
have requested in many previous comments. The concerns we have spoken about in
previous meetings and in previous comments are still valid in terms of user comfort. In
the proposed locations where traffic volumes and speeds are higher, we propose using
NAACTO standards, which the City's standards are based on.

e As stated in previous comments submitted to INDOT, the City concurs with the
interchange locations as proposed in the preferred alternative.

e The City would prefer the use of roundabouts over signals wherever possible for
purposes of safety and traffic calming. Specifically, roundabouts should be examined at
new interchanges such as Tapp Road, at new local intersections such as Crescent and
17th Streets, and as possible solutions to other traffic issues on 2nd and 3rd Streets.

e Aesthetics are another important consideration for the City of Bloomington. The City
submitted comments to that effect in April of 2012 and still have an interest in working
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with INDOT on bridge treatments, landscaped medians, tree plots, and gateway
opportunities (particularly at 3rd Street). The City would also be interested in partnering
with INDOT to find appropriate places for public art opportunities.

o The Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has formed a subcommittee of its [-69
collaboration group for the express purpose of examining aesthetic treatments
throughout Section 5 in Bloomington and Monroe County. Through this group,
various aesthetic treatments will be specified, and the City is supportive of this
group's efforts.

Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations across I-69 are paramount even at
interchanges proposed not to be altered. The City is committed to the provision of
bike and ped connectivity throughout Bloomington and believes that the same can be
accomplished with the interstate project. To that end, the City would consider entering
an agreement with INDOT to share a portion of the funding for bike and pedestrian
accommodations beyond the basic provisions proposed as part of the project.

Rule 5

o Since Section 5 proposes conversion of an existing state route, the issue of local
regulation of fill and borrow sites is less significant but still concerning to the City
given limited staff resources to review and inspect any Rule 5 sites in City limits.
It is unlikely that such sites will be adjacent to I-69, but there are some sites in
City limits which could serve as fill or borrow sites. As these sites are largely
unknown until after bid letting, the City requests as much advance notification as
possible. In the event that a significant number of these sites are operating in the
City's MS4 boundaries, the City may request assistance in some fashion.

Construction

o The City requests that any potential construction plans and phasing be reviewed
and approved by the City Engineering Department and other emergency
response agencies. INDOT’s Bypass Project utilized their Partnering program for
the duration of construction. These bi-weekly meetings were valuable to the City
to coordinate construction-related activities, and the City strongly recommends
implementing this program if Section 5 is constructed.

o The most significant concern with potential Section 5 construction is how
the improvements to existing 37 would be sequenced. At this point, INDOT
may have some idea whether improvements occur all at once or are built in a
piecemeal fashion. The impacts are very different between these two scenarios,
so the City has concerns regarding sequencing. For instance, if access to both
the 3rd and 2nd Street interchanges were under construction simultaneously, the
City would have serious traffic issues. Also, there likely are scenarios whereby
INDOT may require usage of local roads as detour routes. As a result, the City
requests to be included in the coordination of construction sequencing as early in
the design process as possible.

o A number of quarries operate in Bloomington, the City is concerned with
significantly more truck traffic to and from these areas and the impact that this
additional traffic will have on the condition of local streets. Again, this will not be
known until potential bid lettings occur, but the City would ask for consideration
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of truck routes to and from the I-69 project as well as periodic monitoring for
damages caused by project-related truck traffic.

The Monroe County Highway Department should also review truck routes related
to potential construction to assure bridge weight limit restrictions are adhered to
for bridges in their inventory.

Utility Coordination

(0]

Noise

INDOT also implemented a utility coordination process for the Bypass project
which worked very well in our opinion. INDOT hired someone to oversee all of
the utility coordination with the exception (at first) of City of Bloomington Utilities.
Having this oversight expedited utility relocation work. The City requests
inclusion of both City Engineering and City Utilities Department staff in utility
relocation coordination if INDOT were to conduct the I-69 project in the same
manner as the Bypass. Tim Muench and James Culbertson at INDOT are
contacts at INDOT who have intimate knowledge of utility coordination on the
Bypass project.

Relocation work involving City of Bloomington Utilities (CBU) requires review
and approval by CBU'’s Engineering Department to ensure adherence to their
standards and specifications which can be found at https.//bloomington.in.gov/
documentsfviewDocument.php?document_id=149 . Among other rules, CBU
requires oversight of installation of their facilities by an in-house inspector to
ensure that their facilities are properly tested and constructed.

The City has a local noise ordinance, and INDOT has been considerate of

this ordinance during past projects such as the Bypass expansion. The City
respectfully requests adherence to this ordinance for any part of I-69 construction
occurring within City limits. The City’s noise ordinance reads as follows:

m  14.09.040 - Exemptions.
The following uses and activities shall be exempt from the provisions of
this chapter:

(b) Construction operations for which building permits have been issued
or construction operations for which a permit is not required shall be
exempt from the noise control ordinance under the following conditions
and with the following exceptions:

(1) Such operations that occur after six a.m. and before ten p.m., except
on Sundays and holidays, as defined in Section_14.09.020. However, in
recognition of the work necessary to prepare and close a site each day,
motor vehicles transporting heavy construction equipment or construction
materials to and from construction sites at those times shall be exempt
from the time restrictions set forth above.
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(2) Because of the loud and unusual sounds, and the ground vibrations
associated with pile drivers, steam shovels, pneumatic hammers, and
steam or diesel gasoline hoists, the operation of this equipment shall be
exempt but only when it occurs between the hours of seven a.m. and
eight p.m. or when allowed by special permit.

(3) In order to be exempt, all equipment used in such operations shall be
operated with the manufacturer's mufflers and noise reducing equipment
in use and in proper operating condition;

o Permission to operate outside of these parameters must be obtained from the
City of Bloomington Board of Public Works. We would also suggest that INDOT
contact Indiana University regarding critical dates for heavy traffic events such as
move-in week, commencement, and football games.

Consistency of Project with City and MPO Transportation Policy Documents

After reviewing the DEIS, the City notes that accommodations for additional modes of
transportation, namely pedestrians, bicycles, and public transit, have not yet been provided to
the same degree as for motor vehicles. The City believes that such accommodations must be
made in the name of public safety.

Bloomington has historically planned for all modes and has been nationally recognized as

a community which wholeheartedly seeks to accommodate all modes of transportation.

This planning can be found in the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), the MPO
Complete Streets Policy, I-69/SR37 Alternative Transportation Corridor Study (ATCS), the SR37
Grade Separated Crossing Feasibility Analysis and Design project, Bloomington Bicycle and
Pedestrian Transportation and Greenways System Plan (2001, amended 2008), Bloomington
Master Thoroughfare Plan (2002), Breaking Away: Journey to Platinum (2011), and the
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation Transit Development Program Update (2009).
These documents address the specifics of how bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities will be
constructed in order to provide access to either side of I-69/SR 37.

The City respectfully requests that the following comments concerning the Tier 2 DEIS be
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the subsequent Record of
Decision.

Tier 2 DEIS: Chapter 2, Section1: Statement of Purpose and Need

The 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement references nine specific goals from the Tier 1 Study that have been carried forward
into this Tier 2 Study (Chapter 2, Section 2.1, pp 2-2 to 2.3). Of these nine goals, Goal 2,
“Improve Personal Accessibility for Southwest Indiana Residents” has an important role in
determining many impacts and potential mitigation strategies for Section 5. Goal 5, “Increase
accessibility for Southwest Indiana businesses to labor, suppliers, and consumer markets”,
also has an important role in determining accessibility impacts. However, the relationship of
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these two goals towards the four local needs identified is not clearly established (Chapter 2,
Section 2.1, p 2.4). While the other specific Tier 1 goals have an intuitive relationship to these
local needs, Goal 2 and Goal 5 do not. Therefore, Goal 2 and Goal 5 should be included as

a fifth local “accessibility” need or clearly incorporated into one of the four current identified
needs. This recommendation would be consistent with both local and previous |-69 Evansville
to Indianapolis studies. Furthermore, Table 2-2: Section 5 Goals and Performance Measures
(Chapter 2, Section 2.5, p 2-24) should adequately reflect any changes to local accessibility
needs and specifically address the relationship of Goal 2 and Goal 5 regardless. At the very
least, an explanation is needed as to why both Goal 2 and Goal 5 were not carried forward and
any respective performance measures were not developed.

Tier 2 DEIS: Chapter 2, Section 2.4: Other Local Plans and Studies; Chapter 4, Section 2:
Human Environment (Community Impact Assessment)

The following are local studies and plans that the City believes should be included within
Chapter 2 of the Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Additionally, these
documents should be examined in the Chapter 4 discussion because they provide important
considerations for the Human Environment and more specifically acknowledge both existing
and future needs for all modes of transportation. The subsection on Community Facilities and
Services (Chapter 4, Section 2, Subsection 2.5, pp 4.2-43 to 4.2-54) does not do enough to
identify access and mobility needs for both existing and anticipated future bicycle, pedestrian,
and transit users.

Bloomington Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation and Greenways System Plan {2001,
amended 2008)

This plan is adopted as part of the Growth Policies Plan and identifies various existing and
planned infrastructure needs for bicycle and pedestrian transportation, including facilities within
the 2000 foot 1-69 Section 5 study area. The plan also provides prioritization, policy direction,
and design considerations for these facilities. At a minimum, the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facility map (p 9 of the Plan is attached) should be referenced for various needs and impacts
associated with Section 5 and a preferred design alternative.

Bloomington Master Thoroughfare Plan (2002)

This plan is adopted as part of the Bloomington Growth Policies Plan and identifies local
functional road classifications, location and construction standards for all existing and proposed
right-of-ways (IC 36-7-4-506), typical roadway characteristics, and priorities for the right-of-way.

Breaking Away: Journey to Platinum (2011)

This report was commissioned by the City of Bloomington Common Council and identifies
facilities for bicyclists among many other recommendations set to make Bloomington one
of the best bicycle friendly communities in America. The report focuses on methods within
Engineering, Education, Enforcement, Encouragement, and Evaluation and Planning as a
means for Bloomington to become a Platinum level Bicycle Friendly Community. Many on-
street bicycle facilities are identified within the 2000 foot 169 Section 5 study area.
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Wapehani Mountain Bike Park: Resolution 11-27 (2011)

Resolution 11-27 of the Redevelopment Commission of the City of Bloomington Indiana,

which is attached, provides $30,000 in support of the Breaking Away Journey fo Platinum
recommendation to make Wapehani a regional draw for mountain bike enthusiasts as a IMBA
(International Mountain Biking Association) designated Gafeway Trail System. Improvements
include, trail rerouting, new trail development, trail features, and other park improvements. Most
of the labor is reliant upon dedicated volunteers and most improvements of phase one, of a
three phase plan, have been completed. Gateway Trail Systems aim to serve youth and family-
friendly mountain biking riders in close proximity to urban areas. They can be built in small
parks at a reasonable cost, and with a minimal environmental footprint. Wapehani uses a series
of looped trails designed for beginner, intermediate, and expert riders. Future activities include
sanctioned mountain bike races and other community events.

Bloomington Greenways Implementation Plan (2012)

This bicycle facility feasibility and design document provides cross-sections, project designs,
and design guidelines for a comprehensive list of various bicycle infrastructure throughout
Bloomington, including locations within the I-69 study area.

Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation Transit Development Program Update
(2009)

This report identifies the longer-term plan for Bloomington Transit to accommodate the city’s
growth and future changes in land use and travel patterns. The study concludes most job
growth is anticipated west of SR 37 (IU and the Downtown will still account for a significant
portion) and travel demand in the southwest part of the city will also experience great increases.
Six transit service gaps are identified, two of which transect the |-69 corridor. An attached map
from this Program Update has been included and represents projected Year 2030 transit trips.
A pattern of west-east movement on either side of the projected 169 corridor is quite apparent.
The report recommends various local, cross-town, and corridor service improvements. Service
improvements consider both access and mobility of transit service and transit users alike while
factoring in various operations and maintenance elements.

Annual BMCMPO Crash Reports

Annual crash data is analyzed and summarized in both one year and three year time series.
The reports identify numerous locations within the 2000 foot [69 Section 5 study area that have
a high incidence of crashes and present an array of transportation safety concerns.

BMCMPO Complete Streets Policy (Adopted January 2009)

The Bloomington/Monroe County MPO’s commitment to transportation planning regardless
of age, mode, or ability in all future transportation projects is evidenced by the passing of a
Complete Streets Policy in January 2009 (Please see attachment for the adopted policy).

LG007-Micuda-Ried_BloomingtonCity.pdf



City of Bloomington

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation &
Greenways System Plan

z—>

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facilities Network

i

ey e '.‘.a.ﬁ.éum.a-.a\—-n—_
5 g L Planning Jurisdiction
k] ¥ % id i J City of Bloomington Parks

Schools

~— Signed bike route

— Existing bike lane

-+-++ Future bike lane

----- Future sidepath/connector path
——  Existing multi-use trail

————— Future multi-use trail

Pl g

ThuRs

Wl TR
W T
']
&

i &
| O L s ScaeniAn
ey f ‘
o 3

LG007-Micuda-Ried_BloomingtonCity.pdf



11-27
RESOLUTION
OF THE
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
OF THE
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON INDIANA

WHERFAS, pursuant to Ind. Code 36-7-14, the Redevelopment Commission of the City of
Bloomington and the Common Council of the City of Bloomington have created an economic
development area known as the Tapp Road economic development area (“Tapp Road TIF”), the purpose
of which is to facilitate economic development and revitalization in Bloomington; and,

WHEREAS, the Common Council of the City of Bloomington, Indiana established the
Bloomington Platinum Biking Task Force to assess Bloomington’s strengths and weaknesses in regard
to bicycling and make affordable and sustainable recommendations to both the City and community on
how to achieve a platinum designation from the League of American Bicyclists” Bicycle Friendly
Program by 2016 and attract more people to bicycling; and,

WHEREAS, the City’s Parks and Recreation and the Planning Department, along with the
extensive help of volunteers of the Hoosier Mountain Bike Association, jointly implement a three-phase
Revitalization Project for Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, with Phase [ addressing immediate
improvements and maintenance for which grant money is sought through the Bikes Belong Community
Partnership grant, Phase II improving the access road to the park and trailhead, and, Phase II1, providing
educational opportunities to the community, and identifying the community’s long-term needs and
priorities for the park and its water, path and land assets; and, '

WHEREAS, the Bloomington Platinum Biking Task Force reviewed the Revitalization Project
for Wapehani Mountain Bike Park at their July 28, 2011 meeting and finds it to be consistent with
actions necessary to achieve the platinum designation by 2016, and finds it also to hold great potential to
attract more varied types of users and statewide competitive events if the trail system is improved
according to International Mountain Bicycling Association standards; and,

WHEREAS, support from the Redevelopment Commission will complement a Bikes Belong
Community Partnership grant that will fund the first of a the three phase Revitalization Project that will
‘take the opportunity to re-use lumber harvested in the park after it sustained significant tornado damage
in May 2011, which will reduce overall fiscal costs for trail improvements; and,

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Commission of the City of Bloomington approved funding for
enhanced safety along the Tapp Road corridor and improved area access and mobility to Wapehani
Mountain Bike Park with a multi-use sidepath along Tapp Road, and improvements to the Clear Creek
Trail network, through its Tapp Road Phase Three resolution 11-05, ; and,

WHEREAS, the total amount requested to be paid from the Tapp Road TIF for projects detailed
within the scope the Bike Belong Grant Application, submitted on or before August 26, 2011, known as
the Wapehani Mountain Bike Park Trail Improvements and Revitalization Project is Thirty Thousand
Dollars ($30,000.00);
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA, THAT:

The expenditure of an amdunt of Thirty Thousand Dollars ($30,000.00) from the Tapp Road TIF to

support a multi-year revitalization project and leverage up to an additional Ten Thousand Dollars
(810,000.00) through a Bikes Belong Community Partnership Grant request is hereby approved.

BL@‘BGTON REDPEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

David Walter, President

ATT/ES7T: y - - )
Wedai X Conitte

Michael Gentile, Secretary

%\\\‘w

Date
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Exhibit 10 — Travel Patterns in 2030
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Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organfzation

ADOPTION RESOLUTION FY 2009-08

RESOLUTION ADOPTING A COMPLETE STREETS POLICY as presented to the Policy Committee
of the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Crganization (BMCMPQ) on January 9,
2009.

WHEREAS, the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization (BMCMPO) is the
organization designated by the Govemor of Indiana as the Metropolitan Planning Organization
responsible for carrying out, with the State of Indiana, the provisions of 23 US.C. 134, and
capable of meeting the requirements thereof for the Bloomington, Indiana urbanized area; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization to
establish a Complete Sireels Policy so that all roads will be designed and built to accommodate
all users of a comidor including pedestrians, bicyclists, users of mass transit, peopie with
disabilities, the elderly, motorists, freight providers, emergency responders, and adjacent land
users; and

WHEREAS, the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization has prioritized
development of a truly multi-modal system in the Vision Statement of the Long Range
Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization's Transportation
Improvement Program identifies implementation of capital improvements in the urbanized area;
and

WHEREAS, the civic guidance of the Citizens Advisory Commitiee and the technical expertise of the
Technical Advisory Committee can ensure that investment in fransportation infrastructure
addresses the needs of all users of a corridor,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

{1 That the Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization hereby
adopis the Complete Sireets Policy herein attached; and

2 That the adopted policy shall be forwarded to all relevant public officials and
government agencies, and shall be avallable for public inspection during regular
business hours at the City of Bloomingion Planning Department, located in the
Showers Ceniter City Hall at 401 North Morton Street, Bloomington, Indiana.

January, 2009,

)

wﬁ{*g"’f’?;% n} - L'{L sk (

},,f,//« /42@%%5

Kent McDaniel Attt Josh Desmdfid
Chair, Policy Committee / // Director
Bloomington/Monroe County MPO (/ Bloomington/Monroe County MPC
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Tom Micuda <micudat@bloomington.in.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 2:05 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Scott Robinson

Subject: Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Hello again, Mary Jo. Considering the importance of this correspondence as well as the January 2 deadline
required for comments, please confirm that you have received this email on time. Thanks!

tom

On Wed, Jan 2, 2013 at 1:59 PM, Tom Micuda <micudat@bloomington.in.gov> wrote:

Hello, Mary Jo. Attached are the comments that the City has put together concerning the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Interstate 69 project. Please don't hesitate to let us know if you have any questions
about the information we've provided. Thanks.

tom

Tom Micuda, AICP
Planning Director

Tom Micuda, AICP
Planning Director

LG007A-Micuda_BloomingtonCity ReqConfirm.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 2:11 PM

To: "Tom Micuda'

Cc: Adrian Reid; Scott Robinson; Josh Desmond; Anna Dragovich; Vince Caristo; Mark Kruzan
Subject: RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you Tom. | am in receipt of the letter. | will let you know if we need any clarification as we embark on our review.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.
Mary Jo

From: Tom Micuda [mailto:micudat@bloomington.in.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:59 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Adrian Reid; Scott Robinson; Josh Desmond; Anna Dragovich; Vince Caristo; Mark Kruzan
Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Hello, Mary Jo. Attached are the comments that the City has put together concerning the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Interstate 69 project. Please don't hesitate to let us know if you have any questions
about the information we've provided. Thanks.

tom

Tom Micuda, AICP
Planning Director
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Beth Rosenbarger <brosenbarger@co.monroe.in.us>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 5:23 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Active Transportation Committee of Monroe County: 1-69 Section 5 Comments
Attachments: Active Transportation Committee Section 5 Comments.pdf

Ms. Hamman,

| have attached comments regarding Section 5 of 1-69 on behalf of the Active Transportation Committee of Monroe
County. Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Cheers,
Beth Rosenbarger

Beth Rosenbarger

Monroe County Planning
brosenbarger@co.monroe.in.us
812.349.2562

LG008-Rosenbarger MonrogCoActiveTransportation.pdf



Active Transportation Committee
Monroe County
501 N. Morton Street, Suite 224
Bloomington, IN 47404
812.349.2560
January 2, 2013

As INDOT considers design options for Section 5 of I-69, the Active Transportation Committee of Monroe
County would like to emphasize the importance of multi-modal connectivity. The highway will divide
Bloomington’s western neighborhoods from the town center in addition to limiting east-west connectivity for
bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the county. The Active Transportation Committee urges INDOT to
consider bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to provide multi-modal access and connectivity across 1-69.

Issue:

Depending on which design options are constructed, the 1-69 corridor could be a barrier for east/west
access in Bloomington and Monroe County. Residents living west of the highway must cross it to access
downtown Bloomington while residents east of the highway need to cross the highway to access the business
district west of the highway. These roads carry high volumes of high-speed traffic, but also connect important
destinations on both sides of IN-37. Providing multi-modal transportation options to all residents is a priority
for the City of Bloomington, Monroe County, and Indiana University.

Existing conditions and facilities:

Second Street has a sidepath along the north side, to the east of IN-37 in development. There are no
facilities on the south side. There are Bloomington Transit bus stops on both sides of IN-37; this increases
pedestrian use of the area.

Third Street currently has bicycle lanes that begin east of IN-37 at Franklin Road and continue for
approximately one mile to Landmark Road. More connections to the bike lanes are planned that will connect
the lanes with downtown Bloomington. Third Street also has Bloomington Transit stops on both sides of IN-37.

Vernal Pike currently has a sidepath along the north side starting at Woodyard Road and continuing
west. The City of Bloomington has planned a sidepath for the north side of Tapp Road.

Plan Support for Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities:

The Indiana University Campus, City of Bloomington, and Monroe County have each been recognized
with Bicycle Friendly ratings from the League of American Bicyclists with Bronze, Silver, and Honorable
Mention ratings, respectively. Additionally, several plans have stressed the importance of multi-modal
transportation for the region. These plans include The Bloomington Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation and
Greenways System Plan, The Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways System Plan,
Bloomington Growth Policies Plan, the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan, the Complete Streets Policy, and
the 1-60/SR-37 Alternative Transportation Corridor Study.

Proposed Facility Options:

The following charts describe four alternatives for consideration to provide pedestrian and bicycle
access across highway I-69. These facility considerations include the recommendation to build a pedestrian
and bicycle bridge across the highway. For both 2" and 3™ Streets, the minimum level of recommendations
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changes if no bicycle and pedestrian bridge is built. The bicycle and pedestrian bridge would most likely be
constructed in the vicinity of these two streets, thereby providing an alternative for 2™ and 3" Street users.
These recommendations are based on the regional transportation plans, current and proposed facilities, and
existing conditions.

Definitions

= Sidepath: hard-surface path physically separated from the road; separated from the road with grass,
trees, or a curb; preferred minimum width of 8 feet.

= Sidewalk: hard-surface path within street right-of-way for pedestrian use; preferred minimum
width of 5 feet.

= Sidewalk Buffer: median between roadway and sidewalk; can include grass, trees or other dividers
or landscape features.

= Bike Lanes: placed on both sides of the street; minimum width of 4 feet, preferred width of 5 feet.

= Bike Lane Buffer: a painted buffer between the bicycle lane and the automobile lanes; minimum
width of 3 feet.

I-69: Multi-modal access at crossings

[ city of Bloomington
Major Roads
Roads
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Infrastructure Recommendations:

Minimal Minimal
Optimal Acceptable with Bridge W|t_hout
Bridge

South Sidewalk

Bike Lanes

Minimal
without
Bridge

Minimal

Optimal Acceptable with Bridge

South Sidewalk

Bike Lanes

Optimal  Acceptable Minimal

South Sidewalk

Bike Lanes

Optimal  Acceptable Minimal

South Sidewalk

Bike Lanes
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Plan Summary:

Abbreviation | Plan Date Adopted
I-69/SR-37 Alternative Transportation
169-ATCS Corridor Study June 2007 Monroe County
CS Complete Streets Policy January 2009 BMCMPO
Bloomington Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation and Greenways System City of
BPTGSP Plan March 2008 Bloomington
Monroe County Alternative Transportation
MCATGSP and Greenways System Plan May 2006 Monroe County
City of
GPP Growth Policies Plan December 2002 Bloomington
LRTP 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan May 2010 BMCMPO
National Association of City
Transportation Officials - Urban Bikeway
NACTO Design Guide September 2012
AASHTO Guide for the Development of
AASHTO Bicycle Facilities, 4th Ed 2012 AASHTO

Plan Support for Recommendations:

Specific
Bike Bridge Recommendations General Support Design Standards
NACTO, AASHTO,
BPTGSP, 169-ATCS GPP, LRTP, CS, MCATGSP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
Specific
2nd St Recommendations General Support Design Standards

NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidepath (N) 169-ATCS, CS GPP, LRTP, BPTGSP, MCATGSP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidewalk (S) I169-ATCS, CS GPP, LRTP, BPTGSP, MCATGSP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidewalk Buffer | 169-ATCS, CS GPP, LRTP, BPTGSP, MCATGSP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
BPTGSP, MCATGSP, 169- NACTO, AASHTO,

Bike Lanes ATCS, CS GPP, LRTP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
Bike Lane NACTO, AASHTO,

Buffer GPP, LRTP, MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, MCATGSP

LG008-Rosenbarger MonroeCoActiveTransportation.pdf




Specific

3rd St Recommendations General Support Design Standards
NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidewalk (N) MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidewalk (S) MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP BPTGSP, MCATGSP

Sidewalk Buffer

MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS

BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP

NACTO, AASHTO,
BPTGSP, MCATGSP

MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169-

NACTO, AASHTO,

Bike Lanes ATCS, CS GPP, LRTP BPTGSP, MCATGSP

Bike Lane NACTO, AASHTO,

Buffer GPP, LRTP, MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, MCATGSP
Specific

Tapp Recommendations General Support Design Standards

Sidepath (N)

BPTGSP, MCATGSP, 169-
ATCS, CS

LRTP, GPP

NACTO, AASHTO,
BPTGSP, MCATGSP

NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidewalk (S) MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
Sidewalk NACTO, AASHTO,
Buffer MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
Bike MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169- NACTO, AASHTO,

Lanes/shoulder

ATCS, CS

GPP, LRTP

BPTGSP, MCATGSP

Buffered Bike
Lanes

GPP, LRTP, MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169-ATCS, CS

NACTO, AASHTO,
BPTGSP, MCATGSP

Vernal/17th

Specific
Recommendations

General Support

Design Standards

Sidepath (N)

BPTGSP, MCATGSP, 169-
ATCS, CS

LRTP, GPP

NACTO, AASHTO,
BPTGSP, MCATGSP

NACTO, AASHTO,

Sidewalk (S) MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
Sidewalk NACTO, AASHTO,
Buffer MCATGSP, 169-ATCS, CS BPTGSP, LRTP, GPP BPTGSP, MCATGSP
MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169- NACTO, AASHTO,
Bike Lanes ATCS, CS GPP, LRTP BPTGSP, MCATGSP

Buffered Bike
Lanes

GPP, LRTP, MCATGSP, BPTGSP, 169-ATCS, CS

NACTO, AASHTO,
BPTGSP, MCATGSP
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 5:28 PM

To: '‘Beth Rosenbarger'

Subject: RE: Active Transportation Committee of Monroe County: 1-69 Section 5 Comments

Thank you Beth. | am in receipt of the letter. | will let you know if we need any clarification as we embark on our
review.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Beth Rosenbarger [mailto:brosenbarger@co.monroe.in.us]

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 5:23 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Active Transportation Committee of Monroe County: 1-69 Section 5 Comments

Ms. Hamman,

| have attached comments regarding Section 5 of 1-69 on behalf of the Active Transportation Committee of Monroe
County. Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Cheers,
Beth Rosenbarger

Beth Rosenbarger

Monroe County Planning
brosenbarger@co.monroe.in.us
812.349.2562
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Rick Coppock <rcoppock@bynumfanyo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 4:21 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: RE: I-69, Section 5 - DEIS Comment Period closes Jan. 2, 2013
Attachments: Town of Ellettsville | 69 Comments 1-2-13.pdf

Attached is a comment letter from the Town of Ellettsville.

Bk &//ng

Bynum Fanyo

528 N. Walnut Street
Bloomington, Indiana 47404
812-332-8030

From: Hamman, Mary Jo [mailto:MHamman@mbakercorp.com]

Sent: Monday, December 31, 2012 9:57 AM

To: 'ross@hollowayengineering.com’; ‘Ismith@morgancoin.us'; 'rcoppock@bynumfanyo.com’; 'Bill Williams';
'nvoyles@morgancounty.in.gov'; 'reida@bloomington.in.gov'; ‘Josh Desmond'

Cc: 'Sarvis, Samuel'; Sandra Flum (sflum@indot.in.gov); Michelle Allen (Michelle.Allen@dot.gov); '‘Bgeorge@dot.gov';
Peyton, James; Thurman, Julie A; Richards, Lorraine; Miller, David C; Manning, Lisa; 'Miller, Tim'; Eric Swickard
(ESwickard@blainc.com); David Goffinet; Mike Grovak

Subject: 1-69, Section 5 - DEIS Comment Period closes Jan. 2, 2013

All,

Just a gentle reminder that the close of the comment period for the I-69 Section 5 DEIS is coming up on January 2, 2013. We have
received comments from a few of the Participating Agency members so far and are hoping to have official responses from the full
membership. Please feel free to submit these in any format which is most convenient (paper, web, email). We will reply with an

acknowledgement so you know they have been received.

While we will continue to coordinate through our Participating Agency Meetings, it is very important that we have your formal
comments as we move into the next phase of the environmental studies. We truly appreciate your involvement.

Happy New Year,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager
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CORPORATE TOWN OF ELLETTSVILLE
Office of the Town Council
Scott Oldham, President, Dan Swafford, Vice President, Philip Smith, Member
David Drake, Member, Dianna Bastin, Member
Sandra Hash, Clerk-Treasurer

January 2, 2013

Mary Jo Hamman P. E.

I 69 Project Manager
Michael Baker Corporation
3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2
Bloomington, Indiana 47403

Re: I-69 Preliminary Alternatives

As a participating agency on the Indiana Department of Transportation’s I-69 Section 5 project the Town
of Ellettsville would like to add the following comments;

In summary the Town supports the Preferred Alternate No. 8 of the DEIS as follows;

Ellettsville prefers Option A at North Walnut Street as this would provide access for the traffic movements
generated from the areas in and around the Town of Ellettsville. This is necessary to maintain traffic flow
from the Ellettsville area and developments north of Ellettsville and also to access Blucher Pool, a City of
Bloomington Utilities maintained sewage treatment plant and provide safe and adequate access to the
interchange. If this cannot be accomplished, Option B is supported provided a road is constructed that
connects Bottom Road and the Sample Road interchange by Monroe County with assistance from INDOT.

Summary of North Walnut Street Interchange Proposals;
Option A — Full Access Interchange

Option A provides full access to Bottom Road, a concern for Ellettsville and Monroe County. Bottom
Road serves the Ellettsville community and the developments surrounding it. It further serves as the main
access to the City of Bloomington’s Blucher Pool, a sewage treatment facility. This option would provide
the best access to the traveling public in this atea however it may create additional environmental concerns.

Option B — Use of the Existing Partial Interchange

Option B utilizes the existing partial interchange with no changes or access to the west. This will be an
issue for those that currently utilize Bottom Road since it will not have connectivity to the interchange. It
also lessens environmental impacts and financial impacts to the project.

Sample Road Interchange

Sample Road will remain open to traffic as proposed in the DEIS with the construction of a single folded
interchange. The road segment will realize an increase in traffic due to the closure of access from the
interstate at Bottom Road and Simpson Chapel Road. As stated previously for the North Walnut Street
partial interchange (Option B), it will be necessary to improve Sample Road from Bottom Road to Old State
Road 37 in order to;
1) Provide adequate east / west traffic flow and interstate access from Ellettsville area and northwest
Monroe County.
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2) Address concerns with access to the City of Bloomington Utilities Blucher Pool on Bottom Road
for septic haulers and for delivery of supplies to the wastewater treatment plant.

3) Most of the planned high density residential development will occur in the Ellettsville Rural
Community area and the area around the planned interchange at Sample Road. Thus, both areas
will need adequate access to the interstate to accommodate future growth in this part of the County.

Recommendations:
1) Support Option A or Option B with a Sample Road Interchange subject to;
a) A single folded diamond interchange is proposed at this location, with the travel lanes to
accommodate anticipated future traffic.
b) improvements for Sample Road, east to Old State Road 37 and west to Bottom Road, from the
interstate, inclusive of alternative transportation improvements.

Feel free to contact me at your convenience if you would like to discuss these issues in more detail.

Very truly yours,

Ellettsville Tdwn Council
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 5:15 PM

To: Rick Coppock

Subject: Re: I-69, Section 5 - DEIS Comment Period closes Jan. 2, 2013

Thank you Rick. 1 am in receipt of the letter.

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

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 2, 2013, at 4:20 PM, "Rick Coppock" <rcoppock@bynumfanyo.com> wrote:

> Attached is a comment letter from the Town of Ellettsville.

>

> Rick Coppock

> Bynum Fanyo

> 528 N. Walnut Street

> Bloomington, Indiana 47404

> 812-332-8030

>

> From: Hamman, Mary Jo [mailto:MHamman@mbakercorp.com]

> Sent: Monday, December 31, 2012 9:57 AM

> To: 'ross@hollowayengineering.com'; 'Ismith@morgancoin.us'; ‘'rcoppock@bynumfanyo.com’; 'Bill Williams';
'nvoyles@morgancounty.in.goVv'; 'reida@bloomington.in.gov'; 'Josh Desmond'

> Cc: 'Sarvis, Samuel'; Sandra Flum (sflum@indot.in.gov); Michelle Allen (Michelle.Allen@dot.gov); '‘Bgeorge@dot.gov';
Peyton, James; Thurman, Julie A; Richards, Lorraine; Miller, David C; Manning, Lisa; 'Miller, Tim'; Eric Swickard
(ESwickard@blainc.com); David Goffinet; Mike Grovak

> Subject: I-69, Section 5 - DEIS Comment Period closes Jan. 2, 2013

>

> All,

>

> Just a gentle reminder that the close of the comment period for the 1-69 Section 5 DEIS is coming up on January 2,
2013. We have received comments from a few of the Participating Agency members so far and are hoping to have
official responses from the full membership. Please feel free to submit these in any format which is most convenient
(paper, web, email). We will reply with an acknowledgement so you know they have been received.

>

> While we will continue to coordinate through our Participating Agency Meetings, it is very important that we have
your formal comments as we move into the next phase of the environmental studies. We truly appreciate your
involvement.

>

> Happy New Year,
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>
> Mary Jo Hamman

> 1-69, Section 5 Project Manager

>

>

>

> <Town of Ellettsville | 69 Comments 1-2-13.pdf>
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Bill Williams <bwilliams@co.monroe.in.us>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 4:47 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Iris Kiesling Forwarded; Iris Kiesling; Patrick Stoffers; 'Julie Thomas'; Geoff McKim;
jpittsford@bluemarble.net; 'Richard Martin’; Larry Wilson; Sarvis, Samuel

Subject: [-69, Section 5; DEIS Comments

Attachments: I-69, Section 5; Tier 2, DEIS Comments.pdf

Good afternoon,

Please find comments regarding to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Board of
Commissioners for Section 5 of the I-69 project. A hard copy of this is being mailed to you as well.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Thank you for your assistance,

Bill Williams

Monroe County Public Works Director / Highway Engineer
Monroe County Highway Department

100 W. Kirkwood Avenue

Bloomington, Indiana 47404

Office: (812) 349-2555

Direct Line: (812) 349-2577

Fax: (812) 349-2959

Cell: (812) 325-1133

WWW.CO.monroe.in.us
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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 312-349-7320

Patrick Stoffers fris F. Kiesling, Vice President Julie Thomas

January 2, 2013

Mary Jo Hamman, Section 5 Project Manager
Michael Baker Corporation

P. 0. Box 8464

Evansville, Indiana 47716

RE: [-69, Section 5; DEIS Commenis.
Dear Ms. Hamman:

Please find attached a report prepared by the Monroe County Highway Department for the Monroe
County Commissioners as it relates to the impacts of -89 in our County. Be advised that we have reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Section 5, have discussed the latest alignments, potential road
closures and impacts of the project with Bill Williams, Monroe County Public Works Director / Highway
Engineer, in detail, and concur with the reguirements, concerns and recommendations that are listed in the
report.

Therefore, consider the attached report the format comments from the Monroe County Board of
Commissioners on the DEIS for Section 5 of the |-69 project. We urge the Indiana Department of
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration to favorably consider the information outlined in this
report.

If you have any guestions or comiments, please feel free to contact us at your convenience.
Sincerely,

Monroe County Board of Commissioners

/ ‘/W;W :

1

iris Kiesling, Viw—‘

e ww

Enclosure

e Rick Marguis, Acting Division Administrator, Federat Highway Administration
Michael B. Cline, Commissioner, lndiana Department of Transportation
Larry Wilson Monroe County Planning Director
Bill Williams, Monroe County Public Works Director / Highway Enginger
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Monroe County Road Impacts
of Section 5

Comments for Tier 2,
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
January 2, 2013

Prepared for:
The Monroe County Board of Commissioners
by:
Bill Williams

Monroe County Highway Engineer
January 2, 2013
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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 5, will have on the road system of the Monroe County
Highway Department. Unlike this Department’s review of Tier I 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 5, from the State Road 37, south of Bloomington in Monroe
County to State Road 39 in Morgan County, with information provided to this office by
the Indiana Department of Transportation and their consultant, Michael Baker
Corporation, specifically documents and maps titled “I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier
2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville”, dated
October, 2012.

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 Record of Decision has been made 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 5, as has been done in
segments of 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 1s 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
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studies indicated that the County transportation network would be restricted along the
Section 5 corridor. This includes building new frontage roads to connect to substandard
roadways that currently have lower traffic volumes than that expected once the
connections to the interstate are closed. Given Monroe County is a County that is
continuing to develop at a rapid pace, improvements to the local road system should be
considered when development of the interstate occurs. This will require further study,
assurance and commitment of additional State or Federal funding support, as well as
coordination as construction plans are developed.

Monroe County actively participated in the “/-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 5 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 seven preferred interchange options in Section 5 between State Road 37 and
State Road 39, inclusive of these locations, of which the preferred alternates are generally
consistent with previous County recommendations. 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 if deemed necessary by the emergency agencies in this community.

As mentioned in the preferred alternate, grade separations were proposed at Rockport
Road, Vernal Pike / 17" Street, Arlington Road, Kinser Pike, and Chambers Pike. These
grade separations, along with the interchanges, will assist with intercounty and interstate
traffic movements in Monroe County provided that adequate access / frontage roads are
constructed.

Local access roads are proposed, that will serve as frontage roads, along existing State
Road 37 being converted to [-69, beginning at the North Walnut Street interchange to near
the Monroe / Morgan County line. On the east side of the interchange, a frontage road
beginning at Walnut Street and end at Chambers Pike, which will accommodate existing
residents and businesses in this area. Most of the access road will utilize the existing SR
37 northbound lane, as new southbound 1-69 lanes will be constructed west of the existing
southbound lane in this segment. Also, a local access road / frontage road is proposed on
the west side of the interstate from Charlie Taylor Road to Burma Road which again will
aid in providing access to the existing residents and businesses. Unfortunately, some of
the access road / frontage roads are being connected to existing roads that have severe
horizontal and vertical alignment problems. Also, the existing pavement cross-section in
these areas are of insufficient depth to carry the type and volumes of traffic anticipated.
LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf



We recommend that INDOT reconstruct these road segments in coordination with the
reconstruction of the interstate in order to provide a safe and efficient road system in the
area. Otherwise, if left unimproved, the costs for upgrading must be borne by Monroe
County. The INDOT and FHWA should commit to supplemental financial assistance to
fund the improvements necessary by their restrictions to and across State Road 37 and the
consequent increased demand for the use of County roads, inadequate for the new traffic
demand.

Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this community.
There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for abutment
walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored concrete for the same. Areas of
native grasses or wildflower plantings could be added to enhance the interchanges and
grade separations. The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has formed a
committee, consisting local government officials and private interests that is investigating
the various options and recommend the INDOT work with this group to select a common
theme throughout the corridor.

Another aesthetic matter is the protection of our historic resources. Some of the locations
as designated in the DEIS are adjacent to or near the interstate corridor. The Monroe
County Historic Preservation Board has reviewed the corridor and offered comments as it
relates to historic locations along the corridor. A relatively cost effective treatment may
be to protect these areas with existing limestone blocks which could also be used for noise
abatement purposes. Some of the comments from the MCHPB are listed in DEIS,
Appendix N, Sub appendix F, for reference.

As it relates to Alternative Transportation issues in Section 5, we are referencing the
“Monroe County Alternative Transportation and Greenways Plan”, adopted by the
Monroe County Board of Commissioners on May 26, 2006, for direction, which provides
guidance for recommendations on improvements adjacent to and along Section 5. On
most of the County maintained areas it is recommended that on-road opportunities, or
paved shoulders, be provided to satisty this requirement. The exceptions are the Fullerton
Pike area where the County has a major roadway improvement project with a planned 10
foot wide, separated multi-use facility that links three City owned trails and at Vernal Pike
where the County has constructed an 8 foot wide multi-use trail along a recently
completed road project, both of which should be carried across the interstate to
accommodate bike and pedestrian traffic movements. Also, the “/-69/5R 37 Alternative
Transportation Corridor Study” helps to provide the focus for improvements along the
overpasses and interchanges and should be used for guidance when considering bridge and
road widths.

Another concern is the area wildlife. Since the subsections at the south and north of
Section 5 are rural in nature, continued review and implementation of the placement of
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wildlife corridors is strongly urged. This is a matter of public safety given the possibility
of a crash involving an animal and vehicle is high in these areas.

It is believed that the Participating Agency meetings were successful in that it allowed
communities to express concerns and needs as the DEIS was developed. It is strongly
encouraged to continue this communication by allowing any interested governmental
agency to participate in the Design Team Meetings. This was allowed in Section 4 and we
believe it was very useful to both the INDOT and Monroe County during this phase of the
project’s development.

This report will comment only on those Subsections in Monroe County, and those in
Morgan County that will have an impact on the Monroe County road system. 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 5A
SR 37/1-69 & That Road to north of Fullerton Pike

1. TRAFFIC STUDIES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - After a review of Appendix GG, the “I-69
Corridor Model Documentation: Technical Memorandum: Interim Traffic Forecasting Models for I-69
Section 5 DEIS”, dated October, 2012, it was found that traffic modeling was conducted on this Section
using the latest in available data in order to prepare the 2035 traffic forecast. While a Level of Service
(LOS) analysis reviews congestion due to increases in traffic, it does not take into account substandard
roadway geometry and cross-sections which will be impacted by the increased vehicles using said
roadways. 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 assessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current Indiana Design
Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IDM’s criteria for the functional
classification of the impacted road. An example in this subsection is the closure of Judd Avenue at
Fullerton Pike which will require residential traffic to access Fullerton Pike via Sharon Drive or Sims
Lane, both internal subdivision strects. A benefit/cost analysis of the possible road closures were not
analyzed in this Subsection however, this example will not need to be reviewed due to the short detour
length.

In summary, we support the following all as stated in the DEIS for Preferred Alternate No. 8;

a. closure of That Road on the west side of the interchange, provided a cul-de-sac is constructed and
the road reconstructed in accordance with the IDM on the east side of the interstate to connect
with Rockport Road. The east side road relocation shall allow for an on-street bike lane adjacent
to the roadway in accordance with Monroe County’s Alternative Transportation and Greenways
Plan; :

b. construction of a grade separation at Rockport Road with bridge and road widths that satisfy both
traffic and alternative transportation needs as mentioned above;

c. the closure of Judd Avenue, subject to the construction of a cul-de-sac at the point of closure;

d. the double folded diamond as proposed at Fullerton Pike, with the travel lanes to accommodate
anticipated improvements to Fullerton Pike, east to Rockport Road and west of the Medical Suites
Building, from the interstate, inclusive of alternative transportation improvements,

e. all pavement markings in the State Right-of-Way shall be the responsibility of the INDOT to
maintain

INDOT should include in the work in this area the following;

a. reconstruction of the portion of Rockport Road, from the southern terminus of the overpass at the
interstate to Fullerton Pike, in order to improve the vertical alignment and the cross-section of the
road segment that will serve traffic traveling from That Road to the Fullerton Pike interchange and
visa versa. Accommodations for alternative transportation needs shall be satisfied in this road
scgment.

b. INDOT should also construct a cul-de-sac at the proposed dead end of Judd Avenue or design and
construct a curve that ties Judd Avenue into Jordan Court.

2. KARST - This area has Karst features that require avotdance and protection during construction.
Erosion control measures shall be adhered to in order to protect these features. Recommend that Monroe
County Code Chapters 761, Storm Water Management, and 829, Karst and Sinkhole Development
Standards, 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 storm water runotf impacts shall be available for review and

comment as the detailed design plans are prepared in accordance with Monroe County Code 761, the
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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. Further discussion with the Monroe County Sheritfs Department, Emergency Management
Department and fire departments that serve this area, Perry-Clear Creek and Van Buren Fire Departments
should be condueted to assure their response times are adequate to serve the public need.

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. This includes paved shoulders on the realigned and
reconstructed portion of That Road (east side) and Rockport Road. Monroe County has plans to construct
a 5 foot sidewalk, with a grass setback from the curb, along the south side of Fullerton Pike and a 10 foot
bike trail / multiuse path along the north side of this road as part of the County’s Fullerton Pike Corridor
Improvement Project, beginning at Rockport Road. Therefore, this cross-section should be carried
through the construction limits.

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.

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 Indiana Design
Manual as it applies to each road segment that is reconstructed within the footprint of the 1-69
environmental document. Furthermore, if it 1s 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 MPO’s 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 to suburban in nature. Continued investigation of the
installation of noise walls shall be conducted in the area at the northwest corner of Fullerton Pike and the
interstate due to the density of the residential area.

10. AESTHETICS - Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this
community. There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for abutment
walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored concrete for the same. Areas of native grasses or
wildflower plantings could be added to enhance the interchanges and grade separations. The Greater
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private interests that is investigating the various options and recommend the INDOT work with this group
to select a common theme throughout the corridor.

FUNCTIONAL

COUNTY PROPOSED CLASSIFICA- ROAD RECOMMENDATIONS
ROAD NAME | CONSTRUCTION TION WIDTH
& SURFACE
That Road West side — closed | Major West side A permanent closure is proposed on
with cul-de-sac Collector 725 the west side and a new roadway
22 feet reconstructed with connection made to
Bituminous Rockport Road on the east side of I-69.
surface Therefore, concur with the consfruction
East side — East side of a frontage road to tie into Rockport
relocated to 3,600 Road, as proposed.
Rockport Road 24 feet Recommendations;
Bituminous 1) Support closing the
surface w/ intersection provided efforts
paved are made to keep this
shoulder intersection open until frontage
road is constructed on east
side of interstate as proposed.

2) West side improvements,

a) Construct a cul-de-sac
at the east end of That
Road for a minimum of
WEB-50 to use.

3) Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe
County Aliernative
Transportation Plan (on-road,
5’ siriped, paved shoulders).

Rockport Grade Separation | Major 890 Road will be closed to interstate
Road Collector 20 feet access. Road will remain open to
Bituminous traffic as proposed in the DEIS with the
surface construction of an overpass. The road
segment wilt realize increase in traffic
due to closure of That Road.
Recommendations:

1) Support Grade Separation.

2) Rockport Road shall be
widened from south of the
overpass o Fullerton Pike,
inclusive of vertical
improvements in this segment.

3) Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe
County Alternative
Transportation Plan (on-road,
5 striped, paved shoulders)

Fulletton Pike | Interchange Principal Woest side Road will remain open fo fraffic as
(double-folded) Arterial 5,257 proposed in the DEIS with the
18 feet w/ construction of an interchange. The
turn fane at road segment will realize increase in
SR 37 traffic due to the closure of access from
Bituminous the interstate at That Road and
surface Rockport Road.
Recommendations:
East side 1} Support interchange.
502 -, 2),Given fraffic projections in this
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Futlerton Pike
{(continued)

18 feet
Bituminous
surface

area with 1-69 and the Fullerton
Pike project, multi-lanes are
needed {0 accommodate
traffic. Coordination of the
projects has occurred between
both agencies and shall
continue.

3) Accommodations for bicycles
and pedestrians shall be made
per Monroe County Alternative
Transpertation Plan (off-road,
5' sidewalk on south side and a
10" multi-use trail on the north
side). This could reduce the
proposed cross-section of
Fullerton Pike.

4) All markings within the Right-
of-Way shall remain the
responsibility of INDOT to
maintain.

Judd Avenue

Closed

Local

No ADT data
18 feet
Bituminous
surface

Road will be closed due to grades of
Judd Avenue and that of west Fullerton
Pike approach to interchange.
Recommendations:

1) Support road closure subject fo;

a) Construct a cul-de-sac at the
south end of Judd Avenue for a
minimum of WB-50 to use; or;

b) Reconstruct Judd Avenue with
30 mph curve to tie into Jordan
Court.

Other Roads with Potential Impacts in this Subsection - Not Birectly Impacted by Construction

East Lane No construction Local 77 This road wili not be closed or directly
proposed. 11 feet impacted with construction.
Bituminous Recommendations:
surface 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.
Stansifer Lane | No construction Local 50 This road will not be closed or directly
proposed. 17 feet impacted with construction.
Bituminous Recommendations:
surface 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.
W. Leonard No construction Major 2,000 This road segment will nct be closed or
Springs Road | proposed. Collector 13 feet directly impacted with construction.
Chip & Seal Recommendations:

Construction traffic shall not use
this road as the roadbed is not
sufficient for these |oads and the
road width is insufficient and would
create a ftraffic safety hazard.
NOTE: S. Leonard Springs Road will
realize an increase in traffic per the
ISTDM's latest version. Consideration
should be made to improving the

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf
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W. Leonard
Springs Road

segment between Tapp Road and SR
45, a City maintained street.

{continued)
That Road, No consiruction Local 650 This road will not be closed or directly
west of Rock- | proposed. 19 feet impacted with construction.
port Road Bituminous Recommendations:
surface Construction traffic shall not use

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

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SUBSECTION 5B
North of Fullerton Pike to north of Vernal Pike

1. TRAFFIC STUDIES. INTERCHANGES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - After a review of Appendix
GQG, the “1-69 Corridor Model Documentation: Technical Memorandum: Interim Traffic Forecasting
Models for 1-69 Section 5 DEIS”, dated October, 2012, it was found that traffic modeling was conducted
on this Section using the latest in available data in order to prepare the 2035 traffic forecast. While a
Level of Service (LOS) analysis reviews congestion due to increases in traffic, it does not take into
account substandard roadway geometry and cross-sections which will be impacted by the increased
vehicles using said roadways. Increased traffic divected 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 assessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current
Indiana Design Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IDM’s criteria for the
functional classification of the impacted road.

In summary, we support Preferred Alternate No. 8 of the DEIS as follows;

a. the construction of a split diamond interchange to accommodate traffic movements to and from
Tapp Road and State Road 45/ 2" Street, provided improvements include bike and pedestrians
accommodations planned by the City of Bloomington and Monroe County ai both locations;

b. use of the existing State Road 45 / 2™ Street interchange bridge subject to approval by the City of
Bloomington for use of a portion of their property at Wapahani Park and bike and pedestrian
accommodations being made at the interchange;

c. closure of Barger Lane, with connection to Maple Leaf Drive, and Yonkers Drive at Tapp Road,
due to the approach grade of Tapp Road over the interstate. NOTE: Monroe County only
maintains 265 feet of Barger Lane, north of Tapp Road. Monroe County would have to vacate
this road segment as it is not contiguous with another public roadway if it severed from Tapp
Road;

d. find the design exception for shoulder width at the Indiana Rail Road Co. bridge satisfactory;

e. use of the existing State Road 48 / W. 3™ Street interchange subject to bike and pedestrian
accommodations are made connecting to the existing facilities in the SR 48 / 3 Street corridor;

f. concur with the overpass of Vernal Pike subject to

i continuing the existing cross-section on a recently completed portion of Vernal
Pike, west of the interstate;

il. reduce the grade on the west approach to 5%, where possible, to accommodate
truck traffic in the area and

1il. work with the City of Bloomington to continue said cross-section east to connect to

a planned roundabout project to improve the corridor.
INDOT should include the following improvements in this Subsection;

a. Construction of a bike / pedestrian bridge between SR 45 /2™ and SR 48 / 3" Street to provide for
these types of safe movements across the interstate. Said bridge would connect Liberty Drive to
Basswood Drive, south of the Indiana Rail Road bridge (See letter from Monroe County Board of
Commissioners, dated 7/27/2012, in DBEIS, Appendix P).

b. Construction of a railroad bridge over the CSX Railroad connecting Industrial Drive and Gates
Drive to provide and improve traffic movements to the Whitehall Crossing area. This will assist
with reduction in traffic, improving the Level of Service, at the State Road 48 / 1-69 interchange
that are attempting to reach this destination.

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 Chapters 761, Storm Water Management, and 829, Karst and Sinkhole Development
Standards, be applied.
LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf
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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 storm water 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.
Further discussion with the Sheriffs Department, Emergency Management Department, and fire
departments that serve this area, Bloomington, Richland, Perry-Clear Creck and Van Buren Fire
Departments should be conducted to assure their response times are adequate to serve the public need.

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.

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 MPO’s 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 and Richland Bean Blossom Community School Corporation
due to rerouting of busses in this area. Vernal Pike has busses from both MCCSC and RBBCSC schools.
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 suburban to urban in nature, Landscaping or noise barriers should
be provided for minimizing noise impacts to this area.

10. AESTHETICS - Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this
community. There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for abutment
walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored concrete for the same. Areas of native grasses or
wildflower plantings could be added to enhance the interchanges and grade separations. The Greater
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private interests that is investigating the various options and recommend the INDOT work with this group
to select a common theme throughout the corridor.

a
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ADT COMMENTS /
COUNTY PROPOSED gﬁﬁg:ggﬁf ROAD RECOMMENDATIONS
ROAD NAME | CONSTRUCTION TION WIDTH
& SURFACE
Tapp Road & | Split Diamond Tapp Road Tapp Road Roads will remain open to traffic as
State Road 45 | Interchange Minor Arterial West of propesed in the DEIS with the
/2™ Street Interstate; construction of a split diamond
6,209 interchange.
24 feet Recommendations:
Bitumincus 1) Support Interchange as proposed
surface subject to;
a)} bike and pedestrians
Tapp Road accommodations planned by the
and 2™ City of Bloomington and Monroe
Sireet, east County at both Tapp Road and
of Interstate, State Road 45 / 2™ Street the
owned by the satisfy the City and County
City of Alternative Transportation needs.
Bloomington At Tapp Road, Accormmodations
Bituminous for bicycies and pedestrians shall
surface be made per Monroe County
Alternative Transportation Plan
{off-road, &’ sidewalk on south
side and a 10’ multi-use trail on
the north side}).
2) Support use of existing interchange
bridge at SR 45 / 2™ Street subject to
approval of use of fand owned by
the City of Bloomington at Wapahani
Mountain Bike Park to allow for use of
the existing State Road pavement.
Barger Lane Closed at Tapp Local Road ADT Road will be closed due to grades of
Road unknown Barger Lane and that of the west
24 feet approach of Tapp Road to inferchange.
Bituminous Recommendations:
surface 1) Support road closure subject to;
Construction of a cul-de-sac at the
south end of Barger Lane for a
mirimum of WB-50 to use and
connection to Maple Leaf Drive at the
north end, as proposed in the DEIS.
NOTE: Monroe Couniy does not
maintain the northern segment of
Barger Lane therefore County would
be required to vacate the existing
segment currently in the inveniory as it
would not be contigtious with a publicly
maintained road as required by State
faw.
Yonkers Drive | Ciosed at Tapp Local Road ADT Road will be closed due to grades of
Road unknown Yonkers Drive and that of west
10 feet approach of Tapp Road to interchange.
Bituminous Recommendations:
surface 1} Support road closure subject to;

Construct a cul-de-sac at the north
eRd §ff onkers Drive for a minimum of
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Yonkers Drive
{continued)

WB-50, as proposed in the DEIS.

State Road 48
/ 3™ Street

Interchange

Arterials

Owned by
the INDOT
on the west
and the City

of
Bloomington
on the east

Roads will remain open fo traffic as
propesed in the DEIS with the
construction modifications to the
existing interchange.
Recommendations:

1} Support Inferchange as proposed
subject to;

a) bike and pedestrians
accommodations of the City of
Bloomington at both 3™ Street and
State Road 48 to satisfy alternative
transpartation needs.

Vernal Pike

Overpass

Minaor Arterial

West of
Intersiate
4,869
40 feet
Bituminous
surface

East of
Interstate
owned by the
City of
Bloomington

Road will be closed to interstate
access. Road will remain open to
traffic as proposed in the DEIS with the
construction of an overpass.
Recommendations:

1} Support Grade Separation
subject to;

a} continuing the existing cross-
section on a recentily
completed portion of Vernal
Pike, west of the interstate;

b} reduce the grade on the west
approach to 5%, where
possible, 1o accommodate
truck traffic in the area; and

¢} coordinate improvement
efforts with the City of
Bloomington to continue said
road improvements & cross-
section east to connectto a
planned roundabout project
to improve the corridor.

2} Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe
County Alternative Transportation
Plan (8’ off-road, multi-use path
on the north side, and sidewalk of
5’ width on the south side)

3} Suggest coordinating with the
City of Bloomington regarding the
construction of a cul-de-sac on
the east side where existing
Vernal Pike will terminate.

Industrial
Drive

Reconstructed /
Relocated

LG010

Minor Arterial

1763
26 fest
Bituminous
surface

Kiesling Williams_Monroe

(0]

The road connection with Vernal Pike
will be relocated north of the existing
intersection.
Recommendations;
1) Support relocations subject to
a) that the grade shall be kept
at a maximum of 5% to
accommodate truck traffic
generated from Industrial
Drive.
2) Design of road satisfies IDM
requireaments for the functional
classification.

Inty.84f Connection of Industrial Drive

5




Industrial
Drive
{continued)

south to Gates Drive for better
traffic distribution in the area
as proposed in Tier 1, since
Whitehall Crossing Boulevard
will be closed. This would
require a railroad bridge at this
location.

Hensonburg Closed at Vernal Local ADT Road will be closed due to grades of
Road Pike Unknown Barger Lane and that of the west
13 feet approach of Vernal Pike overpass.
Bituminous Recommendations:
surface 1) Support road closure subject to;
Consiruction of a cul-de-sac at the
north end of Hensonburg Road for a
minimum of WB-50 to use. Also, must
fie road into Industrial Drive for access.
Packinghouse | Reconstructed Minor Arterial ADT The road connection with Vernal Pike
Road Unknown will be reconstructed near its existing
18 feet location.
Bituminous Recommendations;
surface 1} Support reconstruction as proposed

subject to;

a) That the grade shall be kept at a
maximum of 5% to accommodate
truck traffic generated from
Industrial Drive.

b} Design of road satisfy IDM
requirements for the functional
classification

Other Road with Potential Impacts in this Subsection - Not Directly Impacted

S. Leonard
Springs Road

No construction
proposed.

Owned by
the City of
Bloomington

S. Leonard Springs Road will realize
an increase in traffic per the ISTDM's
latest version below a satisfactory
Level of Service. Consideration should
be made o improving the segment
between Tapp Road and SR 45, a City
maintained street.

Curry Pike

No construction
proposed.

Minor Arterial

Curry Pike will realize an increase in
traffic and a decrease in the Level of
Service hut to an acceptable level
given the existing lanes per the ISTDM.

Woodyard
Road

No consfruction
proposed.

Major
Collecior

This road segment will not be closed or
directly impacted with construction.
Recommendations:
Construction traffic shali not use
this road as the roadbed is not
sufficient for construction loads. the
road width is insufficient and wou'd
create a traffic safety hazard.

Crescent
Road

No construction
proposed.

Owned by
the City of
Bloomington

Due to truck traffic being directed to
Crescent Road from businesses along
Vernal Pike, east of the interstate, itis
recommended the INDOT coordinate
efforts with the City of Bloomington for
improvements {o this road segment.

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SUBSECTION 5C
North of Vernal Pike to north of Kinser Pike

1. TRAFFIC STUDIES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - After a review of Appendix GG, the “/-69
Corridor Model Documentiation: Technical Memorandum: Interim Traffic Forecasting Models for I-69
Section 5 DEIS”, dated October, 2012, 1t was found that fraffic modeling was conducted on this Section
using the latest in available data in order to prepare the 2035 traffic forecast. While a Level of Service
(LOS) analysis reviews congestion due to increases in traffic, it does not take into account substandard
roadway geometry and cross-sections which will be impacted by the increased vehicles using said
roadways. Increased traftic 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 assessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current Indiana Design
Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IIDM’s criteria for the functional
classification of the impacted road.
In summary, we support Preferred Alternate No. 8 of the DEIS as follows;
a. use of the existing interchange at State Road 406;
b. continued use of the existing Arlington Road overpass;
¢. closure of Acuff Road, subject to the construction of a cul-de-sac on the west side of the
interstate and the reconstruction of the intersection of Prow Road and Acuff Road with the
inclusion of a horizontal curve versus the existing intersection;
d. construction of an overpass at Kinser Pike and approach road improvements as indicated
on the west side to eliminate the substandard geometry and cross-section and to connect
with the planned replacement of Monroe County Bridge #46.

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 Chapters 761, Storm Water Management, and 829, Karst and Sinkhole Development
Standards, 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 storm water 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.
Further discussion with the Sheriff Department, Emergency Management Department and the fire
departments that serve this area, Bloomington City and Bloomington Township Fire Departments should
be conducted to assure their response times are adequate to serve the public need.

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.

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf
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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.

7. THORQUGHFARE PLANS - The Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan, adopted via Monree 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. Kinser Pike 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.

10. AESTHETICS - Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this

community. There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for abutment
walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored concrete for the same.  Areas of native grasses
or wildflower plantings could be added to enhance the interchanges and grade separations. The Greater
Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has formed a committee, consisting local government officials and
private interests that is investigating the various options and recommend the INDOT work with this group
to select a common theme throughout the corridor.

COMMENTS /
COUNTY PROPOSED EE,‘*{;;}S,E‘:’;% ROAD RECOMNMENDATIONS
ROAD NAME | CONSTRUCTICN | ;o0 WIDTH
& SURFACE
State Road 46 | None — use of Arterial INDOT Concur with the use of the existing
existing Concrete interchange.
interchange pavement
Arlington Road | Overpass Arterial 9.695 Support the use of the existing
24 feet w/ overpass bridge.
paved
shoulders
Bituminous
pavement
Acuff Road Closed Local 1,015 Concur with closure subject io;
20 feet 1) construction of a cul-de-sac or
Bituminous acceptable turnaround on west
surface side of interstate; and,
2) reconstruction of the
intersection of Acuff Road and
L omma iz .. s A , .. Prow Road with a horizontal
GO TO-Kiesimg _vvintams _ivionroeCounty:padt 18



Acuff Road
{continued)

curve for better traffic
movements.

Kinser Pike

Overpass

Major
Collector

244
20 feet
Bituminous
surface

Road will be closed to interstate
access. Road will remain open fo
traffic as proposed in the DEIS with the
construction of an overpass.
Recommendations:

1) Support Grade Separation.

2) Kinser Pike shall be widened
from north of the overpass to
Monroe Bridge #46, inclusive of
vertical, horizontal and cross-
section improvements in this
segment to accommodate
additional traffic from Bottom
Road.

3) Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe
County Alternative
Transportation Plan (on-road,
paved shoulder, 5' width)

4} Coordination of the projects has
cccurred between both
agencies and shall continue.

Other Roads with Potential Impacts in Subsection -

Not Directly Impacted

Maple Grove
Road

No construction

proposed.

Major
Collector

1,281
19 fest
Bituminous
surface

While this road will not be closed or
directly impacted with construction, due
to the potential closure of Acuff Road
and other area local roads, this
roadway could realize increase traffic.
Recommendations:

1) 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.

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf

19




GENERAL COMMENTS for SUBSECTION 5D
North of Kinser Pike to south of Sample Road

1. TRAFFIC STUDIES, INTERCHANGES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - After a review of Appendix
GQ, the “I-69 Corridor Model Documentation: Technical Memorandum: Interim Traffic Forecasting
Models for I-69 Section 5 DEIS”, dated October, 2012, it was found that traffic modeling was conducted
on this Section using the latest in available data in order to prepare the 2035 traffic forecast. While a
Level of Service (LLOS) analysis reviews congestion due to increases in traffie, it does not take into
account substandard roadway geometry and cross-sections which will be impacted by the increased
vehicles using said roadways. 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
traftic is to travel, should be assessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current
Indiana Design Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IDM’s criteria for the
functional classification of the impacted road.

In summary, we support Preferred Alternate No. 8 of the DEIS as follows;

a. the closure of Bottom Road, subject to improvements made to the existing Bottom Road / Kinser
Pike segment to properly connect both roadways, and subject to the conditions outlined in the
North Walnut Street interchange proposal;

b. maintain the existing partial interchange at North Walnut Street subject to the construction of a
new segment of Sample Road from Bottom Road to the planned interchange at Sample Road and
from the interchange to Old State Road 37. This is necessary to maintain traffic flow from the
Ellettsville area and developments north of Ellettsville and also to access Blucher Pool, a City of
Bloomington Utilities maintained sewage treatment plant and provide safe and adequate access to
the interchange from the east. If this is not provided, Monroe County must support the
construction of the full interchange at Walnut Street which will provide access to Bottom Road
via a direct connection;

c. construction of a local access road (frontage road) on the east side of the interstate from North
Walnut Street to Sample Road. This will allow access to properties on the east side that are
currently served by Connaught Road, Ellis Road, Showers Road, Wylie Road (east side), Purcell
Drive, and Wayport Road. The proposed cross-section should satisfy that for a Major Collector in
accordance with the IDM. On-road opportunities for alternative transportation (5° paved
shoulder) should be provided.

d. Construction of a local access road (frontage road) on the west side of the interstate beginning at
the proposed cul-de-sac at Charlie Taylor Road to Sample Road. This will allow access to
properties on the west side of the interstate that are currently served by Charlie Taylor Road,
Griffith Cemetery Road, Wylie Road (west side), and Stonebelt Drive. On-road opportunities for
alternative transportation (5° paved shoulder) should be provided.

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 Chapters 761, Storm Water Management, and 829, Karst and Sinkhole Development
Standards, 761, be applied.

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 storm water 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.
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9.

10.

EMERGENCY SERVICES - Emergency response time will be hindered by closures in this
subsection. Further discussion with the Sheriff Department, Emergency Management Department
and the fire departments that serve this area, Bloomington City and Bloomington Township Fire
Departments should be conducted to assure their response times are adequate to serve the public
need.

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 Comumissioners via Resolution 2006-08, should be adhered to.

CONSTRUCTION - Construction plans and phasing shall be reviewed and approved by Monroe
County Highway Department with input from the Monroe County Sheritf 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.

THOROUGHFARE PILANS - The Monroe County Thoroughtfare Plan, adopted via Monroe
County Ordinance 95-28, provides minintum 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.

SCHQOLS — 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. The
school systems rely on our existing transportation network for bus routes. Communication shall
occur with the MCCSC Transportation Department in order to minimize the additional costs of a
permanent detour.

NOISE ANATLYSIS — This area is rural in nature. Landscaping should be providing for
minimizing noise impacts to this area.

AESTHETICS - Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this
community. There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for
abutment walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored concrete for the same.  Areas
of native grasses or wildflower plantings could be added to enhance the interchanges and grade
separations. The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has formed a committee,
consisting local government officials and private interests that is investigating the various options
and recommend the INDOT work with this group to select a common theme throughout the
corridor.
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Ro:
COMMENTS /

Or

Option B —use of
the existing partial
interchange

ADT
COUNTY PROPOSED Emg;:?agilf ROAD RECOMMENDATIONS
ROAD NAME | CONSTRUCTION TION WIDTH
& SURFACE
Bottom Road Close at the Major 772 Concuwr with closure at the current
current location Collector 20 feet location subject to improvements to the
Bituminous existing Bottom Road / Kinser Pike
surface segment for proper connectivity.
North Walnut | Option A —full Arterial 10,717 Option A provides full access to Bottom
Street access - 24 feet w/ Road, a concern for Monroe County.
interchange (single paved Bottom Road serves the Ellettsville
point) shoulders community and the developments
Bituminous surrounding it. [t further serves as the
surface main access to the City of

Bloomington's Blucher Pool, a sewage
freatment facility. This option would
provide the best access to the traveling
public in this area however may create
environmental concerns.

Option B utilizes the existing partial
interchange with no changes nor
access to the west. This will be an
issue for those that currently utilize
Bottom Road since it will not have
connectivity to the interchange. It also
lessens environmental impacts and
financial impacts to the project.

Local problems, needs and concems to
address in this area are as follows;

1) Provide adequate east / west
traffic flow and interstate
access from Ellettsville area
and northwest Monroe County.

2) Indiana University's primary
concern is traffic flow to and
from athletic events.

3) Concern with access to the
City of Bloomington Utilities
Blucher Pool on Bottom Road
for septage haulers and for
delivery of supplies to said
location.

4) Most of planned high density
residential development will
occur in the Ellettsville Rural
Community area and the area
around the planned
interchange at Sample Road.
Thus, both areas will need
adequate access to the
interstate fo accommodate
future growth in this part of the
County.

County will support Option B provided
a road is constructed with the
assistance from ihe INDOT that

+G010
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North Walnut
Street
(continued)

connects Bottom Road and the Sample
Road interchange. This would provide
for the traffic movements generated
from the areas we are concerned with
providing access to. If this cannot be
accomplished, Option A is supported.

Eastern New construction Major Serves This proposed roadway along the east
Access Road of two lane Collector Connaught side of the interstate from North Walnut
roadway Road, Ellis Street to Sample Road will serve as a
Road, frontage road for this area. The
Showers properties connected will have access
Road, Wylie as known today. [n some area, a new
Road (east southbound lane will be constructed
side), Purcell and the existing northbound lane will
Drive, and be used as the frontage road in this
Waypert Subsection.
Road (east Recommendations;
side) 1) Support reconstruction as
proposed subject to;
a) Design of road satisfy [DM
requirements for a Major
Collector
b) Aesthetic median protection
from the interstate and the
access road shall be provided
as deemed necessary and
offsets between the edge of
pavements of both facilities
should be as far as possible,
satisfying Figure 3-8 in the
DEIS.
c) Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe
County Alternative
Transportation Plan (on-road,
paved shoulder, 5" width)
Western New construction Major Serves This proposed roadway along the west
Access Road | of two lane Collector Charlie side of the interstate from Charlie
roadway Taylor Road, Taylor Road to Sample Road will serve
Griffith as a frontage road for this area. The
Cemetery properties connected will have access
Road, Wylie as known today. In some areas, a new
Road (west southbound lane will be constructed
side), and and the existing northbound lane will
Stonebelt be used as the frontage road in this
Drive, Subsection.
Wayport Recommendations;
Prive (west 1) Support reconstruction as proposed
side) subject to;
a) Design of road satisfy (DM
requirements for a Major
Collector
b) Aesthetic median protection
from the interstate and the
access road shall be provided
as deemed necessary and
offsets between the edge of
pavements of both facilities
should be as far as possible,
satisfying Figure 3-8 in the
LG010-Kiesling_Williams_ManroeCotinty pdf DEIS.
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Western
Access Reoad

c) Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe

{continued) County Alternative
Transportation Plan {on-road,
paved shoulder, 5' widih)

Other Road with Potential Impacts in this Subsection- Not Direcily Impacted

Existing local No construction Local While roads may be closed to direct

roads in the proposed. access or indirectly impacted with

area. construction in this area, it is reguired

that construction fraffic not use local
roads in this area as the roadbeds are
not sufficient for these loads and the
road widths are insufficient and would
create a traffic safety hazard.
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SUBSECTION 5E
South of Sample Road to Monroe / Morgan County Line

1. TRAFFIC STUDIES, INTERCHANGES & GRADE SEPARATIONS - After a review of
Appendix GG, the “I-69 Corridor Model Documentation: Technical Memorandum: Interim Traffic
Forecasting Models for I-69 Section 5 DEIS”, dated October, 2012, it was found that traffic modeling
was conducted on this Section using the latest in available data in order to prepare the 2035 traffic
forecast. While a Level of Service (LLOS) analysis reviews congestion due to increases in traffic, it does
not take into account substandard roadway geometry and cross-sections which will be impacted by the
increased vehicles using said roadways. 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 assessed and improvements shall be made in
accordance with the current Indiana Design Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the
IDM’s criteria for the functional classification of the impacted road.

In summary, we support Preferred Alternate No. 8 of the DEIS as follows;

. a. construction of a local access road (frontage road) on the east side of the interstate from south of
Sample Road to Chambers Pike. This will allow access to properties on the cast side that are
currently served by State Road 37, Wayport Road, Duxbury Drive, Oliver Winery Road, Fox
Hollow Road, Wesner Woods Road and Sparks Lane. The existing northbound lane of State Road
37 will be converted to the frontage road and a new southbound lane will be constructed on the
west side of the interstate. The proposed cross-section should satisfy that for a Major Collector in
accordance with the IDM. On-road opportunities for alternative transportation (5° paved
shoulder) should be provided.

b. the single folded diamond as proposed at Sample Road, with the travel lanes to accommodate
anticipated improvements for Sample Road, east to Old State Road 37 and west to Bottom Road,
from the interstate, inclusive of alternative transportation improvements,

c. all pavement markings in the State Right-of-Way shall be the responsibility of the INDOT to
maintain

d. construction of a local access road (frontage road) on the west side of the interchange from south

of Sample Road to Burma Road. This will allow access to properties on the west side that are

currently served by State Road 37, Simpson Chapel Road, Lee Paul Road, Norm Anderson Road,

Crossover Road, Dittemore Road, Mann Road, Sylvan Lane and Burma Road. The proposed

cross-section should satisfy that for a Major Collector in accordance with the IDM. On-road

opportunities for alternative transportation (5° paved shoulder) should be provided. There are

connections proposed to existing, substandard County Roads, such as segments of Lee Paul Road.

Simpson Chapel Road, and Sample Road that should be improved in accordance with the IDM as

these segments will realize increased loading and traffic. These segments need to be investigated

further by INDOT to determine their ability to perform in the long term in their current condition,

geometrically and from a load carrying standpoint.

construction of an overpass at Chambers Pike and approach road improvements as proposed.

relocation and reconstruction of Sparks Road subject to a cul-de-sac or turnaround at the west end.

the addition of a truck lane for southbound traffic north of Burma Road

the closure of Bryant’s Creek Road subject to the construction of a cul-de-sac on the east side of

the interstate and assistance with providing improvements to drainage in the area as it has a

history of flooding and could strand up to nine residences if an event occurs

i. the closure of Petro Road provided all properties are purchased and homeowners relocated as
proposed.

1. the closure of Cooksey Lane provided all properties are purchased and homeowners relocated as
proposed.

k. closure of Turkey Track Road with access provided to north in Morgan County.

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf
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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 Chapters 761, Storm Water Management, and 829, Karst and Sinkhole Development
Standards, be applied.

3. DRAINAGE - Flash flooding occurs on Bryant’s Creek Road from Bryant’s Creek. There
currently are no drainage structures along this road segment between State Road 37/1-69 and Old State
Road 37. There are 11 residences along this roadway. Assistance with providing drainage structures
shall be evaluated for this area in conjunction with construction impacts during the design phase with a
review by the Monroe County Highway Department. All hydraulic studies and information regarding
storm water 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. Further discussion with the Sheriffs Department, Emergency Management Department and
the fire departments that serve this area, Bloomington City and Bloomington Township Fire Departments
should be conducted to assure their response times are adequate to serve the public need.

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.

7. THOROQUGHFARE 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 1-69 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 tum around.
This 1s 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

minimizi oise impacts to this area. .
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19.  AESTHETICS - Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this

community. There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for abutment
walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored conerete for the same.  Areas of native grasses
or wildflower planfings could be added to enhance the interchanges and grade separations. The Greater
Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has formed a committee, consisting local government officials and
private interests that is investigating the various options and recommend the INDOT work with this group
to select a common theme throughout the corridor.

1)) a

0
COMMENTS /

ADT
COUNTY PROPOSED ggzgg:g[gi% ROAD RECOMMENDATIONS
ROAD NAME | CONSTRUCTION | 1oy WIDTH
& SURFACE
Local Access None — mainline Major Serves State This proposed readway along the east
Road (east) shift allows for use | Collector Road 37, side of the interstate from south of
of existing Wayport Sample Road to Chambers Pike will
northbound lane Road (east serve as a frontage road for this area.
as frontage road. side), The properties connected will have
Duxbury access as known today. In most of this
Drive, Oliver area, a new southbound lane will be
Winery Road, constructed and the existing
Fox Hollow northbound lanes will be used as the
Road, frontage road in this Subsection.
Wesner Recommendations;
Woods Road 1) Support reconsiruction as
and Sparks proposed subject fo;
Lane a) Design of road satisfy IDM
requirements for a Major Collector
b) Aesthetic median protection
from the interstate and the access
road shall be provided as deemed
necessary and offsets between the
edge of pavements of both
facilities should be as far as
pessible, satisfying Figure 3-8 in
the DEIS.
¢) Accommeodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe County
Alternative Transportation Plan {on-
road, paved shoulder, 5 width)
Sample Road | Interchange Major West side Road will remain open to traffic as
Collector 582 proposed in the DEIS with the
18 feet construction of a single folded
Bituminous interchange. The road segment will
surface realize increase in traffic due to the
closure of access from the interstate at
East side Bottom Road and Simpson Chapel
1,080 Road. As stated in the
20 feet recommendations for the North Walnut
Bituminous Street partial interchange (Option B), it
surface i3 necessary to improve Sample Road
from Bottom Road to Old State Road
37 due to;

1) Provide adequate east / west
traffic flow and interstate
access from Ellettsville area
and northwest Manroe County.
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Sample Road
{continued)

2} Concern with access to the
City of Bloomington Utilities
Blucher Pool on Bottom Road
for septage haulers and for
delivery of supplies to said
location,

3) Most of planned high density
residential development will
occur in the Ellettsville Rural
Community area and the area
around the planned
interchange at Sample Road.
Thus, both areas will need
adequate access to the
interstate to accommodate
future growth in this part of the
County.

Recommendations:

1} Support Interchange subject to;

a) Asingle folded diamond
interchange is proposed at
this location, with the travel
lanes to accommodate
anticipated future traffic.

b) All markings within the
Right-of-Way shall remain
the responsibility of INDOT
to maintain.

¢) improvements for Sample
Road, east to Old State
Road 37 and west to
Bottom Road, from the
interstate, inclusive of
alternative transportation
improvements,

d) Accocmmodations for
bicycles and pedesirians
shall be made per Monroe
County Alternative
Transportation Plan (on-
road, 5' paved shoulder).

Local Access
Road (west)

New construction
of two lane road

Major

Collector

Serves State
Road 37,
Simpson
Chapel Road,
Lee Paul
Road, Norm
Anderson
Road,
Crossover
Road,
Dittemoere
Road, Mann
Road, Sylvan
Lane and
Burma Road

This proposed roadway along the west
side of the interstate from south of
Sample Road o Burma Road will serve
as a frontage road for this area. The
properties connected will have access
as known today. In most of this area, a
new southbound lane will be
constructed and the existing
northbound lanes will be used as the
frontage road in this Subsection.
Recommendations;
1) Support reconstruction as proposed
subjectio;
a) Design of road satisfy IDM
requirements for a Major Collector
b} Aesthetic median protection
from the interstate and the access
road shall be provided as deemed
necessary and offsets between the

vy Bdge of pavements of both

DA AL
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Local Access
Road (west)
{continued)

facilities should be as far as
possible, satisfying Figure 3-8 in
the DEIS.

¢} improvements to the
connections proposed fo existing,
substandard County Roads, such
as segments of Lee Paul Road.
Simpson Chapel Road, and
Sample Road which should be
improved in accordance with the
IDM as these segments will realize
increased loading and traffic.

d} Accommedations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe County
Alternative Transportation Plan (on-
road, paved shoulder, 5 widih)

Crossover
Road /
Chambers
Pike

Overpass’

Minor
Collector

West side
433
East side
457

Road will be closed io interstate
access. Road will remain open to
traffic as proposed in the DEIS with the
construction of an overpass. The road
segment will realize increase in traffic
due to closure of That Road.
Recommendations:
1) Support Grade Separation.
2) Accommodations for bicycles
shall be made per Monroe
County Alternative
Transportation Plan {on-road,
paved shoulder, 5" width)

Sparks Lane

Relocation to
Chambers Pike

Local

ADT UK
18 feet
Bituminous
surface

Road will be closed to interstate
access. Road will be relocated to
connect with Chambers Pike.
Recommendation;

1) Support relocation subject to
construction of a turnaround at west
end of Sparks Lane.

Bryant's Creek
Road

Close

Local

26
18 feet
Gravel

Road will be closed to interstate
access. A cul-de-sac will be
constructed at the terminus with the
interstate.
Recommendations;
1) Suppori closure subject to;
a) INDOT provide assistance with
improvements to drainage in the
area as it has a history of flooding
and could strand up to nine
residences if an event occurs

Petro Road

Close

Local

ADT UK
18 feet
Bituminous
surface

Road will be closed to interstate
access and the properties purchase by
INDOT.

Recommendation;

Support closure provided all properties
are purchased and homeowners
relocated as proposed.

Cooksey Lane

Close

Local

ADT UK
18 feet
Bituminous
surface

Road will be closed to interstate
access and the properties purchase by
INDOT.

Recommendation;

Support closure provided all properties
are purchased and homeowners

LG010-Kiesling_Williams_MonroeCounty.pdf

29




Cooksey Lane
{continued)

relocated as proposed.

Other Road with Potential Impacts in this Subsection - Not Directly Impacied

Existing local
roads in the
area.

No construction
proposed.

Local

While roads may be closed io direct
access or indirectly impacted with
construction in this area, it is required
that construction traffic not use local
roads in this area as the roadbeds are
not sufficient for these loads and the
road widths are insufficient and would
create a traffic safety hazard.
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GENERAL COMMENTS for SUBSECTION 5F

Monroe / Morgan County Line to Northemn Terminus of Section 5. north of Liberty Church Road

i.

10.

TRAFFIC STUDIES, INTERCHANGES & GRADE SEPARATIONS — After a review of
Appendix GG, the “1-69 Corridor Model Documeniation: Technical Memorandum: Interim
Traffic Forecasting Models for I-69 Section 5 DEIS”, dated October, 2012, it was found that
traffic modeling was conducted on this Section using the latest in available data in order to
prepare the 2035 traffic forecast. While a Level of Service (LOS) analysis reviews congestion
due to increases in traffic, it does not take into account substandard roadway geometry and
cross-sections which will be impacted by the increased vehicles using said roadways. 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 assessed and improvements shall be made in accordance with the current Indiana
Design Manual for the roads that are impacted which do not meet the IDM’s criteria for the
functional classification of the impacted road.

In summary, we support Preferred Alternate No. 8 of the DEIS as follows;

a. the construction of a local access road that connects segments of Old State Road
37 to the west side of the proposed interchange at Liberty Church Road. This
will provide an emergency route should the interstate have to be closed for any
reason.

KARST — Not in Monroe County jurisdiction.

. DRAINAGE — Not in Monroe County jurisdiction.

EMERGENCY SERVICES - Emergency response time will be hindered by closures in this
subsection. Suggest further discussion with the Sheriffs Department, Emergency Management
Department and local fire departments that serve this area should be conducted to assure their
response times are adequate to serve the public need.

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION —~ Not in Monroe County jurisdiction.
CONSTRUCTION — Not in Monroe County jurisdiction.

THOROUGHFARE PLANS - Not in Monroe County jurisdiction.

SCHOOLS — With the closure of County Roads, additional impacts will be realized by the school
corporations due to rerouting of busses in this area. Suggest continuing communication with the
school’s transportation department in order to minimize the additional costs of a permanent
detour.

NOISE ANALYSIS — Not in Monroe County jurisdiction.

AESTHETICS - Aesthetic interchange and grade separation treatments are desired in this
community. There exist several options that INDOT is familiar with such as form liners for
abutment walls, piers and bridge railing to stamped and/or colored concrete for the same.  Areas
of native grasses or wildflower plantings could be added to enhance the interchanges and grade
separations. The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has formed a committee,
consisting local government officials and private interests that is investigating the various options
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and recommend the INDOT work with this group to select a common theme throughout the
corridor.

References, both Monroe County Code links and previously submitted documents;

1) 1-69 Planning Community Planning Grant report titled “Monroe County State Road 37 Corridor Plan”,
dated February, 2010. (See DEIS, Chapter 12)

2) Monroe County Code 761, “Storm Water Management’, located under Title 7,
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Support/Legal/MonroeCountyCode.aspx or go to direct
link at;

http://www.co.monroe.in.us/TSD/DesktopModules/Bring2mind/DMX/Download.aspx?TablD=266&Com
mand=Core Download&Entryld=3040&Portalld=0&Tabld=266

3) Monroe County Code 829, “Karst and Sinkhole Development Standards”, located under Title 8,
hitp://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Support/Legal/MonroeCountyCode.aspx or go to direct
link at;
hitp://www.co.monroe.in.us/TSD/DesktopModules/Bring2mind/DMX/Download.aspx?TablD=383&Com
mand=Core_Download&Entryld=24958&Portalld=0&Tabld=383

4) Monroe County Ordinance 95-28, “Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan” (See DEIS, Chapter 12)

5) Monroe County “Alternative Transportation & Greenways Plan” (See DEIS, Chapter 12)
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 5:17 PM

To: Bill Williams

Cc: Iris Kiesling Forwarded; Iris Kiesling; Patrick Stoffers; Julie Thomas; Geoff McKim;
jpittsford@bluemarble.net; Richard Martin; Larry Wilson; Sarvis, Samuel

Subject: Re: 1-69, Section 5; DEIS Comments

Thank you Bill. | am in receipt of the letter.

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

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

Sent from my iPhone

OnJan 2, 2013, at 4:48 PM, "Bill Williams" <bwilliams@co.monroe.in.us> wrote:

> Good afternoon,

>

> Please find comments regarding to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Board of
Commissioners for Section 5 of the |-69 project. A hard copy of this is being mailed to you as well.
>

> Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

>

> Thank you for your assistance,

>

> Bill Williams

> Monroe County Public Works Director / Highway Engineer Monroe County
> Highway Department

> 100 W. Kirkwood Avenue

> Bloomington, Indiana 47404

> Office: (812) 349-2555

> Direct Line: (812) 349-2577

> Fax: (812) 349-2959

> Cell: (812) 325-1133

> Www.co.monroe.in.us<http://www.co.monroe.in.us/>

>

> <I-69, Section 5; Tier 2, DEIS Comments.pdf>
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Jacqueline Scanlan <jscanlan@co.monroe.in.us>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 2:35 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Monroe County Historic Preservation Board of Review I-69 Section 5 DEIS Comments
January 2, 2013

Attachments: DEIS_Tier2_Evansville_to_Indianapolis_I_69_Section_5_Comme....pdf

Ms. Hamman,

Please find attached the comments from the Monroe County Historic Preservation Board of Review regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 2) for the 1-69, Evansville to Indianapolis project for Section 5 between Bloomington
and Matrtinsville, Indiana.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comment.

Thank you,

Jackie Scanlan

Senior Planner, Monroe County Planning Department
Historic Preservation Board of Review

501 N. Morton Street, Suite 224

Bloomington, IN 47404

jscanlan@co monroe.in.us

P: (812)-349-2560

F: (812)-349-2967
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MONROE COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION

BOARD OF REVIEW
501 N. Morton Street, Suite 224, Bloomington, IN 47404

Telephone: (812)-349-2560 / Fax: (812)-349-2967
www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Infrastructure/PlanningDepartment/HistoricPreservation.aspx

January 2, 2013

I-69, Section 5 Project Office

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, Indiana 47403

Attn: Mary Jo Hamman via email to: MHamman@mbakercorp.com

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 2), 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project for Section 5
between Bloomington and Martinsville, Indiana. (FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D)

Dear Section 5 Office:

After careful review, our board would like to highlight issues regarding the following historic properties:

)

)
3)
(4)

(5)

The Hedrick House: This house was locally designated in November 2012 as an historic district,
approved by the Monroe County Commissioners in accordance with the County’s historic
preservation ordinance. Furthermore, additional prehistoric artifacts beyond those initially
described have been reported from the property around the house.

Maurice Head: We concur with the study; no visual impacts.
Stipp Bender: We concur with the study; no visual impacts.

Brown School: As the only remaining public school building in Washington Township, we
maintain that this site has local significance, illustrates a national consolidation movement, and
holds a certain degree of international fame. Thomas L. Brown Elementary school is named after
a local educator who taught in one-room schools in Washington Township. This particular
township was the first in the county to consolidate all of the schools into one. The land for the
school was donated by a local family, who still reside in the immediate vicinity. The namesake of
the school is buried in Simpson Chapel Cemetery across the road. The school was open for a
relatively short period prior to a second major round of consolidation which closed this rural
community landmark. The building’s exterior maintains the same character as when it opened in
1968. Other area schools have additions and modifications that compromise their architectural
integrity; not so with Brown School. Brown School was purchased by local entrepreneur, Bill
Cook, in 1984 as a practice facility for a fledgling drum and bugle corps. That group, Star of
Indiana, won the Drum Corps International Open Class World Champion title in 1991. The group
evolved into Brass Theater and then Blast! Blast won the 2001 Tony Award for Best Special
Theatrical Event and the 2001 Emmy Award for Best Choreography. The local community is
proud of Brown School’s history as both an elementary school and performing arts practice
facility. This property is locally significant, and we believe should be determined eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places in the future. The current 1-69 route proposal would have
adverse visual impacts on this property as the center line shifts westward, closer to Brown
School.

Maple Grove Road: While the report states that the project will “not introduce any visual
elements that contrast with the existing visual setting,” extensive steel guardrails and concrete
barriers proposed for the 1-69 corridor will greatly detract visually from the current rural character
of the area around the district and in the expanded district. We find this to be an adverse visual
impact. Instead of steel guardrails and concrete barriers, we recommend using quarry blocks as
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blockade alternatives to steel guardrails and concrete barriers, to avoid creating visual impacts;
see discussion in (7) below.

(6) Reed Historic Landscape District: The district should be expanded to include the Hedrick House
at 3275 N. Prow Road, as well as those at 3225, 3215, 2095, and 3065, since former residents
were reported to have been associated with quarry work. Census data have not confirmed that the
residents did not work there, and employment records for Reed Quarry do not cover the period of
significance. Historic records have not countered the longstanding oral history.

(7) Reed, Hunter Valley, and North Clear Creek Historic Landscape Districts: The adverse visual
impacts on all three districts will be significant and detractions from their historic character.
Using steel guardrails or concrete barriers goes against the common local practice for safety and
traffic lane containment, which uses reject quarry blocks to create a secure separation. There is an
incredible abundance of reject quarry blocks in Monroe and Lawrence Counties. It makes far
more economic and environmental sense to move these blocks for placement along 1-69 than to
manufacture and haul concrete or steel rails. Both concrete and steel rails will change the historic
character of these three National Register eligible Landscape Districts, and create visual impacts
that are avoidable.

Additionally, we wish to inform government agencies and the public that visual impacts to the historic
and natural character of the major entryway into Monroe County and Bloomington can be expected to
make the area less attractive and interesting to visitors, and so produce a negative effect on tourism.
Affecting tourism in this way creates economic impacts — namely, a decline in tourism revenues. Unlike
some serious issues re: 1-69/Sec. 5, visual impacts can be avoided by sensitive construction.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on your study. Please do not hesitate to communicate any
thoughts, concerns, or questions to our board using the above contact information.

Sincerely,

Devin Blankenship, Chair

Monroe County Historic Preservation Board
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 3:11 PM

To: Jacqueline Scanlan

Subject: Re: Monroe County Historic Preservation Board of Review 1-69 Section 5 DEIS Comments

January 2, 2013

Thank you Jackie. 1 am in receipt of the letter.

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

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

Sent from my iPhone

OnJan 2, 2013, at 2:35 PM, "Jacqueline Scanlan" <jscanlan@co.monroe.in.us> wrote:

Ms. Hamman,

Please find attached the comments from the Monroe County Historic Preservation Board of Review
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 2) for the 1-69, Evansville to Indianapolis
project for Section 5 between Bloomington and Martinsville, Indiana.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comment.

Thank you,

Jackie Scanlan

Senior Planner, Monroe County Planning Department
Historic Preservation Board of Review

501 N. Morton Street, Suite 224

Bloomington, IN 47404

jscanlan@co monroe.in.us

P: (812)-349-2560

F: (812)-349-2967

<DEIS_Tier2_Evansville_to_Indianapolis_I_69_Section_5 Comme....pdf>
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Linda Sievers <Isievers@btfire.org>
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 9:39 AM
To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: public comment noise and light pollution

Good Morning Mary Jo,
I’'m following up with my comments yesterday concerning noise and light pollution along I-69, Section 5.

| am requesting that the road surface material through Section 5 be sound sensitive due to the expected increase in
traffic. | live in the Maple Grove Historic District and we hear some truck traffic, but it will only get worse and more
frequent with 1-69. In addition, | ask that you consider using lights that face downward and those that do not emit light
in all directions.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Linda

Linda G. Sievers,Trustee
Bloomington Township
2111 W. Vernal Pike
Bloomington, IN 47404

P (812) 336.4976
F (812) 335.8993

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This transmission (including any attachments) may contain confidential information belonging to the
sender, which is legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual(s) or
entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified than any disclosure,
copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the content of this information is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this email in error please notify us at 812-336-4976 and delete it
immediately.
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 9:59 AM

To: Linda Sievers

Subject: RE: public comment noise and light pollution

Thank you Linda. | appreciate your follow up after yesterday’s meeting.

The comment period for the Section 5 DEIS concludes January 2, 2013. In compliance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the DEIS comment period are considered on an
equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment period. All comments on the DEIS will be published
in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 5 DEIS.
We'll look forward to your visit next week.

Mary Jo

From: Linda Sievers [mailto:lsievers@bitfire.org]
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 9:39 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: public comment noise and light pollution

Good Morning Mary Jo,
I’'m following up with my comments yesterday concerning noise and light pollution along 1-69, Section 5.

| am requesting that the road surface material through Section 5 be sound sensitive due to the expected increase in
traffic. | live in the Maple Grove Historic District and we hear some truck traffic, but it will only get worse and more
frequent with 1-69. In addition, | ask that you consider using lights that face downward and those that do not emit light
in all directions.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Linda

Linda G. Sievers,Trustee
Bloomington Township
2111 W. Vernal Pike
Bloomington, IN 47404

P (812) 336.4976
F (812) 335.8993

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This transmission (including any attachments) may contain confidential information belonging to the
sender, which is legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual(s) or
entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified than any disclosure,
copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the content of this information is strictly
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prohibited. If you have received this email in error please notify us at 812-336-4976 and delete it
immediately.
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Larry Wilson <lwilson@co.monroe.in.us>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 10:38 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Iwilson@cinergymetro.net

Subject: Comments: Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Plan
Commission for Section 5 of the 1-69 project.

Attachments: Monroe County Plan Commission Comments--Draft EIS--Section 5--1-69--January 2,
2013.docx

Please find comments regarding to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Plan Commission
for Section 5 of the 1-69 project.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Thanks,

Larry

Larry J. Wilson, AICP,

Director, Monroe County Planning Department
Monroe County Government Center

501 N. Morton St., Suite 224

Bloomington, IN 47404

(812) 349-2561

Iwilson@co.monroe.in.us
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MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION

and office of the

MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Monroe County Government Center

501 N. Morton Street, Suite 224
Bloomington, IN 47404

Telephone: (812) 349-2560/Fax: (812) 349-2967
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Infrastructure/PlanningDepartment.aspx

Mary Jo Hamman

Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464

Evansville, IN 47716

January 2, 2013

Comments of Monroe County Plan Commission Regarding 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to
Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39) Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

Indiana 37 is the primary north/south traffic corridor for the City of Bloomington and Monroe
County already carrying over 20,000 vehicles per day in the proposed I-69-Section 5 corridor.
The overriding concern of the Plan Commission is that current and future traffic flow on Indiana
37 not be compromised by design alternatives chosen for Section 5 of I-69. We are greatly
concerned that design options which rely principally upon utilization of the existing SR 37 Right-
of-Way may create issues regarding safety, emergency access, and aesthetics.

The proposal for concrete barriers between 1-69 and the new access roads create safety issues
due to glare and limited actual separation. The closing of existing SR 37 access points will divert
existing traffic to substandard county roads—this issue still has not been fully addressed. We
remained concerned that the blockage of the proposed I-69 due to an accident-- as occurred on
SR 37 at the Morgan County line last week--would leave Bloomington without a direct route to
Indianapolis for significant periods. Given the lack of a parallel State Highway (i.e. US 40/1-70)
for thru traffic detours, permanent instant message signage should be placed at strategic
locations to alert vehicles in advance of accidents, closures, and repair/maintenance delays.

The Plan Commission again requests that the recommendations of the Monroe County State

Road 37 Corridor Plan (February, 2010) and Monroe County Alternative Transportation and
Greenways Systems Plan (May, 2006) be followed.

Page 1 of 7
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A.) General concerns:
1.) Utilization of Existing SR 37 Right-of-Way

While using the existing SR 37 right-of-way is laudable, using up the existing corridor without
acquiring additional right-of-way is short-sighted. One of the significant failings of interstate
planning as now performed by INDOT and FHWA is the establishment of a 20 year planning
horizon done in a manner that does not accommodate expectations beyond that horizon. Such
an approach is a perversion of system lifecycle design practice that can only lead to far more
expensive remediation of future problematic situations.

Failing to acknowledge expanded facility use beyond the horizon can only result in excessive
future cost to acquire right-of-way for expansion, either by expanding the existing corridor or
by establishing a new corridor. Consider how different our situation would be if the current SR
37 corridor did not have capacity for additional travel lanes. Even more important are the
expansion needs of interchanges as traffic increases. Future free flow interchange designs
necessary to accommodate clearly expected urban traffic increases will be very expensive and
the prior failure to acquire the necessary right-of-way is even now limiting current design
alternatives.

Given our terrain, as highlighted in the Tier 1 study, there are no other corridor opportunities of
this magnitude. Failing to properly size the corridor now, especially the interchange areas, for a
sustainable future will result in a failed interstate network segment beyond the current plan
horizon. Establishing a plan horizon for sustainable systems does not mean we can ignore
system demand growth and response capability after the current horizon is reached.

2.) Free Flow Ingress/Egress at Major Interchanges

As identified in the present four options for major interchanges in Monroe County, no free flow
opportunity exists for a left turn onto 1-69. All left turn movements onto the interstate will
require traversing two signals, one approaching the bridge and another at the left turn point.
The preliminary study does mention a single point interchange design alternative but indicates
signal delays are longer at a single point interchange.

We are already experiencing peak hour congestion at the 3rd and 2nd street SR 37 intersections
caused by the traffic signal delays. We cannot expect this congestion to be reduced by more
interstate traffic using those same intersections. The implementation of our comprehensive
plans expects traffic flow through these critical intersections to be hassle-free for motorists so
that residing west of I-69 is not perceived as a significant liability.

The SR 46 interchange is likely to see the most change over time because of access to Indiana
University, our largest employer, to the North Park development, probable location of a future
hospital complex, and to the northwestern portion of Monroe County where residential growth
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around Ellettsville will continue to be significant. None of the current alternatives upgrades that
intersection to provide free flow for left turns south or north from SR 46.

Karst

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

Page 3 of 7
LG013-Wilson_MonroeCoPlanCommission.pdf



(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.

Spills of fuels and hazardous waste, both during the construction and operation of 1-69, 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. 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

e 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

e 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

e 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
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features will require further evaluation during subsequent design stages to assure that
adequate detention storage volume is available

» The drainage design for 1-69 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

e 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

e 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

e 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

e 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
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e Cuts into bedrock should be minimized when possible to decrease the potential to
expose caves and other karst conduits

e If a cave is exposed during construction, karst experts should be consulted to
determine the significance of the cave

e 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.

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.

B.) Specific concerns:
1.) Elimination of Gates Drive/Vernal Pike Access —

It is essential that an access road connecting 3" Street and Arlington be constructed on the
west side of the proposed [-69 corridor to mitigate for the loss of these heavily used
intersections. This will greatly reduce congestion at peak hours on both the Interstate and the
interchanges.

2.) Sample Road Interchange

We support an interchange at Sample Road; its ultimate utility depends upon necessary funding
to upgrade the east-west roadway to provide access to the Ellettsville area and Old 37.

3.) Chambers Pike
We note that an overpass of Chambers Pike is now included as requested in our earlier
comments.

4.) Streams

In chapter 5.19.2 Streams it states: “Where stability measures are proposed, alternatives to
riprap, such as bioengineering methods, and new construction or retrofit of culverts for Aquatic
Organism Passage (AOP) will be considered, where practicable.” A recommendation is that
bioengineering materials that are fully biodegradable, natural fibers should be utilized when
possible to encourage native plant growth and aquatic organisms. Turf reinforcement mats,
made with plastics, tend to persist for such long periods of time and can detour plant growth,
especially woody species, and some burrowing organisms from re-colonizing a disturbed area
thus hindering restoration efforts

Page 6 of 7
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These comments are submitted on behalf, and with the approval, of the Monroe County Plan
Commission. We also support the comments of County Highway Engineer Bill Williams, the
Board of Monroe County Commissioners and Plan Commission member Richard Martin
submitted under separate cover.

Sincerely,
Larry J. Wilson
Larry J. Wilson

Director, Monroe County Planning Department

cc: Monroe County Plan Commission
Monroe County Commissioners
Bill Williams, County Highway Engineer
Monroe County Planning Department

Page 7 of 7
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 10:41 PM

To: ‘Larry Wilson'

Cc: Iwilson@cinergymetro.net

Subject: RE: Comments: Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Plan

Commission for Section 5 of the 1-69 project.

Thank you Larry. | am in receipt of the letter.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Larry Wilson [mailto:lwilson@co.monroe.in.us]

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 10:38 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: lwilson@cinergymetro.net

Subject: Comments: Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Plan Commission for Section 5 of
the 1-69 project.

Please find comments regarding to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement from the Monroe County Plan Commission
for Section 5 of the 1-69 project.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Thanks,

Larry

Larry J. Wilson, AICP,

Director, Monroe County Planning Department
Monroe County Government Center

501 N. Morton St., Suite 224

Bloomington, IN 47404

(812) 349-2561

Iwilson@co.monroe.in.us
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Jufko, Philip

From: Lonnie Kern <lonniekern@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 7:41 PM

To: Jufko, Philip

Subject: Re: I-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January
9th at 2 p.m.

Hi Philip,

I would like to comment that | would like to see the exit only ramp for legendary hills and i am concerned with
then interim plan for Burton Ln. Access to the Jordan Rd. area for us is currently Burton Ln. Burton Ln as | see
it is going to span both section 5 and 6. | have concerns for both during construction and after. How will we
access Burton Ln\Jordan Rd. during construction. Where will we exit the interstate to access Burton Ln. when
section 6 is complete. Also flooding on Burton Ln. is usually too deep and too swift for our trucks to cross. |
know this is confusing but | foresee the potential to add several miles to our response under flood conditions if
the current grade isn't raised to get the existing road out of flooding potential. We have houses on either side of
the area that floods. | suppose this would be much easier to discuss in front of a map.

Lonnie

On Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 10:27 AM, Jufko, Philip <PJufko@mbakercorp.com> wrote:
Good Morning,

We would also like to take this opportunity to request that you submit whatever DEIS comments you are able
to in advance of the January 2™ deadline. This will ensure that your comments are documented and available
as we are looking at any refinements that are necessary as a result of all comments received. We will be

continuing coordination with local Fire/EMS providers throughout the remainder of the environmental effort.

Due to scheduling conflicts, several members of the local Fire/EMS community requested that we change our
previous meeting date. As a result, we are pleased to invite you or a designated representative to a meeting
on Wednesday, January 9* to learn more about the latest project activities and follow-up on items discussed
during our previous meeting in August. It is anticipated that we will discuss all DEIS comments received which
relate to emergency services. During the meeting, attendees will also have an opportunity to discuss any
concerns they have related to providing Fire/EMS service to the community in the future as a result of the I-69
Section 5 project.

The meeting will be held:
Wednesday, January 9, 2013 -2 p.m.to 4 p.m.

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services - Station #5
Training Room

5081 North Old State Road 37

Bloomington, IN 47408

812-339-1115

Station #5 is located off Business 37 approximately 2 miles north on North Old State Road 37 on the left.
LG014-Kern_WashingtonTownshipFire.pdf



Our project team is looking forward to meeting with you next month!

Best regards,

Philip Jufko

Public Involvement Coordinator

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - Section 5
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

Phone 812-355-1390

pjufko@mbakercorp.com

www.mbakercorp.com

Creating Value ... Delivering Solutions.

& Please consider the environment before printing this email.

lonniekern@gmail.com

LG014-Kern_WashingtonTownshipFire.pdf



Jufko, Philip

From: Jufko, Philip

Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 8:59 AM

To: Lonnie Kern

Cc: Hamman, Mary Jo; Miller, David C; Manning, Lisa (Lisa.Manning@mbakercorp.com)

Subject: RE: I-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January
9th at 2 p.m.

Lonnie,

Thank you for your comments. | will pass them along to members of our team. We are all looking forward to
meeting with you on January 9"

Best regards,

Philip Jufko

Public Involvement Coordinator

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - Section 5
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

Phone 812-355-1390

pjufko@mbakercorp.com

www.mbakercorp.com

Creating Value ... Delivering Solutions.
F‘E Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Lonnie Kern [mailto:lonniekern@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 7:41 PM

To: Jufko, Philip

Subject: Re: 1-69 Section Environmental Studies - Local Fire/EMS Follow-up Meeting - January 9th at 2 p.m.

Hi Philip,

I would like to comment that | would like to see the exit only ramp for legendary hills and i am concerned with
then interim plan for Burton Ln. Access to the Jordan Rd. area for us is currently Burton Ln. Burton Ln as | see
it is going to span both section 5 and 6. | have concerns for both during construction and after. How will we
access Burton Ln\Jordan Rd. during construction. Where will we exit the interstate to access Burton Ln. when
section 6 is complete. Also flooding on Burton Ln. is usually too deep and too swift for our trucks to cross. |
know this is confusing but | foresee the potential to add several miles to our response under flood conditions if
the current grade isn't raised to get the existing road out of flooding potential. We have houses on either side of
the area that floods. | suppose this would be much easier to discuss in front of a map.

Lonnie

LG014-Kern_WashingtonTownshipFire_Response.pdf



On Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 10:27 AM, Jufko, Philip <PJufko@mbakercorp.com> wrote:
Good Morning,

We would also like to take this opportunity to request that you submit whatever DEIS comments you are able
to in advance of the January 2~ deadline. This will ensure that your comments are documented and available
as we are looking at any refinements that are necessary as a result of all comments received. We will be

continuing coordination with local Fire/EMS providers throughout the remainder of the environmental effort.

Due to scheduling conflicts, several members of the local Fire/EMS community requested that we change our
previous meeting date. As a result, we are pleased to invite you or a designated representative to a meeting
on Wednesday, January 9* to learn more about the latest project activities and follow-up on items discussed
during our previous meeting in August. It is anticipated that we will discuss all DEIS comments received which
relate to emergency services. During the meeting, attendees will also have an opportunity to discuss any
concerns they have related to providing Fire/EMS service to the community in the future as a result of the 1-69
Section 5 project.

The meeting will be held:
Wednesday, January 9, 2013 -2 p.m. to 4 p.m.

Bloomington Township Department of Fire & Emergency Services - Station #5
Training Room

5081 North Old State Road 37

Bloomington, IN 47408

812-339-1115

Station #5 is located off Business 37 approximately 2 miles north on North Old State Road 37 on the left.
Our project team is looking forward to meeting with you next month!

Best regards,

Philip Jufko

Public Involvement Coordinator

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies - Section 5
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

Phone 812-355-1390

pjufko@mbakercorp.com

www.mbakercorp.com

Creating Value ... Delivering Solutions.

&5 Please consider the environment before printing this email.

LG014-Kern_WashingtonTownshipFire_Response.pdf
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Cheryl Munson <cherylmunson2012@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 9:17 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: [-69, Section 5, DEIS comments due January 2, 2013
Attachments: Cheryl Ann Munson, comments on DEIS, 1-69, Sec. 5.pdf

Dear Ms. Hamman:
Please find my comments attached.
Thank you,

Cheryl Ann Munson

CherylMunson2012@agmail.com
(812) 325-3407
www.cherylmunson.us

LG015-Munson_MonroeColncomingCouncilHistPreservationBd.pdf



Cheryl Ann Munson
6707 W. Rock East Road
Bloomington, IN 47403
(812) 325-3407

January 2, 2013

I-69, Section 5 Project Office

3802 Industrial Boulevard, Unit 2

Bloomington, Indiana 47403

Attn: Mary Jo Hamman, via email to: MHamman@mbakercorp.com (hard copy via U.S. mail)

Re: DEIS (Tier 2), 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Section 5, Bloomington-Martrinsville,
Indiana (FHWA-IN-EUS-12-01-D)

Dear Section 5 Office:

As a citizen, a long-time resident of Monroe County, and an elected public official with
more than 16 years in office, | have followed the 1-69 development closely and have commented
extensively on impacts to the environment and to historic properties. In my view, stopping
construction of Section 4 would be the best for the environment and historic properties, and
would also reduce the impacts on local transportation and public safety that 1-69 will bring to the
county.

Barring such a halt, | believe Section 5 should be built to help reduce impacts caused by
the increased traffic, especially truck traffic, that Section 4 will deliver to SR 37. Those impacts
include reduced public safety; downgraded emergency response time; and diminished air quality
due to stop-and-go traffic of tractor-trailer rigs dumped onto 37; as well as increased travel time
and distance for local commuters and concommitant enlarged monetary and environmental costs
that will ensue.

But Section 5 as presently planned is not a sufficient remedy. | will address two points
for Section 5: (1) connectivity issues and (2) mitigation of impacts on the historic character and
tourism values of Monroe County.

Connectivity

Since its construction, SR 37 has increasingly become THE north-south LOCAL
transportation route on the west side of Bloomington and Monroe County. It is widely used by
people traveling to work, to stores, and to services. No other north-south road works to connect
Victor Pike or Arlington Road to the west side shopping areas at Sam’s Club, Walmart, SR 48
area, and Whitehall Crossing. Connectivity is also an issue for emergency response, especially
between the SR37/1-69 intersection, SR 45, SR 48, and SR 46.

Poor connectivity can be remedied by building a frontage road for local transportation.
Such a road should begin at Victor Pike on the south and extend north to Kinser Pike. Reducing

LG015-Munson_MonroeColncomingCouncilHistPreservationBd.pdf
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the number of lanes on 1-69 from 6 to 4 would be workable because local traffic would use the
frontage road. The frontage road should have a side path for pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

If the entirety of the frontage road is not possible, then there needs to be substitute north-
south route provided by INDOT. Extending Gates Drive to Vernal Pike would be helpful, as
would extending Cory Lane to Vernal Pike and Arlington Road.

Additionally, all the overpasses over 1-69 need pedestrian/bicycle paths.
Mitigating Visual Impacts on Historic Character

The historic character of the Bloomington/Monroe County community is treasured by
local residents and draws tourists to our beautiful roadsides with their historic features and
attractive natural settings. Three Historic Landscape Districts have been determined eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places because of their association with the limestone industry.
A fourth historic district, Indiana’s first National Register Rural Historic District, includes the
varied constructions, stone fences, and patterns of association within Maple Grove Road District.
All four districts will suffer visual impacts by the planned construction using steel guard rails or
concrete barriers along 1-69. Under the National Historic Preservation Act, such impacts are to
be mitigated when feasible.

Using either steel or concrete barriers will greatly detract from the historic character of
the area, and in so doing lessen the touristic appeal of Monroe County. Tourism, of course,
provides a significant component for the local economy, and this should be reason enough to
mitigate the visual impact, but the local population also appreciates the historic character of our
area and wants it preserved.

Solution? Use a more appropriate material for a barrier, namely large blocks of limestone
that are rejects from quarry operations. The county has many thousands of these, and they are
traditionally used along rural roadways as barriers. Re-using limestone blocks would be
especially appropriate in the four historic districts but they could be used any place a steel
guardrail or cement barrier is considered. Furthermore, the environmental cost of project
construction would be considerably lowered because no steel would need to be produced and
shipped. Ditto for concrete. Using locally available construction materials would also benefit the
local economy.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Yours truly,

GIWQL%LJ&MJL«—

Cheryl Ann Munson

LG015-Munson_MonroeColncomingCouncilHistPreservationBd.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 9:24 PM

To: ‘Cheryl Munson'

Subject: RE: 1-69, Section 5, DEIS comments due January 2, 2013

Thank you Cheryl. 1 am in receipt of the letter.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Cheryl Munson [mailto:cherylmunson2012@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 9:17 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: 1-69, Section 5, DEIS comments due January 2, 2013

Dear Ms. Hamman:
Please find my comments attached.
Thank you,

Cheryl Ann Munson

CherylMunson2012@agmail.com
(812) 325-3407
www.cherylmunson.us

LG015-Munson_MonroeColncomingCquncilHistPreservationBd_Response.pdf



OFFICE OF

MONROE COUNTY SURVEYOR
KEVIN P. ENRIGHT Health Services Building
County Surveyor 119 West 7" Street
Bloomington, IN 47404
Phone: (812) 349-2570
TO: Mary Jo Hamman; Section 5 Project Manager
SUBJECT: 1-69 Section 5 DEIS, Tier 2 comments
DATE: January 4, 2013
From: Kevin Enright, Monroe County Surveyor

In the year 2003 1 released my findings based on geographic information systems mapping
(GIS) that the proposed I-69 project would be 100 miles longer than existing interstate routes
between the same beginning and ending points as Interstate 69. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHA) dismissed my findings as being premature. So, when will the FHA
acknowledge that my 2003 GIS findings on the National [-69 project mileage were accurate

and correct?

I have previously raised my concerns about the falsification of the freight data in the I-69 EIS.
Prof. William Black, author of the INDOT freight study for ISTEA, stated that most of the
freight from Southwest Indiana was coal headed to Chicago by freight train. This cost savings
data was irrelevant to the Interstate 69 freight analysis. He seemed upset that his scientific
study was being misrepresented in the environmental impact statement to show a positive cost-

benefit that did not exist.

There is transportation theory Companion Innovations which basically states that highway
construction projects are built to meet economic infrastructure needs (Nadari and Mamuneas
FHA Report, 1998). If the stated economic reasons for building 1-69 are false, than what are

the true economic reasons this highway is being constructed?

I stated at INDOT’s I-69 Section 5 public hearing December 6, 2012 that my 2012 GIS study
shows the probable economic purpose of this highway is part of converting Crane Warfare

Center into a nuclear storage facility. The U.S. Blue Ribbon Commission on America's Nuclear
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Future (BRC) recommends to the Department of Energy (DOE) the creation of centralized
storage facilities located at a national defense installation for storing nuclear waste. I’ll include

my Thirteen Layers of America’s Nuclear Future report as an attachment to this letter.

Determining the location of a new major Nuclear Centralized Storage Facility will have
tremendous environmental impacts upon any community. This is especially true for Monroe

County and the extensive Karst geology drainage networks.

Kevin Enright, Monroe County Surveyor
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Thirteen Layers of America’s Nuclear Future

ESRI Presentation, 2012 by Kevin Enright

The U.S. Blue Ribbon Commission on America's Nuclear Future (BRC) recommends to the Department of
Energy (DOE) the creation of centralized storage facilities located at a national defense installation for storing
nuclear waste. The BRC final report is vague on specifics containing only a few generalized maps of nuclear
waste locations, By contrast, Thirteen Layers of America's Nuclear Future provides a

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) methodology measuring the criteria for locating a radioactive waste
and reprocessing complex (RAWREC). This method of measuring states based on various attributes shows

that Indiana is the ideal location for this facility (from the Nuclear Establishment’s perspective).

This GIS project started in 2003 with the analysis of the proposed NAFTA Interstate 69 highway project from
Canada to Mexico. This independent study concluded the new interstate would be longer than existing
interstates. Since the official reason for this highway is false, what is the true purpose for its construction?
While puzzling over this transportation issues, I was simultaneously studying nuclear power plants in Illinois.
Looking at the maps for transporting nuclear waste and the interstate highway system, I began seeing
correlations with I-69 in a new light. If the U.S was reviving the Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) option
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, might not the Crane Naval Depot along the 1-69 route become a possible
location? This RAWREC demonstrates that not only is this feasible, Crane Naval Depot is basically the
Nuclear Establishments only option.

The first three GIS layers provide the base map identifying the location of the nuclear power plants, the U.S.
nuclear weapons production complex, and existing nuclear waste repositories. The next ten layers establish
geographic criteria necessary for selecting the RAWREC location. States are scored on a scale of 0-10; zero
meaning inadequate and ten is excellent. The scores of thel0 layers are added together to give a composite
score. These 10 layers are water resources, environmental standing, political resistance, central location,
monitored retrievable storage, transportation, location dichotomy, energy resources, geologic conditions,

and facility managers.

1. Water Resources - Water is absolutely necessary for locating a nuclear facility. There is a distinct

correlation between the base map of existing facilities and the U.S. Water Resources map. Forty

LG016-Enright_Monroe County Surveyor.pdf




One area of abundant water is in the northwest. In this region, the Hanford Works, WA looks like the
obvious location since it has established facilities. The largest concentration of nuclear facilities occurs
in the eastern U.S. from the Mississippl Kiver basin and eastward. which cowcides with the plentiiul

water region. This study will focus on these remaining 31 eastern states.

2. Epvironmental ranking — The stale’s ranking is important because RAWREC would {it casier in a
friendly environment, i.e. a state with low standards. Vermont (1), Maryland (5) and Connecticut (5)
rank high and therefore get a score of zero. West Virginia (50), Indiana (49), and Alabama (49) are at

the bottom in this category and receive a perfect ten.

3. Political resistance — This is an important factor because a number of states have court orders and
strong regulations protecting them from further encroachments by the nuclear industry. The scale is an
inverse fiinction of the number and ?htr‘nchj' nfthe nuclear facilities located within the otate. Florida
Illinois and South Carolina have high intensity ratings and therefore it is score of zero. Delaware,

Indiana and West Virginia have low intensity ratings and get scores of ten.

4 Central location - establishing the centroid was accomplished by creating a 900 mile radius from
the common point where Indiana, Kentucky and Ohio join. This area of concern best contains the
nuclear facilities in this 31 state region. The 150 mile radius circle was constructed from this centroid
and marks the prime central area. Indiana, Kentucky and Ohio fall within this primary circle and

receive scores of ten. The 300 mile radius zones defined as the secondary area for locating centralized

facility. Minois. West Vireinia and Tennessee are in the secondary zone and recetve a score of six

At this point in the analysis Indiana leads with a perfect 40; while Kentucky with a score of 36,

West Virginia with a score of 34, and Ohio with a score of 32 are all still close.

5. Monitored Retrievable Storage -the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) recommends a
nationally owned defense installation for locating the facility. Crane Naval depot has nearly 2000 earth
bermed concrete vaults on its 100 mi.? in Southwest Indiana. This is the only facility that meets the
necessary requirements in this 31 state region. At this point Indiana has a monopoly and continues its

lead with another perfect score of ten

LG016-Enright_Monroe County Surveyor.pdf



6. Transportation — Interstate Highway access is essential infrastructure for the transport of nuclear
materials. For 23 years the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) has conceived five
proposals for a n I-69 route is southwest Indiana. Each of these plans has had one consistent element
which is the connection between Crane Naval Base and the city of Bloomington. This new terrain
route passes through an intense cave area which is habitat for the endangered Indiana Bat. INDOT has
a steadfast policy of denying access to basic route GIS data because of the inherent problems with the
environmental impacts of this highway proposal. The Record of Decision for this plan is scheduled for
the fall of 2012. I-69’s planned construction fulfills the transportation needs and gives Indiana a score

of ten.

7. Livable cities and work force availability - Location Dichotomy is RAWREC need to be located
in a remote secure area, and to have available a large workforce as well as have a quality community
suitable for a large professional work force. Proximity to America’s 100 best cities layer would satisfy
this requirement. Bloomington, Indiana is one of these top 100 cities and is within the 25 mile
commuting distance to the Crane Naval Depot. This satisfies the dichotomy problem and gives Indiana

a perfect score of ten.

8. Geologic conditions - Sandia Laboratory’s 1975 report was conducted to analyze geologic
conditions for locating a nuclear repository site. The Sandia Laboratories geology map shows
Southwest Indiana as a suitable site with the Mississippian shale strata. Indiana was selected by the
Atomic Energy Commission in the 1970’s to be host to nuclear waste within the Hoosier National
Forest, but then was withdrawn for further consideration. Finding a geologic area suitable for
depositing processed radioactive waste is another of the Location Dichotomy problems. The large
expanse of coal field strip mines in southwest Indiana provides a nearby resource for a geologic region
that is devoid of human habitation. This geologic opportunity zone gives Indiana another perfect score

oy
Ul LCil.

9. Energy resources - A major nuclear facility requires a huge input of energy. During World War II
the Oak Ridge complex consumed 10% of the total U.S. energy output. Southwest Indiana has one of
the largest concentrations of coal-{ired power plants in the woild, with the Gibson plaut being the
largest coal plant in the western hemisphere. These high sulfur coal plants make this region a non-

attainment area in violation of the Clean Air Act, and are the main contributor to Indiana’s bottom

2

LG016-Enright_Monroe County Surveyor.pdf




ranking in environmental standings nation wide. Duke Energy* is currently building a new coal plant
at Edwardsport just west of Crane. There is currently no need for another power plant in this region,
but a major new consumer would justify this multi billion dollar investment. For this fortuitous
investment in future energy resources, Indiana receives a perfect score of ten.

*Duke Energy, the second largest U.S. nuclear energy company, currently has plans for two new
Westinghouse nuclear reactors in South Carolina and a third nuclear reactor in Ohio. They are also co-

hosting the 2012 Democratic Convention in Charlotte NC with $10 million in contributions.

10. Facility Managers - The top DOE contractors for managing nuclear waste projects are Science
Applications International Corporation (SAIC) and USA Repository Services Corporation (URS).
Both companies have established new office complexes at the West Crane Technology Park at the 1-69

interchange to the Crane Naval Depot. This is adequate to give Indiana a perfect score of ten.

Conclusion — The DOE and the GNEP state that nuclear fuel recycling will be integral to America’s
new generation of nuclear power. Their stick figure display of a 400 acre interim storage facility,
however, is inadequate for handling the volume of used nuclear fuel. By using the real world model of
the Rokkosho Reprocessing Plant in Japan and scaling this up to the U. S. production needs, a more
realistic estimate of a 50 to 60 square mile space is needed for a U. S. RAWREC facility. An interim
storage facility in a centralized location and located at a national defense installation can be fulfilled
based upon this GIS methodology. This analysis demonstrates that there is only one option that meets
all necessary requirements. Retrofitting the Crane Naval Base along the proposed [-69 corridor is that

solution.

The goals of the U.S. nuclear future includes maintaining its military superiority, guarding against the
dangers of global nuclear proliferation, establishing energy independence from foreign nations,
moving away from fossil fuels as a base energy source, limiting the homeland security risks of nuclear
material stockpiles near population centers, and protecting the US economy from the financial
liabilities of nuclear waste cleanup costs. Building the RAWREC facility is essential for achieving
these goals. Indiana’s perfect score of 100 points is strong evidence that this location is the most cost-

effective solution to the seven decades debacle of managing the U.S. stockpile of nuclear waste.
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Layer upon layer, maps allow an in-depth observation to patterns that were previously obscure and
hidden. GIS stands as a testament of truth engaging the public in discussions of vital problem solving
issues. Like pieces of a puzzle, this thirteen layers model provides the key to understanding these

options for America’s nuclear future.
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CORRIDOR 16 FEASIBILITY $TUDY FINAL REPORT

Nuclear Fuel Recycling Center - technology ready to
deploy
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Page 2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Proposed 1-69: 84 Miles longer

SAIC at CRANE, INDIANA
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Existing Interstates are 1,706 miles
L.aredo to Port Huron

N .

" | Proposed I-69 is 1,790 miles
| Laredo to Port Huron
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Science Applications International Corporation URS Corporation at Crane, Indiana
SAIC Projects

hitp i hacupdate. comimanage. ntmi
Managing more radioactive waste for the DOE than any other
contractor

Engineering the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near Carlsbad,
New Mexico, the nation's first permanent underground repository for
nuclear waste &

Evaluating alternatives for immobilizing, storing, and disposing of
weapons-grade plutonium

Providing environmental services on projects for the DOE, the
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Air Force, the U.S. Navy,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Completing environmental remediation and restoration on over
2,00 m:yites at more than 50 facilities and installations across the
cou

USA Repository Services (URS Corp)
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Projects

bt e Y P— Lpn=25

USA Repository Services (URS Corp) won the five-year, $2.5 billion
performance-based, cosl-plus Yucca Mountain contract . The winning team
includes Shaw Environmental and French-based Areva

URS is managing the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico, the
nation’s only operating deep geological nuclear waste repository

URS has been at work al the DOE's 586-square-mile Hanford Site in
southeastern Washington since the early 1980s The team consists of URS,
EnergySolutions and AREVA and s planned for completion in 2019

URS manages the DOE Idaho National Laboratory under a $4.8 billion
contract that runs through 2014, with key partner Battelle Energy Alliance

LG016-Enright_Monroe County Surveyor.pdf
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2012 10:08 AM

To: 'Ross Holloway'

Subject: RE: I-69 Local Community Coordination meeting

Thank you Ross. | am in receipt of the letter and the example gateway rendering.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo

From: Ross Holloway [mailto:ross@hollowayengineering.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2012 10:00 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: RE: 1-69 Local Community Coordination meeting

Mary Jo,

Attached it the letter from Mayor Deckard with comments on the EIS and a file of an example of the
proposed gateway for Martinsville.

My recovery is going very well, thanks for asking.

From: Hamman, Mary Jo [mailto:MHamman@mbakercorp.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2012 9:36 AM

To: Ross Holloway

Subject: RE: 1-69 Local Community Coordination meeting

Thank you — hope your recovery is progressing well.
Mary Jo

From: Ross Holloway [mailto:ross@hollowayengineering.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2012 8:46 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: RE: 1-69 Local Community Coordination meeting

Mary Jo,
You'll have it by Monday.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID

LG017-Holloway Deckard Martjnsville_Comment-Response.pdf



"Hamman, Mary Jo" <MHamman@mbakercorp.com> wrote:

Ross,

Following up on some old emails today. | double checked and we have not yet received the letter from the mayor, at
least not at the Bloomington Project Office. If its not too much trouble, would you provide the scanned copy you
mentioned in your earlier email?

Thank you, Mary Jo

From: Ross Holloway [mailto:ross@hollowayengineering.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 8:14 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: RE: 1-69 Local Community Coordination meeting

Mary Jo,

The letter was sent Monday. If you don't receive it today let me know and I'll scan my copy and email it to you.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID

"Hamman, Mary Jo" <MHamman@mbakercorp.com> wrote:

xl

Ross,

Just wanted to double check — | don’t think we’ve seen anything from the mayor yet. Want to make sure that we don’t
miss something during the upcoming holidays...

Hope you're feeling well.

LG017-Holloway Deckard Martjnsville_Comment-Response.pdf



Mary Jo

From: Ross Holloway [mailto:ross@hollowayengineering.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 1:56 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Mayor Deckard

Subject: 1-69 Local Community Coordination meeting

Mary Jo,

I’'m recovering from hip replacement surgery and will not be attending today’s meeting. You will be receiving
a letter from Mayor Deckard tomorrow concerning the City’s comments on the EIS.

Thank you and tell everyone | hope they have a Merry Christmas and a Happy New Years.

Ross Holloway, PE, PLS

HOLLOWAY ENGINEERING

PO Box 234
Mooresville, IN 46158
Ph: 317.831.7918

Fax: 317.831.8255

ross@HollowayEngineering.com

IF SOME AMONG YOU FEAR TAKING A STAND BECAUSE YOU ARE AFRAID OF REPRISALS FROM CUSTOMERS, CLIENTS, OR EVEN
GOVERNMENT, RECOGNIZE THAT YOU ARE JUST FEEDING THE CROCODILE HOPING HE'LL EAT YOU LAST.

(RONALD REAGAN, OcCT. 27, 1964)
LG017-Holloway Deckard Martinsville_Comment-Response.pdf



CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: All information in this communication, and any attachments thereto, is strictly confidential and intended
only for use by the addressee(s) named herein and may contain legally privileged, confidential and/or proprietary information entitled to
privacy protection under Federal and State law. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, or the person delivering same
to the recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, printing or copying, or reliance upon it, and any attachment
thereto, is unauthorized, strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender
immediately and permanently delete the original and delete/destroy any electronic or printed copies.

LIMITS OF LIABILITY NOTICE- PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT: Any professional work product attached to this communication
is for the sole use of our clients. If you are not the client of record for which the work product was produced/prepared and Holloway
Engineering as a courtesy has agreed to provide you this professional product then you are hereby given formal notice that while the
information was deemed valid for the original client and their intended use there is no guarantee, certification or warranty of any kind,
either expressed or implied, by Holloway Engineering, its officers, principals, employees and the original certifying professional as to the
accuracy or suitability of this data for any purpose whatsoever. Further, Holloway Engineering, its officers, principals, employees and the
original certifying professional neither accepts or assumes any liability or responsibility for this work product and the user agrees to
indemnify and hold harmless the above named from any action whatsoever arising out of their use. By accepting the documents the user,
their successors, assigns and all persons or entities deriving information therefrom agrees to the terms and conditions contained herein. The
very act of opening or viewing the attached electronic file, or an electronic file that contains this notice, automatically binds the person, firm
or entity to the conditions contained herein.

LG017-Holloway Deckard Martinsville_Comment-Response.pdf
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City of Martinsville

Hon, Phil R, Deckard Sr.,
Mayor

December 12, 2012

Mary Jo Hamman

I-69 Section 5 Project Manager
3802 Industrial Blvd Unit #2
Bloomington, IN 47403

RE: City of Martinsville 1-69
Dear Ms. Hamman,

The City of Martinsville wants to thank [-69, INDOT and their |I-69 Section 5 staff for the many
opportunities you have given the City of Martinsville over the past several years to be involved in the
EiS. The public commit period is now open on the EIS for Section 5 and the City of Martinsville wants to
make fermal comments on the EIS as follows:

1. The City of Martinsville unequivocally supports the need for the interchange at Liberty
Church Road. This interchange is vital to the economic future of the City of Martinsville and
the surrounding area. Large portions of this area are in the proposed annexation that was
recently adopted by the Council. While, there has been a remenstrance filed, it is believed
that the annexation will be successful. Upon completion of the annexation, it is the City’s
intent to immediately begin the process of including this annexed area into a TIF district to
prompt commercial and business development. The City also will be petitioning Morgan
County to extend the City's extra-territoriat (buffer zone) zoning authority to extend
approximately 1/2 mile south of Liberty Church Road and west of State Road 37.

2. The City is planning for a new well field within the next ten {10) years. The primary
candidate for this well field is the area west of SR 37 and south of Legendary Hills in the
floodway fringe of White River. It is the City’s intent through its extra-territorial zoning
jurisdiction of this area to limit development west of SR 37 so as to protect the well field.
Further, once the location of the wells have been established, the City will be implementing
a well head protection area that will cover a large portion of the area west of SR 37.

3. Proposed access road “N8” appears to conflict with the location where the City of
Martinsville has just completed the installation of a new booster station. The cost of this
booster station is in excess of $200,000 and the City is opposed to relocation of the booster
station.

4. The City of Martinsville wishes to have a “gateway treatment” at the Liberty Church
interchange. Attached is a artist rendering of a “gateway treatment” that was used by the
Town of Gosport. Ohviously the actual construction would be site sensitive but the general

LG017-Holloway Deckard Martinsville_Comment-Response.pdf
P.O. Box 1415  Martinsville, Indiana 46151 ¢ Phone 765-342-2861 e Fax: 765-349-4904



look of the hrick with [imestone columns would be the City’s intent for “gateway
treatment”.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on EIS. If you have any questions, please feel free
to contact my office or City Engineer, Ross Holloway.

- Sincerely,

\/I\%hil ierckard

LG017-Holloway Deckard Martinsville_Comment-Response.pdf
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Monday, December 31, 2012 11:02 AM

To: Norman Voyles

Subject: Re: I-69, Section 5 - DEIS Comment Period closes Jan. 2, 2013

Thank you Commissioner Voyles. We've received your email and it will be considered as we move forward.
We look forward to seeing you on Jan. 16.

Have a Happy New Year!

Mary Jo

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 31, 2012, at 10:52 AM, "Norman Voyles" <nvoyles@morgancounty.in.gov> wrote:

Mary Jo. .......

Morgan County Commissioners still favor a "tight" interchange at Liberty Church Rd. rather than at
Paragon Rd.

We would like an overpass at Paragon Rd. if economics would permit it. We could forego a Paragon Rd.
overpass if that would help in securing an Ohio Street interchange and Wal-Mart overpass. | know these
are both in Section #6, but we are trying to think "down the road". No pun intended.

Thanks,
Norman Voyles
Morgan County Commissioner

From: Hamman, Mary Jo [mailto:MHamman@mbakercorp.com]

Sent: Mon 12/31/2012 9:56 AM

To: 'ross@hollowayengineering.com'; 'Ismith@morgancoin.us'; 'rcoppock@bynumfanyo.com’; 'Bill
Williams'; Norman Voyles; 'reida@bloomington.in.gov'; ‘Josh Desmond'

Cc: 'Sarvis, Samuel'; Sandra Flum (sflum@indot.in.gov); Michelle Allen (Michelle.Allen@dot.gov);
'Bgeorge@dot.gov'; Peyton, James; Thurman, Julie A; Richards, Lorraine; Miller, David C; Manning, Lisa;
'Miller, Tim'; Eric Swickard (ESwickard@blainc.com); David Goffinet; Mike Grovak

Subject: 1-69, Section 5 - DEIS Comment Period closes Jan. 2, 2013

All,

Just a gentle reminder that the close of the comment period for the I-69 Section 5 DEIS is coming up on January 2,
2013. We have received comments from a few of the Participating Agency members so far and are hoping to have
official responses from the full membership. Please feel free to submit these in any format which is most
convenient (paper, web, email). We will reply with an acknowledgement so you know they have been received.

While we will continue to coordinate through our Participating Agency Meetings, it is very important that we have
your formal comments as we move into the next phase of the environmental studies. We truly appreciate your
involvement.

Happy New Year,

Mary Jo Hamman

LG018-Voyles_Morgan Coupty Comment-Response.pdf



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
' Section S—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation

Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) E:JU\, Z2uwue M TT{/@/VI ’s(" n ZLI
Address _ 4575 Ypper Pt 24
Phone ((76% ) _ %44 B (}’?/0 ¥ (optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) & chetone bk () ,‘)‘T?‘ A Aasoc (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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[-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET
RE:  I-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name: David Devitt
Address: 1325 Crescent Rd., Bloomington, IN 47404
Phone: 812-369-0810 Email: cranedad@gmail.com
Organization: Crescent Bend Neighborhood Association board member

COMMENTS: Bethany Stevens of Indiana Recycling Resource, LLC is trying to obtain a permit for
a Solid Waste Transfer Station inside the Bloomington city limits at the current J.B. Salvage site on
Vernal Pike. [ want the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) and the I-69
planners to visualize the future infrastructure problems that will happen if the state issues a
permit for this project. When I-69 comes through Bloomington, the large trash trucks and semis
will no longer have a direct access to Vernal Pike from Highway37 /1-69.

I am attaching the letter addressed to the Bloomington City Council representatives from the
Crescent Bend Neighborhood Association to become part of the public record. I am requesting
that the I-69 planners notify IDEM about these concerns. The lack of communication between
these two agencies was previously observed when Section 42 gave millions of dollars to the
Crescent Pointe development. The city gave its approval knowing the Crescent Pointe houses
being built bordering 17t St. would be adversely affected by the [-69 overpass/underpass. I want
these two state agencies to be aware of the future impact on the Crescent Bend Neighborhood.

*  Where will the 100 tons of daily trash be directed to enter and exit the proposed Solid Waste
Transfer Station on Vernal Pike?

* Who is overseeing and ensuring that the Crescent Bend infrastructure will be safe once Vernal
Pike is closed at Highway 37/1-69?

Sincerely,

David Devitt

Attachment: (1) Letter to Bloomington City Council

POO002-Devitt-CrescentBendNeighborhoodAssoc.pdf




December 3, 2012
To Bloomington City Council Representatives,

The Crescent Bend Neighborhood received a letter from Bethany Stevens of Indiana
Recycling Resource, LLC. The letter states: “As required by IC 13-15-8 and 329 IAC 10-
12-1 (a) — (b), please be advised the agent for the property Owner, has made application
to IDEM, on November 7, 2012, for a Solid Waste Facility, Transfer Station permit. The
project is known as Indiana Recycling Resource, LLC, DBA Vernal Pike Transfer and
Recycling, In Bloomington, Indiana. A copy of this application, legal description and

all development plans pertaining to this proposed development plan are on file and
available for examination at the Monroe County Public Library, 303 E. Kirkwood Avenue,
IN 47404.”

Upon examination of these IDEM documents, it appears that this transfer station will be
located on Vernal Pike on the property of JB Salvage. Our concerns are:

1. There will not be a public hearing regarding this project as stated by Planning
and Engineering.

2. Although there is an existing salvage company at this location, a solid waste
transfer station, being significantly different, would perhaps be in violation of the
current zoning ordinance.

3. Who will be responsible for removing road trash that blows from uncovered
vehicles transporting solid waste to and from the transfer station?

4, Why would the City think that it's appropriate, and go so far as to send a letter
of recommendation to IDEM, to send large vehicles, hauling trash, through a
core neighborhood which includes two existing school zones (Tri-North and Head
Start), narrow streets and few sidewalks?

It is estimated that 4,200 yards or 100 tons of trash will be moved in and out via

large trucks and trailers each day. Therefore this project will undoubtedly require

a significant increase in large truck traffic on an infrastructure that at present

cannot support multiple trips of this vehicle type. Has there been discussion about
infrastructure changes that would immediately be necessary to accommodate this type
of traffic? Large trucks will not be able to enter or exit via Adams Street because of the
low train trestle/bridge and railroad crossings. Similar problems occur at the Bender
bridge on W. 11t Street. It will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for a large semi-
truck to access Monroe Street. Therefore, if the Vernal Pike/Highway 37 intersection

is closed due to the 1-69 project, the only way these trucks can exit the transfer station
would be on Crescent Road. Even if W. 17th Street is widened/updated, Crescent Road
will remain inadequate which will directly affect the health and safety of local residents.

Please note, there may be potential for the proposed transfer station at this location
as long as trucks are able to enter and exit via the existing Vernal Pike and Highway

POO002-Devitt-CrescentBendNeighborhoodAssoc.pdf




37 intersection. However, in the near future, we are very concerned that the City
cannot guarantee that INDOT will agree to revise the 1-69 plan and protect the integrity
of the northwest side by keeping an access to the west and Terre Haute through the
Vernal Pike intersection. We also understand that this will likely not be an interchange;
however an access at Vernal Pike would allow these loaded trucks to exit the transfer
station more efficiently and with less negative impact to our schools, residences and
businesses.

Respectfully,

Crescent Bend Neighborhood Association
Executive Committee Members

POO002-Devitt-CrescentBendNeighborhoodAssoc.pdf
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I-69 Project Office
3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2
Bloomington, IN 47403
Section 5
DEIS Official Comment Period Form

NAME: \/ETEcans of forcics wWars Rst (pot/

ADDRESS: 07‘7/0‘/ o Thusriime Dhal Bewe  Plaomssdresd jns Gado

TELEPHONE: 8/ 339 4375  EMAIL: MA 1@ VEw-GoY . AET™

DATE: 20 DEC Qo(a CUSTOMER SERVICE REP. ; DEwory 3. Haad.s

COMMENTS: pCeAs,e ske H*IT‘ﬁc_déb (efTer .
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Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States
Post 604 - Lauren B. Strain Post
2404 West Industrial Park Drive
Bloomington, Indiana 47404

(812) 339-2375

December 20, 2012
Sirs,

First | would like to take a moment to thank your staff in making themselves available for discussion at
our facility Wednesday December 19, 2012. This afforded representatives from businesses on West
Industrial Park Drive an opportunity to discuss our concerns with respect to the current plans of closing
access to/from Vernal Pike in Bloomington as outlined in Alternative 8 (INDOT’s Preferred Alternative)
Sheet 4 of 14 (undated) to 169 Evansville —to- Indianapolis, Tier 2 Studies, Section 5 — SR 37 to SR 39.

This letter is intended to serve as an attachment to the 1-69 Section 5 DEIS Official Comment Period
form enclosed. Also please find attached sketches of ideas that we hope will influence the planning with
respect to access to 1-69 from West Industrial Park Drive.

VFW Post 604 was chartered on January 7" 1921 and has served the Bloomington area continuously
since this charter. We are extremely concerned about the impact of the current I-69 plans with respect
to the loss of access from Vernal Pike to 1-69 to our survival as a non-profit Combat Veterans Service
organization in Bloomington. Relocating is outside the realm of possibility as our operating capital is
small and we cannot realistically expect to survive this loss of access. We recognize using SR 37's
footprint is a certainty, but we feel there needs to be greater emphasis placed on reducing the impact
on our organization and other businesses not displaced on West Industrial Park Drive. Provided in the
attachments are ideas that we hope will be assessed and incorporated in the planning of our area.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of our community and for taking the time to review our
comments.

Sincerely,

o~

Commander

DJH/mgd
cc: Record

POO009-Hardin-Veterans of Foreign Wars.pdf




Callout B ./

Connect West Industrial
Park Drive to the
abandoned Whitehall
Crossing exit via frontage
road with a bridge
adjacent to Southbound I-
69 over the CSX Railroad

tracks.

Callo

Execute longstanding plan
to connect the end of West
Industrial Park Drive with a
crossing to North Gates
over the CSX Railroad
tracks.

Comment

Concern still exists over
access from points north
and west of West
Industrial Park Drive — a
connection with the SR 46
Bypass could offer some
relief,

== LEMON

POO009-Hardin-Veterans of Foreign Wars.pdf
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Manning, Lisa

From: Manning, Lisa

Sent: Friday, December 28, 2012 4:10 PM

To: 'Liz Irwin'

Subject: RE: Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Comments on Section 5 DEIS
Hi Liz,

| received The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce comments. Thank you and | will let you know if we have any
questions.

Thanks,
Lisa

From: Liz Irwin [mailto:lirwin@chamberbloomington.org]

Sent: Friday, December 28, 2012 3:28 PM

To: Manning, Lisa

Subject: Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Comments on Section 5 DEIS

Hi Lisa,

Per our conversation this afternoon, attached please find The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Comments
for 1-69 Section 5 DEIS. Please let me know if you have questions or need additional information.

Thanks,

Elizabeth Cook Irwin
Public Policy Coordinator

The Chamber

The Greater Bloomington

Chamber of Commerce
. . PO, Bow 1302, Bloomilngton, IN 44001300
81U Ll 8125160051
— Brriea Business. Berren COMMUNITY.
3 flin[w
Mirercn Trarmoly of Commene Baotvs
szz Chamber
Q of the Year

1301 SO0 HR. WV Total Reverum Catogery
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P.0. Box 1302, Bloomington, IN 47402-1302
812.336.6381 Fax 812.336.0651

The Chamber
The Greater Bloomington
Chamber of Commerce

Better Busii Better ity.

Comments for I-69 Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Approved by Chamber Board of Directors - December 13, 2012

The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has been a strong advocate for |-69 for
many years and believes it will improve Indiana’s economy and spark economic
development opportunities along the corridor and throughout the region. We encourage
the state to continue to identify funding sources for Section 5, and support building the
highway once funds are appropriated. With the recent opening of Sections 1-3 and the
expected completion of Section 4 in 2014, our community needs to begin preparing for the
increase in traffic that will use the current State Road 37 through Bloomington and into
Morgan County. As part of that planning, we have formed a local collaboration group to
bring members of the business community, local and state elected officials together to
dialogue on the planning and design for Section 5. Subcommittees are looking at specific
issues such as the North Walnut Street interchange, bike/pedestrian access, and
noise/aesthetics. The local collaboration group has been in contact with INDOT about
specific recommendations for planning and design elements and has been reviewing the
DEIS.

Based on input from the local collaboration group, The Chamber has identified several areas
of importance that it hopes will be considered as this project moves forward.

e Chapter 5.6 of the DEIS discusses traffic impacts. In looking at the “build” versus “no-
build” models, it is clear that overall traffic impacts will be much higher with the no-
build scenario. By building the highway, we reduce congestion and lower accident
rates. The Chamber believes that Section 5 of 1-69 is crucial to the safety and well-
being of our residents in addition to improving economic development opportunities
and creating a strong business environment.

e We need to identify areas of potential safety concern and address those areas prior
to the opening of Section 4 so that the existing State Road 37 is able to handle traffic
safely. Several intersections are already known for safety and congestion issues
which will only become further exacerbated when Section 4 opens. These include
Vernal Pike, Tapp Road and Fullerton Pike. These intersections, along with other
safety hazards, should receive top priority for improvement prior to the completion
of Section 4.

1|Page
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e Maintaining a partial interchange at North Walnut Street is important for our
community and will limit the environmental and cost impacts of a full interchange.
We encourage INDOT to continue working with Monroe County officials about
specific options on the North Walnut interchange. The local collaboration subgroup
has been developing an innovative plan that addresses local needs and concerns and
will share its ideas with INDOT.

e We support the idea of re-using existing infrastructure to save costs when possible.
In cases where overpasses or other roadways are being built or widened, we
encourage the inclusion of bike/pedestrian access.

Meakril  Crentts

Mike Gentile

The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors - Chair

About the Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce:

The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce is a nonprofit membership organization serving as our
community’s leading advocate for business. We offer unique leadership opportunities, meaningful volunteer
activities, and exclusive business-building programs focused on critical economic, civic, and social priorities.
Chamber members support each other and community initiatives, sharing information and resources to help
create economic opportunity and community well-being. At the Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce,
we believe that better business leads to a better community.

2|Page
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 10:24 PM

To: 'lirwin@chamberbloomington.org’

Subject: RE: Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Comments on Section 5 DEIS

Thank you Liz. | wanted to follow up with a confirmation of receipt.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Liz Irwin [mailto:lirwin@chamberbloomington.org]

Sent: Friday, December 28, 2012 3:28 PM

To: Manning, Lisa

Subject: Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Comments on Section 5 DEIS

Hi Lisa,

Per our conversation this afternoon, attached please find The Greater Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Comments
for 1-69 Section 5 DEIS. Please let me know if you have questions or need additional information.

Thanks,

Elizabeth Cook Irwin
Public Policy Coordinator

The Chamber

The Greater Bloomington
Chamber of Commerce

. . Blz:'l rl:: .: r:'slm z.nr;:'j)t Srlr‘:::: ::wwrr.
o flin[\W

%0112 Chamber
‘ of the Year

5011, 50033600 913 Total Rewaron Catgory
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-89 Projact Office Commurity Advisory Commiltee Meeting
3802 Industrial Bhvd. Urlt 2 December 4. 2012
Bloomington, IM 47403
sectich &
CEIS Offcial Comment 2eriad Faim

NAIE: Bryvan Booze
7970 Thames Drive, Bloomington IN 47408

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE: ©12-322-2950 Eyial. BDBo0ze@AOL.COM

pa-g: 12/11/12 CUETOVER SERvICE Rep: Andy Kuchta / Julie Thurman
COMMENTS:

Sound mitigatioh I_s needed for the section of I-69 to be located due west of

Windsor Private (betweeh Worms Way and The Oliver Winery). Mr. Kuchta

explained the standard population density method of determining if an area

typically justifies the installation of a wall, and also then stated his

“conclusion that sound mitigation is not justified in this instance. I am

requesting a re-evaluation of this, along with the consideration of other

types of sound mitigation such as construction of a ridge / berm along the

easement line between the future access road (existing northbound Hwy37

lane) and the Windsor Private. Any such steps would lessen the damage to

Windsor Private property that will result from the increased volume

produced by I-69. To simply state that our neighborhood does not justify

any sound abatement steps seems unreasonable. | am currently the

President of the Windsor Private Homeowners Association (WPHA) and

would enjoy the chance to work with you on this matter.

Thak_Ypu,
- Py

7 Z

POO011-Booze WindsorPrivateHOA.pdf
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From: pres@bloomingtonbicycleclub.org

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 7:46:32 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Keith Vogelsang

Email: pres@bloomingtonbicycleclub.org
Street Address: 101 E. Glenwood Ave

City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47408

On July 12, 2012, the following individuals were
present at a meeting with Mary Jo Hamm and
INDOT representatives: leaders of the Bloomington
Bicycle Club, including president Keith Vogelsang,
Vice President John Bassett, Advocacy Chair Ron
Brown and others, along with Bloomington city
planning Director Tom Micuda, City of Bloomington
Bicycle Coordinator Vince Caristo, Monroe County
Council President Geoff McKim. The purpose of this
meeting was to advocate for a dedicated
bicycle/pedestrian bridge to be constructed between

Comments: 2nd and 3rd streets, somewhere near Basswood
Drive. This section 5 Draft EIS makes no mention of
the proposed bicycle bridge, as advocated by the
Bloomington Bicycle Club. The Bloomington Bicycle
Club, as part of the CAC, and as a matter of official
club policy, want to be on record in this EIS as
being in favor of building dedicated
bicycle/pedestrian facilities where 1-69 runs between
2nd and 3rd street. In its current form, we do not
believe our position has been accurately recorded or
characterized. Please update your records to reflect
our official position. Thank you.

PO014-Vogelsang-BloomingtonBicycleClub.pdf
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: parlinghaus@msn.com

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 5:05 PM
To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

for Section 5

Name: Paul Arlinghaus

Email: parlinghaus@msn.com

Street

Address: 10038 E126th St

City/State: Fishers, IN

Zip Code: 46038
| represent the Hoosier Mountain Bike Association and
this comment is from HMBA-IMBA as an
organization. HMBA would support Alt 8 as it does
not impact the park. HMBA would consider
supporting alternate 7 provided a significant part of the
$5.4M in project savings was invested in the park. The
funds should be used to: a) Purchase private land that

_ is currently used by park users (section of trail
Comments:

currently go on private land) b) Ensure the removal of
the dam does not impact the trails (continued
connectivity on the East side of the park) and has a
favorable impact on the environment. c) That either fill
dirt or a bridge be built to ensure trails on the West
side of the property and that the North and South side
of the park continue to have connectivity on the West
side of the Park. d) Trail and facility improvements.

Subscribe: YES

POO015-Arlinghaus_Hoosier NMountain Bike Association.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Venstra, Elizabeth <erytting@indiana.edu>

Sent: Sunday, December 23, 2012 10:31 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo; secommunications@indot.in.gov
Cc: mayor@bloomington.in.gov; Ronald Brown
Subject: letter of support for bike-ped bridge in Section 5
Attachments: B-TOP bike-ped bridge letter.pdf

Dear Ms. Hamman,

Attached, please find a letter from a local transportation advocacy group, Bloomington Transportation Options for
People (B-TOP) in support of the bicycle/pedestrian bridge proposed by Ron Brown for the west side of Bloomington, as
well as additional improvements for pedestrian safety on the 2" and 3™ Street bridges. On behalf of the members of B-
TOP, I'd like to ask you to include this letter in the official response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Section 5 of the I-69 project.

Note that B-TOP has no official position with regard to the building of any section of the 1-69 interstate itself, and given
that there has been speculation in the press regarding whether there is sufficient funding to build Section 5, | would like
to note (as explained in the letter itself) that we believe that improvements for bicycles and pedestrians should be
prioritized, regardless of the outcome of the I-69 project. We need this infrastructure to get across the highway,
regardless of whether it is 37 or 69. Thus, | would hope that it would become a part of any relevant transportation plans
that may be made for this area apart from the I-69 design, as well as being included in the Section 5 FEIS.

We commend Mr. Brown for his tireless efforts on behalf of this project.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Venstra for Bloomington Transportation Options for People (B-TOP)

info@b-top.org
www.b-top.org

POO016-Venstra_B-TOP.pdf



Indiana Department of Transportation

[-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies
Attn: Mary Jo Hamman, P.E.

Michael Baker Corporation

Project Manager

Section 5 Project Office

To Whom It May Concern:

Bloomington Transportation Options for People (B-TOP) expresses its support for a
dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over the State Road 37 and/or I-69 highway
between the 2™ Street and 3™ Street interchanges. B-TOP is a non-profit
organization working to bring about a more sustainable culture, better urban form,
and enhanced quality of life to people in the Bloomington area by increasing use,
funding, and development of alternatives to auto transport. As such, we are very
interested in improving connectivity for bicyclists and pedestrians between the
center and west side of Bloomington.

Benefits of the bridge include:

With the bridge, a route with low-volume streets and separated paths would
connect central Bloomington to the residential areas west of Bloomington.
Such a route is necessary in order to make the majority of cyclists feel
comfortable that they can ride safely. Pedestrians also need a safe way to
cross the highway.

This route would link to many significant destinations along the way, including
residential, recreational, retail, educational, and employment destinations.
Increasing connectivity between these locations would stimulate economic
activity.

Many would be induced to engage in their east-west trips by walking and
bicycling.

The City of Bloomington has bound itself to become a Platinum-level Bicycle
Friendly Community by 2016. In order to achieve this, cyclists need a safe
way to cross the city between east and west.

The Bloomington trail system would be connected to the Monroe County trail
system.

The Monroe County Alternative Transportation Plan, the Monroe County State
Road 37 Corridor Plan, and the I-69/SR 37 Alternative Transportation Corridor
Study have all identified crossings of SR 37/1-69 between 2" Street and 3"
Street as the highest priority for further study.

POO016-Venstra_B-TOP.pdf



The bridges over the highway at both 2" Street and 3™ Street also require sidewalks
for pedestrian safety. Both bridges are currently very dangerous for pedestrians,
and yet many pedestrians have no choice but to walk across them.

It is imperative that all the bicycle and pedestrian improvements discussed above be
built to cross the highway, regardless of whether I-69 Section 5 is completed as
planned or not; if Section 5 is not completed in the near term for any reason, then
the bicycle-pedestrian bridge should be built across State Road 37, and the existing
bridges upgraded with sidewalks for pedestrian safety.

Sincerely,

The members of Bloomington Transportation Options for People

Cc: Mayor Mark Kruzan, City of Bloomington

POO016-Venstra_B-TOP.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:26 PM

To: ‘Venstra, Elizabeth'; secommunications@indot.in.gov
Cc: mayor@bloomington.in.gov; Ronald Brown

Subject: RE: letter of support for bike-ped bridge in Section 5

Thank you Elizabeth. | wanted to follow up with a confirmation of receipt.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Venstra, Elizabeth [mailto:erytting@indiana.edu]
Sent: Sunday, December 23, 2012 10:31 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo; secommunications@indot.in.gov
Cc: mayor@bloomington.in.gov; Ronald Brown

Subject: letter of support for bike-ped bridge in Section 5

Dear Ms. Hamman,

Attached, please find a letter from a local transportation advocacy group, Bloomington Transportation Options for
People (B-TOP) in support of the bicycle/pedestrian bridge proposed by Ron Brown for the west side of Bloomington, as
well as additional improvements for pedestrian safety on the 2" and 3™ Street bridges. On behalf of the members of B-
TOP, I'd like to ask you to include this letter in the official response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Section 5 of the I-69 project.

Note that B-TOP has no official position with regard to the building of any section of the 1-69 interstate itself, and given
that there has been speculation in the press regarding whether there is sufficient funding to build Section 5, | would like
to note (as explained in the letter itself) that we believe that improvements for bicycles and pedestrians should be
prioritized, regardless of the outcome of the I-69 project. We need this infrastructure to get across the highway,
regardless of whether it is 37 or 69. Thus, | would hope that it would become a part of any relevant transportation plans
that may be made for this area apart from the 1-69 design, as well as being included in the Section 5 FEIS.

We commend Mr. Brown for his tireless efforts on behalf of this project.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Venstra for Bloomington Transportation Options for People (B-TOP)

info@b-top.org
www.b-top.org

POO016-Venstra_B-TOP_Response.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

To Mary Jo Hamman:

Ronald Brown <robrown@umail.iu.edu>

Saturday, December 22, 2012 11:50 PM

Hamman, Mary Jo

Comments of BBC Representative on I-69 Section 5
[-69_Bicycle_Bridge.pdf; Sidepath_Rockport_Rd.pdf; B-Line_Vernal.pdf

Attached to this email are three pdf files with comments on 1-69 Section 5.

The file "1-69_Bicycle_Bridge.pdf" is a write-up with the title "Bloomington SR-37/1-69 Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bridge". This plan for the bridge is also found on the Bloomington Bicycle Club website with URL.:

http://bloomingtonbicycleclub.org/SR37Bridge/bridge.html

The file "Sidepath_Rockport_Rd.pdf" is a write-up with the title "Sidepath from Clear Creek Trail Crossing I-
69 on Rockport Rd". It is a plan to allow sidepath inclined bicyclists and pedestrians to go back and forth
between the Clear Creek Trail and the other side of 1-69.

The file "B-Line_Vernal.pdf" is a write-up with the title "Connecting the B-Line to Vernal Pike". It is a plan to
extend B-Line bicycle and pedestrian traffic to Vernal Pike west of I-609.

Ron Brown

Bloomington Bicycle Club

POO017-Brown-Bloomipgton Bicycle Club.pdf



Sidepath from Clear Creek Trail Crossing 1-69 on Rockport Rd

The Fullerton Corridor Project plans to extend Fullerton Pike eastward to where it lines up with Gordon Pike.
This extension will crossthe Clear Creek Trail and have a sidepath to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians
traveling westward from there. Where the 1-69 project interfaces with the Fullerton Corridor Project it should
also accommodate these side path inclined bicycles and pedestrians.

The recommended bicycle/pedestrian route from the Clear Creek Trail to Lenard Springs Rd is shown in this

It should be taken into account that Fullerton Pike will be a connector for people using the Clear Creek Trail.
Here is atable, which appears near the beginning of the Platinum Task Force Final Report:

Bicycle Demographic’ Description Population Est.
Strong and Fearless Will ride regardless of roadway conditions or facilities. <1%
Enthused and Confident Comfortable with riding in traffic with bike lanes or similar facilities. 7%
Interested but Curious about bicycling, but have some safety concerns. Generally are 60%
Concerned inexperienced when riding with vehicular traffic. Prefer to ride on low
volume streets and separated paths.
Now Way No How Have no interest in bicycling for transportation. 33%

It shows that only 10% (=7/67) of bicyclists are comfortable riding in traffic with bike lanes. This portion
will be even smaller for the type of people that use the Clear Creek Trail. They will prefer or require a
bicycle/pedestrian sidepath along Fullerton Pike. Accordingly the Fullerton Corridor Project has this
sidepath.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



There will be an interchange where Fullerton Pike intersects 1-69. It will not be possible to run the sidepath
through this interchange. To avoid the interchange the sidepath should cross [-69 on Rockport Rd. After
being led west from the Clear Creek Trail on a bicycle/pedestrian sidepath, it is expected that the bicyclists be
able to cross 1-69 on a bridge with a sidepath. To avoid the Fullerton Pike interchange the bicycles and
pedestrians should be routed along Rockport Rd and cross 1-69 on that road's grade separated bridge.

The DEIS shows |-69 construction from Fullerton Pike to the Rockport Rd bridge. That construction should
include a bicycle/pedestrian sidepath both along Rockport Rd and on the bridge.

After crossing the Rockport Rd bridge the bicyclists will get back to Fullerton Pike riding Monroe Medical
Park Blvd on-road. This anticipates the future extension of this boulevard to Rockport Rd.

Ron Brown
Bloomington Bicycle Club

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



Bloomington SR-37/1-69 Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge

SR-37 serves as a bicycle barrier separating the west side of Bloomington from the rest of the
city. It isso difficult to bicycle from the west side into the central city that most people would
not do it. Those that do usually take along way around using Vernal Pike on the north side or
That Rd on the south side.

Thereis actually a second bicycle barrier, Curry Pike, which isavery busy highway running
parallel to and west of SR-37. Except for Second St and Third St, with heavy traffic, there are
no roads that cross Curry Pike. Between these two barriersis abusiness district traversed by
Liberty Dr and Gates Dr. Beyond these two barriers Gifford Rd has been the only suitable road
for connecting to the low volume roads and large residential neighborhoods west of
Bloomington. When the Karst Trail is completed there will be a second good way of
connecting to the west. The Karst Trail will connect to Sierra Dr which will lead to Curry Pike.

The solution to connecting this region west of Bloomington to central Bloomington is to route
bicycles and pedestrians from the west to a properly placed bicycle/pedestrian bridge. The only
good roads from the west to Curry pike will be Gifford Rd and Sierra Dr. Constitution Way is
the only bicycling road available to get from Curry Pike to Liberty Dr and beyond to SR-37
where there should be a bicycle/pedestrian bridge. The other side of the bridge would connect
to Basswood Dr. From there a cyclist can easily get to central Bloomington. Thereis agood
route from the bridge to Third St now. By the summer of 2013 there will bea
bicycle/pedestrian sidepath along Second St from Basswood Dr. Thiswill give another good
route into central bloomington.

The greatest utilization of a bicycle/pedestrian route that crosses SR-37/1-69 would come from
people who live in the many of homes west of Bloomington. Another large group of users
would be people who want to get from central Bloomington to the low volume roads west of
Bloomington. | designed the bicycle/pedestrian route and bridge with these purposes in mind.
For a project to be worth doing it has to be one that these people will use.

Gifford Rd and Sierra Dr will be the only good roads for bicycling west from the Liberty-Gates
commercia corridor. By connecting these roads to Basswood Dr with a bicycle/pedestrian trail
and bridge, people living in the residential neighborhoods west of Bloomington will be
provided with afairly direct route into central Bloomington with no or low traffic.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



This map shows how these many residential neighborhoods will be connected to the route into
Bloomington:
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The above map also shows how cyclists and pedestrians in central Bloomington would be
connected to the many low volume roads west of Bloomington. These roads include Leonard
Springs Rd, Airport Rd, Vernal Pike and Woodyard Rd. Very importantly; it would provide
reasonabl e bicycle/pedestrian access to vy Tech College. In addition, people living near the
bridge could walk to Menards.

Even though the city plansto put bicycle lanes along Third St, it should be pointed out that
there is no safe design that will get a bicycle past the curved entrance and exit ramps on the
Third St Bridge (or the Second St Bridge). These ramps are nonstop with no seeing around the
corner. A car will turninto acyclist on an exit ramp. An entrance ramp places a cyclist
between lanes of traffic.

On the west side of the Third St Bridge; (or the Second St Bridge) you are not where you want
to be on abicycle. You are not in agood position to get to the low volume routes west of the
city. To put the bicycle/pedestrian crossing of SR-37/1-69 anywhere other than where suggested
here would mean that the cyclist or pedestrian would have to go a considerable distance
through traffic to connect the crossing with a west side residential neighborhood.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



FROM GIFFORD RD OR SIERRA DR TO SR-37/1-69

The Figure shows the route from Gifford Rd or Sierra Dr to the SR-37/1-69 Bicycle Bridge site
using Curry Pike, Constitution Way and Liberty Dr. Proposed new facilities are shown in blue.
Where the route uses existing infrastructure it is show in purple. The plan callsfor abicycle
side path along the west side of Curry Pike. Thereis a sidewalk there now. To cross Curry Pike
atraffic signal is placed at Constitution Way. Along Constitution Way bicycles could ridein
the quiet street while pedestrians could use the existing sidewalk. The west side of Liberty Dr
from Constitution Way to the dry detention basin is very good for a bicycle/pedestrian side
path. Along the way there is awide grassy swath and very few driveway crossings. At the dry
detention basin atunnel is used to get across Liberty Dr. A bicycle/pedestrian trail is placed
across the dry detention basin leading up to SR-37/1-69.

.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



THE 1-69 BICYCLE BRIDGE

INDOT should put a bicycle/pedestrian bridge across 1-69 connecting the proposed
bicycle/pedestrian trail west of the highway to Basswood Dr east of the highway.

On the east side of 1-69 the bridge abutment should place on a high spot. One exists just west of
one of the Forest Ridge buildings.

Hereis a street view showing this high spot.

v

The abutment for the east end of the bridge will be placed on state highway property here.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf


http://maps.google.com/maps?client=firefox-a&hl=en&ie=UTF8&ll=39.156552,-86.572995&spn=0,0.002393&z=19&layer=c&cbll=39.156642,-86.573289&panoid=7iPLjG3ojvXxoI8RZuq5WQ&cbp=12,98.52,,0,5

From thislocation at the east end of the bridge the trail goes paralléel to I-69, ether north or
south or both as shown here:

The route south from the abutment leads to Basswood Dr without crossing Forest Ridge
property. Once on Basswood Dr there will be no problem bicycling or walking the rest of the
way to downtown Bloomington. The other option goes north from the abutment and then turns
east and follows the bank of a deep stream valley, one that will never be used for further
development although it is on Forest Ridge property. This route also connects to Basswood Dr.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



CONNECTING THE EAST END OF BRIDGE

Hereis adetailed description of how the 1-69 bicycle/pedestrian bridge woud interface with
property to the east.
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On the east side of 1-69 the abutment of the bicycle/pedestrian bridge is placed on State
property. For purposes of illustration | have chosen a high point. The abutment does not need to
go exactly at that place. There are ramps going both north and south.

The south ramp leads to atrail which parallels 1-69. This trail goes south to where state
property touches Basswood Drive property. Here the trail turns toward and connects to
Basswood Drive. Thus the bridge connects to a public road without impacting private property.

Using the south ramp gives the bicyclist/pedestrian a direct route to Second St via Basswood

Dr. By the summer of 2013 there will be a sidepath along Second St going into central
Bloomington.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



Although alittle less direct, the south ramp also allows the bicyclist/pedestrian to get onto
Basswood Dr and travel to Third St.

The north ramp leads to atrail which runs along the bank of a deep stream valley belonging to

Forest Ridge Apartments. Thistrail then connects to Basswood Dr giving a more direct route to
Third St.

Using the north ramp takes the bicyclist/pedestrian into central Bloomington via Basswood Dr,
Muller Parkway and Third St.

Ron Brown
Bloomington Bicycle Club

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



Connecting the B-Lineto Vernal Pike

Vernal Pikeisthe SR-37 crossing most heavily used by bicycle. It is the only reasonable way to reach much
of Bloomington to the west. To get to destinations north west of Bloomington many BBC rides are taking the
B-Lineto its north end and then connecting with Vernal Pike. Many other cyclists are doing the same thing to
get to destinations west of SR-37.

Looking to the 1-69 future, the B-Line to Vernal Pike connection will be very important. 1-69 will close the
current Vernal Pike crossing. Thiswill make it avery low traffic road east of 1-69. Thusit will make avery
good bicycle route. It will serve as an extension to the B-Line. | will call thisroad Old Vernal Pike. Hereit is
shown in an areal photo:

The above areal photo shows how Vernal Pike lines up with 17th St. They are connected to each other via
what | call New Verna Pike, which takes a bridge over 1-69. A BICY CLE PATH SHOULD BE PLACED
ALONG I-69 CONNECTING OLD VERNAL PIKE TO NEW VERNAL PIKE. The result would be an
extension to the B-Line that goes to the destinations north west of Bloomington.

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf



It would be helpful to extend the B-Line straight ahead for one more block to Vernal Pike. Thiswould be
short and direct. In addition, it would not cross the tracks.

The result would look like this;

With the city putting in one block of B-Line and INDOT connecting Old Vernal Piketo New Vernal Pike we
would have an excellent extension of the B-Line that would connect to the bicycle/pedestrian sidepath along
Vernal Pike west of 1-69.Thiswould lead to the Will Detmer Park, the Karst Trail and other destinations to
the north west.

Ron Brown
Bloomington Bicycle Club

POO017-Brown-Bloomington Bicycle Club.pdf
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Bloomington SR-37/1-69 Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge

SR-37 serves as a bicycle barrier separating the west side of Bloomington from the rest of the city. It is so difficult to bicycle from the
west side into the central city that most people would not do it. Those that do usually take a long way around using Vernal Pike on the
north side or That Rd on the south side.

There is actually a second bicycle barrier, Curry Pike, which is a very busy highway running parallel to and west of SR-37. Except for
Second St and Third St, with heavy traffic, there are no roads that cross Curry Pike. Between these two barriers is a business district
traversed by Liberty Dr and Gates Dr. Beyond these two barriers Gifford Rd has been the only suitable road for connecting to the low
volume roads and large residential neighborhoods west of Bloomington. When the Karst Trail is completed there will be a second
good way of connecting to the west. The Karst Trail will connect to Sierra Dr which will lead to Curry Pike.

The solution to connecting this region west of Bloomington to central Bloomington is to route bicycles and pedestrians from the west
to a properly placed bicycle/pedestrian bridge. The only good roads from the west to Curry pike will be Gifford Rd and Sierra Dr.
Constitution Way is the only bicycling road available to get from Curry Pike to Liberty Dr and beyond to SR-37 where there should
be a bicycle/pedestrian bridge. The other side of the bridge would connect to Basswood Dr. From there a cyclist can easily get to
central Bloomington. There is a good route from the bridge to Third St now. By the summer of 2013 there will be a bicycle/pedestrian
sidepath along Second St from Basswood Dr. This will give another good route into central bloomington.

The greatest utilization of a bicycle/pedestrian route that crosses SR-37/1-69 would come from people who live in the many of homes
west of Bloomington. Another large group of users would be people who want to get from central Bloomington to the low volume
roads west of Bloomington. | designed the bicycle/pedestrian route and bridge with these purposes in mind. For a project to be worth
doing it has to be one that these people will use.

Gifford Rd and Sierra Dr will be the only good roads for bicycling west from the Liberty-Gates commercial corridor. By connecting
these roads to Basswood Dr with a bicycle/pedestrian trail and bridge, people living in the residential neighborhoods west of
Bloomington will be provided with a fairly direct route into central Bloomington with no or low traffic.

This map shows how these many residential neighborhoods will be connected to the route into Bloomington:
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The above map also shows how cyclists and pedestrians in central Bloomington would be connected to the many low volume roads
west of Bloomington. These roads include Leonard Springs Rd, Airport Rd, Vernal Pike and Woodyard Rd. Very importantly; it
would provide reasonable bicycle/pedestrian access to Ivy Tech College. In addition, people living near the bridge could walk to
Menards.

Even though the city plans to put bicycle lanes along Third St, it should be pointed out that there is no safe design that will get a
bicycle past the curved entrance and exit ramps on the Third St Bridge (or the Second St Bridge). These ramps are nonstop with no
seeing around the corner. A car will turn into a cyclist on an exit ramp. An entrance ramp places a cyclist between lanes of traffic.

On the west side of the Third St Bridge; (or the Second St Bridge) you are not where you want to be on a bicycle. You are not in a
good position to get to the low volume routes west of the city. To put the bicycle/pedestrian crossing of SR-37/1-69 anywhere other
than where suggested here would mean that the cyclist or pedestrian would have to go a considerable distance through traffic to
connect the crossing with a west side residential neighborhood.

FROM GIFFORD RD OR SIERRA DR TO SR-37/1-69

The Figure shows the route from Gifford Rd or Sierra Dr to the SR-37/1-69 Bicycle Bridge site using Curry Pike, Constitution Way
and Liberty Dr. Proposed new facilities are shown in blue. Where the route uses existing infrastructure it is show in purple. The plan
calls for a bicycle side path along the west side of Curry Pike. There is a sidewalk there now. To cross Curry Pike a traffic signal is
placed at Constitution Way. Along Constitution Way bicycles could ride in the quiet street while pedestrians could use the existing
sidewalk. The west side of Liberty Dr from Constitution Way to the dry detention basin is very good for a bicycle/pedestrian side
path. Along the way there is a wide grassy swath and very few driveway crossings. At the dry detention basin a tunnel is used to get
across Liberty Dr. A bicycle/pedestrian trail is placed across the dry detention basin leading up to SR-37/1-69.
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THE 1-69 BICYCLE BRIDGE

INDOT should put a bicycle/pedestrian bridge across 1-69 connecting the proposed bicycle/pedestrian trail west of the highway to
Basswood Dr east of the highway.

On the east side of 1-69 the bridge abutment should place on a high spot. One exists just west of one of the Forest Ridge buildings.

Here is a street view showing this high spot.

The abutment for the east end of the bridge will be placed on state highway property here. From this location at the east end of the
bridge the trail goes parallel to 1-69, ether north or south or both as shown here:

POO017A-Bloomington Bicycle Club InfoFromWebsiteLink.pdf
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The route south from the abutment leads to Basswood Dr without crossing Forest Ridge property. Once on Basswood Dr there will be
no problem bicycling or walking the rest of the way to downtown Bloomington. The other option goes north from the abutment and
then turns east and follows the bank of a deep stream valley, one that will never be used for further development although it is on
Forest Ridge property. This route also connects to Basswood Dr.

CONNECTING THE EAST END OF BRIDGE
Here is a detailed description of how the 1-69 bicycle/pedestrian bridge woud interface with property to the east.

e ™ ¥ o
/ h' ,-'f

Trail runs along the bank of
a deep stream vally belanging
to Forest Ridge Apartments.

State property. y
=
Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge

P~
|
=

, STATE ROA

=G

.

fLe—

where State property touches
that of public road.

.

On the east side of 1-69 the abutment of the bicycle/pedestrian bridge is placed on State property. For purposes of illustration | have
chosen a high point. The abutment does not need to go exactly at that place. There are ramps going both north and south.

The south ramp leads to a trail which parallels 1-69. This trail goes south to where state property touches Basswood Drive property.
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Here the trail turns toward and connects to Basswood Drive. Thus the bridge connects to a public road without impacting private
property.

Using the south ramp gives the bicyclist/pedestrian a direct route to Second St via Basswood Dr. By the summer of 2013 there will be
a sidepath along Second St going into central Bloomington.

Although a little less direct, the south ramp also allows the bicyclist/pedestrian to get onto Basswood Dr and travel to Third St.

The north ramp leads to a trail which runs along the bank of a deep stream valley belonging to Forest Ridge Apartments. This trail
then connects to Basswood Dr giving a more direct route to Third St.

Using the north ramp takes the bicyclist/pedestrian into central Bloomington via Basswood Dr, Muller Parkway and Third St.

Link for pdf
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:32 PM

To: 'Ronald Brown'

Subject: RE: Comments of BBC Representative on 1-69 Section 5

Thank you Ron. | wanted to follow up with a confirmation of receipt.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Ronald Brown [mailto:robrown@umail.iu.edu]

Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2012 11:50 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Comments of BBC Representative on 1-69 Section 5

To Mary Jo Hamman:
Attached to this email are three pdf files with comments on 1-69 Section 5.

The file "1-69_Bicycle_Bridge.pdf" is a write-up with the title "Bloomington SR-37/1-69 Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bridge". This plan for the bridge is also found on the Bloomington Bicycle Club website with URL.:

http://bloomingtonbicycleclub.org/SR37Bridge/bridge.html

The file "Sidepath_Rockport_Rd.pdf" is a write-up with the title "Sidepath from Clear Creek Trail Crossing I-
69 on Rockport Rd". It is a plan to allow sidepath inclined bicyclists and pedestrians to go back and forth
between the Clear Creek Trail and the other side of 1-69.

The file "B-Line_Vernal.pdf" is a write-up with the title "Connecting the B-Line to Vernal Pike". It is a plan to
extend B-Line bicycle and pedestrian traffic to Vernal Pike west of 1-69.

Ron Brown
Bloomington Bicycle Club

POO017-Brown-Bloomington,Bicycle Club_Response.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Tim Maloney <maloneyt@hecweb.org>

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:55 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Comments on [-69 Section 5 DEIS
Attachments: HEC Comments - Section 5 DEIS - 1-2-2013.doc
Mary Jo,

Our comments are attached.

Tim

Tim Maloney

Senior Policy Director

Hoosier Environmental Council

3951 N. Meridian St., Suite 100

Indianapolis, IN 46208

P: 317.685.8800 ext. 115

C: 812-369-8677

F: 317.686.4794

tmaloney@hecweb.org

Join Us. Become a member at www.hecweb.org.

PO018-Maloney_HoosierEnvironmentalCouncil.pdf
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EnVImnmenta]
January 2, 2013
3951 N. Meridian, Ste. 100, Indlanapolis, IN 46208
P 317.685.8800 ¥ 317.686.4704
Mal‘y ]0 Hamman WWW.HECWEB.ORG
Michael Baker Corp.
PO Box 8464

Evansville, IN 47716

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 1-69 Evansville to
Indianapolis project - Section 5 (FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D)

Dear Ms. Hamman:

The Hoosier Environmental Council (“HEC”) formally submits the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for Section 5 of the 1-69 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 [-69. In summary, the FEIS:
a) Contained a flawed purpose and need statement, which was biased toward anew-terrain
route;
b) Failed to rigorously explore and evaluate alternatives, including the U.S. 41/1-70 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 5 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 5. (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. 2-2).
There is no evidence that Section 5 would meet a demonstrated local transportation need if the
other sections of [-69 were not completed.

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

PO018-Maloney_HoosierEnvironmentalCouncil.pdf



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 5 independent of the entire
project. The DEIS identifies four local needs justifying the Section 5 segment. (Pg. 2-4). They are:

o Complete Section 5 of [-69 as determined in the Tier 1 ROD
* Reduce existing and forecasted traffic congestion

o Improve traffic safety

¢ Support local economic development initiatives

These are virtually the same generic “local needs” used to justify Sections 1 through 4, and which
generally repeat the broader needs identified for the entire corridor in Tier 1.

Local Need # 1 — Completion of Section 5

Completion of Section 5 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 5 segment serves the local need of completing Section 5.

INDOT continues to incorrectly state that “Section 5 of I-69 responds to the Congressional policy to
complete the National I[-69 Corridor.” (Pg. 2-13). The “High Priority Corridor” identified by
Congress does not mandate that the corridor connect Bloomington to Martinsville. The corridor
identified by Congress extends from Evansville to Indianapolis, but the route that corridor follows
is not specified.

Local Need # 2 - Reduce Congestion

Section 2.3.2 predicts high levels of congestion on major highways in the region leading to poor
functionality by 2035. Since a final determination has yet to be made regarding local road closures,
it is not possible to accurately predict future congestion levels on every highway and other road in
the region. 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 5.

Moreover, many of the road segments listed as having future undesirable Levels of Service are
roads whose traffic levels will be entirely unaffected by the construction of I-69 in Section 5.
Several of these roads unlikely to be affected by I-69 are:

* SR 446 from Moores Pike to Swartz Ridge Road - LOS D

* SR 46 from Getty’s Creek Road to Brown County Line - LOS D/E

¢ SR 67 from Owen County Line to West Street - LOS D

e SR 252 from Cramertown Loop to SR 135 - LOS D/E

* SR 46 at Morgan County Line - LOS D /SR 46 does not enter Morgan County at all]
* SR 135 at Morgan County Line - LOS D

The inclusion of a road segment that does not even exist — SR 46 at Morgan County line — makes
this entire analysis suspect.
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Local Need #3 - Improve Traffic Safety

The DEIS (Sec. 2.3.3) 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 1-69 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 5 - they simply identify
ways for local communities to adapt their development plans to accommodate I-69.

Chapter 5 - Environmental Consequences
Air Quality

The DEIS (page 5.9-9) states that the portion of Section 5 in Morgan County is in a non-attainment
area for PM2.5, and that a determination will be made later if a “quantitative PM2.5 analysis is
appropriate.” Since interagency consultation was not begun until shortly before the release of the
DEIS, and no detailed analysis of the effects of [-69 construction on PM2.5 levels in Morgan County
has been completed, the public has been provided no meaningful information on this possible
impact of the project. Therefore, the FEIS should not be completed until the public has had a chance
to review and comment on the PM2.5 analysis.

For I-69 project impacts on ozone levels, the DEIS provides conflicting information about the status
of a transportation conformity determination for [-69. On pages 5.9-2 to 3, the DEIS reports that
“FHWA will no longer need to demonstrate conformity to the ozone SIP for Central Indiana
(including Morgan County) once the 1997 8-hour Ozone Standard is revoked for purposes of
demonstrating conformity.” Yet on pages 5.9-9 and 10, the DEIS states that “The conformity
determination requirements for the 1-69 Tier 2 Section 5 project will be made after further
interagency consultation. Consultation will be completed prior to the ROD.” The DEIS should
be revised to clarify the status of conformity with the ozone SIP, and if further analysis is
required, this should be made available to the public for review and comment prior to any
action finalizing the EIS.

Energy impacts

The DEIS reflects that building of the preferred alternative will increase energy consumption in the
study area: by 26% in Monroe County, and by 32% in Morgan County, by the year 2035, compared
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to not building the highway. (Pg. 5.25-2). This will result in an increase in carbon emissions ata

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. Over
256 acres of forest will be destroyed for the highway right of way. Much of this forest is high
quality hardwood forest. The DEIS analysis of indirect, induced growth effects on the forest
resources in Section 5 is inadequate, and relied on a limited information source for its analysis.

Forest impacts in Section 5 identified in the Tier 2 DEIS increased nearly three-fold from the forest
impacts identified in Tier 1 (page S-56), further demonstrating the inadequacy of the tiering
process in fully disclosing the environmental impacts of the I-69 project.

Karst Impacts

The preferred Section 5 alignment will cross a region with a high density of karst features. 110
karst features are along the Section 5 corridor. While a majority of these features lie within the
existing SR 37 corridor, the construction of [-69 with new frontage roads and interchanges will
significantly increase the impacts to karst resources in south-central Indiana. Coupled with the
substantial impacts to karst resources from the Section 4 new-terrain construction, the I-69 project
will represent a major impact to Indiana’s unique and sensitive karst terrain. The Section 5 DEIS
fails to analyze any alternative which would significantly avoid further impacts to karst features.

Wildlife Impacts

Federally Endangered Species

The DEIS is inadequate in its analysis of impacts to federally endangered species, particularly the
Indiana bat. 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 14 maternity colonies exist along the route. (p
5.17-7 and 8). 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 5 includes three species of birds affected by the corridor and insufficiently considered in the
DEIS. The Barn Owl (state endangered species), Henslow’s Sparrow (state endangered species),
and Red-shouldered Hawk (special concern) are all likely to have breeding ground destroyed by
construction of 1-69.

The DEIS discloses that the Section 5 area has a rich community of native bat species, including the

state-endangered evening bat. The additional impacts to forest and other habitats resulting from
construction of I-69 will likely have adverse impacts on these bat communities.
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Quality of Biological Information and Surveys

INDOT surveys for fish and wildlife species in the Section 5 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. 5.17-14).

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 5 has increased substantially over the cost
projections provided in Tier 1. The cost estimate increases, adjusted for inflation, range from 14 to
25% more than originally anticipated in Tier 1 {See Table 6-11, pg. 6-55). 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 so much of the
anticipated costs of Section 5 were not even considered at the Tier 1 level should be sufficient to
restart the corridor selection process.

The DEIS contains no discussion of the likelihood of all 6 sections of I-69 being funded. A specific
funding source for Section 5 has not been identified (meaning it is not fiscally constrained), and
further planning activities on Section 6 have been deferred indefinitely, according to the DEIS.

Based on information contained in INDOT’s financial plans for Section 1 to 4, INDOT will siphon
over 60% ($903 million) of the total projected costs of Sections 1-4 ($1.485 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 6-11 of the DEIS reveals that many of the impacts of Section 5 are greater than those
projected in the Tier 1 FEIS. The total number of acres of forest to be cut down has increased to.
approximately 250 acres, nearly a three-fold increase. Wetlands impacts, residential and business
displacements all increased over Tier 1 estimates.

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 1-69, and highlights the fact that the
route corridor for [-69 was selected without knowing the full impacts of the highway. Moreover,
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the full impacts are still unknown since the Tier 2 DEIS for Section 6 has yet to be completed or
published.

Chapter 7 -- Mitigation and Commitments

Forest/Wildlife Habitat Mitigation

The preferred alternative will destroy between 246 and 250 acres of forest and between 6 and 10
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.7-7).

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 5 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 1-69 route is another form
of mitigation. (Pg. 7-8). 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 1-69 related provisions or
ordinances now in place at INDOT’s urging could be changed in the future.

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. 7-53).

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
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.

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

6 BAOEMAQNeY HOeISEVEANMENAICOURCH Al 1700 wwwzcwzs.onc




obligations is in question. This uncertainty makes the proposed karst mitigation plans speculative
and arbitrary.

Section 4(f) Department of Transportation Act Lands

The DEIS improperly finds that Morgan-Monroe State Forest lands are not eligible for protection
from “use” under Section 4(f). The DEIS incorrectly states that no management plan was available
for the state forest, and that it is not used for recreational activities. This is wrong on both counts.
In 2008, the IDNR adopted a Division of Forestry Strategic Plan, which provides management
guidance for the publicly-owned Indiana State Forests, including Morgan-Monroe State Forest, and
effectively serves as the management plan for the Indiana State Forests. In this plan, “Goal II:
Provide forest based recreational opportunities” states, “Continue to provide primitive outdoor
recreation opportunities, which include hunting, hiking, horseback riding, picnicking and primitive
camping on State Forests.” Based on this plan, as well as traditional use of state forests by the
public for outdoor recreation activities, and the presence of developed recreational facilities on
state forests, such as campgrounds, picnic areas, trails, and fishing access, Morgan-Monroe State
Forest is clearly a “publicly-owned recreation area” envisioned by Section 4(f).

According to Section 5.22.3.5 of the DEIS, Section 5 of I-69 will require acquisition of .07 to 7.64
acres of Morgan-Monroe State Forest for right-of-way (page 5.22-6). This qualifies as a permanent
use, as well as a constructive use, of a Section 4(f) property. Therefore INDOT should prepare an
individual Section 4(f) evaluation for the use of Morgan-Monroe State Forest land.

Conclusion
Because of the 1-69 highway's significant environmental impact, high cost, and questionable

benefits, Section 5 as well as the remaining Alternative 3C route for the new-terrain I-69 should be
reevaluated, and instead INDOT should pursue the U.S. 41/1-70 route alternative.

Submitted by:
Tim Maloney

Senior Policy Director
Hoosier Environmental Council
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: tmaloney@hecweb.org

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:58 PM
To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

for Section 5

Name: Tim Maloney

Email: tmaloney@hecweb.org
Street ..
Address: 3951 N. Meridian St.
City/State: Indianapolis, IN

Zip Code: 46208

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis
project — Section 5 (FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D) Dear
Ms. Hamman: The Hoosier Environmental Council
(“HEC”) formally submits the following comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”)
for Section 5 of the 1-69 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 1-69. 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. 41/1-70 upgrade
Comments:  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 5 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 5. (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. 2-2). There is no evidence that
Section 5 would meet a demonstrated local
transportation need if the other sections of 1-69 were
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not completed. 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 I1-70
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. 1d. None of
these local needs are sufficient to justify considering
Section 5 independent of the entire project. The DEIS
identifies four local needs justifying the Section 5
segment. (Pg. 2-4). They are: « Complete Section 5 of
1-69 as determined in the Tier 1 ROD  Reduce
existing and forecasted traffic congestion  Improve
traffic safety « Support local economic development
initiatives These are virtually the same generic “local
needs” used to justify Sections 1 through 4, and which
generally repeat the broader needs identified for the
entire corridor in Tier 1. Local Need # 1 — Completion
of Section 5 Completion of Section 5 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 5 segment
serves the local need of completing Section 5. INDOT
continues to incorrectly state that “Section 5 of 1-69
responds to the Congressional policy to complete the
National 1-69 Corridor.” (Pg. 2-13). The “High Priority
Corridor” identified by Congress does not mandate
that the corridor connect Bloomington to Martinsville.
The corridor identified by Congress extends from
Evansville to Indianapolis, but the route that corridor
follows is not specified. Local Need # 2 — Reduce
Congestion Section 2.3.2 predicts high levels of
congestion on major highways in the region leading to
poor functionality by 2035. Since a final determination
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has yet to be made regarding local road closures, it is
not possible to accurately predict future congestion
levels on every highway and other road in the region.
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 5.
Moreover, many of the road segments listed as having
future undesirable Levels of Service are roads whose
traffic levels will be entirely unaffected by the
construction of 1-69 in Section 5. Several of these
roads unlikely to be affected by 1-69 are: « SR 446
from Moores Pike to Swartz Ridge Road - LOS D ¢ SR
46 from Getty’s Creek Road to Brown County Line -
LOS D/E « SR 67 from Owen County Line to West
Street - LOS D ¢ SR 252 from Cramertown Loop to
SR 135 - LOS D/E « SR 46 at Morgan County Line -
LOS D [SR 46 does not enter Morgan County at all] ¢
SR 135 at Morgan County Line - LOS D The inclusion
of a road segment that does not even exist — SR 46 at
Morgan County line — makes this entire analysis
suspect. Local Need #3 — Improve Traffic Safety The
DEIS (Sec. 2.3.3) 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 1-69 project. All of the county and city
economic development plans and studies contemplated
how best to capitalize on the 1-69 project. These
studies do not call for the construction of Section 5 —
they simply identify ways for local communities to
adapt their development plans to accommodate 1-69.
Chapter 5 — Environmental Consequences Air Quality
The DEIS (page 5.9-9) states that the portion of
Section 5 in Morgan County is in a non-attainment
area for PM2.5, and that a determination will be made

PO018A-Maloney_HoosiefEnvironmentalCouncil.pdf



later if a “quantitative PM2.5 analysis is appropriate.”
Since interagency consultation was not begun until
shortly before the release of the DEIS, and no detailed
analysis of the effects of 1-69 construction on PM2.5
levels in Morgan County has been completed, the
public has been provided no meaningful information
on this possible impact of the project. Therefore, the
FEIS should not be completed until the public has had
a chance to review and comment on the PM2.5
analysis. For 1-69 project impacts on ozone levels, the
DEIS provides conflicting information about the status
of a transportation conformity determination for 1-69.
On pages 5.9-2 to 3, the DEIS reports that “FHWA
will no longer need to demonstrate conformity to the
ozone SIP for Central Indiana (including Morgan
County) once the 1997 8-hour Ozone Standard is
revoked for purposes of demonstrating conformity.”
Yet on pages 5.9-9 and 10, the DEIS states that “The
conformity determination requirements for the 1-69
Tier 2 Section 5 project will be made after further
interagency consultation. Consultation will be
completed prior to the ROD.” The DEIS should be
revised to clarify the status of conformity with the
ozone SIP, and if further analysis is required, this
should be made available to the public for review and
comment prior to any action finalizing the EIS. Energy
impacts The DEIS reflects that building of the
preferred alternative will increase energy consumption
in the study area: by 26% in Monroe County, and by
32% in Morgan County, by the year 2035, compared to
not building the highway. (Pg. 5.25-2). 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. Over 256
acres of forest will be destroyed for the highway right
of way. Much of this forest is high quality hardwood
forest. The DEIS analysis of indirect, induced growth
effects on the forest resources in Section 5 is
inadequate, and relied on a limited information source
for its analysis. Forest impacts in Section 5 identified
in the Tier 2 DEIS increased nearly three-fold from the
forest impacts identified in Tier 1 (page S-56), further
demonstrating the inadequacy of the tiering process in
fully disclosing the environmental impacts of the 1-69
project. Karst Impacts The preferred Section 5
alignment will cross a region with a high density of
karst features. 110 karst features are along the Section
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5 corridor. While a majority of these features lie within
the existing SR 37 corridor, the construction of 1-69
with new frontage roads and interchanges will
significantly increase the impacts to karst resources in
south-central Indiana. Coupled with the substantial
impacts to karst resources from the Section 4 new-
terrain construction, the 1-69 project will represent a
major impact to Indiana’s unique and sensitive karst
terrain. The Section 5 DEIS fails to analyze any
alternative which would significantly avoid further
impacts to karst features. Wildlife Impacts Federally
Endangered Species The DEIS is inadequate in its
analysis of impacts to federally endangered species,
particularly the Indiana bat. 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 14
maternity colonies exist along the route. (p 5.17-7 and
8). 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 5 includes
three species of birds affected by the corridor and
insufficiently considered in the DEIS. The Barn Owl
(state endangered species), Henslow’s Sparrow (state
endangered species), and Red-shouldered Hawk
(special concern) are all likely to have breeding ground
destroyed by construction of 1-69. The DEIS discloses
that the Section 5 area has a rich community of native
bat species, including the state-endangered evening
bat. The additional impacts to forest and other habitats
resulting from construction of 1-69 will likely have
adverse impacts on these bat communities. Quality of
Biological Information and Surveys INDOT surveys
for fish and wildlife species in the Section 5 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. 5.17-14). 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
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Comparisons The DEIS discloses that the cost of
building Section 5 has increased substantially over the
cost projections provided in Tier 1. The cost estimate
increases, adjusted for inflation, range from 14 to 25%
more than originally anticipated in Tier 1 (See Table 6-
11, pg. 6-55). 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 so much
of the anticipated costs of Section 5 were not even
considered at the Tier 1 level should be sufficient to
restart the corridor selection process. The DEIS
contains no discussion of the likelihood of all 6
sections of 1-69 being funded. A specific funding
source for Section 5 has not been identified (meaning
it is not fiscally constrained), and further planning
activities on Section 6 have been deferred indefinitely,
according to the DEIS. Based on information
contained in INDOT’s financial plans for Section 1 to
4, INDOT will siphon over 60% ($903 million) of the
total projected costs of Sections 1-4 ($1.485 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 1-69 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 6-11 of the DEIS reveals that many
of the impacts of Section 5 are greater than those
projected in the Tier 1 FEIS. The total number of acres
of forest to be cut down has increased to
approximately 250 acres, nearly a three-fold increase.
Wetlands impacts, residential and business
displacements all increased over Tier 1 estimates. 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 1-69, and
highlights the fact that the route corridor for 1-69 was
selected without knowing the full impacts of the
highway. Moreover, the full impacts are still unknown
since the Tier 2 DEIS for Section 6 has yet to be
completed or published. Chapter 7 -- Mitigation and
Commitments Forest/Wildlife Habitat Mitigation The
preferred alternative will destroy between 246 and 250
acres of forest and between 6 and 10 acres of wetlands.
The proposed mitigation is inadequate to replace the
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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. 7-7). 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 5 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 1-69 route is another
form of mitigation. (Pg. 7-8). 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 1-69 may not be enforced; and 1-69 related
provisions or ordinances now in place at INDOT’s
urging could be changed in the future. 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. 7-53). 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 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.
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,
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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. Section 4(f) Department of
Transportation Act Lands The DEIS improperly finds
that Morgan-Monroe State Forest lands are not eligible
for protection from “use” under Section 4(f). The
DEIS incorrectly states that no management plan was
available for the state forest, and that it is not used for
recreational activities. This is wrong on both counts. In
2008, the IDNR adopted a Division of Forestry
Strategic Plan, which provides management guidance
for the publicly-owned Indiana State Forests, including
Morgan-Monroe State Forest, and effectively serves as
the management plan for the Indiana State Forests. In
this plan, “Goal II: Provide forest based recreational
opportunities” states, “Continue to provide primitive
outdoor recreation opportunities, which include
hunting, hiking, horseback riding, picnicking and
primitive camping on State Forests.” Based on this
plan, as well as traditional use of state forests by the
public for outdoor recreation activities, and the
presence of developed recreational facilities on state
forests, such as campgrounds, picnic areas, trails, and
fishing access, Morgan-Monroe State Forest is clearly
a “publicly-owned recreation area” envisioned by
Section 4(f). According to Section 5.22.3.5 of the
DEIS, Section 5 of 1-69 will require acquisition of .07
to 7.64 acres of Morgan-Monroe State Forest for right-
of-way (page 5.22-6). This qualifies as a permanent
use, as well as a constructive use, of a Section 4(f)
property. Therefore INDOT should prepare an
individual Section 4(f) evaluation for the use of
Morgan-Monroe State Forest land. Conclusion
Because of the 1-69 highway’s significant
environmental impact, high cost, and questionable
benefits, Section 5 as well as the remaining Alternative
3C route for the new-terrain 1-69 should be
reevaluated, and instead INDOT should pursue the
U.S. 41/1-70 route alternative. Submitted by: Tim
Maloney Senior Policy Director Hoosier
Environmental Council
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:57 PM
To: Tim Maloney'

Subject: RE: Comments on I-69 Section 5 DEIS

Thank you Tim. | have received your letter.

In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed following the close of the comment

period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will
also be provided in that document.

Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS.

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69 Section 5 Project Manager

From: Tim Maloney [mailto:maloneyt@hecweb.org]
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:55 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Comments on 1-69 Section 5 DEIS

Mary Jo,
Our comments are attached.

Tim

Tim Maloney

Senior Policy Director

Hoosier Environmental Council

3951 N. Meridian St., Suite 100

Indianapolis, IN 46208

P: 317.685.8800 ext. 115

C: 812-369-8677

F: 317.686.4794

tmaloney@hecweb.org

Join Us. Become a member at www.hecweb.org.
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From: faye1053@yahoo.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Monday, October 29, 2012 10:40:54 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Roberta Mann
Email: faye1053@yahoo.com
Street Address: 9145 N Mann Rd
City/State: Bloomington , IN
Zip Code: 47404
Has a route been chosen for section 5? I live in and
Comments: am interested in what has been chosen in the

section from Burma Rd to Sample Rd.

Subscribe: YES

P1001-Mann.pdf
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From:
To:

Sarvis, Samuel
Hamman Mary Jo

Subject: Fwd: Ann Jackson/ Sadler Real Estate

Date:

Tuesday, October 30, 2012 8:46:06 AM

Sam Sarvis
(812) 890-6300

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ann Jackson <ajsellshomes@gmail.com>
Date: October 29, 2012 7:51:52 PM EDT

To: "Sarvis, Samuel" <SSARVIS@indot.IN.gov>
Subject: Ann Jackson/ Sadler Real Estate

Dear Mr. Sarvis,

Good evening. This is Ann Jackson from Sadler Real Estate and | am
representing my neighbor who resides at:
4655 St. Rd. 37 S., Martinsville, In 46151.

I am just inquiring sent as to whether the home in question has been
considered as a possible purchase

by Indot. since this home is on the direct "foot-print" of the new
interstate 67.

This home's driveway directly connects to Highway 37 and my clients
are willing to relocate.

I was inquiring as to when the Right of Decision might happen and if
indeed they are being considered?

Any information you can enlighten into this process would greatly be
appreciated.

Have a wonderful evening.

Ann Jackson
Sadler Real Estate

ajsellshomes@gmail.com
75-341-0027
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: ajsellshomes@gmail.com

Cc: ssarvis@indot.in.gov

Subject: FW: Ann Jackson/ Sadler Real Estate
Date: Wednesday, October 31, 2012 8:25:46 AM
Ms. Jackson,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 69 project. The Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) has been published and is available at the local library and on the project website
(http://www.i69indyevn.org/section-5-deis/). The DEIS identifies a Preferred Alternative. A Public
Hearing has been scheduled for December 6, 2012. INDOT is accepting public comment on the
DEIS through January 2, 2013. Your e-mail will be included as a comment on the DEIS, and a
response provided in the Final EIS.

Final determinations about access, including which properties are acquired, will not take place until
later in the project development process, once the environmental studies conclude and final
design is underway.

| encourage you and the property owner to review and provide comments on the DEIS. Feel free to
contact the Section 5 Project Office with any additional questions (812-355-1390).

Regards,
Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: Sarvis, Samuel [mailto:SSARVIS@indot.IN.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2012 8:46 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Fwd: Ann Jackson/ Sadler Real Estate

Sam Sarvis
(812) 890-6300

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ann Jackson <ajsellshomes@gmail.com>
Date: October 29, 2012 7:51:52 PM EDT

To: "Sarvis, Samuel" <SSARVIS@indot.IN.gov>
Subject: Ann Jackson/ Sadler Real Estate

Dear Mr. Sarvis,

Good evening. This is Ann Jackson from Sadler Real Estate and | am
representing my neighbor who resides at:
4655 St. Rd. 37 S., Martinsville, In 46151.
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I am just inquiring sent as to whether the home in question has been
considered as a possible purchase

by Indot. since this home is on the direct "foot-print" of the new
interstate 67.

This home's driveway directly connects to Highway 37 and my clients
are willing to relocate.

I was inquiring as to when the Right of Decision might happen and if
indeed they are being considered?

Any information you can enlighten into this process would greatly be
appreciated.

Have a wonderful evening.

Ann Jackson
Sadler Real Estate

ajsellshomes@gmail.com
75-341-0027

P1002-Jackson_SadlerRealEstate-Response.pdf
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From: i69indyevn

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 5:05:26 PM

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Subscribe:

Heidi Sheldon May

2299 Fluck Mill Rd.
Bloomington, IN
47403

I would like to know what is happening with the
property directly across the street from my house. It
was owned by The Elkins Family and now It has a
sign saying highway construction will be taking
place. | do understand that the Elkins family sold
this to INDOT but we were told it would be left as
green space. All we are hearing are rumors. No
direct information has come from the government or
the Elkins family and we would simply appreciate
the information. Right now all we have is a vague
sign. Thank you in advance for your response.

YES

P1003-May.pdf
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From: Lemon, Janelle

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Cc: DuPont, Jason

Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2012 10:26:16 AM

Mr. May called the Vincennes office today with the same concerns as his wife Heidi, who sent the
onsite inquiry. | called him back and have taken care of their concerns. | also provided my direct
contact information for any future concerns they may have.

Thanks
Janelle

From: i69indyevn [mailto:i69indyevn@p3nlhg674.shr.prod.phx3.secureserver.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 6:05 PM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name: Heidi Sheldon May
Email:

Street Address: 2299 Fluck Mill Rd.
City/State: Bloomington, IN
Zip Code: 47403

| would like to know what is happening with the
property directly across the street from my house. It
was owned by The Elkins Family and now It has a
sign saying highway construction will be taking place.
| do understand that the Elkins family sold this to

Comments: INDOT but we were told it would be left as green
space. All we are hearing are rumors. No direct
information has come from the government or the
Elkins family and we would simply appreciate the
information. Right now all we have is a vague sign.
Thank you in advance for your response.

Subscribe: YES

P1003-May-Response.pdf
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| 1-69 Project Office
3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2
Bloomington, IN 47403

Section 5
DEIS Official Comment Period Form
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I-69 Project Office
3802 Industrial Blvd, Unit 2
Bloomington, IN 47403
Section 5
DEIS Official Comment Period Form
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From: Miller, David C

To: Hamman. Mary Jo; Richards. Lorraine
Subject: RE: Please call Adam W?
Date: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:41:13 AM

Talked to Adam...confirmed that he is on the potential displacement list in both alternatives.
dm

————— Original Message-----

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:16 AM
To: Richards, Lorraine; Miller, David C
Subject: Please call Adam W?

Lorraine or David,

Can you please call Adam Wasson (may not be the correct spelling) at (812) 219-2771. He lives on the
corner Tapp Road and Danilynn Drive. He knows from attending the Public Hearing that he's a Potential
Displacement under the preferred alternative, but is unsure of how the Wapehani "No Shift" may affect
them.

Thanks, MJ

Sent from my iPhone

P1006-Wason-Response.pdf
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From: Flum, Sandra [SFlum@indot.IN.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2012 3:27 PM

To: Thurman, Julie A

Cc: ESwickard@blainc.com; MGrovak@blainc.com; TMiller@blainc.com; Jett, Michael B
Subject: Public Comment - Sturgis

Julie,

| followed up with Mr. Sturgis at your request. We discussed his special property needs. He believes that
someone from INDOT has already been to his property over the summer (a man and a woman) to assess
relocation needs. | explained that we would not provide an appraisal until we receive federal approvals
to conduct appraisals. He plans to be away from Bloomington for several weeks. | explained he likely
wouldn’t hear from us until after February or March. He'll call back to keep updated.

His concern includes what impacts will be made to his property and does not want his street to become
a dead end street. | sent him a link to the project website to the comments form and provided him

information about the public hearing time and place.

His contact information is: cell 812-340-2424 and bobsturgis@sbcglobal.net

Sandra A. Flum, MPA
Project Manager
INDOT
317-234-7248 office
317-650-9237 cell

P1007-Sturgis.pdf



Miller, David C

From: Steve Dawson <sdawson@harrell-fish.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 2:58 PM

To: Miller, David C

Cc: Dave Conner; Phil Livingston; Brad Schlegel; Dave Mood; Michelle Vincel
Subject: 169 Route and Vernal Pike Access

Dear Mr. Miller,

Marilyn Skirvin with the BEDC forwarded your contact information to me and stated that you wish to help BEDC
members with 169 issues.

First of all, thank you for working to help with this process. We are completely supportive of 169. However we do have
three concerns that perhaps you can help us better understand.

The main concern is access to 169 / SR 37 from Vernal Pike. Our business, Harrell-Fish Inc, is located at 2010 West Vernal
Pike and we now have direct access to IN SR 37. The nature of our business requires highway access with considerable
load height clearance as well (for underpasses / overpasses). We have 75 fleet vehicles of our own and we receive
shipments daily from as many as 20 carriers. Many of these carriers are 18 wheelers and some are flat beds with
equipment hauled on them.

It is essential that these trucks be able to get in and out of our facility.

Second, depending on the route we must take in the future to gain highway access, we could lose productivity as our
fleet (and drivers which are paid hourly) will incur increased cost to conduct business if our route to 169 / SR 37 takes
longer than our current access route. Is there any compensation available to our business to offset this negative
impact?

Last, depending on how West Vernal Pike is configured in the future, is it possible that West Vernal Pike might dead end
without direct access to 169 / SR 37? If this occurs, our property may become less attractive, less valuable, and
potentially might see more crime or vandalism from loss of use. Do you know what the plan is for West Vernal Pike? Is
there any compensation available to us for the loss of property value if West Vernal Pike loses access?

For your convenience | have attached a map showing our property location for 2010 West Vernal Pike.

Any help or insight you have on these subjects would be greatly appreciated. Feel free to reply by email or call me at
812-339-2579.

Best Regards,

Steve Dawson
President

Office: 812-339-2579
Mobile: 812-327-2068

<H F I>

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS

P1008-Dawson_HFI.pdf




Miller, David C

From: Steve Dawson <sdawson@harrell-fish.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:09 PM

To: Miller, David C

Subject: 2010 West Vernal Pike Access to 169
Attachments: 2010 W Vernal Pike.gif

David,

Map attachment showing our property.
Thank you,

Steve Dawson
President

Office: 812-339-2579
Mobile: 812-327-2068

<HF D

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS

2010 W. Vernal Pike/PO Box 1998
Bloomington, In 47404
www.harrell-fish.com

P1008-Dawson_HFI.pdf
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Meeting Notes

1-69 Section 5 Project Office
3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit #2
Bloomington, IN 47403 U.S.A.
(812) 355-1390

Location 4690 OIld SR 37 Project: I-69 Tier 2 EIS —

Martinsville, IN Section 5
Date/Time December 18, 2012 Notes Prepared By: David Miller
Subject I-69 Project, Section 5

Participants Waneeta Herrington (resident and mother of Property Owner Johnny Wright); Mr.
Herrington; David Miller / Michael Baker

Notes Action

None
Mr. Johnny Wright called the Project Office and requested that
someone go out to meet with his mother at her residence. David
Miller scheduled an appointment and went discuss the project with
Mrs. Herrington. She had concerns as to how the project would
affect her property.

Mr. Miller showed her the map for her area and discussed the
project. He pointed out that the current map did not show a
potential displacement or partial taking. He also discussed the final
design process.

Mrs. Herrington expressed her satisfaction with the meeting and the
information presented.

P1009-Herrington_MeetingNotes.pdf

Herrington visit 12 18 12 meeting notes.docx



From: Jessicalnewsome@yahoo.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 18, 2012 7:50:16 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Jessica Newsome-Head
Email: Jessicalnewsome@yahoo.com
Street Address: 3911 S. Yonkers Street
City/State: Bloomington, IN
Zip Code: 47403
I own a house that backs up to highway 37 in
Comments: section 5 how would I go about finding out if my

family will be displaced by 169?

Subscribe: YES

P1010-Newsome-Head.pdf
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From: sectionSpm@i69indyevn.org

To: Jessicalnewsome@yahoo.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 19, 2012 8:37:51 AM

Dear Ms. Newsome-Head,

Thank you for your request. Potential Displacements related to Preferred Alternative 8 may be
viewed on the images shown in the |-69 Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS),
Chapter 5.3, specifically Figure 5.3-9. The DEIS can be found at
http://www.i69indyevn.org/section-5-deis

Please consider visiting the Section 5 Project Office to view the DEIS and to pose any additional
questions to the project staff. We are located at 3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit #2, Bloomington, IN
47403 (812-355-1390). The office is open Monday — Friday, 9:00 am — 4:00 pm, and by
appointment.

Kind Regards,
Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

———————— Original Message --------
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

From: Jessicalnewsome@yahoo.com
Date: Sun, November 18, 2012 6:50 pm

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Jessica Newsome-Head
Email: Jessicalnewsome@yahoo.com
Street Address: 3911 S. Yonkers Street
City/State: Bloomington, IN
Zip Code: 47403
I own a house that backs up to highway 37 in
Comments: section 5 how would I go about finding out if

my family will be displaced by 169?

Subscribe: YES

P1010-Newsome-Head-Response.pdf
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From: hewitt@earth-maker.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 5:10:33 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Subscribe:

Dawn Hewitt
hewitt@earth-maker.com
1261 N. Lindbergh Dr.
Bloomington, IN

47404

There seems to be an error on a map in Chapter
5.3, page 160, of Alt. 8, subsection 5C. It shows an
overpass connecting Vernal Pike east and west of
the highway. The text of the document indicates
closure for Vernal Pike, and an overpass connecting
West 17th Street to Vernal west of the highway. The
map shows a green line connecting West 17th to
Vernal, but no asterisks indicating an overpass.

YES

P1013-Hewitt.pdf
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From: Elum, Sandra

To: hewitt@earth-maker.com

Cc: Section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form

Date: Thursday, December 06, 2012 12:16:55 PM
Dawn,

| apologize for this delayed response to your November 215t e-mail. The DEIS graphics have been
updated for tonight's 1-69 Section 5 public hearing. You are correct that the copies in the DEIS create
some confusion at the current Vernal Pike. The graphics will also be updated in the Final EIS published
next year. Here is a better explanation (which matches the verbiage, if not the graphic):

Based on where the symbols are placed, for the overpass which serves Vernal Pike, the figure gives the
impression that the overpass will be constructed between the two existing approaches of Vernal Pike. That is
not correct. The overpass is planned for an east-west grade separation approximately 1400 feet north of the
existing Vernal Pike/SR 37 intersection. It will connect Vernal Pike on the west and 17t St. on the east.

It would have been more clear if we had included the “overpass” symbols a bit further north, and potentially
showed “closure” symbols at the location of the existing signalized intersection.

Please note, the Vernal Pike/17th St. cross-connectivity is portrayed the same way in each of the five
alternatives:

e Alternative 4 underpass (Fig. 5.3-5, electronic page 104)

e Alternative 5 underpass (Fig. 5.3-6, electronic page 118)

e Alternative 6 underpass (Fig. 5.3-7, electronic page 132)

e Alternative 7 overpass (Fig. 5.3-8, electronic page 146)

e Alternative 8 overpass (Fig. 5.3-9, electronic page 160)

Please feel free to contact us with any further questions and thanks for bringing the need for a better
visual to our attention.

Sandra A. Flum, MPA
Project Manager
INDOT

317-234-7248 office
317-650-9237 cell

P1013-Hewitt-Response.pdf
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From: jrn129@yahoo.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Friday, November 23, 2012 8:45:30 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Subscribe:

Jason Neal
jrn129@yahoo.com

831 East Chambers Pike
BLOOMINGTON, IN
47408

My family and | moved to 831 E Chambers Pike in
2000...I1t seems that as soon as we moved in we
heard that | 69 would be coming thru our area and
given that our home is so close to SR-37 there
would be no way to expand the highway to
insterstate standards with out taking our home. We
have lived with this threat for going on 13 years and
we would like for it to be over...i have seen the
maps for section 5 and the proposed and preferred
number 8 for the section. My home in in the light
blue with dots on my home and garage with very
little of my yard showing in the clear. My family ask
that you purchase our home for 2 reasons..1 we do
not want to live that close to an interstate....2 we
feel that we have waited long enough and would
like to start over in a different home as soon as we
can to create some memories before my kids leave
our home as adults.

YES

P1014-Neal.pdf
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From: sectionSpm@i69indyevn.org

To: jrn129@yahoo.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 5:47:47 PM

Thank you for your message to the 1-69, Evansville-to-Indianapolis Project web site. Your
comments will be forwarded to the appropriate project staff and carefully considered.

The comment period for the Section 5 DEIS concludes January 2, 2013. In compliance
with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments
received during the DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be
reviewed following the close of the comment period. All comments on the DEIS will be
published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will also be
provided in that document.

Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 5 DEIS.

———————— Original Message --------

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
From: jrn129@yahoo.com

Date: Fri, November 23, 2012 7:45 am

To: sectionS5pm@i69indyevn.org

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Jason Neal

Email: jrn129@yahoo.com
Street Address: 831 East Chambers Pike
City/State: BLOOMINGTON, IN

Zip Code: 47408

My family and I moved to 831 E Chambers
Pike in 2000...It seems that as soon as we
moved in we heard that 1 69 would be
coming thru our area and given that our
home is so close to SR-37 there would be no
way to expand the highway to insterstate
standards with out taking our home. We have
lived with this threat for going on 13 years
and we would like for it to be over...i have
seen the maps for section 5 and the proposed
Comments: and preferred number 8 for the section. My
home in in the light blue with dots on my
home and garage with very little of my yard
showing in the clear. My family ask that you
purchase our home for 2 reasons..1 we do
not want to live that close to an
interstate....2 we feel that we have waited

P1014-Neal-Responsel.pdf
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long enough and would like to start over in a
different home as soon as we can to create
some memories before my kids leave our
home as adults.

Subscribe: YES

P1014-Neal-Responsel.pdf



From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: jrn129@yahoo.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 5:48:10 PM

Dear Jason,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed
maps of the Preferred Alternative will be available for viewing in the Community Building. INDOT
will have representatives from their Real Estate Division there as well.

Now that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published, we are in the
midst of the formal comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. As you noted, the DEIS
(Figure 5.3-9) does show the Potential Displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative.
We will include your comment, noting the desire for acquisition, in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS). Any refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be noted in the FEIS and the
Record of Decision (ROD). Displacements and right-of-way purchases will be finalized in design.

Thank you for your input. As always, please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at
3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit 2. We hope to see you tomorrow night.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: jrn129@yahoo.com [mailto:jrn129@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2012 9:45 AM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction

for Section 5

Name: Jason Nesal

Email: |rn129@yahoo.com
Street Address: 831 East Chambers Pike
City/State: BLOOMINGTON, IN
Zip Code: 47408

My family and | moved to 831 E
Chambers Pike in 2000...It seems that as

P1014-Neal-Response2.pdf


mailto:MHamman@mbakercorp.com
mailto:jrn129@yahoo.com
mailto:jrn129@yahoo.com

Comments:

Subscribe:

soon as we moved in we heard that | 69
would be coming thru our area and given
that our home is so close to SR-37 there
would be no way to expand the highway
to insterstate standards with out taking our
home. We have lived with this threat for
going on 13 years and we would like for it
to be over...i have seen the maps for
section 5 and the proposed and preferred
number 8 for the section. My homeinin
the light blue with dots on my home and
garage with very little of my yard showing
in the clear. My family ask that you
purchase our home for 2 reasons..1 we do
not want to live that close to an
interstate....2 we feel that we have waited
long enough and would like to start over
in a different home as soon as we can to
create some memories before my kids
leave our home as adults.

YES

P1014-Neal-Response2.pdf



Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 11:15 PM

To: jr129@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Jason,

Thank you very much for attending the Public Hearing last night. | apologize that we weren’t able to discuss your

concerns before | had to move to the Auditorium for the formal presentation. | had intended on calling you as we
discussed, but find that | do not have your telephone number. Please consider providing that, as well as the best

time/day for me to reach you and we can have the conversation during the coming week.

Kind Regards,
Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 5:48 PM

To: 'jrn129@yahoo.com’

Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Dear Jason,

Thank you for contacting the I-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public Hearing, scheduled for
December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed maps of the Preferred Alternative will be
available for viewing in the Community Building. INDOT will have representatives from their Real Estate Division there
as well.

Now that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published, we are in the midst of the formal
comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. As you noted, the DEIS (Figure 5.3-9) does show the Potential
Displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative. We will include your comment, noting the desire for
acquisition, in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Any refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be
noted in the FEIS and the Record of Decision (ROD). Displacements and right-of-way purchases will be finalized in
design.

Thank you for your input. As always, please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802 Industrial Blvd.,
Unit 2. We hope to see you tomorrow night.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: jrn129@yahoo.com [mailto:jrn129@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2012 9:45 AM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

P1014-Neal-Response3.pdf



Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction

for Section 5

Name: Jason Neal
Email: irn129@yahoo.com
Street

Address: 831 East Chambers Pike

City/State: BLOOMINGTON, IN
Zip Code: 47408

My family and | moved to 831 E Chambers Pike in
2000...It seems that as soon as we moved in we heard
that I 69 would be coming thru our area and given that
our home is so close to SR-37 there would be no way
to expand the highway to insterstate standards with out
taking our home. We have lived with this threat for
going on 13 years and we would like for it to be
over...i have seen the maps for section 5 and the

Comments: proposed and preferred number 8 for the section. My
home in in the light blue with dots on my home and
garage with very little of my yard showing in the clear.
My family ask that you purchase our home for 2
reasons..1 we do not want to live that close to an
interstate....2 we feel that we have waited long enough
and would like to start over in a different home as soon
as we can to create some memories before my kids
leave our home as adults.

Subscribe: YES

P1014-Neal-Response3.pdf



From: brentonpdemossii@gmail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 25, 2012 11:25:18 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Brent DeMoss

Email: brentonpdemossii@gmail.com
Street Address: 101 E Wylie Rd

City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47408

I am looking for any information regarding the
purchase of my property. I know that there is a
frontage road proposed that appears to be planned
through my living room. | imagine that no decisions
have been finalized but would like any information
that is available as to plans for my area and how the
purchase process actually works. Thank you! Brent
DeMoss

Comments:

P1015-DeMoss.pdf


mailto:brentonpdemossii@gmail.com
mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: brentonpdemossii@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 6:12:44 PM

Dear Mr. DeMoss,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed
maps of the Preferred Alternative will be available for viewing in the Community Building.

Now that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published, we are in the
midst of the formal comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. The DEIS (Figure 5.3-9)
does show the Potential Displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative. Any
refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be noted in the FEIS and the Record of Decision
(ROD). Displacements and right-of-way purchases will be finalized in design.

Thank you for your interest. Please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802
Industrial Blvd., Unit 2 (812-355-1390). We hope to see you tomorrow night.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: brentonpdemossii@gmail.com [mailto:brentonpdemossii@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 12:25 PM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction

for Section 5

Name: Brent DeMoss

Email: renton ii@gmail.com
Street Address: 101 E Wylie Rd

City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47408

| am looking for any information
regarding the purchase of my property. |
know that there is a frontage road
proposed that appears to be planned

Comments: through my living room. | imagine that no

P1015-DeMoss-Responsel.pdf
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decisions have been finalized but would
like any information that is available as to
plans for my area and how the purchase
process actually works. Thank you! Brent
DeMoss

P1015-DeMoss-Responsel.pdf



From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: brentonpdemossii@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 6:12:44 PM

Dear Mr. DeMoss,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed
maps of the Preferred Alternative will be available for viewing in the Community Building.

Now that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published, we are in the
midst of the formal comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. The DEIS (Figure 5.3-9)
does show the Potential Displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative. Any
refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be noted in the FEIS and the Record of Decision
(ROD). Displacements and right-of-way purchases will be finalized in design.

Thank you for your interest. Please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802
Industrial Blvd., Unit 2 (812-355-1390). We hope to see you tomorrow night.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: brentonpdemossii@gmail.com [mailto:brentonpdemossii@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 12:25 PM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction

for Section 5

Name: Brent DeMoss

Email: renton ii@gmail.com
Street Address: 101 E Wylie Rd

City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47408

| am looking for any information
regarding the purchase of my property. |
know that there is a frontage road
proposed that appears to be planned

Comments: through my living room. | imagine that no

P1015-DeMoss-Response?2.pdf
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decisions have been finalized but would
like any information that is available as to
plans for my area and how the purchase
process actually works. Thank you! Brent
DeMoss

P1015-DeMoss-Response?2.pdf



From: nikkiimac@gmail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 25, 2012 10:49:25 AM

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Eric McNamara
nikkiimac@gmail.com
2970 E Schacht Rd
Bloomington, IN
47401

Hello, | was curious about what would become of
the houses that the 1-69 project has taken. Some of
these houses are very new and have salvageable
materials. Is there any information if salvaging
would be possible before demo? Thank You, Eric
McNamara

P1016-McNamara.pdf
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From: sectionSpm@i69indyevn.org

To: nikkiimac@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 6:00:20 PM

Thank you for your message to the 1-69, Evansville-to-Indianapolis Project web site. Your
comments will be forwarded to the appropriate project staff and carefully considered.

The comment period for the Section 5 DEIS concludes January 2, 2013. In compliance
with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments
received during the DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be
reviewed following the close of the comment period. All comments on the DEIS will be
published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will also be
provided in that document.

Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 5 DEIS.

-------- Original Message --------

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
From: nikkiimac@gmail.com

Date: Sun, November 25, 2012 9:49 am

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name: Eric McNamara

Email: nikkiimac@gmail.com
Street Address: 2970 E Schacht Rd
City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47401

Hello, 1 was curious about what would
become of the houses that the 1-69 project
has taken. Some of these houses are very

Comments: new and have salvageable materials. Is there
any information if salvaging would be
possible before demo? Thank You, Eric
McNamara

P1016-McNamara-Responsel.pdf
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: nikkiimac@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 6:00:53 PM

Dear Mr. McNamara,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. INDOT
will have representatives from their Real Estate Division there and questions about salvage
opportunities can be discussed at that time.

Thank you for your input. Please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802
Industrial Blvd., Unit 2. We hope to see you tomorrow night.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: nikkiimac@gmail.com [mailto:nikkiimac@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 11:49 AM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for

Section 5
Name: Eric McNamara
Email: nikkiimac@gmail.com
Street Address: 2970 E Schacht Rd
City/State: Bloomington, IN
Zip Code: 47401

Hello, I was curious about what would
become of the houses that the I-69 project
has taken. Some of these houses are very

Comments: new and have salvageable materials. Is
there any information if salvaging would
be possible before demo? Thank Y ou, Eric
McNamara

P1016-McNamara-Response2.pdf
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From: cwarmstr@amail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 3:44:42 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Chad Armstrong

Email: cwarmstr@gmail.com
Street Address: 4788 North Old Kinser Pike
City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47404

Hello, | keep hearing about i69 plans, | heard that
some were posted in the HT, though | have not
been able to locate what the plans are, particularly
with what is planned for section 5 of i69 in relation

Comments: to Kinser Pike. | heard that for Kinser Pike there will
be a bridge that crosses i69. What is the plan for
that? Are there maps/pictures that show the
intended plan? Where can | find them? Thanks,
Chad Armstrong

Subscribe: YES

P1017-Armstrong.pdf
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From: sectionSpm@i69indyevn.org

To: cwarmstr@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 6:27:35 PM

Thank you for your message to the I-69, Evansville-to-Indianapolis Project web site. Y our
comments will be forwarded to the appropriate project staff and carefully considered.

The comment period for the Section 5 DEIS concludes January 2, 2013. In compliance with
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received
during the DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis. All will be reviewed
following the close of the comment period. All comments on the DEIS will be published in
full in the FEIS, and responses to al substantive comments will also be provided in that
document.

Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 5 DEIS.

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

From: cwarmstr@gmail.com
Date: Tue, November 27, 2012 2:42 pm

To: sectionS5pm@i69indyevn.org

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Chad Armstrong

Email: cwarmstr@gmail.com
Street Address: 4788 North Old Kinser Pike
City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47404

Hello, I keep hearing about i69 plans, | heard
that some were posted in the HT, though I
have not been able to locate what the plans
are, particularly with what is planned for
section 5 of i69 in relation to Kinser Pike. |
heard that for Kinser Pike there will be a
bridge that crosses i69. What is the plan for
that? Are there maps/pictures that show the
intended plan? Where can | find them?
Thanks, Chad Armstrong

Comments:

Subscribe: YES

P1017-Armstrong-Responsel.pdf
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: cwarmstr@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 6:28:49 PM

Dear Mr. Armstrong,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed
maps of the Preferred Alternative will be available for viewing in the Community Building.

The I-69, Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published and is
available at http://www.i69indyevn.org/section-5-deis/ . The DEIS (Figures 3-11 and 3-12) does
show the Preferred Alternative. The maps which will be displayed at the Public Hearing will be
available on the Section 5 website http://www.i69indyevn.org/section-5/ after the hearing.

We are in the midst of the formal comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. Any
refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be noted in the FEIS and the Record of Decision
(ROD).

Thank you for your interest. Please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802
Industrial Blvd., Unit 2 (812-355-1390). We hope to see you tomorrow night.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: cwarmstr@gmail.com [mailto:cwarmstr@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 4:43 PM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction

for Section 5

Name: Chad Armstrong

Email: cwarmstr@gmail.com
Street Address: 4788 North Old Kinser Pike
City/State: Bloomington, IN

Zip Code: 47404

Hello, | keep hearing about 169 plans, |
heard that some were posted in the HT,

P1017-Armstrong-Response2.pdf
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though | have not been able to locate what
the plans are, particularly with what is
planned for section 5 of i69 in relation to

Comments: Kinser Pike. | heard that for Kinser Pike
there will be a bridge that crosses i69.
What is the plan for that? Are there
maps/pictures that show the intended
plan? Where can | find them? Thanks,
Chad Armstrong

Subscribe: YES

P1017-Armstrong-Response2.pdf
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From: janlamm@aol.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Monday, December 03, 2012 7:17:03 AM

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Jan Lamm
janlamm@aol.com
1912 Montclair Ave
Bloomington, IN
47401

Good Morning, I own a home on Yonkers not far
from Tapp Rd and Highway 37 3001 S Yonkers Ct,
Bloomington, IN 47403 Can you tell me please how
it will be affected? 812-334-2029

P1019-Lamm.pdf
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: janlamm@aol.com
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2012 8:31:16 AM

Dear Ms. Lamm,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed
maps of the Preferred Alternative will be available for viewing in the Community Building.

Now that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published, we are in the
midst of the formal comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. The DEIS (Figure 5.3-9)
does show the Potential Displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative. Any
refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be noted in the FEIS and the Record of Decision
(ROD). Displacements and right-of-way purchases will be finalized in design.

Thank you for your interest. Please feel free to reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802
Industrial Blvd., Unit 2 (812-355-1390). We hope to see you this evening.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: janlamm@aol.com [mailto:janlamm@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 8:17 AM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for

Section 5
Name: Jan Lamm
Email: janlamm [.com
Street Address: 1912 Montclair Ave
City/State: Bloomington, IN
Zip Code: 47401

Good Morning, I own a home on Y onkers
not far from Tapp Rd and Highway 37

Comments: 3001 SYonkers Ct, Bloomington, IN
47403 Can you tell me please how it will
be affected? 812-334-2029

P1019-Lamm_Response.pdf
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From: rachelr@daveomara.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:16:43 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Rachel Rice

Email: rachelr@daveomara.com
Street Address: 1100 East O & M Avenue
City/State: North Vernon, IN

Zip Code: 47265

Is there a location or website where there is
information about the construction of fueling
stations/hotels/restaurants/etc that may be done
anywhere along the new 1-69 projects?

Comments:

P1021-Rice-Rachel.pdf
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From: Lemon, Janelle

To: rachelr@daveomara.com; section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: Re: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 8:26:54 PM
Rachel,

There is not a single source for this information that | am aware of. | would recommend contacting
the Chambers of Commerce in each of the counties directly to see what they might be able to
share.

Kind regards,

Janelle Lemon

Janelle Lemon

I-69 Project Manager
INDOT Washington Office
(812)254-2831 office
(812)830-9653 mobile

From: rachelr@daveomara.com [mailto:rachelr@daveomara.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 01:15 PM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org <section5pm@i69indyevn.org>
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Rachel Rice

Email: rachelr@daveomara.com
Street Address: 1100 East O & M Avenue
City/State: North Vernon, IN

Zip Code: 47265

Is there a location or website where there is
information about the construction of fueling
stations/hotels/restaurants/etc that may be done
anywhere along the new 1-69 projects?

Comments:

P1021-Rice-Rachel-Response.pdf


mailto:JLemon@indot.IN.gov
mailto:rachelr@daveomara.com
mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org

From: jerrykrice@hotmail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Sunday, December 02, 2012 9:06:28 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Subscribe:

Jerry Rice
jerrykrice@hotmail.com
5430 Venetia Court Unit O
Boynton Beach, FL

33437

I own property at 3709 S. Judd Avenue,
Bloomington, Indiana 47403. Can you please tell me
if the 1-69 project or related DOT projects will affect
this property in any way? Thank you.

YES

P1022-Rice-Jerry.pdf
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: jerrykrice@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2012 8:27:11 AM
Dear Mr. Rice,

Thank you for contacting the 1-69, Section 5 Website. | would encourage you to attend the Public
Hearing, scheduled for December 6, 2012 at 5:30 pm at the Monroe County Fairgrounds. Detailed
maps of the Preferred Alternative will be available for viewing in the Community Building. From
the address you included in your request, | recognize you may be unable to attend, however the
maps we’'ll be presenting at tonight’s Public Hearing will be available on the website later this
afternoon.

Now that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been published, we are in the
midst of the formal comment period which runs through January 2, 2013. The DEIS (Figure 5.3-9)
does show the Potential Displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative. Any
refinements to the Preferred Alternative will be noted in the FEIS and the Record of Decision
(ROD). Displacements and right-of-way purchases will be finalized in design.

You may reach us in the Section 5 Project Office at 3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit 2, Bloomington, IN
47403 (812-355-1390) for more detailed discussion. We appreicate your interest.

Kind Regards,

Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: jerrykrice@hotmail.com [mailto:jerrykrice@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2012 10:06 AM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction

for Section 5

Name: Jerry Rice

Email: jerrykrice@hotmail.com
Street Address: 5430 Venetia Court Unit O
City/State: Boynton Beach, FL

Zip Code: 33437

| own property at 3709 S. Judd Avenue,
Bloomington, Indiana 47403. Can you

P1022-Rice-Jerry-Response.pdf
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Comments: please tell meif the 1-69 project or related
DOT projects will affect this property in
any way? Thank you.

Subscribe: YES

P1022-Rice-Jerry-Response.pdf
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From: garyx56@comcast.net

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2012 1:51:37 PM

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Subscribe:

Gary Moody
garyx56@comcast.net
299 1/2 W Madison St
Franklin, IN

46131

I\'m looking at your web site, obviously. Why is
there no link to public hearing schedule or
announcements?

YES

P1030-Moody.pdf


mailto:garyx56@comcast.net
mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: garyx56@comcast.net
Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2012 2:05:11 PM

Dear Mr. Moody,

The I-69, Section 5 Public Hearing is being held this evening, December 6, 2012 at the Monroe
County Fairgrounds, 5700 W. Airport Rd., Bloomington, IN 47403. The doors will open at 5:30 pm,
with a formal presentation to take place at 6:30 pm. There will also be an opportunity to offer
formal comments and to ask questions about the display maps this evening.

We appreciate your input and are modifying the website to make this information more readily
available.

Kind Regards,
Mary Jo Hamman
I-69, Section 5 Project Manager

From: garyx56@comecast.net [mailto:garyx56@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 1:52 PM

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Tier 2 Studies for

Section 5
Name: Gary Moody
Email: garyx56@comcast.net
Street Address: 299 1/2 W Madison St
City/State: Franklin, IN
Zip Code: 46131

I\'m looking at your web site, obvioudly.
Comments: Why isthere no link to public hearing
schedule or announcements?

Subscribe: YES

P1030-Moody_Response.pdf
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From: coach lance@yahoo.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Friday, December 07, 2012 11:43:37 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Lance Deaton
coach_lance@yahoo.com
po box 5752
Bloomington, IN

47407

People have stood against progress for the past
couple of centuries in this country, to no avail.
Don\'t let the vocal minority influence your decision
making. This road must be built. We must finish
what we start now. Get a plan together and execute
it. Whatever you do, get this done sooner rather
than later.

P1031-Deaton.pdf
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From: adam.heichelbech@gmail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Saturday, December 08, 2012 1:50:38 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Adam Heichelbech
adam.heichelbech@gmail.com
6455 N Showers Rd
Bloomington, IN

47408

Adam Heichelbech - 169 DEIS Comments The overall
tone of the the DEIS seems to show a desire for
minimal impact and lowest cost options, while
maintaining safety. Each of these things can be
accomplished in conjunction with each other and the
preferred alternative 8 seems to accomplish all three
things as well. | concur with other comments made
that as 169 has been constructed very close to
Monroe County, that there be a deliberate move by
Indiana to see the project is completed through
section 5 as quickly and safely as possible. Tapp
Road - | would prefer to keep 169 aligned with the
current IN37 lanes without shifting to the west to
avoid Wapehani Mountain Bike Park. This may cost
less but there needs to be a guarantee that the
interchange lanes running along the west side of the
park will be separated by 12 FT concrete barriers to
ensure pedestrian separation, reduce noise in the
natural area and create a visual obstruction of the
roads from the park. 45/2ND ST - The interchange
at 45/2ND ST is concerning in how access to Sam\'s
Club will change. The interchange lanes will displace
the current Sam\'s Club Main Entrance. INDOT
needs to consider the impacts this will create at the
intersection to the west at the Liberty Drive more
carefully as traffic will increase on Hickory Leaf Drive
to access the Sam\'s Club\'s west entrance. Vernal
Pike/17TH ST - The proposed 17TH ST overpass
sounds more economical than an overpass at Vernal
Pike but the lack of direct access at this point
severely limits access to/from the State Police Post.
Walnut ST - | strongly support the Option B
interchange because of the substantially lower cost
and minimized impact to this sensitive area. All
construction completed in the are of that
interchange is important floodplain. A full
interchange would result in significant loss of
floodplain. Option A would bring an urbanized feel to

P1032-Heichelbech.pdf


mailto:adam.heichelbech@gmail.com
mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org

Subscribe:

the area and provide an promote long term growth
into sensitive natural areas. Option A displaces more
prime farmland and important forested bottomland,
which is prime habitat for the Indiana brown bat
and other bat species in the area. There are more
than enough full interchanges for Bloomington in the
current plans. | don\'t see the current two lanes of
Walnut Street being able to sustain the amount of
increased traffic resulting from a full interchange. A
partial interchange will serve Bloomington well. Build
it at the lower cost now, it could always be
upgraded in the future! Ellis RD - As I live in the
Showers neighborhood, I\'m pleased to see the local
access road kept as close to the 169 route as
possible. The stretch along the Hoosier Energy Head
Quarters will be narrow, | suggest that barriers be
used between the local access road and the
interstate. Wayport Neighborhood - At the point
where the East side local access road intersects the
southern point of the Wayport neighborhood lane, |
propose that the local access road follow the
Wayport neighborhood lane route. This would avoid
the displacement of 3 properties by using existing
routes.

YES

P1032-Heichelbech.pdf



From: mwyatt4l@netsurfusa.net

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Sunday, December 09, 2012 8:45:40 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Marty Wyatt

Email: mwyatt41l@netsurfusa.net

Street Address: 180 Diamond Street

City/State: Mitchell, IN

Zip Code: 47446
With In. 37 and 1-69 running on the same route,

Comments: only 4 lanes will not handle the new amount of
traffic.

Subscribe: YES

P1033-Wyatt.pdf
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: JANLAMM@aol.com

Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Friday, December 07, 2012 11:06:58 PM
Jan,

The web page where you can find these maps is http://www.i69indyevn.org/section-5

Look for the reference to the “Presentation Materials & Maps” then “DEIS Public Hearing” — the
Map links are available in the last bullet. You can download the entire set or download individual
pages. The Yonkers Ct. area is shown on two sheets:

http://www.i69indyevn.org/wp-content/uploads/DEIS_Sec5/hearing/2.pdf
http://www.i69indyevn.org/wp-content/uploads/DEIS_Sec5/hearing/3.pdf

As | noted in our email exchange yesterday, displacements and right-of-way purchases will be
finalized during the design phase. Please consider calling us or stopping by the Project Office to
discuss the implications of Potential Displacements. [3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit 2; 812-355-1390]

Thank you, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 9:21 AM

To: 'JANLAMM@aol.com'

Subject: RE: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Jan,

These maps will be posted on the I-69 website this evening. | will provide you with the direct link
either late this afternoon or tomorrow morning. The maps are already displayed at the 1-69
Section 5 Project Office. You are welcome to stop by anytime to view them. We’'re open Monday —
Friday from 9:00 — 4:00 or by appointment. The address is 3802 Industrial Blvd., Unit 2,
Bloomington, IN.

Thank you, Mary Jo

From: JANLAMM@aol.com [mailto:JANLAMM®@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 8:39 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Re: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission

My husband and | both work this evening and will be unable to attend.

Is there any where on the Internet to see the maps?
Jan:)

P1034-Lamm-Comment_Responses.pdf


mailto:/O=BKREXCHANGE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MHAMMAN
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http://www.i69indyevn.org/section-5/
http://www.i69indyevn.org/wp-content/uploads/DEIS_Sec5/hearing/2.pdf
http://www.i69indyevn.org/wp-content/uploads/DEIS_Sec5/hearing/3.pdf
mailto:JANLAMM@aol.com
mailto:JANLAMM@aol.com

Hamman, Mary Jo

From: JANLAMM@aol.com

Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 8:02 AM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Re: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Thank you for the map links.
Looks like change is in our future.
Do you have a projection time frame for the Design Phase?

Jan Lamm

P1034B-Lamm_FollowupComment.pdf
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TO:

FROM:

I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

I-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager

PO Box 8464

Evansville, IN 47716

Name (PLEASE PRINT) jé < Bﬂ f‘k‘i"“

Address po. DHaox /736’,1'\/\&"7‘7'\’“"\//" Pad Yersi
Phone (703" ) 3 ¥2-5V g (Optional) Email \0 f-u,/w é 5@ g wnet (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) None -~ H Ome swner, (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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.1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
' ‘ Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation

Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) —vvw_ S\Wie Yoo
Address _ 5217 ol na Oy Nrive |, Soew v ‘i‘%"“' LA T o)
Phone (F[3.) 33 & ~ OFRY (Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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- I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5S—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomingtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) > o/ ™| (5& o /‘_\Lu
Address '\ X & L) Cy ey /@ (Q [
Phone ( ) (Optlonal) Email / (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing
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-+ 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
' Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomingtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation

Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT)

Address
Phone ( ) (Optional) Email (Optional)

Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Ontional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can (ead your comment. Thank you.)

(If more space is ne

S

P1038-Graham.pdf




I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
\ ' Section 5—Public Hearing
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- 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomi'ngtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) “Tom __|Candlir
Address 3305 tiodereci¢
Phone (%12 )_334- 1814 (Optional) Email _rum leinller @ aif, ned (optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
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can read your comment. Thank you.)
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RE:

TO:

FROM:

- 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

1-69 Section 5: Bloomingtori to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager

PO Box 8464

Evansville, IN 47716

Name (PLEASE PRINT)

Address

Phone ( ) (Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) _ (Ontional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)

(If more space is needed, continue on back.)
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RE:

TO:

FROM:

1:69. EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section S—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

1-69 Section 5: Bloomington td Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager

PO Box 8464

Evansville, IN 47716

Name (PLEASE PRINT)

Address 2 3// L/«s+ A ;r,omvf R oA,

Phone ( ) (Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINTLﬁQ)’L}/)U jgn& #QZ%
Address X7 77 N+ Concd PR~ Llooniralon T 17407
Phone (812 ) 23§ -4/238 | (optional) Email _he lfsiw /2 g mail - <2 optional
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) //m CCH %Zf‘ﬂh ,e? <’

Address S 27/ (o0 2 leapcsiod SE 7},2422, ot S E2YT
Phone (§44) Y2 - % & L (Optional) Email Db/zggzcag %ac TCottora

Organization / Agency (if relevant) Py Optional

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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- 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation

Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) Mo Keinold
Address KA7S 5 @Dd@@@ﬂf" u

Phone ( ) (Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) {Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)

Slop & Mt vk B s Loase howue Covndizg

Mé\zﬁ”« Uae 221 oo Nodb . Dt e

O Al (dos bhom e St 8BS wpad Aco

madle  Orens  ale Lorlisk o Lidd J)  piedown

Aare 1o v5) Aqler cup Tacto ok (Mndi

[

¢

O

P1044-Reinhold.pdf




1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section S—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: [-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT)§0L(Z£ 5 fu/aéém
Address 7{’(/ 50 S. ECCK/?QI’{J I€] /7/
Phone (5‘9\ )3(91”(;(9«42( (Optional) Emall /

Organization / Agency (if relevant) {Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment Thank you.)
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COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) (5@ At éé’ . M [0S
Address Eg/ 2 S IQo ceys g"f"
Phone ( ) (Optional) Email 10 A1 £7S003C) Valuc ‘f*(&t/ona/)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) “/ (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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Lo ; Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: [-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation

Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINTYY V)¢ |ssa S b (L
Address B 9597 Old s8 371 Secl. Marbmsudle 1N
Phone (1.5 ) 349 &4 12 (Optional) Email £0a&melissa s chEepn. coMoptional
Organization / Agency (if relevant) _ %ee  Pelocn (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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I 69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Sectlon S5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT)  DAVID  GRVES) T
Address ?(‘07 Ind€gendence hve Evuyv, inN_ 497D
Phone ($)2) 4-22-20D6  (Optional) Email __ v G V66 L S @ S opfiena
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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-89 Project Office Community Advisory Committee Meeting
3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2 ._ ' Decamber 4, 2012
Bloomington, IN 47403 L
. Section 5
DEIS Official Comment Period Form

NAME: Todd J. Schnatzmeyer

ADDRESS: 7886 N. Thames Dr., Bloomington, IN 47408

TELEFHONE: 812-876-6144 #MAILL: tischnatz@earthlink.net

DATE: 12/06/12 CUSTOMER SERVICE REP.:

COMMENTS: Per the "INDOT Traffic Noise Analysis Procedure" and policy effective July 13,

2011, there should be abatement noise measurements taken during the "worst noise impact"

based on traffic volume in the project area. The Windsor Private community is acutely aware

that the existing Highway 1-37 corridor creates some perceptible noise in its existing state. I'm

quite certain the traffic has increased over the last 20+ years this community has been in

place, so we have likely already hit a "critical mass" in tolerance of this issue. We are primarily

concerned with the potential for a noticeable increase in ambient noise as a direct-result the

increased volume and surface of the new I-69 corridor as well as the construction activity

required during its development. As tax payers and citizens of the State of Indiana we would

expect the noise impact to be maintained to existing (or lower) levels, as this has a direct

impact on our quite enjoyment & quality of life, as well as property values in our community.

Further, we anticipate the 1-69 development project team will make a concerted effort to

provide both; test results and mitigation plans for our review and kindly answer any pertinent

questions we may have individually or through our Homeowner's Association.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Todd J. Schnatzmeyer

P1049-Schnatzmeyer.pdf




| 1-69 Project Office ,
3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2
Bloomington, IN 47403

.Section 5

DEIS Official Comment Period Form
C\)
NAME: Var 7111 mu»( 6:41\ AL
ADDRESS: " Df¢y Sainay 2 J / Plocw.. Y740l
TELEPHONE: _Z| zl/ S7L TE 4l EMAIL [ e, Rav( bluommen bl T
DATE: I2/ 05- 12 CUSTOMER SERVICE REP. :
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT N 1 & 'Drus(a <
Address 250\ M) TTH f’ Popd
Phone (&, L) <;( 2.2~ % 4~ __(Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment, Thank you.)
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| 1-69 Project Office
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Bloomington, IN 47403
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" 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: [-69 Section 5: Bloomihgtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

_—
FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) Ve rv | imwn e —
' Address 794 5 D, £/t re v e ool @7/&@)4’711%:7-’/\»
L= 77[  —Phone (874 ) 245~ ~273 ( (Optional) Email (Optional) /757’>Z @3 !
/2 / o '7‘/ ZE[2. Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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. 1I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716
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Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optionai)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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Section 5—Public Hearing

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT)

COMMENTS (Continued):
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I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
' Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington fo Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation

Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) L DO\OW S {Q%Q&)Q\S _
Address \10Q © v owds O Ko 00 nsvlile 10 i

Phone (812 ) 22U- 162\~ (optiona)) Email (Optional)

Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) £ 15+ Jaw e co 'c =

Address S lele /. & 4_(3/4/4.47‘_3 c/ec/( Kaaj

Phone (§/2.) 322 — 7707 {Optional) Email £4 /éa e <= @() t/oﬁaﬂéﬂ

Organization / Agency (if relevant) ___/g/' / {Optional)
COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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+1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomihgtoﬁ to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) | € s~ %ﬁx ¥ Koven Diel,

- — 1/___
Address (5 0 W Thall Bd
Phone (£ ({2) ¥R<-2.0.01  (Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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- 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

CQMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomingtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) /P()\(‘QQU\ e
Address (ﬂ fQ 2 ‘P\(H@(\K Cie ,XZCE\ (Y\Q\’%ﬂéw \\e T@ﬂ(@\s [
Phone (%XZ )3 LI/S m“f J (Optional) Email b%\aa(%\‘\’@“ qu CTOpt/ona/)

Organization / Agency (if relevant) ‘) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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RE:

TO:

FROM:

1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

1-69 Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager

PO Box 8464

Evansville, IN 47716

Name (PLEASE PRINT)

Address
Phone ( ) (Optional) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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. 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

a0 Section 5—Public Hearing

FROM: Name (PLEASE PR‘INT)

COMMENTS (Continued):
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+ 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section S—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomihgtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT)%P Eg TR /Jé’ M&Ey
M 2N

Address 7/?&( f o t()lu( 1]
Phone @T/_& @O(a L/f?‘/ ‘/ (Optllonal) Email (Optional)
Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we.
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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 1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES
Section 5—Public Hearing

COMMENT SHEET

RE: 1-69 Section 5: Bloomingtoh to Martinsville (SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39)

TO:  Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Corporation
Section 5 Project Manager
PO Box 8464
Evansville, IN 47716

—~ i
FROM: Name (PLEASE PRINT) N\ nicd Jew T
Address_ 7 €7 / Hhewes D2 RBlos.. H740&
Phone (Z12) 76 - 7% 7 Foptional) Email _T> T e T T ¢). £ 124b (Optional)

Organization / Agency (if relevant) (Optional)

COMMENTS: (Note: Comment period concludes on January 2, 2013. Please write legibly so that we
can read your comment. Thank you.)
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From: Hamman, Mary Jo

To: Lemon, Janelle

Cc: Swickard, Fric; Flum. Sandra; Miller, Tim; Richards. Lorraine
Subject: RE: Message

Date: Thursday, December 06, 2012 1:29:44 PM

| spoke with Mr. Young. His business is located at 3209 W. Fullerton Pike (in the same building as
3201 W. Fullerton Pike).

| explained that this location is shown as a Potential Displacement and that no final decisions
about property acquisition will be made until the design phase. He was very understanding. He
will not be able to attend the Public Hearing tonight, but | made him aware that the maps for
tonight’s meeting will be available on the website late this afternoon. | also encouraged him to
stop by the Project Office to view them here.

He was appreciative and will likely stop in sometime in the next week or so.

Mary Jo

From: Lemon, Janelle [mailto:JLemon@indot.IN.gov]
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 12:52 PM

To: Hamman, Mary Jo

Cc: Swickard, Eric; Flum, Sandra; Miller, Tim
Subject: Message

| just got a voicemail from Frank Young. He said that he has not been contacted by anyone about I-
69 taking his property but according to the “paper” he would be impacted. Can somebody please
contact him to get greater detail and assist? 812-825-8808

Janelle Lemon

I-69 Project Manager

Indiana Dept. Of Transportation
office 812-254-2831

direct 812-254-2597

mobile 812-830-9653
jlemon@indot.IN.gov

P1062-Young_Comment_Response.pdf
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November 28, 2012

Dear Ms. Hilden:

[ am writing to you about a historic property that was not included in your October, 2012
letter (DVD) concerning:

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 2) for the 1-69, Evansville to
Indianapolis project for Section 5 between Bloomington and Martinsville, Indiana.
[FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D]

Located at 3275 N. Prow Road, Bloomington, Indiana, is the very old and historic Parks-
Patton-Hedrick House and farm. It is not a grand mansion but it is quite historic. Our
nation’s 16" President, A. Lincoln, lived in modest log homes in Kentucky and southern
Indiana. Likewise the Parks-Patton-Hedrick House has stone and huge hand hewn beams
in the earliest part of the structure. Tax documents have people living in the house in
1874. Monroe County Tax Duplicates known to exist did not begin until 1842. The
family cemetery which was once part of the original farm, but now part of the National
Registry’s Maple Grove Road Historic District, have people buried in the 1830s and
1840s. Those people lived and owned the present day Hedrick farm and home as
documented on the abstract. There are many more grave stones which are not legible. In
1998 the Maple Grove area was given National Designation and it has local and state
designation. The Parks-Patton-Hedrick House was lived in before many of the Maple
Grove district structures were built! Many of the beautiful, historically protected places
throughout Bloomington, Indiana University campus and Monroe County, were built
after the Parks-Patton-Hedrick House. Due to an oversight, The Parks-Patton-Hedrick
House was not included in the Maple Grove Historic District but should have due to
adjacent location, history, home, farm, original cemetery existing before most included in
the Maple Grove district. It is the 14™ oldest surviving structure in Monroe County! (See
enclosure: A)

The Parks-Patton-Hedrick House was given local historic designation after
application; a thorough review and grueling four step process:
Monroe County Historic Preservation Board
Monroe County Plan Review Committee
Monroe County Plan Commission
Monroe County Commissioners
The many people on the above commissions and boards are very intelligent, thorough,
demanding and possess a high degree of common sense. They knew their reputations
were on the line concerning the Parks-Patton-Hedrick House. The County officials
enthusiastically bestowed historic designation on the farm and house based on:
“1) an association with events that have made significant contributions
to the broad patterns of county history;
2) an association with the lives of persons significant in the county’s past;

P1084-Reed.pdf




3) the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of contribution.”

The local officials were keenly interested and hoping I would further research: “the
capability of yielding information in prehistory or history” as the house’s yards, farm,
house and people have deep connections to the limestone industry and prehistoric
settlements. Local quarries, close to the house and farm, opened up in the late 1860s.
3275 N. Prow Road was originally part of the Hunter Valley Historic Quarry District. We
have proof of prehistoric history which was formed 330 million years ago...the stone and
shark’s teeth. The home’s basement/the first house, has a solid stone ledge basement
floor, limestone foundation walls, stone steps and stone walls leading to ground level
which is another solid stone ledge of Salem-Oolitic limestone. Early settlers had to know
the nature of these limestone deposits. The basement and ground level room floor remain
exactly the same...solid Salem-Oolitic limestone. In addition, prehistoric people lived in
the area. Artifacts found around the house and farm have been dated (8000-200 BC),
photographed and are still in our possession. (See: enclosures: B & C)

Earlier findings by the FHWA and INDOT reported many changes to the Parks-Patton-
Hedrick House. This is not the case. Only one (1) window is not original. Every other
window, top to bottom, is original. The siding put on can come off. Mr. Phillip Hedrick,
my dad, thinking he was doing a good thing, put on aluminum siding to preserve the
historic house. All the original wood is still in tact and in great shape due to Dad’s efforts.
Please see Enclosure D, prepared by my 89 year old mother, and you can read everything
still existing, original to the house. Frankly, the reason the house (1874-to last
renovation in 1912) is “intact” is due to no money for changes. (See enclosure: D)

We have applied for State designation. Telling you every bit of truth, our first application
was denied. The submitted application was a first ever attempt of its kind by a talented,
wonderful lady. The State has graciously agreed to accept additional data, photographs
and documents for re-submission and review. We believe the house and farm worthy.

In conclusion, in the book: “Counties of Morgan, Monroe and Brown, Indiana” by
Charles Blanchard, 1884, the very first people who bought land, September 1816, in
Bloomington-Monroe County were: George Hedrick, Joseph Taylor, Henry Wampler and
James Parks. All four of these men, bravely opening and settling Bloomington/Monroe
County, are tied to the Parks-Patton-Hedrick House, farm and cemetery. (enclosure: E)

With great respect, please, please re-consider your position concerning this 14™ oldest,
surviving historic home and farm. My family keenly understands the value of this place
for Monroe County and Indiana. We so desperately want to save the house and land for
further generations to see the past...330 millions years ago; 8000-200 BC; the 1816s;
1874s to present day all in one place! Thank you.

SIK?:BU (o Hlo QQQQLK

——Peborah Hedrick Reed
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Monroe County/Bloomington, Indiana Surviving

Historical Places

1818 Monroe County Courthouse (first log structure gone/present day 1907)
1828 Daniel Stout House (Hall and Parlor-plan consists of two rooms)
1830 Henderson House South Morton McDoel Gardens District

1835 Andrew Wylie House

1840 218 South Rogers Street Prospect Hill District

1845 Governor Paris Dunning House Prospect Hill District

1850 Cochran-Helton-Lindley House

1850 Elias Abel House

1860 Hughes-Branum House Prospect Hill District

1860 221 N. Rogers House

1860 217 East Tenth Street House (Vernacular Hall and Parlor)

1863 John East House

1864 Ben Owens Farm

1870/1900 Belden House East Eighth Street

1874 Patton Hedrick House (1890 renovations-1912 expansion)
1875 Maple Grove Road Double-Pen House

1875 Hannah Hendrix House

1876 Maple Grove Church & Cemetery

1876 Maple Grove Road John Ridge Victorian Farm

1880 Peden Farm

P1084-Reed.pdf



1885
1885
1885
1890
1890
1850
1890
1892
1895
1895
1895
1895
1897
1897
1900
1900
1903
1905
1905
1906
1908
1910
1910
1913

Graves-Morrison House

Owen Hall Indiana University
Wylie Hall Indiana University
Showers-Bridwell House North Washington Street
Grant Street Inn (Wm. Rogers House)

Maxwell Hall  Indiana University

Seward House North Washington Street

Morgan House North Walnut

Ira Dillman House South Rogers Street

Batman House

Flanigan House 714 West 7" Street

Kirkwood Hall indiana University
Buskirk-Showers House North Washington Street
William Fogg House 304 South Rogers Street

904 West 7" Street  Gabled-ell House

Showers Myers House North Washington
Lindley Hall Indiana University
Showers-Graham House North Washington
Student Building Indiana University

i{linois Central Railroad Freight Depot

Franklin Hall Indiana University

Swain Hall East Indiana University

Showers Brothers Co. Furniture Factory

Second Baptist Church



1915 Banneker School House

1923 Rawles Hall Indiana University

1930 Chris Donato House East First Street
1932 Anthony House East First Street

1936 Bryan Hall Indiana University

1937 Myers Hall Indiana University

1940 Swain Hall West Indiana University

1940 Christ Donato House 1025 East First Street

1950 Fagan Stone Company McDoel Gardens Historic District

McDoel Gardens District-—one 1830 home listed above and the remaining 17
homes date: 1905-1950.

Prospect Hill District---one 1840; one 1845 and one 1860’s house listed above and
the remaining 21 homes date: 1885-1936.

West Side Historic District---Two 1850 homes listed above, one 1860 and one
1863 listed above and the remaining 17 1885-1930

Cottage Grove Historic District-~one home 1860 listed above and the remaining
20 homes date: 1880-1930.

North Washington Historic District—one 1870 home listed above and the
remaining 23 homes date: 1890-1929.

North Indiana Avenue Historic District-—earliest three homes built in 1890 with
remaining homes dating: 1890-1929.

University Courts Historic District—earliest homes dated: 1906-1934.

Vinegar Hill Limestone Historic District—-earliest homes dated: 1926-1940.
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(Twenty-seventh), killed at Atlanta, Ga.; John Trueblood (Thirty-first),
died at Pulaski, Tenn.

#No more shall the war ery sever,
Or the winding river be red ;
They banish our anger forever
When they laurel the graves of our dead !

** Under the sod and the dew,
Waiting the Judgment Day ;
Love and tears for the Blue,
Tears and love for the Gray. "

BLOOMINGTON.

EARLY RESIDENTS OF BLOOMINGTON TOWNSHIP.

THERE is abundant reason to believe that Bloomington Township was
settled as early as 1816, and there are some evidences which fix the
date of the first settlement in 1815 if not before.  The power of the In-
dians was crushed at the battle of Tippecanoe in 1811, but all apprehen-
sion of danger from them did not die out for several years afterward. It
may be stated as the opinion of several of the oldest settlers in the coun-
ty that Monroe was settled as early as 1810 or 1811 by a few families of
professional pioneers. Much of this, however, must be regarded as tra-
ditional. In the absence of definite data, it may be presumed that Bloom-
ington Township received a few of these early settlers. It is certain that
several families arrived in 1815, and many more in 1816, and, as stated
above, there is strong evidence that permanent settlers reached the town-
ship as early as 1815. Of course, as late as 1816, the county of Monroe,
which as yet had no boundary or existence, was a wilderness filled with
all varieties of wild animals inhabiting this latitude, and was roamed over
by numerous bands of half-subdued savages. In fact, all of the county
north of the old Indian boundary was yet the property of the Indians,
and remained so until the treaty of St. Mary’s, Ohio, in October, 1818,
when it was ceded to the Government as part of the *“New Purchase.”
By the time of the first land sale of Bloomington Township in 1816,
there were a score or nearly so of families residing within its limits.
Among those who entered land in the township during the first four or
five years after the first land sale—in fact, all who entered land during
that period—are the following, with the sections of land and the years of
entry :  David Rogers, Section 33, 1816; Joseph Taylor, Section 33,
1816 ; George Ritchey, Section 33, 1816; George Hedrick, Section 33,
_1816; John Ketchum, Section 6, 1816; Henry Wampler, Section 6,
1816 ; Adam Bower, Section 6, 1816; Thomas Smith, Section 7, 1816;
William Julian, Section 7, 1816; William J. Adair, Section 7, 1816 :
George Parks, Section 8, 1816; John Kell, Section 17, 1816; James
Parks, Section 17, 1816 ; John Owens, Section 18, 1816 ; David Stout,
Section 19, 1816 ; Samuel Caldwell, Section 19, 1816; Roderick Raw-

lins, Section 20, 1816; Joseph Taylor, Section 20, 1816 ; James Parks. ¢

A

Efﬁection ?0, 1816 ; George Paul, Section 21, 1816; David Raymond,

L,..__',_..
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452 HISTORY OF MONROE COUNTY.

Section 21, 1816; Jacob Renderbach, Section 25, 1816 ; Ebenezer Dag-
ett, Section 27, 1816 ; James Borland, Section 27, 1816; Gideg'n
frisbie, Section 28, 1816 ; John Lee, Section 28, 1816 ; William Mat-

lock, Section 28, 1816 ; Samuel Camphries, Section 28, 1816; Thomas

Graham, Section 29, 1816 ; James Parks, Section 29, 1816 ; Abraham
Appler, Section 29, 1816 ; Christopher Eslinger, Section 80, 1816
Henry Wampler, Section 32, 1816; Henry Rogers, Section 34, 1816

John Thompson, Section 34, 1816 ; Wheeler Matlock, Section 34, 1816:

Samuel Scott, Section 34, 1816; William Jackson, Section 35, 1816 ;

John Jackson, Section 35, 1816 ; Thomas Heady, Section 36, 1816:

John Griffith, Section 15, 1817; James Matlock, Section 18, 1817:

James Wood, Section 19, 1817; John Buskirk, Section 25, 1817 ; La.w:

rence Smoyer, Section 29, 1817 ; Samuel Rogers, Section 30, 1817;

James Wood, Section 30, 1817; Titan Kemble, Section 31, 1817; Si:

mon Chauvin, Section 31, 1817 ; Chesley D. Bailey, Section 32, 1817;

Robertson Graham, Seetion 32, 1817 : Granville Ward, Section 35,

1817 ; Nicholas Fletcher, Section 35, 1817 : William Goodwin, Section

13, 1818 ; Thomas Barker, Section 19, 1818; Abraham Buskirk, See-

tion _24, 1818 ; Stephen P. Sealls, Section 26, 1818; O. F. Barker,

Section 30, 1818 ; Ebenezer Dickey, Section 32, 1818; George Whis-

enand, Section 6, 1820 ; Thomas Heady, Section 24, 1821. These

were the only entries in the township previous to 1822.

THE FIRST RESIDENT OF BLOOMINGTON.

The first man to settle permanently upon the present site of the city
of Bloomington cannot be named with absolute cerfainty. Neither can
the time of this first settlement be given. The first entries of land were
as follows :

PURCHASERS. Section. '{;‘i’l‘;’p“‘ Range.| Acres, Date. Location.
George RUOHEY oo vorvervcnrerec] 38| 9| 1| 160 |Sept. 26,1816 [ N. E.
George Hedrick. «| 83| 9! 1| 160 |Sept. 26,1816 [ N.W.
David Rogers..... 33| 9| 1| 160 |Sept. 26, 1816 | S. W.
Joseph T.nylor.... a3 9| 1| 160 | Sept. 20, 1816 5. E.
Heury Wampler. a 32 9| 1| 160 |Sept. 27,1816 | N. E.
Chesley Bafley......coiviiiciinnias| 32 9 | 1| 160 | Feb. 5,1817 | 8. W
Roberison Graham.......ccceeeeer| 32 9 1 180 | May 26, 1817 8. E.
Ebenezer Dickoy cocveerrrerinaieans 32 9| 1| 160 | Feb. 12,1818 | N. W.

The lots were laid out on the southwest quarter of Section 33, and
the southeast ijuarter of Section 32. which two quarters had been entered
by David Rogers and Robertson Graham, as shown by the above table.
[t is probable that no man lived upon the town site until 1816, at which
time hoth Rogers and Graham built log houses. Some fix the date of the
erection of these houses as 1817, At all events, when the first lots were
laid out, in June, 1818, a crop of wheat was growing on the land that had
been purchased of Mr. Rogers. Whether it was the first or second crop
on the same land cannot be stated. Dayid Rogers entered the south-
west (uarter of Section 33, on which a portion of the town was laid out.
but Jonathan Rogers afterward obtained part interest in the tract, as his
name appears upon the deed which conveyed the land to the county.
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PLATTING OF THE VILLAGE.

On the 10th of April, 1818, the first day of the first meeting of the
County Commissioners, the county seat was ovdered laid off and was
named ** Bloomington.” The County Agent was ordered to oversee the
work. He was instructed to make the public square meussure 276 feet,
and to lay out lots 66x132 feet, and streets 821 feet wide. The number
of lots to be laid out was left to the discretion of the agent. The first
public auction or sale of lots was fixed for the 22d of June, 1818, and the

agent was instructed to advertize the sale in the Western Sun, of Vin:

cennes ; the Lonisville Correspondent ; the Argus of Western Ameriea;
the Western Fagle, of Madison, and the Liberty Hall, of Cincinnati,
which so far as known was duly done. Jonathan Nichols was appointed
surveyor to lay out the town. The following entry appears upon the
record of the County Board: * On motion of Bartlett Woodward, Ordered,
that the agent of this county procure one barrel of whisky and have it at
the sale of town lots in Bloomington.” When it is remembered that the
proceeds of this first sale amounted to the enormous sum of $14,326.85, it
will probably be concluded by the reader that the action of the board was
not misplaced—that is, on that day over sixty-five years ago. Of course
many speculators bought lots. The complete list of those who bought lots
at this sale is as follows: John Scotf, D. Thompson, Christian Eppinger,

owe, Robinson Graham, David Sears, Floyd Cummings, Samuel Cole-
man, James Borland, George Hedrick, W. D. Hoof, David Rogers, James
Dunning, James Newman, Jonathan Rogers, Thomas Smith, B. Miller,
W. D. McCullough, Jacob B. Lowe, Wm. Curl, Henry Wampler, Coleman
Pruitt, Elias Goodwin, Abner Goodwin, Solomon Bowers, John Owens,
Samuel Scott, Sr., Nathan Julian, Isham Sumpter, Hezekiah Woodford,
Solomon Phillips, E. R. Maxwell, Benjamin Freeland, George Richey,
David Matlock, Lewis Noel, Samuel Haslett, James Denny, John Bus-
kirk, Zachariah Williaws, Moses Williams, T. B. Clark, Bli Lee, Thomas
Lee, William Hardin, Nelson Moore, Ebenezer McDonald, J. W. Lee,
Aquilla Rogers, John Foster, Thomas Hadey, Granville Ward, James
Dickens, Stephen S. Bigger, Susannah Lee, Jonathan Nichols, Reuben
Fullen, Martha Brown, W. B. Brown, Joshua Howe and James Brown.
The above were the only buyers on the 22d and 23d of June, 1818, the
only two days of sale, but several of them bought several lots or even many
lIots. As stated elsewhere, the total proceeds of this sale were $14,826.85.
The land upon which the new town was located had been secured from

\/iﬂhn Keys, Arthur Harris, W. A. Beatty, W. P. Anderson, Wilham

Jonathan and David Rogers and Robert Graham by the locating Commis-

sioners. The Rogers Brothers were paid §1,200 for such land and M.
Graham $900 for 150 acres soon after the first sale of lots. When the
lots were laid out, there was growing upon a portion of them a crop of
wheat and corn, which the Rogers Brothers were permitted to harvest
without disturbance. At the first sale of Iots, Jonathan Nichols was sur-
veyor. He laid out 208 lots and was paid 30 cents each. Benjamin
Parks, County Agent, was allowed $33.50 for whisky furnished at the
sale. The whisky was obtained of Whisenand. Robinson Graham was
chain carrier ; Aquilla Rogers, chain carrier ; John Owen, chain carrier.
Lewis Noel was the “crier ” or auctioneer. James Parks was clerk of
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Driving Indiana’s Economic Growth

100 North Senate Avenue PHONE: (317) 232-5018
Room N 642 FAX: (317) 233-4929 Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 Michael B. Cline, Commissioner

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 2) for the 1-69, Evansville to Indianapolis project for Section 5
between Bloomington and Martinsville, Indiana. [FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D]

Dear Sir or Madam:

Enclosed is a copy (paper and/qr DV];» of the Draft Environmental Impact Staltememj (DEIS) for the above
referenced project. It is being provided for your review and comment. Copies provided to libraries are for the
general public to view and receive information on the proposed project. We are requesting libraries keep these
on display during the duration of the comment period. The formal comment period for this project is October
26,2012 — January 2, 2013.

Tier 2 studies of the proposed extension of 1-69 between Evansville and Indianapolis are being conducted in six
sections, as determined in the Tier 1 Record of Decision (ROD) approved March 24, 2004. An individual Tier
2 DEIS and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will be prepared for each of these six Tier 2 sections.
The Evansville-to-Indianapolis project will connect to additional segments of the roadway beyond Indiana.

This study is conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the NEPA regulations
issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CFR Part 1500, and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) 23 CFR 771.

A corridor for the project was approved in the Tier 1 ROD. In Tier 2 studies, the focus shifis to issues
associated with the selection of an alignment within the approved corridor, including more precise measurement
of impacts, and the avoidance and mitigation of adverse impacts,

Various alternatives to complete the project in Section 5 are discussed in this DEIS. The comments received
will be used in the development of a Section 5 FEIS.

Please note your comments should be submitted by January 2, 2013 to the address provided on the title sheet of this Tier
2 DEIS. If you have any questions concerning this document, please direct them to the FHWA or INDOT contact persons
identified on the title sheet of this document. The distribution of the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement is
made on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration in accordance with 23 CFR 771.

Sincerely,

(2

aura Hilden, Director
Environmental Services Division
Indiana Department of Transportation

Attachment(s)

PHO84Reedpdf
An Equal Opportunity Employer



INTERSTATE

| 1-69 Project Office
3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2
Bloomington, IN 47403

! Section 5
DEIS Official Comment Period Form

NAME: Robevt Ly Coo Rgev
7
ADDRESS: ¥ 870 CoolUSey Lw. MavEinevi tbe, JuN4(s(

TELEPHONE: 2¢ 4 - 742+ J d o4 EMAIL:
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Sturgis Garage Robert C. Sturgis, owner 2810 Hensonburg Road, Bloomington, IN 812-340-2424
E-mail address : bobsturgis@sbcglobal.net

INDOT,

This letter is in regards to the most recent proposal that | have
discussed with INDOT personnel related to the auxiliary road near my
place of business. My business is Sturgis Garage and is located on
Hensonburg Road near Vernal Pike and Hwy 37 interchange. The
proposed location of this access road has changed several times since |
was informed about it. Like many that are affected by the changes
related to the |- 69 project, | have several concerns related to my
business. | am told that the access road will be located to the east of my
business and Hensonburg Road will become a dead-end road. | am
troubled about not having a thoroughfare past my business. This could
impact my customer’s ability to locate and utilize our services. This
decreased visibility for customers and potentially increased safety or
crime issues as result of the dead-end road make this proposal lead me
to believe that my business could be adversely impacted. Please keep
me informed of any additional changes or updates. My family has done
business at this location since 1975. | do not want to be negatively
impacted by this auxiliary road.

Robert C. Sturgis

P1086-Sturgis_SturgisGarage.pdf




From: joanimimi@gmail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Thursday, December 20, 2012 9:10:24 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Joan Middendorf
joanimimi@gmail.com
1010 W. 7th St.
Bloomington, IN
47404

All comments from the Greater Bloomington
Chamber of Commerce should be ruled out. The
Immediate Past Chair of their Board of Directors is
Lee Carmichael of Weddle Bros. Construction,
builders of the highway. Of course they favor the
construction! The President of James Madison
University in Virginia, a graduate of IU Bloomington,
told me recently that his city has a major highway
and that the 10,000 trucks per day that traverse
that highway produce noise and exhaust particles
that lower the quality of life in Harrisonburg.
Bloomington\'s quality of life is the \"product\" that
we have to offer. Building major highways at this
point in the global climate debacle is like investing in
a canal in the 1820s.

P1087-Middendorf.pdf
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From: areenjjag80@amail.com

To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: 1-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Friday, December 14, 2012 1:25:20 PM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name:

Email:

Street Address:
City/State:

Zip Code:

Comments:

Jason Green
greenjjag80@gmail.com
2317 S. Quarry Ct
Bloomington, IN

47403

I am not in favor of Section 5 alternative 8. | would
rather 1-69 be routed far East of town, and more
preferably not at all near town, for the following
reasons. 1. Weather and wind flows west to east --
this would preserve air quality. 2. There is no good
way to traverse town west to east (or vice versa)
without encountering residential and/or traffic. The
current plan would increase that problem
significantly for tourists and locals alike. 3. The plan,
as it exists now, would have to construct over 2
prime limestone quarry areas where sinkholes could
occur even after construction. These are the
quarries by Tapp Road and at the 46 interchange. 4.
The primary purpose of this interstate is
international transport of hydrocarbons such as
natural gas and refined oil. Thus, the liklihood of a
catestrophic spill occuring in our area that affects
our wildlife, homes, and businesses is enormous --
in fact, 1 would say it is just a matter of time before
a spill occurs. 5. Increased traffic by Crane results in
increased people realizing it has poor perimeter
security and/or wondering what its purpose is. 6. To
increase local business opportunities, a diversity of
products needs to be offered. Interstates tend to
unify products (i.e. chain restaurants that lead to
obesity), whereas state and local roads tend to
diversify them. 7. The federal government is
planning to increase its presence on all interstate
roads with activities similar to the TSA at airports.
Do we really want to be dependent on federal
funding and oversight just to endure nuissances,
intrusions, and global influences? 8. Why does the
speed at which you convey yourself matter more to
society than the quality? The average age of a
Bloomington resident is 21. They typically spend 4
years here to study, and then they leave. Building a
highway increases the odds of brain drain -- |
gaureentee you that. 9. The less we as a society rely

P1088-Green.pdf
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on energy to create economy, the more sustainable!
and less reliant on government we become. Are not
both goals the dignified path? 10. Bloomington just
spent a fortune renovating Tapp road... and now
you guys want to rip it up again.
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| 1-69 Project Office

3802 Industrial Blvd. Unit 2

Bloomington, IN 47403

; Section 5
DEIS Official Comment Period Form
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Kathy Kardynalski <KKardynalski@hepn.com>

Sent: Friday, December 28, 2012 1:44 PM

To: 'MHamman@mbakercorp.com’; 'Julie. Thurman@mbakercorp.com’

Cc: Matt Mabrey; Mike Rampley; Bob Richhart; Chris Goffinet

Subject: FW: INDOT submittal

Attachments: Letter of Transmittal Hoosier Energy INDOT 12262012.pdf; Section 5 Plan Profile INDOT

Preferred Alternative - Sheet 7 w comments.pdf; Section 5 Plan Profile INDOT Preferred
Alternative Option A - Sheet 6A w comments.pdf; Section 5 Plan Profile INDOT Preferred
Alternative Option B - Sheet 6B w comments.pdf

Sent on behalf of Matt Mabrey.

Thanks,
Kathy Kardynalski

From: Matt Mabrey

To: 'MHamman@mbakercorp.com'; "Julie. Thurman@mbakercorp.com’
Cc: Matt Mabrey; Mike Rampley; Bob Richhart; Chris Goffinet
Subject: FW: INDOT submittal

Dear Ms Hamman and Thurman,

Please accept our comments concerning 1-69 section 5 alternative 8. The paper copy was sent via FedEx, tracking
number 794389243405. Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Matt Mabrey, Manager — Facilities Construction Project Manager
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DIVISION

HOOSIERENERGY REC, Inc.

7398 N. State Road 37

P.O. Box 908

Bloomington, IN 47404

Direct 812-876-0215

Cell 812-340-5055

Switchboard 812-876-2021

E-mail mmabrey@hepn.com

This E-mail and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential information.
If you have received this E-Mail in error, please contact the sender by reply and destroy this E-mail. The contents of this
E-mail may be subject to approval in writing signed by appropriate company personnel. Hoosier Energy accepts no
liability for damage caused by any virus transmitted by this E-mail.
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HOOSIERENERGY

RURAL ELECTRIC COQOPERATIVE, INC.

Letter of Transmittal
December 26, 2012

Ms Mary Jo Hamman PE, Project Manager
Indiana Department of Transportation

60 N Commercial Park Dr.

Washington, IN 47501

Re: Comments on 1-69, Alternative 8
Dear Ms. Hamman:

Please accept our comments regarding the proposed [-69 Alternative 8, section 5. As we
understand, an option A and option B exists for the North Walnut St. interchange, more
specifically shown on “Section 5: Plan and Profile INDOT Preferred Alternative Sheet
6A of 28 and 6b of 28

Preface

Hoosier Energy needs to maintain the same level and quality of access we currently have
to both our headquarters facility and to the Bloomington substation near Norm Anderson
Road. Both locations have unique ingress and egress requirements including long and
heavy loads that are necessary for Hoosier Energy to conduct business functions. Our
ability to maintain the highest level of service to member systems and the 300,000
homes, farms and businesses they serve cannot be compromised.

The proposed layout of alternative 8 presents serious concerns for us at four locations
along the proposed corridor:

I Headquarters Location

As shown in Alternative 8, The north-south “Hoosier Energy bypass” around the east side
of our property was eliminated presumably in lieu of a two lane, bidirectional access road
located immediately east and parallel to 1-69, and directly in front our Headquarters
facility. This configuration as shown will not allow suitable access for high, wide and
heavy loads, and long vehicles like mobile substations that require a wide turning radius
and sufficient length to exit our facility onto an access road. Specifically, our mobile
equipment fleet consists of units that weigh up to125,000 lbs.; are up to 140’ in length,
15° high and turning radius of 130°. It is difficult to envision how a vehicle with the
described specification can egress onto a two lane, bi-directional access road built with
standard width and shoulder dimensions. In addition, it appears regular access in and
out of our Headquarters facility will also be greatly compromised by the current plan to
the point we will be unable to continue to operate some business functions from our
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current location. For example, the proposed right of way appears to encroach upon our
safety and training facility as well as parking.

II North Walnut St.

In regards to accessing 1-69 from the proposed access road, the proposed alternative is
problematic in both options A and B (concerning North Walnut St. interchange). Option
A, which consists of a full interchange at North Walnut St. would require our fleet
vehicles to traverse south from our current location via access road a distance of 1 mile
and then negotiate a 90 degree turn onto the interchange and then, if proceeding south,
negotiate another 90 degree turn onto an access ramp. Both left hand turns, and the
approach curve off of the south bound access road and, 1-69 southbound access curve
appear such that semi-trailer loads with maximum turning radius of 130 ft. could not be
accommodated, or even possible. Further, we are concerned that the proposed
configuration would be problematic for other traffic while our high and wide loads
attempt to access the interchange and interstate.

Option B is even more restrictive as it appears there is only north bound 1-69 access from
the North Walnut St. interchange, and therefore if the load destination was south from our
facility, the vehicle would need to travel 1.5 miles miles north to Sample Road
interchange and then backtrack. Also, the same concern about short radius, 90 degree
turns to accommodate high, wide and long loads exist at the Walnut St. interchange only
in this option, it is the right hand turn.

III Sample Road

If the North Walnut St. Option B interchange option was selected, south bound loads
would have to first travel north to the Sample Road interchange to access 1-69. Under
this scenario, we are concerned this configuration at Sample Rd. can accommodate our
high, wide and long loads. More specifically, we are concerned about the first 90 degree
left hand turn off of the access road, and then another 90 degree right hand turn onto the
access ramp; and finally a hairpin curve to access I-69. Long sweeping radius curves
are necessary to accommodate our loads.

IV Norm Anderson Rd.
The Bloomington substation is located near Norm Anderson Rd. Specific access is
needed at the Bloomington substation to meet routine and emergency service
requirements:
a. Access must facilitate INDOT permitted oversize loads with up to 140 ft.
overall length and gross vehicle weight of 125,000 lbs. (comments b. through
e. refer to 140’ ft. overall length with gross vehicle weight of 125,000 Ibs.).
b. Access from interstate to service road and service road to interstate for
oversize loads and non-permitted vehicles.
c. Substation must be accessible from any proposed service road. The service
road must have a west bound turnoff to access the substation that is capable of
accommodating oversize loads.
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d. Approach grade to substation must be suitable to facilitate oversize loads for
resting at grade and turning radius. Proper deceleration lane to be provided
from service road to access road.

e. Any barriers provided between the substation and the service road must be
movable to allow emergency ingress and egress to the substation. Our access
to the Bloomington substation cannot be delayed due to installation of the
movable barriers.

Additionally, we have occasional needs to replace large transformers in the Bloomington
substation and sufficient access must be provided. This transformer is transported via
truck and it weighs 583,000 Ibs., is 193’ long, 18°4” high and maintains a turning radius
of 190°. Driveable access for these loads from the nearest rail yard siding is needed
(typically up near Indianapolis or Franklin). With some of the proposed overpasses, we
may not have any way off the highway if our loads are too tall to go under the
overpasses. The Chamber’s Pike proposed overpass is an example; where would we get
off the Interstate to get around this overpass?

Relocation of this substation is not an option due to the enormous cost as well as
disruption to over 100,000 customers. In addition, this substation is shared by another
utility which makes it even more impractical to consider relocation due to potential
coordination issues.

In summary, INDOT’s plans, as they affect both our headquarters facility and our
Bloomington sub-station, significantly reduce the value of those properties, possibly to
the point where they have little or no use or value.

Please contact me at 812-876-0215 or mmabrey@hepn.com if there are questions about
our preferences or if additional information is required.

Very Truly Yours,
Hoosier Energy REC, Inc.

Matt Mabrey, Facilities Construction Project Manager
Management Services Division

CC: Central File

Enclosures:

Section 5: plan and profile INDOT preferred alternative w comments Sheet 6A of 28
Section 5: plan and profile INDOT preferred alternative w comments Sheet 6B of 28
Section 5: plan and profile INDOT preferred alternative w comments Sheet 7 of 28
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