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COMMONLY USED METRIC CONVERSIONS

Quantity Metric Unit English Unit Factor to Convert Metric Units to English
Units
Length Kilometer (km) Mile (mi) Kilometers x 0.62 = Miles
Meter (m) Feet (ft) Meter x 3.28 = Feet
Area Square Kilometer (km?) Square Mile (mi 2) Square kilometers x 0.39 = Square miles
Hectare (ha) Acre (ac) Hectares x 2.47 = Acres
Volume Liter (1) Gallon (gal) Liters x 0.26 = Gallon
Mass Kilogram (kg) Pound (Ib) Kilograms x 2.21 = Pounds
Velocity Kilometers per hour (kph) Miles per hour (mph) Kilometers per hour x 0.62 = Miles per hour
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SUMMARY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SUMMARY OF THE
PURPOSE AND NEED

STUDY AREA AND
LOGICAL TERMINI

United States Route 24 (US 24) is a major east-west transportation corridor through the
Midwestern United States, linking Michigan and Colorado. The eastern portion of the corridor
traverses northern Indiana and northwestern Ohio, and provides the most direct access between
Fort Wayne, Indiana and Toledo, Ohio. US 24 also provides direct connections to 1-69/1-469,
[-80/90 and I-75, enabling the motoring public to reach destinations northward into the Great
Lakes region and Canada as well as other large cities on the eastern seaboard. As a result of the
direct linkage between the Fort Wayne, Indiana region and the Port of Toledo, US 24 has been
nicknamed “Fort to Port” by local users and advocacy groups, such as the Fort to Port
Organization.

The Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDQT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have undertaken a
study of improvements to US 24 in northeast Indiana and northwest Ohio. The focus of this
study is the approximately 64.5 kilometer (40-mile) segment of US 24 between New Haven,
Indiana and Defiance, Ohio.

The segment of US 24 between New Haven, Indiana and Defiance, Ohio is a two-lane road that
suffers from congestion and safety-related issues as a result of inadequate capacity to
accommodate current traffic demand. The facility does not meet current design criteria for travel
lane widths, provision of shoulders, roadway curvature, sight distance, and travel speed. These
characteristics contribute to increasing travel time delays, and a declining level of service along
the roadway.

Deteriorating levels of service are due primarily to an increased volume of users, location, and
existing design. Much of US 24 in the study area is a two-lane rural, winding arterial roadway
as it follows the Maumee River. Frequent driveway cuts or access points for local residences,
businesses, and other local roadway crossings are common. In some areas, development is
directly adjacent to the roadway.

The roadway has narrow, often discontinuous shoulders and numerous no-passing zones.
The frequency of no-passing zones severely limits the flow of traffic and the capacity of the
roadway. Approximately 45 percent of the overall traffic on US 24 is trucks, and along some
roadway segments, truck traffic is more than half of the total traffic. This high volume of trucks
often results in platoons of trucks, three or more, making passing difficult and dangerous.

US 24 is identified as a macro corridor in the Access Ohio plan. Its importance was also
nationally recognized when US 24 was identified as one of the 21 High Priority Corridors as part
of the National Highway System in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991.

O0DOT and INDQT, in cooperation with FHWA, are proposing to improve the operational
characteristics of US 24 for both local and through traffic in the Fort to Port area through a major
transportation project. The purpose of this project is to:

Improve traffic flow and the level of service.

Reduce travel times between project termini.

Improve roadway safety.

Enhance the regional transportation network.

Accommodate future economic growth in the region to enhance the competitiveness
of local and regional businesses.

The US 24 New Haven to Defiance study area is approximately 1282.1 square kilometers (500
square miles) in size. Beginning 0.8 kilometers (1/2 mile) west of the I-469 bypass in New
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Haven, Indiana, the study area extends northeast to the four-lane section of US 24 at its
intersection with Ohio State Route 15, just west of Defiance.

The study area includes portions of Allen County, Indiana, and Paulding and Defiance counties
in Ohio. It is primarily rural in nature, traveling through rich and productive farmlands in both
Indiana and Ohio. The Maumee River flows along the entire stretch of US 24 through the study
area. Small stands of forests and wetlands are also interspersed throughout the study area,
mainly associated with the floodplain adjacent to the Maumee River.

Industrial, commercial, and residential developments are concentrated along US 24 and its
local cross streets. Although largely unincorporated, the study area does include several small
municipalities. In Indiana, the incorporated areas are New Haven, Harlan, Halls Corner,
Woodburn, and Edgerton. In Ohio, these are Hicksville, Mark Center, Sherwood, Antwerp,
Cecil, Paulding, Payne, and Defiance.

A broad range of modal alternatives was considered for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance
project. These alternatives include:

No Build.

Transportation System Management (TSM).
Transportation Demand Management (TDM).
Transit.

Rail Freight.

Highway.

The modal alternatives were evaluated on their ability to address the current and future
transportation needs and problems identified in the US 24 New Haven to Defiance study area.

The No Build alternative consists of only minor, short-term safety and maintenance improvements
to US 24 that maintain its continuing operation. The No Build alternative does not meet the
needs of the study area, but is retained as the baseline condition to measure the potential
impacts of the other alternatives.

TSM and TDM alternatives are made up of relatively low cost, small scale improvements that are
designed to address transportation problems in an area by using the existing roadways more
efficiently. Examples of TSM improvements are improved signal timing, turn lanes, and
intersections. TSM improvements are effective in addressing localized traffic problems, such
as increasing capacity at specific congested intersections. However, the benefits of such
improvements over the length of a long corridor can be sporadic. TDM aims to reduce travel
demand, by shifting trips away from travel by single occupant vehicles (SOV) to transit or car
pools, or shifting trips out of the peak travel time period. The TSM and TDM strategies by
themselves would not reduce travel demand to the degree required to offset from the need for
additional capacity nor would they adequately address the design or safety problems associated
with US 24. Additionally, the TSM or TDM measures would not adequately address the predicted
future growth in traffic and the declining LOS. TDM measures are not cost-effective in a rural
setting and are not expected to have a large enough impact to have positive measurable effects
on the operational characteristics of US 24. Additionally, TDM measures have limited applicability
to truck traffic.

The transit alternative would involve the establishment of new fixed-route transit services between
Defiance and Fort Wayne that could accommodate commuters. This alternative is neither
feasible nor cost-effective for a rural area with low population, housing, and employment
densities. In addition, the transit alternative does not address the design deficiencies associated
with US 24 and does not address truck traffic or the movement of freight through the study area.

The rail freight alternative would seek to improve and/or increase the capacity and competitiveness
of the existing rail freight lines in the study area while decreasing the amount of truck traffic on
US 24. This would entail shifting goods that are currently transported in and through the study
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area from trucks to rail, thus reducing truck traffic on US 24. The freight rail alternative requires
the construction of a direct rail line between Fort Wayne and Toledo. Though this alternative
could alleviate some of the truck traffic on US 24, it would not address the access, design, and
safety issues associated with the highway.

Highway alternatives include various strategies to improve existing US 24 that are more substantial
than the TSM and TDM alternatives. Proposed highway improvements include:

* Improving the two-lane facility by adding turn lanes, widening shoulders, and improving
intersections.

» Upgrading the two-lane facility to a four-lane, limited access expressway, including a
bypass around Antwerp.

« Constructing a four-lane, limited access expressway on new alignment.

The highway alternatives provide the highest degree of flexibility in meeting all of the transportation
needs identified in the study area. The highway alternatives would increase capacity, improve
the level of service, and allow higher volumes of traffic to more safely use the facility. The
provision of modern transportation infrastructure would enhance the economic competitiveness
of the area and would improve the marketability of key economic development sites. Based on
the results of the purpose and need study and modal analysis, only the highway alternatives
adequately address the transportation problems and needs associated with US 24. Therefore,
only the highway alternatives were carried forward for further study in the in-depth analysis
required for the US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Within the study area, 14 preliminary corridors 609.8 meters (2,000 feet) in width were initially
developed for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project between the I-469/US 24 interchange in
New Haven and the Ohio SR 15/US 24 intersection west of Defiance. The preliminary corridors
were evaluated individually with regards to environmental features, public comments, agency
comments, and consistency with local and regional planning goals and objectives. Five of the
14 preliminary corridors were selected for further research based on a process of elimination —
Corridors 4, 7,10, 13, and existing US 24. Corridor widths used for the alternative development
studies vary from 152.4 meters (500 feet) for the existing US 24 Corridor and 609.8 to 1219.5
meters (2,000 to 4,000 feet) for Corridors 4, 7, 10, and 13.

Within Corridors 4, 7, 10, and 13, feasible highway alternatives approximately 91.5 meters
(300 feet) in width were developed. Atotal of 26 feasible highway alternatives were studied for
the project. These included 24 expressway on new alignment alternatives (Alternatives A through
X), the improved two-lane alternative on existing US 24 (Alternative Y), and the four-lane
expressway along existing US 24 (Alternative Z). Feasible Alternatives A through X are comprised
of combinations of 20 segments that were developed within the corridors, resulting in 24
highway alternatives on new alignment.

Alternatives A through X (expressway on new alignment alternatives) are designed as four-lane,
divided, limited access facilities. The expressways provide for two lanes of travel in each
direction separated by a 25.0-meter (82-foot) wide grass median in Indiana and an 18.3-meter
(60-foot) wide grass median in Ohio. Access to the Feasible Alternatives is limited to one
interchange at SR 424 and several at-grade intersections located at state routes, frequently
traveled roads, and roads that provide access across the Maumee River. The design for
Alternatives A through X includes an expanded right-of-way footprint between [-469 and the
Indiana/Ohio State Line to allow for future freeway development in Indiana. A design speed of
112.9 kilometers per hour (70 miles per hour) was used for determining the horizontal and
vertical alignments.

Within the existing US 24 Corridor, a two-lane alternative (Alternative Y) and a four-lane alternative
(Alternative Z) were developed. The design of Alternative Y (the two-lane alternative) improves
the existing road by adding shoulders, improving intersections, and adding turning lanes. This
highway alternative would have unlimited access along the route. A design speed of 88.7
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kilometers per hour (55 miles per hour) was used for determining the horizontal and vertical
alignments.

Alternative Z is a four-lane divided, limited access expressway that follows along the existing
route of US 24. Existing US 24 is incorporated into this alternative where possible and also
used as a frontage road in some areas. This highway provides for two lanes of travel in each
direction divided by a 25.0-meter (82-foot) wide grass median in Indiana and an 18.3-meter
(60-foot) wide grass median in Ohio and median barriers. Access to this alternative is provided
by at-grade intersections. A design speed of 112.9 kilometers per hour (70 miles per hour) was
used for determining the horizontal and vertical alignments.

In October 2002, INDQOT indicated its intention to construct US 24 as a four-lane divided freeway
with full access control between I-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line. In addition to interchanges
constructed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, the existing 1-469/US 24
interchange will be upgraded to maintain free-flow operation for freeway-to-freeway movements
(system-to-system interchange). Nineteen conceptual alternatives focusing on improvements
to the existing interchange were developed and evaluated through a two-step screening process.
The conceptual alternatives were first screened to determine if they met the purpose and need
for the improvements. The second step involved a comparative analysis of environmental
impacts, engineering features, and cost-effectiveness. Based on the results of the screening
analysis, three Feasible Alternatives for the interchange improvements were selected for further
development and in-depth analysis. The interchange alternatives and associated impacts will
be presented to the public for comment at the US 24 Public Hearing. Following the public
comment period, a preferred interchange alternative will be identified and will be presented in
the US 24 New Haven to Defiance Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

The 26 Feasible Alternatives were analyzed in a three-step screening process. First, the
alternatives were analyzed to determine if they met the established purpose and need of the
project. Inthe second step of the screening analysis, the potential environmental impacts were
assessed for each alternative. This analysis focused on environmental resources unique to the
study area and also those that require state and federal permits, if affected. The environmental
resources determined to be differentiating factors in the Step Il analysis were farmlands, woodlots,
Category 3 forested wetlands, and streams. In addition, residential and commercial displacements
were identified as a differentiating factor in the Step Il analysis. No priority or rankings were
assigned to the five factors. They were considered to be of equal value in the analysis. Alternatives
with low impacts to the five factors were retained for further consideration. The third step of
analysis involved a more detailed examination of the environmental impacts and the consideration
of other information such as public and agency comments, constructability, and right-of-way
issues. Through this three-step analysis, Alternative C was identified as the Preferred Alternative.

Agency input was also considered in the identification of the Preferred Alternative. ODOT met
with representatives from US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (OEPA), and FHWA on March 8, 2001 to discuss the Preliminary Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (PDEIS) and recommendations for the Preferred Alternative.
The USEPA discussed their comments on the PDEIS, which were focused only on wetland
impacts. OEPA expressed concern about impacts to Category 3 wetlands and streams. In
general, the agencies indicated a preference for those alternatives that minimize impacts to
wetlands, streams, farmlands, wildlife habitat, woodlands, and the Maumee River. Several
agencies recommended Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative for US 24 because it would
result in the least impact to high quality Category 3 forested wetlands.

The identification of the Preferred Alternative was the focus of public meetings held on May 1,
2,and 3, 2001. Citizens and local public officials in the Defiance area requested that Alternative
D be reconsidered as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative D follows the same route as Alternative
C from the intersection with 1-469 in Indiana to Defiance County, Ohio. In Defiance County,
Alternative C follows Segments 14 and 19, while Alternative D follows Segments 15 and 18.
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As aresult of agency and public comments, Alternatives C and D were retained for further study.
Detailed environmental studies (i.€. archaeology surveys, wetlands delineations, and threatened
and endangered species surveys) were conducted on Alternatives C and D. Additional
engineering designs were developed with the intention of minimizing impacts on wetlands,
particularly the Category 3 forested wetlands located in Segment 18. This resulted in the
development of a 27" alternative — Alternative D-1. Further coordination with the US Army
Corps of Engineers and the OEPA regarding wetland impacts and potential mitigation for the
new minimization alignment resulted in Alternative D-1 being identified as the Preferred Alternative
for the project.

Since the identification of Alternative D-1 as the Preferred Alternative, investigation into several
design refinements were undertaken, which focused on:

» Accomodation of the transportation needs of the Amish population residing in Allen
County.

» |dentification of potential design changes for local road crossings to accommodate the
transportation needs of farm operators affected by the Preferred Alternative.

» Addition of service roads to provide access to properties landlocked by the Preferred
Alternative.

» Completion of detailed traffic analysis of operational characteristics at intersections

and interchanges with crossroads.

Development of interchange designs for SR 49 and US 127 crossings.

Evaluation of options for median design.

Development of design refinements to minimize impacts on affected wetlands.

Evaluation of the potential use of the Maumee & Western Railroad right-of-way.

Inclusion of the Antwerp Bypass in the Preferred Alternative.

Revisions to the design of the proposed interchange at SR 424 to avoid the displacement

of residential housing in the Bohlman Trailer Park.

These investigations were undertaken in response to specific comments made by the public
and resource agencies on the Preferred Alternative. The main objective of the investigations
was to identify mitigation strategies that result in the avoidance of or minimization of impacts to
sensitive resources.

Alternative development and impact analysis for the three interchange alternatives for
improvements to the US 24/1-469 interchange will be completed over the next several months.
The results will be presented to the public at the US 24 Public Hearing and will be presented in
the US 24 New Haven to Defiance FEIS.

Environmental concerns for the 26 Feasible Alternatives are summarized in Table S-1. Table S-
2 presents the environmental impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative, D-1.

The evaluation of the Feasible Alternatives for the US 24/1-469 interchange improvements are
currently underway. The results of these studies will be presented in the US 24 New Haven to
Defiance FEIS.

The rural location of this project through a region with a long-established agricultural history
has resulted in the involvement of large farmsteads and farmlands with associated family heritage
and local historic connections. Public comments and opinions have been in favor of minimizing
the impact to farmlands. Farmlands have played a major role in the development of the Feasible
Alternatives. Where possible, alignments were developed adjacent to or within previously
existing disturbed rights-of-way such as the current US 24 route or railroad corridors well as
along township lines, property lines, and fencerows, where possible. These existing man-
made breaks were used in order to minimize right-of-way acquisition from active agricultural
lands and to minimize effects of field fragmentation and the landlocking of parcels. Additional
coordination with the county Soil and Water Conservation Districts has been undertaken to
address impacts on the drainage systems for actively farmed areas. A Service Road Study has
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been completed to investigate the feasibility of constructing service roads to minimize right-of-
way impacts and reduce the number of parcels landlocked by construction of the Preferred
Alternative.

In the City of Defiance, the existing US 24 and West High Street intersection will be closed as a
result of the construction of the Preferred Alternative and will be replaced with an overpass.
West High Street will remain open to traffic, with the overpass carrying the Preferred Alternative
over it. Direct access to the Preferred Alternative from West High Street will not be provided.

Public opinion is divided at West High Street. Several residents and public officials have
requested that an interchange be constructed at this location to maintain access to US 24 at West
High Street. Other citizens have stated that they do not want an interchange at West High Street.
City officials and local business are concerned that the elimination of access to US 24 at West
High Street will be detrimental to the economic development of Defiance. In addition, thereis a
concern that the proposed grade-separation of US 24 and West High Street will be detrimental
to the local roadway network by encouraging through traffic to use Haller and Harding streets.
0DOT does not recommend an interchange at this location because it would be located less than
1.6 kilometers (one mile) from the existing US 24 and SR 15 interchange. According to ODOT’s
Location and Design Manual, interchanges within urban areas should not be spaced closer
than an average of 3.2 kilometers (two miles) and a minimum distance of 1.6 kilometers (one
mile).

In response to public comments, a study was conducted to identify any significant traffic-
related impacts that the would result from the proposed grade-separation at the US 24 and West
High Street crossing. The study determined that in the future, without any changes to the US 24/
West High Street intersection, the existing local road network will exceed capacity along the
Ralston Avenue and North Clinton Street corridors. The future capacity problems will occur as
a result of the increase in background traffic as well as the increase in traffic generated by
planned developments in the study area. The future capacity problems will occur regardless of
the existence of an interchange at US 24 and West High Street. The proposed grade-separation
of US 24 and West High Street will have no more than minor adverse impacts on the capacity of
the study area roadways, beyond the problems already inherent under the future traffic volumes.

All of the detailed environmental studies required in Step 6 of the ODOT’s 9-Step Transportation
Development Process (TDP) have not been completed for the Preferred Alternative (D-1). These
studies include the evaluation of the Feasible Alternatives for the US 24/1-469 interchange
improvements.

In 2002, INDOT recommended that improvements to the existing US 24/1-469 interchange
should be included in the project. Nineteen conceptual interchange alternatives were initially
developed. Out of the 19 conceptual alternatives, three feasible interchange improvement
alternatives were selected through a two-step screening process. Currently, the three feasible
interchange improvement alternatives are being developed in more detail. Design studies will
be completed, including both engineering and environmental studies. The environmental
studies for the interchange will be inclusive of those conducted for the highway alternatives
developed for the project. The results of these studies will be documented in technical reports
(if required), and will be coordinated with the appropriate resource agencies.

The interchange alternatives and associated impacts will also be presented to the public for
comment at the US 24 Public Hearing. Following the public comment period, a preferred
interchange alternative will be selected and presented in the US 24 New Haven to Defiance FEIS.

Other federal actions in the northeastern Indiana and northwestern Ohio region include:
* Preliminary development study for US 24 between Defiance and Napoleon, Ohio. A

Categorical Exclusion is being completed by ODOT for this roadway improvement
project.
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Preliminary development study for US 24 between Napoleon and Toledo, Ohio. A
DEIS is being prepared by ODOT for the roadway improvement project.
Development of the Woodburn Industrial Site in Allen County, Indiana by the US
Department of Agriculture. Development of this site will require an environmental
analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

OTHER FEDERAL Environmental permits are required from one or more regulatory agencies for most land
ACTIONS REQUIRED alterations, including addition of impervious surface; construction, alteration, or abandonment
FOR THE PROJECT of stormwater management facilities; and wetlands or surface water impacts. The specific

permits required for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project are:

US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Individual Permit.

Indiana Department of Environmental Management Section 401 Water Quality
Certification.

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Section 401 Water Quality Certification.
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program - NPDES General
Permit for Discharges from Construction Activities.
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TABLE S-1

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE No-Build A B c D E F G H | J K L M
SEGMENTS 1381112161920 1381112171820 1381113141920 1381113151820 2681112161920 2681112171820 2681113141920 2681113151820 1471012161920 1471012171820 1471013141920 1471013151820 14791112161920
ISSUE/CONCERN
Length (miles) 37.4 36.4 36.2 36.6 36.4 36.5 36.3 36.7 36.5 37.0 36.7 37.2 37.0 36.7
Estimated Freeway Construction Cost $0 $202,761,263 $200,786,529 $200,307,425 $200,198,132 $206,265,374 $204,290,640 $203,811,536 $203,702,243 $198,467,275 $196,492,541 $196,013,437 $195,904,144 $198,843,584
s Estimated Expressway Construction Cost $0 $146,054,134 $142,553,452 $144,393,373 $141,091,511 $150,015,850 $146,515,168 $148,355,089 $145,053,227 $146,490,744 $142,990,062 $144,829,983 $141,528,121 $146,824,968
= Total Estimatqd Right-of-Way Cqsts : $0 $16,956,194 $16,223,467 $16,706,861 $16,042,821 $15,329,774 $14,594,647 $15,080,441 $14,406,401 $16,830,352 $16,095,225 $16,581,119 $15,906,979 $17,381,101
E ggﬁ%g E:?E:r?;]\é\éi}gggitrég;gudlng $0 $15,450,994 $14,358,767 $15,271,411 $14,168,321 $14,230,774 $13,138,547 $14,051,191 $12,948,101 $15,456,352 $14,364,125 $15,276,769 $14,173,679 $15,787,351
% Relocation Costs $0 $1,505,200 $1,864,700 $1,435,450 $1,874,500 $1,099,000 $1,456,100 $1,029,250 $1,458,300 $1,374,000 $1,731,100 $1,304,350 $1,733,300 $1,593,750
Total Freeway Cost $0 $219,717,457 $217,009,996 $217,014,286 $216,240,953 $221,595,148 $218,885,287 $218,891,977 $218,108,644 $215,297,627 $212,587,766 $212,594,556 $211,811,123 $216,224,685
Total Expressway Cost $0 $163,010,328 $158,776,919 $161,100,234 $157,134,332 $165,345,624 $161,109,815 $163,435,530 $159,459,628 $163,321,096 $159,085,287 $161,411,102 $157,435,100 $164,206,069
Major Utility Conflicts 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Average Daily Traffic, 2008 (vehicles per day) 9,277-13,277 7,731-10,705 8,490-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,776-10,705 7,731-10,705 8,490-10,705 7,731-10,705 8,490-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10-705
Average Daily Traffic, 2028 (vehicles per day) 11,811-20,264 9,805-16,732 11,196-14,436 9,825-16,732 11,196-16,732 9,835-16,732 10,074-16,732 | 10,074-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 11,196-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732
Level of Service (year 2008) D/E A A A A A A A A A A A A A
© | Level of Service (year 2028) E/F A A A A A A A A A A A A A
= Travel Time in Minutes, 2008 67 34 33 34 34 34 33 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
= Travel Time in Minutes, 2028 77 34 33 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
Vehicle Miles Traveled, 2008 (in millions) 149.5 122.2 121.9 123.1 121.6 120.3 119.9 121.2 119.7 123.4 123.0 124.3 122.8 122.3
Vehicle Miles Traveled, 2028 (in millions) 2134 175.1 175.0 176.6 173.5 172.0 171.9 173.5 170.4 176.8 176.7 178.3 175.2 174.6
Local Roadways Closed/Severed (number) 0 13 13 12 12 14 14 14 14 14 14 13 13 15
Residential Use (acres) 0.0 74.8 76.2 71.0 73.1 46.3 47.7 42.5 44.6 63.4 64.8 59.6 61.7 70.2
w Community/Public Use (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
g Commercial Use (acres) 0.0 21.4 32.7 214 32.7 20.9 32.2 20.9 32.2 214 32.7 21.4 32.7 214
= | Industrial Use (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
— | Agricultural Use (acres) 0.0 1,440.4 1,363.9 1,461.9 1,372.6 1,447.7 1,371.2 1,469.2 1,379.9 1,452.4 1,375.9 1,473.9 1,384.6 1,449.9
Open Space/Undeveloped Use (acres) 0.0 124.7 162.3 116.5 162.9 145.4 183.0 137.2 183.6 134.1 171.7 125.9 172.3 118.7
Landlocked Parcels (acres) 0 1,291.0 937.2 1,374.4 951.5 1,206.4 852.6 1,289.7 866.8 1,433.7 1,079.9 1,517.1 1,094.2 1,362.0
Landlocked Parcels (number) 0 61 53 63 52 58 50 60 49 52 44 54 43 50
Residential Properties: Total (number) 0 51 69 47 67 38 56 34 94 46 64 42 62 53
% I(:{neusrir?lfg:)ial Properties: Single Family Homes 0 41 39 36 35 30 08 o5 24 35 33 30 29 40
=
&> | Residential Properties: Apartments (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
; Residential Properties: Trailers (number) 0 0 21 0 21 0 21 0 21 0 21 0 21 0
g Residential Properties: Farms (number) 0 10 9 11 11 8 7 9 9 11 10 12 12 13
Commercial Properties (number) 0 1 2 1 2 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 2 1
Industrial Properties (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community Facilities (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Category B Receptors Approaching or
m Exceeding FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 432 94 97 94 99 16 20 17 22 85 88 84 89 80
Z | (number)
= Category B Receptors Meeting Substantial
Noise Increase Criteria (number) N/A 42 45 42 47 27 30 27 32 25 28 25 30 26
2 | Farm Operations Atfected (number) 0 206 204 214 213 177 175 185 184 184 182 192 191 182
=
<T
0_25' Productive Farmland Affected (number) 0 1,440.4 1,363.9 1,461.9 1,372.6 1,447.7 1,371.2 1,469.2 1,379.9 1,452.4 1,375.9 1,473.9 1,384.6 1,449.9
= Properties in Affected Agricultural Districts 0 12 7 12 7 12 7 12 7 15 10 15 10 14
(number)
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE N 0 P Q R S T u v w X Y z
SEGMENTS 14791112171820 14791113141920 14791113151820 2571012161920 2571012171820 2571013141920 2571013151820 25791112161920 25791112171820 25791113141920 25791113151820 Existing US 24 Existing US 24
2 Lane Upgrade 4 Lane Upgrade
ISSUE/CONCERN
Length (miles) 36.5 36.9 36.7 38.2 38.0 38.4 38.2 38.0 37.7 38.1 37.9 37.4 37.7
Estimated Freeway Construction Cost $196,868,850 $196,389,746 $196,280,453 $199,135,475 $197,160,741 $196,681,637 $196,572,344 $199,511,784 $197,537,050 $197,057,946 $196,948,653 N/A $161,268,049
. Estimated Expressway Construction Cost $143,324,286 $145,164,207 $141,862,345 $144,870,385 $141,369,703 $143,209,624 $139,907,762 $145,204,609 $141,703,927 $143,543,848 $140,241,986 $66,908,558 $128,959,036
= Total Estimated Right-of-Way Costs $16,655,974 $17,131,768 $16,467,728 $14,792,374 $14,057,247 $14,543,041 $13,869,001 $15,343,123 $14,607,996 $15,093,790 $14,419,750 $5,807,510 $21,815,935
L Eg;da"éz‘s’ E?[;ﬁglz‘é%gg?rég}g;“d'”g $14,695,124 $15,607,768 $14,504,678 $13,053,724 $12,861,497 $13,774,141 $12,671,051 $14,284,723 $13,192,496 $14,105,140 $13,002,050 $3,889,510 $18,293,535
% Relocation Costs $1,960,850 $1,524,000 $1,963,050 $838,650 $1,195,750 $768,900 $1,197,950 $1,058,400 $1,415,500 $988,650 $1,417,700 $1,918,000 $3,522,400
Total Freeway Cost $213,524,824 $213,521,514 $212,748,181 $213,927,849 $211,217,988 $211,224,678 $210,441,345 $214,854,907 $212,145,046 $212,151,736 $211,368,403 N/A $183,083,984
Total Expressway Cost $159,980,260 $162,295,975 $158,330,073 $159,662,759 $155,426,950 $157,752,665 $153,776,763 $160,547,732 $156,311,923 $158,637,638 $154,661,736 $72,716,068 $150,774,971
Major Utility Conflicts 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3
Average Daily Traffic, 2008 (vehicles per day) 8,491-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 8,801-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 8,491-10,705 7,731-10,705 7,731-10,705 9,277-13,277 9,277-13,277
Average Daily Traffic, 2028 (vehicles per day) 11,196-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 11,196-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 11,196-16,732 9,825-16,732 9,825-16,732 11,811-20,264 11,811-20,264
Level of Service (year 2008) A A A A A A A A A A A D/E A
o Level of Service (year 2028) A A A A A A A A A A A E/F A
= Travel Time in Minutes, 2008 32 34 34 35 35 36 35 35 35 35 35 67 38
= Travel Time in Minutes, 2028 32 34 34 35 35 36 35 35 35 35 35 77 40
Vehicle Miles Traveled, 2008 (in millions) 122.0 123.2 121.7 128.2 127.9 129.1 127.6 127.2 126.8 128.1 126.5 149.5 150.7
Vehicle Miles Traveled, 2028 (in millions) 174.5 176.1 173.0 183.1 183.0 184.6 181.5 180.9 180.9 182.4 179.3 2134 215
Local Roadways Closed/Severed (number) 15 14 14 15 15 14 14 16 16 15 15 3 7
Residential Use (acres) 71.6 66.5 68.6 34.8 36.2 31.0 33.1 41.6 43.0 37.9 40.0 97.5 175.4
w Community/Public Use (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.5 4.5
g Commercial Use (acres) 32.7 21.4 32.7 20.9 32.2 20.9 32.2 20.9 32.2 20.9 32.2 13.0 39.5
= Industrial Use (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 14.5
— | Agricultural Use (acres) 1,373.3 1,471.3 1,382.1 1,452.2 1,375.7 1,473.7 1,384.4 1,449.7 1,373.2 1,471.2 1,381.9 198.2 992.8
Open Space/Undeveloped Use (acres) 156.3 110.5 156.9 154.7 192.3 146.5 192.9 139.2 176.8 131.1 177.4 162.9 145.4
Landlocked Parcels (acres) 1,008.1 1,445.3 1,022.5 1,337.6 983.7 1,420.9 998.1 1,265.8 912.0 1,349.2 926.3 0.0 1,040.8
Landlocked Parcels (number) 42 52 41 55 47 57 46 53 45 95 44 0 60
Residential Properties: Total (number) 71 49 69 29 47 25 45 36 54 32 52 14 107*
% E}neusri;jggrt)ial Properties: Single Family Homes 38 35 34 99 20 17 16 97 o5 99 91 12 95
=
S Residential Properties: Apartments (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
; Residential Properties: Trailers (number) 21 0 21 0 21 0 21 0 21 0 21 2 7
2 Residential Properties: Farms (number) 12 14 14 7 6 8 8 9 8 10 10 0 1
Commercial Properties (number) 2 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 7 13
Industrial Properties (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Community Facilities (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
Category B Receptors Approaching or Exceedin
5 FHWgA lr\lyoise Aba[t)ementp(?riteria (n%mber) ’ = & & & 49 & 2 A % A £ e S
= Category B Receptors Meeting Substantial Noise
ek ‘(’number) g 29 26 31 25 28 25 30 26 29 26 31 0 1
@ Farm Operations Affected (number) 180 190 189 166 164 174 173 164 162 172 171 216 260
=
<C
0—% Productive Farmland Affected (number) 1,373.3 1,471.3 1,382.1 1,452.2 1,375.7 1,473.7 1,384.4 1,449.7 1,373.2 1,471.2 1,381.9 198.2 992.8
= Properties in Affected Agricultural Districts 9 14 9 15 10 15 10 14 9 145 9 11 14
(number)
S-10 US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement




TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE

No-Build

A

c

D

E

F

G

H

J

K

L

M

SEGMENTS

ISSUE/CONCERN

1381112161920

1381112171820

1381113141920

1381113151820

2681112161920

2681112171820

2681113141920

2681113151820

1471012161920

1471012171820

1471013141920

1471013151820

147911121619 20

ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES

100-Year Floodplain Encroachments (acres)

71.1

754

71.1

754

18.5

22.9

18.5

22.9

71.1

754

71.1

754

1.7

Streams Crossings (number)

52

51

49

48

51

50

51

44

59

58

56

99

97

Total Length of Stream Impacts (feet)

40,259

44,059

36,577

38,451

38,618

42,418

34,936

36,810

47,481

51,281

43,799

45,673

46,585

Total Length Culverted (feet)

12,916

12,916

12,221

11,732

12,119

12,119

11,424

10,935

21,751

21,751

21,056

20,567

20,024

Total Length Bridged (feet)

4,305

4,305

4,305

4,305

3,521

3,521

3,521

3,521

2,815

2,815

2,815

2,815

2,511

Additional Impact Length (feet)

23,038

26,838

20,051

22,414

22,978

26,778

19,991

22,354

22,915

26,715

19,928

22,291

24,050

Total Length of Impacts to Limited Resource Water
Streams - QHEI <45 (feet)

30,554

32,964

26,383

27,356

28,690

31,100

24,519

25,492

29,783

32,193

25,612

26,585

28,839

Total Length of Impacts to Warm Water Habitat
Streams - QHEI=45 to 60 (feet)

9,705

11,095

10,194

11,095

9,928

11,318

10,417

11,318

17,698

19,088

18,187

19,088

17,746

Total Length of Impacts to Exceptional Warm
Water Habitat Streams - QHEI>60 (feet)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total Acreage of Wetland Systems Affected

0.0

22.3

32.1

171

24.3

37.9

47.7

28.6

39.9

33.1

43.0

23.8

35.2

22.2

Affected Forested Category 1 Wetland Systems
(acres)*

0.0

0.2

0.2

<0.1

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Affected Forested Category 2 Wetland Systems
(acres)*

0.0

17.8

17.0

6.1

9.2

33.4

32.6

241

24.8

23.1

22.3

13.8

14.5

17.9

Affected Forested Category 3 Wetland Systems
(acres)*

0.0

4.3

14.9

2.7

14.9

4.3

14.9

43

14.9

9.0

19.7

9.0

19.7

43

Affected Non-Forested Category 1 Wetland
Systems (acres)*

0.0

0.0

0.0

<0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Affected Non-Forested Category 2 Wetland
Systems (acres)*

0.0

0.0

0.0

9.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.0

Affected Non-Forested Category 3 Wetland
Systems (acres)*

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Affected Forested Upland Habitat (acres)

0.0

22.6

35.9

23.5

441

30.1

43.4

31.0

51.6

24.5

37.8

254

46.0

20.0

Affected Woodlots (number)

17

19

19

22

18

20

20

23

18

20

20

23

17

Affected Woodlots (acres)

0.0

44.9

68.0

36.4

68.4

67.9

91.0

59.5

91.4

56.6

79.8

48.2

80.2

42.2

HISTORIC
RESOURCES

Properties Listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (number)

Properties Eligible for Listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (number)

SECTION 4(f)
RESOURCES

Historic Resources with Direct Impacts (number)

—_

—_

—_

—_

—_

Historic Resources with Indirect Impacts (number)

Public Parks with Direct Impacts (number)

Public Parks with Indirect Impacts (number)

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Sites with Above Ground/Underground Storage
Tanks (number)

A JO|Oo o

A JO|O o

A~ JO|Oo o

w Jo|o|w

w Jo|lo|w

Sites with Past/Current Use of Hazardous Materials
(number)

Past/Current Use for Solid Waste Disposal
(number)

Sites with Other Hazardous Materials Concerns
(number)

Sites Recommended for Further Investigation
(number)

*Alternative Z displaces one multi-unit dwelling containing four residential units.

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

S-11




TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE N 0 P Q R S T ] v w X Y z
SEGMENTS 14791112171820 14791113141920 14791113151820 2571012161920 2571012171820 2571013141920 25710131518 20 257911121619 20 25791112171820 25791113141920 257911131518 20 Existing US 24 Existing US 24
2 Lane Upgrade 4 Lane Upgrade
ISSUE/CONCERN
100-Year Floodplain Encroachments (acres) 75.4 711 75.4 18.5 22.9 18.5 22.9 18.5 22.9 18.5 22.9 30.6 85.4
Streams Crossings (number) 56 54 53 55 54 52 51 53 52 50 49 0 53
Total Length of Stream Impacts (feet) 50,385 42,903 44,777 43,230 47,030 39,548 41,422 42,334 46,134 38,652 40,526 0 32,837
Total Length Culverted (feet) 20,024 19,329 18,840 21,186 21,186 20,491 20,002 19,459 19,459 18,764 18,275 0 4,247
Total Length Bridged (feet) 2,511 2,511 2,511 2,031 2,031 2,031 2,031 1,727 1,727 1,727 1,727 0 1,439
Additional Impact Length (feet) 27,850 21,063 23,426 20,013 23,813 17,026 19,389 21,148 24,948 18,161 20,524 0 27,151
Total Length of Impacts to Limited Resource Water
Streams (feet) QHEI<45 31,249 24,668 25,641 27,379 29,789 23,208 24,181 26,435 28,845 22,264 23,237 0 0
Total Length of Impacts to Warm Water Habitat
| Streams (jeet) QHEI=45 t0 60 19,136 18,235 19,136 15,851 17,241 16,340 17,241 15,899 17,289 16,388 17,289 0 32,837
& Total Length of Impacts to Exceptional Warm Water
= | Habitat Streams (feet) QHEI> 60 J v v J J b J v b v b v b
% Total Acreage of Wetland Systems Affected 32.0 12.9 24.2 48.7 58.6 39.4 50.8 37.8 47.6 28.6 39.8 10.2 254
= ?;Ligts‘;d s Bty | i) e 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 12
o
g gﬁgg‘;ﬂ sz Bl 2 Wi e 17.1 8.7 9.3 38.7 37.9 29.4 30.1 335 32.7 24.3 24.9 8.8 22.0
o
o gﬁgg‘;ﬂ lsize Bl § Wi e 14.9 43 14.9 9.0 19.7 9.0 19.7 43 14.9 43 14.9 0.0 13
gzerggd HBHRRATR ) g 1) LT R 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.4 09
gzerggd HBHRRATER ) gy 2 LT R 00 0.0 0.0 10 10 10 10 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
’(\;Lerg;e)d HorpRa sz By Ul Sl 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
Affected Forested Upland Habitat (acres) 33.3 20.9 41.5 31.9 451 32.7 53.3 27.3 40.6 28.2 48.8 19.6 97.0
Affected Woodlots (number) 19 19 22 19 21 21 24 18 20 20 23 22 36
Affected Woodlots (acres) 65.3 33.8 65.7 79.6 102.7 71.2 103.1 65.1 88.2 56.8 88.6 29.4 121.5
w
‘é’ § Properties Listed on the National Register of Historic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
E = | Places (number)
T & | Properties Eligible for Listing on the National Register
°= | of Historic Places (number) ! ! ! 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 5
=w
< &5 | Historic Resources with Direct Impacts (number) J L ! . . . . U . U . & g
|ci> % Historic Resources with Indirect Impacts (number) 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 2
© & | Public Parks with Direct Impacts (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
<> = | pyblic Parks with Indirect Impacts (number) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
- Sites with Above Ground/Underground Storage Tanks 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 15 10
=2 (number)
= Sites with Past/Current Use of Hazardous Materials 0 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 6 4
= (number)
=
2 Past/Current Use for Solid Waste Disposal (number) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
a Sites with Other Hazardous Materials Concerns
% (number) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1
> . —
= Sites Recommended for Further Investigation 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 21 1
(number)
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (D-1) IMPACTS

Issue/Concern Altelr)n:mve
Engineering
Length (miles) 36.4
Estimated Freeway Construction Cost $ 214,105,703
Estimated Expressway Construction Cost $ 154,999,152
Estimated Freeway/Expressway Combination Construction Cost $ 204,971,652
Total Estimated Right-of-Way Costs $16,731,214
Roadway Right-of-Way Cost (Including Damages for Landlocked Parcels) $ 14,806,465
Relocation Costs $ 1,728,500
Total Freeway Cost $ 230,836,987

Total Expressway Cost

$ 171,730,366

Total Freeway/Expressway Combination Cost

$ 221,702,015

Major Utility Conflicts 3
Traffic
Average Daily Traffic, 2008 (vehicles per day) 7,731-10,705
Average Daily Traffic, 2028 (vehicles per day) 11,196-16,732
Level of Service (year 2008) A
Level of Service (year 2028) A
Travel Time in Minutes, 2008 34
Travel Time in Minutes, 2028 34
Vehicle Miles Traveled, 2008 (in millions) 121.6
Vehicle Miles Traveled, 2028 (in millions) 173.5
Local Roadways Closed/Severed (number) 15
Land Use
Residential Use (acres) 57.9
Community / Public Use (acres) 10.3
Commercial Use (acres) 3.6
Industrial Use (acres) 0.0
Agricultural Use (acres) 1,428.8
Open Space/Undeveloped Use (acres) 130.0
Displacements
Landlocked Parcels (number) 41
Landlocked Parcels (acres) 444
Residential Properties: Total (number) 51
Residential Properties: Single Family Homes (number) 31
Residential Properties: Trailers (number) 10
Residential Properties: Farms (number) 10
Commercial Properties (number) 2
Industrial Properties (number) 0
Community Facilities (number) 0
Noise
Category B Receptors Approaching or Exceeding FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (number) 114
Category B Receptors Meeting Substantial Noise Increase Criteria (number) 47
Farmlands
Farm Operations Affected (number) 214
Productive Farmland Affected (acres) 1,428.8
Affected Properties in Agricultural Districts (number) 6
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (D-1) IMPACTS

Alternative
Issue/Concern D-1
Ecological Resources
100-Year Floodplain Encroachments (acres) 69.2
Streams Crossings (number) 26
Total Length of Stream Impacts (feet) 20,189
Total Length Culverted (feet) 3,958
Total Length Bridged (feet) 1,185
Additional Impact Length (feet) 14,071
Total Length of Impacts to Limited Resource Water Streams - QHEI < 45 (feet) 17,913
Total Length of Impacts to Warm Water Habitat Streams - QHEI = 45 to 60 (feet) 2,363
Total Length of Impacts to Exceptional Warm Water Habitat Streams - QHEI > 60 (feet) 313
Total Acreage of Wetland Systems Affected 22.5
Affected Forested Category 1 Wetland Systems (acres) <01
Affected Forested Category 2 Wetland Systems (acres) 11.0
Affected Forested Category 3 Wetland Systems (acres) 2.3
Affected Non-Forested Category 1 Wetland Systems (acres) <01
Affected Non-Forested Category 2 Wetland Systems (acres) 9.6
Affected Non-Forested Category 3 Wetland Systems (acres) 0.0
Affected Forested Upland Habitat (acres) 75.4
Affected Woodlots (number) 20
Affected Woodlots (acres) 87.7
Historic Resources
Properties Listed on the National Register of Historic Places (number) 0
Properties Eligible for Listing on the National Register of Historic Places (number)
Section 4(f) Resources
Historic Resources with Direct Impacts (number) 1
Historic Resources with Indirect Impacts (number) 0
Public Parks with Direct Impacts (number) 0
Public Parks with Indirect Impacts (number) 0
Hazardous Materials
Sites with Above Ground/ Underground Storage Tanks (number) 4
Sites with Past/Current Use of Hazardous Materials (number) 2
Past/Current Use for Solid Waste Disposal (number) 0
Sites with Other Hazardous Materials Concerns (number) 1
Sites Recommended for Further Investigation (number) 3
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

1.2 PROJECT
DESCRIPTION/
OVERVIEW

1.3 PROJECT HISTORY

United States Route 24 (US 24) is a major east-west transportation corridor through the
midwestern United States, linking Michigan and Colorado. The eastern portion of the corridor
traverses northern Indiana and northwestern Ohio, and provides the most direct access between
Fort Wayne, Indiana and Toledo, Ohio (Figure 1.1). US 24 also provides direct connections to
[-80/90 and to I-75, enabling the motoring public to reach destinations northward into the Great
Lakes region and Canada as well as other large cities on the eastern seaboard. As a result of the
direct linkage between the Fort Wayne, Indiana region and the Port of Toledo, US 24 has been
nicknamed “Fort to Port” by local users and advocacy groups such as the Fort to Port Organization.

The existing operational deficiencies of the roadway, including decreased safety, increased
congestion and a deteriorating level of service, are due primarily to its location, design, and
high volume of users. Approximately 112.4 kilometers (69.7 miles) of the 130.6 kilometers
(80.9 miles) of US 24 is a two-lane rural arterial roadway that is often winding as it follows the
Maumee River and has frequent driveway cuts or access points for local residences, businesses,
and other local roadway crossings. In some areas, development is directly adjacent to the
roadway. The roadway has narrow, often discontinuous shoulders and numerous no-passing
zones. The frequency of no-passing zones severely limits the flow of traffic and roadway
capacity. Additionally, approximately 45 percent of the overall traffic on US 24 is trucks. Infact,
along some segments, trucks account for more than half of the total traffic. Due to this high
volume, trucks are often observed traveling in platoons of three or more, which makes passing
difficult and dangerous.

US 24 has been the subject of numerous planning and engineering studies over the years and
has been identified as a strategic link in the region’s and the nation’s highway network. As such,
the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDQT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is proposing to
improve the operational characteristics of US 24 in the Fort to Port area through a major
transportation project. The purpose of this project is to:

Improve traffic flow and level of service.

Reduce travel times between project termini.

Improve roadway safety.

Enhance the regional transportation network.

Accommodate future economic growth in the region to enhance the competitiveness
of local and regional businesses.

The US 24 New Haven to Defiance project is being developed in accordance with ODOT’s Nine-
Step Transportation Development Process, which is illustrated in Figure 1.2. The project is
currently in Step 7 of the process.

The proposed US 24 project represents a long-standing commitment by the states of Ohio and
Indiana, local governments, regional planning commissions, and citizens to improve US 24
between Fort Wayne and Toledo. During the 1960’s, studies on improvements to US 24 were
initiated and have continued off and on through the 1990s.

During the early 1960s, the Bureau of Location and Design of the Ohio Department of Highways,
aforerunner to ODOT, studied US 24 between Maumee and Napoleon. The results of the study
were presented in a report entitled Preliminary Engineering Report of US 24 (March 1962). The
report proposed a new and improved alignment between the two cities. The initial plans to
construct a new roadway were defeated shortly after the proposal was presented to the public,
primarily because of farming interests who opposed using their farmland for the new roadway.

Additional efforts by the Ohio Department of Highways to improve US 24 occurred in the mid-
1960s. The agency planned a new four-lane alignment between Defiance and Napoleon. The
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1.3.1 Feasibility Study

highway was designed and right-of-way was purchased for a four-lane route. However, for
financial reasons, only two lanes of the alignment were constructed. Old US 24 was renamed
SR 424 along the Maumee River.

Interest in improving US 24 lay dormant until the issue again garnered public support in the
mid-1970s, when US 24 was widened between 1-475 and Dutch Road in the Toledo area.
However, the opportunity to improve US 24 outside the limits of the I-475/Dutch Road project to
other parts of the corridor, especially to the west, were not pursued at that time.

In the 1980s “grass-roots” efforts to alleviate problems associated with US 24 were initiated
after a series of accidents in the Village of Waterville, Ohio. Between 1983 and 1984, a committee
to study traffic and congestion problems associated with US 24 was formed in the village. In
cooperation with the village engineer and 0DOT, the committee analyzed traffic patterns and
volumes mainly related to Waterville. As the study progressed, the neighboring communities of
Napoleon and Defiance joined in the efforts. As a result of the Waterville Study, it was determined
that the problems associated with US 24 were regional in scope and not limited to Waterville and
its neighboring communities. With Waterville as the lead governmental agency, the Toledo
Metropolitan Area Council of Governments (TMACOG) was asked to assist in forming a larger
regional group to study the US 24 Corridor from Toledo to Defiance.

Also during the 1980s, citizens in the Fort Wayne, Indiana area held a series of meetings to
investigate transportation problems associated with US 24 in the Fort Wayne/New Haven area.
In 1989, citizens from both Indiana and Ohio who were concerned about US 24 metin Woodburn,
Indiana. As a result of this meeting, the Fort to Port Organization was formed. This group has
focused on improving US 24 in its entirety between Fort Wayne and Toledo from the standpoints
of safety, mobility and economic development.

The federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) identified 21
High Priority Corridors on the National Highway System (NHS). Among these corridors was US
24 from Fort Wayne to Toledo. The purpose of the NHS is to identify priority transportation
corridors that are important from an intermodal efficiency, economic growth and/or user safety
standpoint and to target these roadways for strategic improvements, including them with other
roadways, into a larger strategic network.

In response to ISTEA, ODOT completed a statewide transportation study and strategic plan,
Access Ohio, in October 1993, which identified “Transportation Efficiency and Economic
Advancement Corridors” also known as “macro corridors” throughout the state of Ohio. These
corridors are defined as “those corridors of statewide significance upon which rests the economic
vitality of Ohio.” The US 24 Corridor was included in the list of macro corridors.

To achieve the goals and objectives articulated in the Access Ohio plan, more recent studies
have been conducted in the US 24 Corridor. These studies include:

*  US Route 24 Improvement Feasibility Study (1994).

*  Origin-Destination Survey on US 24/0hio Turnpike Corridor at Ohio/Indiana
State Line (December 1997).

* US 24 Vehicle License Plate Survey (August 2001).

*  Modal Analysis for the US 24 Corridor from Fort Wayne, Indiana to Toledo, Ohio
(September 2002).

The US Route 24 Improvement Feasibility Study analyzed the highway characteristics, traffic
conditions and capacity, accident history, and economic development influences of the
approximately 130.6-kilometer (81-mile) US 24 route between New Haven, Indiana and Toledo,
Ohio. Of the 130.6-kilometers (81-miles), 18.9 kilometers (11.7 miles) consist of four-lane,
divided highway. The study found that the four-lane, divided highway segments would provide
adequate capacity and safety characteristics for traffic conditions over the next 25 years. The
two-lane highway segments of US 24 were found to be at or below level of service (LOS) C with
the exception of a 14.5-kilometer (nine-mile) section between Antwerp and Cecil, Ohio. The
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1.3.2 Origin-
Destination Survey

1.3.3 License Plate
Survey

study projected that the majority of the two-lane facility would reach LOS D by the year 2000. As
aresult of this analysis, the study recommended that the two-lane sections of US 24 be upgraded
to a four-lane, fully limited access highway.

Between New Haven and Toledo, three sections of two-lane highway are connected by four-
lane highway segments. The study identified these three segments of US 24 as planning
sections. They include:

« Planning Section One: 1-469 in Indiana to the bypass of Defiance, Ohio.
« Planning Section Two: bypass of Defiance to the bypass of Napoleon, Ohio.
« Planning Section Three: bypass of Napoleon to I-475.

Each of these planning sections is a two-lane highway that is bound at their western and eastern
termini by multi-lane, divided highways. In addition, they link major urban centers (i.e., Fort
Wayne/New Haven, Indiana and Defiance, Ohio) along the US 24 Corridor. The study determined
that each of the three, two-lane sections function independently of each other and that
improvements in any one section would provide direct transportation and safety benefits within
that section, regardless of whether any of the other sections were improved.

Currently, the three sections are under study by ODOT. Environmental Impact Statements (EIS)
are being prepared for two planning sections of US 24: 1-469 in Indiana to the bypass of
Defiance (Planning Section One), and the bypass of Napoleon to I-475 (Planning Section
Three). A Categorical Exclusion is being prepared for Planning Section Two, the bypass of
Defiance to the bypass of Napoleon. These studies are a direct outgrowth of the 1994 Feasibility
Study and are the first steps in making the recommended corridor-wide improvements to US 24
as supported by the Fort to Port Organization and others in the region.

The Origin-Destination Survey on US 24/0hio Turnpike Corridor at Ohio/Indiana State Line
analyzed the possible traffic diversions onto other routes resulting from toll increases in 1997
and possible future toll increases for the Ohio Turnpike. In addition, the survey estimated the
traffic diversion that could be expected if tolls were removed from the Turnpike. Analysis of the
survey data for US 24 indicated the following:

* 19 percent of the motorists would divert from US 24 to the Ohio Turnpike if tolls were
eliminated.

* 9 percent of the motorists would divert from US 24 to the Turnpike if tolls were rolled
back to pre-increase levels.

* 11 percent of motorists named the Ohio Turnpike as their primary alternate route to
usS 24.

e 9 percent of motorists using US 24 listed toll fees as the reason for not using the
Turnpike as an alternate route.

The study found that drivers were concerned about the longer travel times on other roads and
chose their travel route based on travel time and not toll costs. The survey indicated that 42
percent of the motorists on US 24 would not travel an alternate route. The primary reasons for
this were the factors of time and distance (52 percent) and the lack of a suitable alternate route to
US 24 to reach their destination (37 percent).

The approach to developing improvements to US 24 by studying the three planning sections
independently raises the issue that all possible corridor-wide Feasible Alternatives would not be
identified.

The key factor to this issue is determining the function of US 24 relative to local and regional
travel demand - does US 24 function primarily as a regional connector between New Haven,
Indiana and Toledo, Ohio or do the individual sections accommodate varied trip purposes and
lengths depending upon location and surrounding land use characteristics?
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1.3.4 Modal Analysis
for the US 24 Corridor

In order to answer these questions, historic origin-destination data was obtained from the 1997
Origin-Destination Study at the Ohio-Indiana Stateline and the Ohio Turnpike. To supplement
this data, a license plate survey was conducted which is documented in detail in a separate
report entitled US 24 Vehicle License Plate Survey (August 2001). The survey was designed to
achieve the following objectives:

e Measure the number of trips by car and truck entering US 24 in the vicinity of the
Toledo metropolitan area and traveling US 24 west through Antwerp (i.e. trips traveling
through all three planning sections) to provide an indicator of long distance (regional)
travel demand.

e Measure the number of trips by cars and trucks traveling US 24 across one or two
planning sections to provide a measurement of travel demand between neighboring
communities in the US 24 corridor (intercity travel demand).

* Measure the number of trips by cars and trucks entering and exiting US 24 within the
limits of one planning section to provide a measurement of local travel demand.

Field data was collected on October 17, 2000; license plate numbers were recorded as westbound
vehicles drove past survey points located along US 24. Survey points were established at three
locations:

* Intersection of US 24 and SR 64 in Waterville.
* Intersection of US 24 and SR 281 in Defiance.
e Intersection US 24 and SR 49 in Antwerp.

To correct for the potential for bias associated with a one-time survey, a Travel Behavior Estimation
Model was developed. Based on the results of the survey and the model, the following trends
were identified:

e Four percent of the total automobile trips traveled the entire distance of US 24 between
Waterville and Antwerp (i.e., are regional trips with origins and destinations beyond
the limits of the survey area).

e (Ofthetrucks surveyed, 43 percent traveled the entire distance between Waterville and
Antwerp.

¢ Of the 2,501 automobiles entering US 24 east of Waterville, 83 percent exited the
highway before Defiance and 13 percent exited the highway before Antwerp.

e (Ofthe 1,618 trucks entering US 24 east of Waterville, 36 percent exited the highway
before reaching Defiance and 21 percent exited the highway before reaching Antwerp.

¢ QOfthe 2,183 automobiles entering US 24 between Waterville and Defiance, 76 percent
exited the highway before reaching Antwerp.

« Of the 593 trucks entering US 24 between Waterville and Defiance, 33 percent exited
the facility east of Antwerp.

¢ None of the 918 automobiles and 344 trucks entering US 24 between Defiance and
Antwerp exited US 24 before Antwerp.

The key findings of the model were that four percent of the automobile trips, as compared to 43
percent of the truck trips, are regional (travel the entire length of the corridor) Furthermore, US
24 functions as a connector between communities located along US 24 with each of the three
planning sections having slightly different travel demand characteristics. These findings support
the conclusions of the US 24 Improvement Feasibility Study (1994) and that each of the three
planning sections have independent utility.

To insure that all possible corridor-wide Feasible Alternatives have been identified and
investigated, a modal analysis of the entire 130.6-kilometer (80.9-mile) US 24 Corridor was
conducted. The analysis is documented in a separate report entitled Modal Analysis for the US
24 Corridor from Fort Wayne, Indiana to Toledo, Ohio (September 2002).

The modal analysis examined the feasibility of using other traditional and non-traditional
strategies to address the problems of the US 24 Fort to Port Corridor. These strategies included:
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1.3.5 Corridor
Segmentation Analysis

Removing tolls from the Ohio Turnpike.

Diverting US 24 traffic to US 6.

Prohibiting truck traffic from using US 24 by regulation.

Diverting freight traffic to rail.

Creating a dedicated truck facility.

Implementing transit alternatives (commuter rail, light rail, and improved bus service).

Implementing transportation demand management (TDM) programs aimed at reducing

travel demand by changing traveler behavior.

» Implementing transportation systems management (TSM) initiatives aimed atimproving
traffic flow by increaing capacity through low-cost capital improvements.

» Combinations of various elements of the options listed above.

Attempting to divert traffic from US 24 to other routes does not appear to be a feasible solution,
because the strategies that were proposed were either ineffective, politically or legally infeasible,
or failed to produce a sustainable impact. Similarly, none of the individual multi-modal
alternatives that were investigated would successfully address the project's stated Purpose and
Needs by themselves. The most promising alternatives, combinations of the most feasible and
effective strategies, do appear to perform fairly well in addressing the wide array of key issues
on the corridor, but are not as cost-effective as the highway alternative.

While alternatives need to be considered in the performance of corridor analyses, it is important
to note that not all transportation strategies fare well in every environment. Many strategies
often work best in environments with specific characteristics and attributes. Several of the most
notable characteristics of the US 24 Corridor include: high percentage of truck traffic (although
only moderate volumes), low residential and employment density, and relatively small central
business districts. These factors greatly affect the feasibility and reasonableness of solutions
for the US 24 Corridor. While the alternatives considered represent "the best" solutions in other
regions, none appear to be as cost-effectively as the current proposal of a four-lane highway.

FHWA regulations 23 CFR part 777.111(f) state, “In order to ensure meaningful evaluation of
alternatives and to avoid commitments to transportation improvements before they are fully
evaluated, the action evaluated in each environmental impact statement (EIS) or finding of no
significant impact (FONSI) shall:

1. Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters
on a broad scope;

2. Haveindependent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a reasonable
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made;
and

3. Notrestrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation
improvements.”

This regulation anticipates that an agency’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of
ahighway project may be separated into smaller segments if circumstances and facts so warrant.

The US Route 24 Improvement Feasibility Study identified three sections of two-lane highway
between New Haven and Toledo:

e Planning Section One: |-469 in Indiana to the bypass of Defiance, Ohio.
» Planning Section Two: bypass of Defiance to the bypass of Napoleon, Ohio.
* Planning Section Three: bypass of Napoleon to |-475.

Each section is a two-lane highway that is bound at their western and eastern termini by multi-
lane, divided highways. In addition, they link major urban centers (i.e., Fort Wayne/New Haven,
Indiana and Defiance, Ohio) along the US 24 Corridor. The feasibility study determined that
each of the three, two-lane sections function independently of each other and that improvements
in any one section would provide direct transportation and safety benefits within that section,
regardless of whether any of the other sections were improved.
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Traffic conditions and ecological, cultural, and community resources vary substantially along
the 130.6-kilometer (80.9-mile) corridor. For example, the individual planning sections contain
environmental features that are unique to their study areas such as oak openings habitat,
threatened and endangered species, and Amish populations. Therefore, the environmental
impacts associated with improvements to the US 24 Corridor are anticipated to be different for
each planning section.

In addition, other factors such as right-of-way needs and the number of municipalities involved
vary across the three sections as described below:

* Planning Sections One and Three - These sections would require new right-of-way for
the US 24 improvements. These two sections also involve many disparate governmental
jurisdictions that would make study coordination across the entire length of the corridor
problematic.

» Planning Section Two - The design and right-of-way acquisition was already completed
in the 1960s for the Defiance to Napoleon section and construction for this portion
would occur within existing right-of-way.

After consideration of these factors, ODOT determined that Planning Sections One and Three
require major efforts in planning and environmental evaluation and documentation while more
limited planning and environmental analysis efforts are needed for Planning Section Two.

0DQOT’s decision to pursue three separate planning studies for the US 24 Corridor is consistent
with FHWA regulations and many subsequent interpretations of those regulations. According
to FHWA regulations, an agency cannot segment the environmental review of a proposed highway
project, and thus avoid the preparation of an EIS for the overall highway project unless three
criteria are met, as described below:

1. The proposed highway segment must be supported by logical termini: Each of the
three planning sections is supported by logical termini, which are already completed sections of
four-lane, divided highway. The logical termini for Planning Section One are the existing 1-469/
US 24 interchange to the west and the SR 15/US 24 interchange to the east. The logical termini
for Planning Section Two are the existing four-lane divided highway bypass of Defiance in the
west and the four-lane divided highway bypass of Napoleon in the east. The logical termini for
Planning Section Three are the existing four-lane divided Napoleon bypass in the west and the
[-475 bypass around the Toledo metropolitan area in the east.

2. The segment must have independent utility outside the function of connecting the
roadways of the overall project: The majority of traffic identified on US 24 is local in nature
as demonstrated by the license plate survey. The license plate survey determined that only four
percent of the car trips and 43 percent of the truck trips on US 24 are regional in nature. The
remaining automobiles and trucks (96 percent and 57 percent, respectively) are using the
corridor for inter-city trip making. The information indicates that the majority of trips made in the
US 24 Corridor (particularly by automobiles) do not travel the entire length of US 24 between
Fort Wayne and Toledo, but rather only use portions of it. Consequently, each planning section
functions independently. Furthermore, the US Route 24 Improvement Feasibility Study found
that improvements made to one of the sections would provide direct transportation and safety
benefits within that section.

3. The segment cannot restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably
foreseeable transportation projects: The US 24 Corridor modal analysis evaluated the
effectiveness of conceptual modal alternatives in meeting the transportation needs of the entire
130.6-kilometer (80.9-mile) corridor between 1-469 and I-475. The analysis determined that
the most effective alternative to address the purpose and need for the overall corridor is the
proposed highway improvements. However, construction of the proposed highway
improvements will not restrict or prevent any modal transportation options from being developed
in the future. In fact, improving US 24 could benefit some of the modal options such as
implementing an improved bus service or TDM programs. Thus, construction of the planning
sections would not restrict alternatives for the other segments under consideration.
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1.4 LOGICAL TERMINI
AND STUDY AREA
DESCRIPTION

Development along US 24.

In conclusion, the proposed actions and alternatives are consistent with the FHWA policies for
“logical termini” and “independent utility”. Currently, the three sections are under study by
0DOT. Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) are being prepared for Planning Section One and
Planning Section Three. A Categorical Exclusion is being prepared for Planning Section Two.

Planning Section One is referred to as the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project which is the
subject of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). It extends from [-469 in New
Haven, Indiana (east of Fort Wayne) to the four-lane section of US 24 at its intersection with Ohio
SR 15, just west of Defiance. The logical termini for the project are the existing 1-469/US 24
interchange to the west and the SR 15/US 24 interchange to the east. These interchanges were
selected as the logical termini for the project because they are existing interchanges that serve as
points of access to the regional and interstate highway system in the area. In addition, these
termini were selected based upon the need to achieve a seamless connection with the existing
regional transportation system without creating new access points.

The US 24 New Haven to Defiance study area is approximately 1282.1 square kilometers (500
square miles) in size. The study area includes Allen County, Indiana, and portions of Paulding
and Defiance counties in Ohio. The boundaries of the study area are shown in Figure 1.3. The
US 24 study area is primarily rural in nature, traveling through rich and productive farmlands in
both Indiana and Ohio. The Maumee River flows along the entire stretch of US 24 through the
study area. Small stands of forests and wetlands also are interspersed throughout the study
area, mainly associated with the floodplain adjacent to the river.

Industrial, commercial, and residential developments also characterize the study area and are
densely concentrated along US 24 and its local cross streets. Although largely unincorporated,
the study area does include several small municipalities. In Ohio, these include Hicksville, Mark
Center, Sherwood, Antwerp, Cecil, Paulding, Defiance, and Payne. In Indiana, the incorporated
areas include New Haven, Harlan, Halls Corner, Woodburn, and Edgerton.

Other transportation routes in the study area include state and federal roads that cross, run
parallel to, or are in close proximity of US 24 (Figure 1.3). A total of 19 major highways are
within the study area, including one interstate, 13 state routes in Ohio and three in Indiana, and
two US routes.

In addition to the existing roadway system, three rail lines serve the study area. A CSX
Transportation (CSXT)-owned double-tracked rail line extends from the Indiana state line through
Defiance County and continues eastward through Ohio before entering Pennsylvania just east
of Youngstown in Mahoning County. This rail line, originally constructed in 1873 as the former
Chicago line of the Baltimore and Ohio (B&O) railroad, is now one of CSXT’s main east/west
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1.5 FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION

1.6 PURPOSE AND
NEED

1.6.1 Improve Traffic
Flow and Level of
Service

connectors in Ohio. Connections from this line are also possible to other railroads in the City of
Defiance (the Maumee & Western Railroad), in Hamler in Henry County, and to the Port of
Toledo at Deshler.

A local short line also extends from Woodburn, Indiana through Defiance and into Henry
County, terminating at Liberty Center, Ohio. This line was recently purchased by the Maumee &
Western Railroad through funding provided by the Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC)
and from the Indiana High Rail Corporation (IHRC). The Maumee & Western rail line serves local
producers and consumers in the region and has mainline connections to CSXT in Defiance and
to Norfolk Southern (NS) in Woodburn.

The third rail line in the study area is the NS line that extends from Woodburn, Indiana, through
Paulding, Putnam, and Hancock Counties, terminating in Arcadia, Ohio. This rail line is one of
NS’s east/west connectors in Ohio and is part of its nationwide system.

In Allen County, US 24 is classifed by INDOT as an Other Principal Arterial. Within Paulding
County, US 24 is classified by ODOT as a Rural Principal Arterial. Within Defiance County, US
24 is classified as a Rural Principal Arterial, with the exception of those segments located within
the City of Defiance. Within the City of Defiance, US 24 is classified as an Urban Other Principal
Arterial. Commonly used criteria and guidelines for different classifications of roads are published
in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) “Green
Book” (2001). According to AASHTO, a Rural Principal Arterial accommodates substantial
statewide or interstate travel and connects most urban centers with populations over 25,000.
Principal arterials, therefore, constitute routes that should be expected to provide for relatively
high travel speeds and minimum interference to through travel.

Asitis currently configured, US 24 does not meet AASHTO criteria for the type of traffic it serves
because of the frequent cross streets and numerous driveways and access points for residences
and commercial establishments. The numerous interruptions introduce turning vehicles and
slower-moving vehicles into the main traffic flow, which when coupled with the lower speed
limits through incorporated areas, do not allow through traffic to maintain consistent travel
speeds. AASHTO also allows for the possibility of upgrading a roadway to a multi-lane facility
along heavily traveled routes, which is true in the case of US 24 because of the direct access it
provides between Fort Wayne, the Port of Toledo, and their respective interstate connections.

The US 24 project is intended to improve the operational characteristics for both local and
through traffic currently using US 24. Between New Haven and Defiance, US 24 suffers from
congestion and safety-related issues as a result of inadequate capacity to accommodate current
traffic demand. The facility does not meet current design criteria for travel lane widths, provision
of shoulders, roadway curvature, sight distance and travel speed. These characteristics contribute
to increasing travel time delays and a declining level of service along the roadway. The goals of
the US 24 project are to:

Improve traffic flow and level of service.

Reduce travel times between project termini.

Improve roadway safety.

Enhance the regional transportation network.

Accommodate future economic growth in the region to enhance the competitiveness
of local and regional businesses.

According to the 1994 US Route 24 Improvement Feasibility Study, traffic operations on US 24
between Fort Wayne and Defiance are less than optimal due to congestion. Consequently, one
goal of the US 24 project is to reduce congestion. Congestion on US 24 is directly related to the
existing and proposed traffic conditions as expressed by the concept of level of service.

US 24 has experienced substantial traffic growth over the past several years, at a rate higher than
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normal for northwest Ohio and eastern Indiana. Major factors contributing to this growth are
people moving into the area, developing industry, and a greater reliance on intermodal
transportation (via rail, water and highway) affecting accessibility to both regional and national
railroad connections and the Port of Toledo on Lake Erie.

To evaluate the trends in traffic growth, traffic counts were obtained from two-directional traffic
24-hour count data recorded at various permanent count station locations in both Indiana and
Ohio in 1998. Future traffic projections used for the Preliminary Alternatives Summary (July
1999) assumed the project’s base year to be 2004, which represented the earliest date for
opening of an improved US 24. For this Purpose and Needs Analysis, these projections have
been updated assuming a new project base year of 2008. Using 1998 traffic volumes, traffic
engineers developed projections of 2008 traffic volumes on US 24 in the study area, which are
shown in Table 1.1 and Figure 1.4. The overall average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along US 24
in the base year range from a low of 9,780 vehicles per day (vpd) between the Antwerp East
Corporation Limit and US 127 west to a high of 13,277 vpd between |-469 and the Webster/
Woodburn Roads intersection in Indiana. The US 24 segments identified in Table 1.1 are
shown in Figure 1.4.

Using average annual growth rates based on data provided by the Northeastern Indiana Regional
Coordinating Council (NIRCC) and ODOT's Office of Technical Services, ADT volumes for the
year 2028 were developed. The traffic projections indicate that all of the sections within the
study area will have ADT volumes of approximately 13,000 vpd or higher by the year 2028
(Table 1.1). The highest volumes occur between US 127 west and US 127 east, which has a
projected ADT of over 19,000 vpd and a peak hour volume of 2,135 vehicles. Figure 1.5 shows
the expected increase in traffic volume from 1998 to 2028.

TABLE 1.1
CURRENT AND PROJECTED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS FOR US 24
Length in 2028
Segment Location Kilometers| 1998 1998 2008 2008 2028 Peak 2028 | 24-Hour
(in miles)[ ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT (Volume [ LOS Trucks

1 I-469 to Webster/Woodburn | 7.4 11,303 D 13,277 E 17,188 | 1,891 E 36%
Roads (4.6)

2 Webster/Woodburn Roadsto| 7.4 6,305 C 11,061 E 14,667 | 1,613 E 499%
SR 101 (4.6)

3 SR 101 to State Line/ 38 | 6,879 C 11,269 E 16,934 | 1,863 E 52%
Meridian Road (2.4)

4 State Line/Meridian Road to 4.8 7,095 D 10,064 E 14,736 | 1,621 E 549%
Antwerp West Corp. Limit (3.0

5 Antwerp West Corp. Limitto| 1.0 [ 9058 D 10,064 [ E 14,736 | 1,621 E 47%
SR49 (0.6)

6 SR 49 to Antwerp East Corp.| 1.1 8,090 D 10,203 E 15,674 | 1,724 E 44%
Limit (0.7)

7 Antwerp East Corp. Limitto | 14.5 5,954 D 9,780 E 15,105 | 1,661 E 60%
US 127 West (9.0)

8 US 127 Westto US 127 East| 3.4 | 8040 D 11,936 E 19,407 | 2,135 E 47%
2.1)

9 US 127 East to SR 424 1.9 | 7193 D 11,114 E 15,910 | 1,750 E 43%
(7.4)

10 SR 424 to West of SR 15/18| 4.0 8,280 D 10,709 E 13,623 | 1,499 E 46%
(Defiance) (2.5)

Traffic engineers use these existing and projected volumes to measure qualitatively operational
conditions on a roadway through the level of service, which addresses both mobility and
accessibility concerns, with speed and capacity utilization used as secondary measures. These
criteria are measured by percent of time delay where efficient mobility is the primary objective of
the facility. The percent of time delay calculation is assigned a “grade,” or LOS, ranging from “A’
(the best) to “F” (the worst). The various LOS “grades” are defined as follows:
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Truck Traffic

Truck traffic represents
over 40 percent of the
fotal volume on US 24.

LOS A: Free flow conditions.

LOS B: Reasonably free flow conditions.

LOS C: Stable, but small changes cause substantial deterioration.

LOS D: Borderline unstable flow.

LOS E:  Extremely unstable (maximum capacity is generally reached between LOS D
and E).

 LOSF: Forced or breakdown flow.

The desirable level of service for roadways similarto US 24 is a LOS B in rural areas and a LOS
C in urban/suburban areas (FHWA, Flexibility in Highway Design, No Date). In order to determine
a LOS for each of the study segments along US 24, capacity analyses were conducted for both
the existing and projected volumes using the Transportation Research Board’s computerized
version of the Highway Capacity Software (HCS).

For all segments of US 24 in the study area, the level of service in 2008 is projected to be LOS
E, indicating heavily congested flow with traffic demand exceeding the capacity of the road. The
projected volumes for the year 2028 indicate that the entire study corridor will operate at LOS E.
These inadequate capacity conditions to 2028 can be attributed to high traffic volumes, high
truck composition, minimal shoulder widths, and limited passing zones. Level of service
predictions show a downward trend towards undesirable service levels for the entire corridor,
indicating that capacity will be an even greater concern along US 24 in the future.

Truck traffic has a substantial impact on the capacity and LOS for any type of roadway. Truck
traffic is widely considered to be a primary contributor to traffic congestion along US 24. Based
on historical data, truck volumes on US 24 increased over 128 percent between 1990 and
1997. In 1998, truck traffic represented over 40 percent of the total volume on US 24. In the
future, trucks are expected to make up as much as 60 percent (Table 1.1) of the vehicle mix on
some segments of a roadway whose overall traffic volumes are increasing by more than 1.5
percent each year. This condition could cause the roadway capacity to completely break down.

In 1992, the southern portion of the -469 bypass around Fort Wayne was completed. The
route that uses the 1-469 bypass along with US 24 has since provided through truck traffic with
a more direct link between Indianapolis, Detroit, and Ontario, compared to alternative routes.
0DOT conducted a study entitled Origin-Destination Survey of US 24/0hio Turnpike Corridor at
Ohio/Indiana State Line in June and July of 1997 to determine the impact of turnpike toll
increases on regional traffic patterns. The results of this study showed for the truck traffic
surveyed, 42 percent indicated that there were no suitable alternatives to US 24. Other routes
that were acceptable alternatives are shown in Figure 1.6 with the associated percentage that
chose each route.

1-10
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1.6.2 Reduce Travel
Times Between Project
Termini

1.6.3 Improve
Roadway Safety

Roadway Deficiencies

0DOT also conducted an Origin-Destination Survey for the City of Defiance in July 1997. The
intent of this survey was to obtain information on the route selection of trips passing through but
not stopping in the Defiance area, as well as the origin and destination of each trip. The survey
was conducted on a cordon line drawn around the city in order to obtain a complete picture of
all traffic entering and exiting the area. Data was collected at two locations along US 24: the east
and west approaches to Defiance. The resulting data from this survey showed that the majority
of the truck traffic on US 24 is associated with long distance trips from Michigan or Toledo to
Indiana and the remainder of the United States to the west. On the days that the survey was
taken, there was an average of 3,350 through truck movements.

By their classification, rural arterials should provide for relatively high travel speeds. US 24 in
the study area has posted speed limits ranging from 40.3 kilometers per hour (kph) (25 miles
per hour [mph]) to 88.7 kph (55 mph). This variation in speed limits increases travel times
through the study area. Between unincorporated areas, speed limits are generally 88.7 kph (55
mph), but because of the presence of more highly populated areas and locations with severe
roadway design deficiencies, speed limit reductions occur at multiple points between the study’s
limits. For example, on the approach to the Village of Antwerp, Ohio speed limits are gradually
reduced from 88.7 kph to 40.3 kph (55 mph to 25 mph) through the center of town with speeds
sometimes as low as 32.3 kph (20 mph) during posted school zone hours. Antwerp has three
traffic signals within its city limits, which is another factor in elevated travel times and inconsistent
speeds. In addition, substandard horizontal geometry at five curves along existing US 24
reduces speeds to 72.6 kph (45 mph). Other detrimental travel time factors along US 24
include:

» Uncontrolled cross traffic entering or exiting US 24.

* Truck platoons in no-passing zones and when opposing traffic is too heavy for safe
passing opportunities.

Mail delivery operations on US 24.

School bus operations on US 24.

Active rail crossings on US 24.

Accident delays within the US 24 right-of-way.

Inadequate shoulder widths for emergency pull off for stopped or inoperable vehicles.

US 24 is characterzied by several design features that are not consistent with currently acceptable
design criteria. Field inventories of the roadway characteristics, were conducted in 1998 and
2002, which illuminated some of the deficiencies. These are summarized in the following
section and presented by segment in Table 1.2. The segments between Antwerp’s western
corporate limitand US 127 (West Leg) as depicted in Table 1.1 were combined to coincide with
the field survey notes.

Shoulder Widths: Shoulder widths along US 24 vary throughout the study area. The shoulder
width is typically 0.9 to 1.2 meters (three to four feet) paved with an additional 0.6 to 1.5 meters
(two to five feet) of gravel. AASHTO recommends a 3.1-meter (10-foot), and preferably a 3.7-
meter (12-foot), continuous paved shoulder along high volume rural arterials and freeways,
particularly where high volumes of trucks exist. Shoulders also should be continuous, not
intermittent with varying widths as currently exists on US 24. These existing minimal shoulder
widths create hazards for stopped vehicles, emergency vehicles, police radar detection, and
mail delivery that need to pull off the roadway.

Uncontrolled Access: The entire length of US 24 has an uncontrolled right-of-way, meaning
that access to enter or cross the roadway is available at any location. Along the approximate
64.5-kilometer (40-mile) segment, there are at least 67 at-grade cross streets (five of these are
signalized), two active railroad crossings, more than 50 commercial access points, and
approximately 300 residential driveways. Additionally, school bus operations occur on US 24
east of Antwerp in a posted 88.7-kph (55-mph) speed zone.
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Five of 67 intersections
along US 24 are signal-
controlled.

School Bus Safety
Concerns

Accident Analysis

No-Passing Zones: One of the most important factors governing the safety and capacity of a
two-lane facility is the ability to pass slower moving vehicles. On typical highways (with 88.7
kph [55 mph] speeds), approximately 762.2 meters (2,500 feet) is needed to accommodate
safe passing. Relative to passing zones, AASHTO considers a road with no more than 10 to 25
percent of its length composed of no-passing zones as acceptable. As shown in Figure 1.7 the
percentage of US 24 designated as a no-passing zone exceeds the AASHTO criteria in Allen and
Paulding counties.

US 24 has become increasingly hazardous for the transportation of students to and from school
and special activities (field trips, sports, etc.) in the area. Whenever a school bus stops in the
roadway to pick up or drop off students or pull in and out of the school, it only serves to
exacerbate already undesirable conditions brought on by inadequate design and sight distance
issues. Situations like these are especially critical at key locations such as the two intersections
in Antwerp near SR 49 and in Woodburn, Indiana near Woodlan High School.

A previous study completed in 1993 and entitled US 24 Baseline Study Between I-475 in Lucas
County, Ohio and 1-469 in Allen County, Indiana cataloged the pupil transportation activities of
six local school systems in the study area. Those figures were revisited as part of this current
study and the updates are presented in Table 1.3. In many respects, the magnitude of student
transportation activities has not changed much since the previous survey; the number of buses
using US 24 and the number of students who live near US 24 are relatively unchanged. Interviews
with school transportation staff, however, indicate that schools in the area are trying to use US
24 less frequently, both as a route and for stops. Some local school systems in Ohio, at the
urging of the Ohio State Police, have discontinued the use of stop locations on US 24 altogether
and are using alternate stops on less heavily traveled roadways. Other school systems have
tried to curtail their transportation activities on the road to whatever extent possible in order to
reduce the chance of accidents involving their vehicles and students.

The Ohio Department of Public Safety, INDOT, and the NIRCC provided accident data for US 24.
Data were collected for the three most recent complete years: 1998, 1999, and 2000. Accident
data for each segment of US 24 within the study area were analyzed and further separated into
intersection and non-intersection accidents, and the results are shown in Table 1.4. An accident
analysis was completed for the at-grade intersections versus the non-intersection accident
locations to determine whether the intersections themselves or deficiencies in the roadway were
contributing to the accidents.

The ODOT criterion for an intersection to qualify as a high accident location states that there must
be at least 14 accidents at that intersection during a consecutive three-year period. None of the
intersections in the corridor qualified as a high accident location under ODOT’s criterion.
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TABLE 1.3
EXISTING SCHOOL BUS ACTIVITY ON US 24

Total | # of Buses | # of Buses # Students # Students
County School Bus | Travelingon| Crossing |Average Daily| in Buseson Living near
District Fleet US 24 UsS 24 Bus Trips Us 24 Us 24
Allen, East Allen 125 o1 0 4 808 61
IN* County
Paulding, Antwerp
OH* Local 12 5 12 20 300 30
Paulding, | Paulding Ex.
OH Village 20 4 0 14 60 20
Defiance, Central
OH Local 23 3 0 2 100 27
Defiance, Defiance
OH City 22 2 0 4 80 7
Defiance, | Northeastern
OH Local 18 2 5 4 149 0
Total 220 37 17 48 1,497 145
Average 37 6 3 8 250 24

Note: * Data taken from previous study.

TABLE 1.4
SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA BY SEGMENT
. Accidents
Segment # Location 3-Year
g 1998 1999 2000 Accident Total
INT NON INT NON INT NON

I-469 to Webster/Woodburn 4 13 5 10 3 14 i)
1 Roads

Webster/Woodburn Roads to 5 14 3 16 4 7 49
2 SR101

SR 101 to State Line/Meridian 0 3 1 8 3 12 2

3 Road

State Line/Meridian Road to 2 1 1 1 2 9 16
4 Antwerp West Corp. Limit

Antwerp West Corp. Limit to 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
o SR49
6 SR 49 to Antwerp East Corp. Limit 0 2 0 2 0 3 7

Antwerp East Corp. Limitto US 2 14 3 12 2 16 49

7 127 West
8 US 127 West to US 127 East 2 9 1 9 0 11 R
9 US 127 Eastto SR 424 4 14 0 24 6 29 7

SR 424 to west of SR 15/18 0 24 2 4 2 9 o4
10 (Defiance)

Note: INT=intersections; NON=non-intersections.
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For non-intersection accidents, 0DOT’s criterion requires that a 0.6-kilometer (0.4-mile) segment
of roadway between intersections must have at least 16 accidents over a three-year period.
Although Table 1.4 indicates 64 non-intersection accidents between SR 424 and SR 15 during
the three-year period, this segment is 4.0 kilometers (2.5 miles) long and the accidents were not
concentrated within any 0.6-kilometer (0.4-mile) segment to qualify under ODOT’s criterion.

Table 1.5 shows the accident rate per million vehicle miles traveled (MVMT) over the three -year
period beginning in 1998 and ending in 2000. In calculating the accident rates, 1998 ADT
volumes and the length of each segment were used to normalize the data; this is an important
distinction to make because it allows for a more even comparison among the segments. The
Ohio statewide accident rate for rural undivided two-lane highways based upon 1999 data is
1.504 per MVMT annually. The last column of Table 1.5 indicates whether each segment is
above or below the statewide average for similar roadways.

TABLE 1.5
ACCIDENT RATES BY ROADWAY SEGMENT

Segment Length 1998 . .
Segment # Roadway Segment in Kilometers Average AcTc ':1 ‘im Accident Rate stAi)oxe or Belcr)‘wt
(in Miles) | Daily Traffic ofal | (PerMVMT) | State Average Rate

1 [-469 to Webster/Woodburn Roads 74 11,303 49 0.86 Below -0.64
(4.6)

2 Webster/Woodburn Roads to SR 101 74 6,305 49 1.54 Above 0.04
(4.6)

3 SR 101 to State Line/Meridian Road 38 6,879 2z 1.49 Below -0.01
(2.4)

4 State Line/Meridian Road to Antwerp West Corp. 48 7,095 16 0.69 Below -0.82
Limit (3.0)

5 Antwerp West Corp. Limit to SR 49 1.0 9,058 1 017 Below -1.34
(0.6)

6 SR 49 to Antwerp East Corp. Limit 11 8,090 7 113 Below -0.38
0.7)

7 Antwerp East Corp. Limit to US 127 West 145 5,954 49 0.84 Below -0.67
9.0

8 US 127 West to US 127 East 34 8,040 K7 1.73 Above 0.23
1)

9 US 127 East to SR 424 119 7,193 7 132 Below-0.18
(7.4)

10 SR 424 to west of SR 15/18 (Defiance) 40 8,280 &4 2.82 Above 1.32
(2.5)

The normalized accident rates are lower than those shown in the 1994 US Route 24 Improvement
Feasibility Study, even though the overall ADT and truck volumes have increased. The most
noteworthy decrease in accidents occurred in Segment 8 where US 127 shares the right-of-way
with US 24. Inthe 1994 study, the accident rate was 3.85 accidents per MVMT. That rate has
been reduced to 1.73 accidents per MVMT using the data for 1998, 1999, and 2000. However,
this rate remains above the statewide average for similar type roadways.

There are several factors that alone, or in combination, have influenced accident rates along this
section of US 24 over the past decade. Differences in weather conditions may have had an
effect as the number of weather-related accidents dropped dramatically when comparing the
period beginning in in 1995 and ending in 1997 with the period beginning in 1998 and ending
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in 2000. The posted speed limit for most of US 24 between |-469 and the Indiana-Ohio state
line (Segments 1 and 2) was reduced from 88.7 kph (55 mph) to 80.6 kph (50 mph). Also, state
highway patrols and enforcement of the posted speed limits in Allen County were increased
concurrent with the reduction in the posted speed limit. In Paulding and Defiance counties,
accident rates may have been influenced by the installation of traffic signals in Antwerp (at
Oswalt and Archer streets). Additionally, an increase in state highway patrols on US 24 in Ohio
and enforcement of the posted speed limits has occurred, primarily as a result of increased
federal funding for salaries for state highway patrol officers. Also, all of US 24 located within
the State of Ohio has been designated as a Targeted Enforcement Area.

The accident analysis also examined the types of vehicles involved and the severity of the
accident. US 24 supports a relatively high volume of truck traffic and it is important to consider
the impact of the high percentage of truck traffic on accident occurrences. Table 1.6 separates
accidents by the type of vehicles involved. For purposes of this comparison, the classification
“cars” includes collisions involving one or more automobiles, vans, pick-up trucks, buses, or
sport utility vehicles. The “trucks” category includes accidents involving one or more semi-
tractor trailers or other heavy vehicles used for transporting goods. The category “both” refers
to an accident involving at least one vehicle from both the car and truck classification categories.
Classified data was only available for the segments in Ohio over the three-year period analyzed,
therefore, the accident totals in Table 1.6 do not equal those shown in Tables 1.4 and 1.5.

Heavy trucks were involved in approximately 60 percent of the accidents along the Ohio portion
of US 24 within the study area. Because of their size and weight, truck accidents often cause
greater damage to other vehicles and their passengers, particularly when a semi-tractor trailer
truck collides with a compact car.

TABLE 1.6
ACCIDENTS BY VEHICLE TYPE ALONG US 24 IN OHIO
Year Cars Trucks Both Total Accidents
1998 36 25 13 74
1999 31 29 22 82
2000 32 41 17 90
Total 99 95 52 246

Table 1.7 compares the severity of accidents over the three-year period along the section of US
24 between New Haven and Defiance. The severity was separated into three separate
classifications - injury, fatal, and property damage only (PDO), which could involve any dollar
amount of damage as long as none of the individuals in or out of the vehicles were injured. The
injury and fatality values represent only one accident each and do not take into account multiple
injuries or deaths resulting from one particular incident.

TABLE 1.7
ACCIDENT SEVERITY: 1998 TO 2000

Year Accident Severity Total Accidents
Fatal Injury PDO*

1998 1 35 77 113

1999 2 34 89 125

2000 0 29 104 133

Total 3 98 270 371

Note: PDO = Property Damage Only.
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1.6.4 Enhance
Regional Transportation
Network

US 24 provides access
to local residential,
business, and
commercial
developments.

1.6.5 Accommodate
Economic Growth

Injury accidents and deaths comprised approximately 27 percent of the total number of accidents
on US 24 over the three-year period. Fatal accidents accounted for 0.8 percent of all accidents
on US 24 over the three-year period. Based on crash data available from the Ohio Department
of Public Safety, fatal and injury accidents comprised 30.8 percent of the total number of
accidents statewide over the same three-year period, which is higher than the percentage observed
on US 24. However, the percentage of fatal accidents for the section of US 24 between New
Haven and Defiance (0.8 percent) is slightly higher than the percentage of fatal accidents for all
of Ohio over the same three-year period (0.3 percent).

Currently, a conflict exists between local and regional traffic on US 24. The US 24 Vehicle
License Plate Survey (August 2001) showed that only four precent of the automobile traffic
traveling US 24 was regional in nature as compared to 43 percent of the truck traffic. One goal
of this project is to reduce the conflicts that occur between these groups of US 24 users.

US 24 and the supporting roadway network help sustain localized services that are an important
part of the fabric and quality of life for surrounding communities. Providing safe, timely, and
adequate access to surrounding communities is a principal role of a well designed transportation
system. US 24 currently functions as the primary roadway for many communities in the study
area. It provides direct access to the emergency and routine medical services available at
Paulding and Defiance County Hospitals and also provides access to various parts of the
counties for fire, police, and emergency services. In addition, US 24 provides primary access
to local school districts and other educational facilities such as Defiance College.

US 24 is a major east-west transportation corridor between Colorado and Michigan. In the
Midwest, US 24 provides the most direct access between Fort Wayne, Indiana and Toledo,
Ohio. US 24 also provides direct connections to 1-80/90 and I-75, enabling the motoring
public to reach points northward into the Great Lakes region and Canada as well as other large
cities on the eastern seaboard. For these reasons, US 24 plays an important role in through
travel in the region. However, its popularity as a travel route combined with its operational
deficiencies make travel on the roadway difficult. Improvements to US 24 would reduce the
conflicts between local and through traffic and would also address the needs of specialized
travel on US 24.

An efficient transportation network is essential to sustain the local and regional economy. The
US 24 Corridor, because of its connection between the Port of Toledo and the interstate highway
system, is important for regional and national economic development. It is identified as a
macro corridor in the Access Ohio Long Range Transportation Plan. The US 24 Corridor is
identified in INDOT’s 2000-2025 Long Range Plan as a statewide mobility corridor.
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1.7 PURPOSE AND
NEED SUMMARY

Its importance was also nationally recognized when US 24 was identified as one of the 21 High
Priority Corridors as part of the NHS in the ISTEA. US 24 was recognized under ISTEA as the
Hoosier Heartland Industrial Corridor from Lafayette, Indiana, to Toledo, Ohio (Corridor 4 on
Figure 1.8). The NHS recognition is an outgrowth of efforts to identify post-interstate
transportation needs and is the first step in a continuing effort to combine the nation’s modal
networks into a national transportation system that will meet the country’s future transportation
demand.

To produce the NHS, FHWA worked in partnership with state and local transportation officials
and joined with the Department of Defense and other federal departments as well as the private
sector to develop a method of addressing the intermodal transportation needs of the nation in
the post-Interstate era. Congress passed legislation to designate the NHS in the National Highway
System Designation Act of 1995 on November 28, 1995.

Routes chosen as part of the NHS include those “of highest importance to the Nation, built to the
uniform geometric and construction standards of 23 U.S.C. 109(h), which connect, as directly
as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers, including important
routes into, through, and around urban areas, serve the national defense and, to the greatest
extent possible, connect at suitable border points with routes of continental importance in
Canada and Mexico.” Other criteria include serving major population centers, providing
multimodal connectivity (for example connecting a major airport and a port), or providing rural
— urban connectivity (23 CFR 470.107-Federal-aid Highway Systems).

Locally, economic development agencies in both Ohio and Indiana have recognized the
importance of US 24 for access to and from large existing and planned industrial and commercial
tracts. Numerous proposed and/or expanded industrial parks are planned in the US 24 service
area. New developments such as the Fox Run Executive Park and Enterprise Park in Defiance
County and Canal Place in Allen County depend on US 24 to provide access and help stimulate
spin-off growth. Existing industrial developments such as Uniroyal-Goodrich, Johns Manville
Corporation, Dana Corporation, Aeroquip Corporation, and others also rely on US 24 and have
located close to the roadway for better accessibility.

In a presentation to the Transportation Review Advisory Council (TRAC) in March 1998, Mr. Jim
Hartung, President of the Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority, pointed out that many companies
in northwest Ohio depend heavily on US 24 for continued economic growth. Mr. Hartung also
noted that improvements to US 24 are vital to the port’s vision of being “a premier international
transportation center.” Mr. Hartung went on to indicate that the US 24 Corridor has the capability
of helping expand the shipping and intermodal transportation activities of the Port of Toledo,
primarily due to the fact that an improved US 24 could handle additional truckloads of cargo,
improving operations and efficiencies throughout the region while aiding in the development of
new markets west and southwest of the Toledo and Defiance areas.

On alarger scale, US 24 has become integral to the economic health of the midwestern United
States, especially in a global economic marketplace. Ohio, Michigan, and Indiana have become
a staging area for international commerce through the Port of Toledo and the Great Lakes system
with heavy usage by the automotive and steel industries in the midwestern and southern United
States. The global marketplace, “just in time” inventory delivery, and international free-trade
zones require American businesses to compete internationally. To be competitive, an efficient
transportation network is essential for the quick and cost-effective transportation of raw materials
and finished goods. The US 24 Corridor is an important link in that network.

As a segment of the major east-west transportation corridor between Golorado and Michigan,
US 24 between Fort Wayne, Indiana and Defiance, Ohio has experienced substantial traffic
growth over the past several years, at a rate higher than normal for northwest Ohio and eastern
Indiana. The major factors contributing to this growth include increased population, developing
industry, and a greater reliance on intermodal transportation connections with the regional and
national rail systems and the water-based shipping at the Port of Toledo. US 24 between New
Haven and Defiance is now primarily a two-lane roadway that is unable to meet the needs of the
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continually increasing volumes of local and through vehicles that utilize it. The operational
deficiencies of US 24 are due to a combination of the following factors:

» Its design features include unlimited access, minimal shoulder widths, and a curvilinear
alignment requiring multiple speed reductions and limited passing opportunities.

» Its location attracts high speed through traffic by providing direct access between
Detroit, Ontario, and Indianapolis, while at the same time serving as the primary local
access through the center of many small towns.

e The number and diversity of its users ranging from school buses to a vehicle mix with
about 45 percent heavy trucks.

The level of service provided by US 24 in the year 2008 under the No Build scenario is a LOS E.
This indicates that the two-lane roadway does not have adequate capacity to meet anticipated
future travel demand. If improvements are not made to US 24, the problems currently experienced
on US 24 will only worsen if the operational characteristics of the roadway are not improved.

The accident data for US 24 between New Haven and Defiance do not identify any intersections
or roadway segments that qualify as high accident locations according to ODOT criteria. However,
the severity of the accidents is an issue of concern. In examining specific statistics of accidents
over a recent three-year period, 60 percent of the total accidents involved heavy trucks and
approximately 30 percent resulted in injuries or fatalities, including a collision between a car
and a public bus that killed three people and injured nine. Many more accidents have been
avoided in the recent past due to a concentrated effort by various policing agencies to enforcement
of posted speed limits, combined with local users exercising exira caution. Additionally, school
systems that previously included US 24 as part of their bus routing are searching for different
alternatives to avoid heavy traffic volumes and numerous near collisions.

With its inclusion as a macro corridor in Access Ohio and as a statewide mobility corridor in
INDOT’s 2000-2025 Long Range Plan, and its identification as one of 21 High-Priority Corridors
in the nation, the importance of US 24 in sustaining the local and regional economy is firmly
established.

For US 24 to continue to support the growing transportation demands being placed upon it, the
roadway needs improvements that will address the following concerns:

Improve traffic flow and level of service.

Reduce travel times between project termini.

Improve roadway safety.

Enhance the regional transportation network.

Accommodate future economic growth in the region to enhance the competitiveness
of local and regional businesses.
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FIGURE 1.2
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FIGURE 1.5
CURRENT AND FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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FIGURE 1.6
ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE ROUTES
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FIGURE 1.8
NATIONAL HIGH-PRIORITY CORRIDORS

Note: Numbers in the map represent the statutory
listing in ISTEA. Some corridors subject to subsequent
adjustment where statutory description is general.
Source: www.fhwa.dot.gov///hipicorridors/index.html
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.1US 24 CORRIDOR
MODAL ANALYSIS

2.1.1 Alternative
Roadway Options

Travel Time Studies

As part of the Transportation Development Process (TPD), a modal alternatives analysis was
conducted for the entire 130.6-kilometer (81-mile) US 24 Corridor between Fort Wayne, Indiana
and Toledo, Ohio. As discussed in Section 1.3.5 of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS), the US 24 Corridor has been separated into three separate planning sections, which
are currently under study by the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT). The purpose of
the US 24 Corridor modal analysis was to study the three planning sections as one unit to
insure that all possible Feasible Alternatives were identified and investigated. Five strategies
were investigated for the US 24 Corridor modal alternatives analysis:

« Alternative roadway options.
* Freight to rail alternatives.

*  Freight truck facility.

* Transit alternatives.

» Combinations of alternative strategies.

The modal analysis also examined how these alternatives addressed the purpose and need
identified for each planning section. Detailed discussions of the purpose and need for each of
the three planning sections and the modal strategies investigated are included in the Modal
Analysis for the US 24 Corridor from Fort Wayne, Indiana to Toledo, Ohio (September 2002).

Citizens and interest groups have made several inquiries to ODOT inquiring if the Purpose and
Needs for the US 24 Corridor could be met by diverting traffic to other parallel and near-parallel
highway facilities. The rationale is that if traffic can be diverted to other routes, then many of the
problems of US 24 may be addressed without the need for major capital improvements.

To achieve such a diversion, two conceptual approaches can be taken. The firstis to encourage
greater use of other routes through incentives (or, the removal of existing penalties), while the
second is to do so through prohibitive or punitive measures, which could include a truck ban or
the initiation of tolling on US 24.

These two options were investigated through comparative analyses of US 24, the Indiana and
Ohio Turnpikes, and US 6. The analyses addressed the likelihood that some of the regional
truck and automobile traffic could be diverted from US 24 to the other facilities. The comparative
analyses included travel time studies, historical overview of traffic volumes, the rate of growth
for automobile and truck traffic, and the percentage of truck traffic compared to the percentage
of automobile traffic, and other factors associated with the operation of each highway.

Two different travel time studies were conducted on US 6, US 24, and the Ohio and Indiana
Turnpikes. Figure 2.1 highlights the corridors traveled for these studies.

On February 15, 2001, travel time runs were obtained for three different routes between [-469
in Fort Wayne, Indiana and 1-475 in Toledo, Ohio. Corridor A followed US 24 between [-469
and [-475; Corridor B followed [-469, 1-69, US 6 and US 24; and Corridor C followed 1-469, |-
69, and I-80/1-90 (the Indiana and Ohio Turnpikes). The starting and endpoints points were
chosen as logical points of entry for travel between Fort Wayne, Indiana to the Port of Toledo,
Ohio (Fort to Port). Drivers were asked to travel a safe speed, close to the speed limit, but to
stay with traffic, both auto and truck. The trips were made between 10:00 am and 4:00 pm.
Two trips were made within each of the three corridors, which were compared for consistency
and averaged for analysis purposes. The results of this survey are presented in Table 2.1.

In January 2001, ODOT conducted a similar study that addressed travel times for I-475to I-75
to US 6 where it meets with US 24 in Napoleon, Ohio. This corridor could be used as an
alternative to US 24 for Fort to Port travel along the eastern portion corridor from |-475 to the
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intersection of US 6 and US 24. Table 2.1 displays the travel times observed by ODOT for this
alternative listed as Corridor D.

TABLE 2.1
OBSERVED (2001) AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME, DISTANCE, AND COST
Travel
Corridor Route Distance Travel Time Average Travel
in Kilometers | in Minutes | Travel Speed Cost
(in miles)
A US 24 between 1-469 129.8 88 88.7 kph $0.00
and 1-475 (80.5) (55.0 mph)
B 1-469/1-69/US 6/US 24 169.4 114 88.7 kph $0.00
(105) (55.3 mph)
C 1-469/1-69/ Indiana 203.2 127 95.8 kph $2.95 *
Turnpike/Ohio Turnpike (126) (59.4 mph) $16.11**
D US 24/US 6/1-75/1-475 159.0 103 91.9 kph
(98.6) (57.0 mph) $0.00

Note: * Automobile tolls as of December 2000.
** December 2000 weighted average for truck tolls by classification.

Table 2.1 demonstrates that the routes between |-469 in New Haven, Indiana and |-475 in
Toledo, Ohio vary in travel time and distance. US 24 is the shortest route in terms of both
distance and travel time, in spite of having a slightly slower average travel speed than the
alternatives. Only the Turnpike alternative (Corridor D) involved direct monetary costs in the
form of tolls.

The information in Table 2.1 reflects non-peak hour travel time for the entire 130-kilometer
(80.6-mile) corridor between the US 24/1-469 interchange at New Haven and the junction of US
24 and |-475 in Toledo. Between New Haven and Defiance, current design hour travel speeds
average 65.2 kilometers per hour (40.4 miles per hour) with an average travel time of 55 minutes.
In 2008, average design hour travel speed is estimated to be 53.4 kilometers per hour (33.1
miles per hour) and travel time is estimated to be 67 minutes. In 2028, the average design hour
travel speed between New Haven and Defiance is estimated to be reduced to 46.4 kilometers per
hour (28.8 miles per hour) and travel time is estimated to be 77 minutes.

The Ohio Turnpike and Indiana Turnpikes combined, with [-69 and |-469 in Indiana, provide an
alternative route to US 24 for trips between Fort Wayne and Toledo. Requests were made to
0DOT by citizens and interest groups to investigate the effects of reducing or removing tolls
from the Ohio Turnpike, in the hopes that the removal of toll costs might stimulate a diversion
of some US 24 traffic to the Turnpike.

As shown in Table 2.1, Fort to Port travel using the Turnpike is 74.2 kilometers (46 miles) and
39 minutes longer than Fort to Port travel using US 24. The posted speed for the Turnpike is
104.8 kilometers per hour (kph) (65 miles per hour [mph]) for cars and 88.7 kph (55 mph) for
trucks. It can be assumed that the truck travel speed would be lower and travel time would be
longer due to the four toll plazas on the Turnpike starting with I-75 in Ohio and ending at I-69 in
Indiana. These stops do not significantly increase the travel time for a car, but slower acceleration
means that each start and stop made by a truck adds additional time to a trip. Similarly, US 24
has a variety of posted speed limits throughout the corridor and traffic signals that cause
stops.

The ODOT contacted the Ohio Turnpike Commission regarding the elimination of tolls. In the
correspondence, date May 20, 2002, the Ohio Turnpike Commission stated that the "reduction
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or elimination of tolls for trucks is not an option." (Letter, from Daniel F. Castrigano, Ohio
Turnpike Commission, May 20, 2002). Currently, the Turnpike pays over $50 million per year
in interest to bondholders, on nearly $680 million dollars of outstanding bonds. These bonds
were issued based on projections of Turnpike traffic and toll revenue.

Even if an acceptable and financially feasible means of paying the Turnpike's bond debt, along
with its annual operation and maintenance expenses, was devised, there still remains the question
of just how effective such a strategy would be in diverting traffic from US 24. The effect of
Turnpike toll changes on Turnpike and US 24 traffic volumes was explored.

In 2000, a car traveling from I-75 to 1-69 via the Ohio and Indiana Turnpikes paid $2.95, while
trucks, on average, paid $16.11 (based upon a weighted average of truck revenue by truck
classification) for travel on the Ohio Turnpike. Additionally, as highlighted from the License
Plate Survey, a substantial portion of trucks (43 percent) but very few cars (four percent)
currently travel the US 24 Corridor in its entirety. Thus, a toll reduction on the Turnpikes would
likely have a greater potential for diverting trucks from US 24 than it would for cars.

To consider the likely impact, the effects of previous toll increases on the Ohio Turnpike were
compared to truck volumes for both the Turnpike and US 24. Figure 2.2 shows the historic
growth in automobile and truck volumes on both US 24 and the Ohio Turnpike. Table 2.2
shows the historic traffic growth and the average Turnpike automobile and truck revenues per
trip (in current dollars). Figure 2.3 compares the annual growth of traffic on the Ohio Turnpike
and US 24 to the growth in toll prices (in current dollars) for the period.

TABLE 2.2

HISTORIC TRENDS IN DAILY VEHICLE VOLUME AND REVENUE FOR THE ENTIRE OHIO TURNPIKE, 1979 - 2000

1979 | 1980 1984 1985 1989 | 1990 1994 | 1995 1999 [ 2000
Number of 48,056 47,302 51,519 | 53,922 | 68,534 | 73,057 | 88,754 | 92,378 98,363 | 99,423
Cars
Number of 18,124 | 16,528 | 18,347 | 18,523 | 20,420 | 20,254 | 22,932 | 23,532 | 25,081 | 25,440
Trucks
Revenue per | $0.92 | $0.95 | $1.26 | $1.23 [ $1.23 | $1.21 | $1.10 | $1.17 [ $1.98 | $1.99
Trip (Cars)
Revenue per | $4.26 | $4.27 | $6.67 | $6.80 | $6.82 | $6.84 | $7.02 | $7.28 | $11.51| $11.24
Trip (Trucks)

Source: Ohio Turnpike Commission

From 1990 to 1995, toll rates on the Ohio Turnpike remained constant in nominal dollars.
However, starting in 1993, the toll rates were increased at a rate of 10 percent in 1995, 15
percent in 1996, 20 percent in 1997, 10 percent in 1998, and 10 percent in 1999. At the
initiation of the toll increases in 1995, truck traffic on the Ohio Turnpike initially declined, but by
1998 had returned to positive growth rates even with the continued rise in tolls. Meanwhile, the
average annual truck-traffic growth rate on US 24 continued to remain above 10 percent during
the beginning of the toll increases but has since slowed to 6.4 percent. The data shows that the
annual truck growth rate on US 24 was substantially higher in the years prior to the Turnpike toll
increases, and has since slowed. In 1996 and 1997, after the initiation of the annual toll
increases, truck traffic growth rates declined for both the Turnpike and US 24. However, since
1998 the truck growth on US 24 has continued to slow, while it has rebounded on the Turnpike,
even exceeding that of US 24 in 1999.

The decline in the growth rate on the Turnpike is not mirrored by a growth rate increase on US
24, in spite of a 65 percent increase in tolls on the Turnpike. This would tend to indicate that
while some truck traffic may have shifted to US 24 to avoid higher tolls, the overall impact of the
tolls does not appear to be a major contributor to such a shift. The data indicate that these two
roadways likely serve distinct route and travel markets and are not necessarily viewed as substitute
routes for freight movement.
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These findings mirror that of research and analysis performed by the Ohio Turnpike Commission
evaluating the impact of the toll increases occurring between 1995 and 2000 on Turnpike truck
traffic. The analysis showed that the Turnpike's toll increases had the greatestimpact on US 20
and US 20A, which experienced greater truck volume increases (above and beyond its generally
anticipated growth) than the truck volume losses experienced on the Turnpike. This observed
diversion of truck traffic was nearly identical to those predicted in a 1996 model created to
forecast traffic and revenue for a Turnpike bond sale. The May 2002 letter from the Ohio
Turnpike Commission concludes, "At the least the fact that substantially fewer trucks were
diverted from the Turnpike than were added to US 20 would appear to dispel the claim that the
increase in Ohio Turnpike Tolls caused truck traffic to be diverted to US 24."

In December 1997, ODOT conducted a stated preference survey (Origin-Destination Survey of
US 24/0hio Turnpike Corridor at Ohio/Indiana State Line), in which 192 cars and 28 trucks
traveling on US 24 were surveyed - constituting approximately five percent and one percent of
the automobile and truck traffic, respectively. Results indicated that 11 percent of all surveyed
US 24 traffic at the Ohio/Indiana state line considered the Turnpike to be their primary alternative
to traveling on US 24. Furthermore, a sensitivity analysis performed from this survey indicated
that potentially only 19 percent of US 24 traffic might divert to the Turnpike if tolls were removed.
However, assuming the recent annual growth rate for US 24 traffic (approximately 3.5 percent),
even if a 19 percent diversion were achievable, it would be fully offset by growth in less than
six years. While this may reduce traffic on US 24 for the short term, it does not appear to be a
sustainable long-term solution to accommodate the corridor's projected increased demand.

The costs and potential problems of this alternative are high, while the potential benefits are
low. Removal of Turnpike tolls would not produce significant impacts to traffic along US 24,
since the Ohio Turnpike is not a comparable alternative to US 24 for many trips between Fort
Wayne and Toledo. Even without tolls, the majority of US 24 users would likely continue to use
US 24 as it would still remain the shortest routing option, both in terms of mileage and travel
time, than other alternatives. While the Turnpike might attract some of the US 24 traffic, it
would not likely produce significant impacts to US 24 due to the simple fact that the less than
50 percent of both auto and truck traffic not traveling the entire length of the Fort-to-Port
corridor, and for these trips the Turnpike is not a viable option.

While it is true that the removal of tolls could potentially delay the deterioration of conditions on
US 24 over the short term, such benefits would likely be short-lived. Growth would offset the
shifts that would result from such a strategy in only several years. Because of this factor, the
removal of tolls cannot be viewed as a sustainable strategy for addressing the problems of the
US 24 Corridor and will therefore be eliminated from further consideration.

US 6, with 1-69 and |-469 could also serve as a potential routing option for travelers between
Fort Wayne and Toledo. Likewise, I-475/1-75/US 6/US 24 is another potential routing option.
US 6 runs parallel to US 24, with fewer curves and reduced traffic volumes when compared
with US 24. These facilities are not currently tolled and as noted previously, travel time and
mileage tend to be the primary factors in user's route choice. As indicated in Table 2.1, these
alternatives are 25.8 kilometers (16 miles) and 41.9 kilometers (26 miles) longer, which equates
to 5 and 22 minute increases in travel times, respectively, as compared to US 24 for travel
between Fort Wayne and Toledo.

To compare US 24 and US 6, historical traffic count data was analyzed for each roadway at the
Indiana/Ohio State Line. The purpose of this analysis was to identify similar traffic patterns,
indicating that these roadways share a predominant purpose. Figure 2.4 and Table 2.3 report
the average daily traffic volumes for US 24 and US 6 at the Indiana/Ohio state line. The data
show that traffic volumes on each roadway have grown over the last 17 years.

Over the 17-year period, traffic volumes on US 6 have increased from 2,900 in 1982 to 4,190
in 1999, a change of 1,290 vehicle trips (31 percent). US 24 traffic more than doubled, from
3,5301in 1982, t0 7,800 in 1999, a change of 4,270 (55 percent). As noted above, US 24 has
experienced a higher percentage of growth over the period. This growth has occurred
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independently of traffic volume growth on US 6, not because of traffic shifting from US 6 onto
US 24. Both facilities have experienced traffic growth and continue to do so, indicating that
traffic is not simply shifting from one facility to the other.

TABLE 2.3
US 24 AND US 6 HISTORICAL TRAFFIC COUNTS

Route 1982 1986 1990 | 1994 |1996/1997( 1999
US24 | 3,530 | 4,470 | 5,300 | 6,440 7,100 7,800

US6 2,900 [ 2,920 | 4,330 [ 3,830 4,070 4,190

The percentage of the total traffic on US 6 attributed to trucks increased from 34 percent to 38
percent between 1982 and 1999. On US 24, the percent of total traffic attributed to trucks
increased much more dramatically over the period, from 25 percent to 56 percent between 1982
and 1999. Table 2.4 documents the truck traffic volumes at the Indiana/Ohio Stateline, for key
years over the same 17-year time period. Consistent with the overall traffic, the number of trucks
on both US 6 and US 24 has increased over the 17-year period. The number of trucks using US
6 increased by 39 percent while the number of trucks using US 24 increased by 79 percent.

TABLE 2.4
US 24 AND US 6 HISTORICAL TRAFFIC COUNTS FOR TRUCKS

Route 1982 1986 | 1990 | 1994 |1996/1997| 1999
US 24 900 1,260 | 1,470 | 2,690 3,840 4,350

US6 980 1,180 | 1,840 | 1,240 1,440 1,610

As there are no tolls to remove along any of the US 6 routing options, the route cannot be made
more attractive through decreasing the out-of-pocket toll costs to users. Travelers currently
select US 24 over US 6 because it is the most attractive route for making their trip. US 6 is similar
in character to US 24, a rural two-lane arterial, and attempting to divert traffic to it may merely
relocate, rather than address, the problems of US 24. Therefore, there does not appear to be any
viable way to encourage current or future users of US 24 to divert to US 6 without making US 6
more attractive through a major capacity improvement project. However, such improvements to
US 6 would generate similar costs and environmental impacts anticipated for the US 24 project.

Another strategy to divert vehicles from US 24 would be to make the roadway less attractive to
travelers. One approach evaluated was to increase the out-of-pocket costs to users through
the imposition of tolls. Outside of the technical challenges and enforcement issues of tolling an
arterial, it is unlikely that this would be politically feasible. There are no facilities other than
cordon-line tolls at a single location (such as a bridge crossing), where an entire arterial corridor
is tolled. This proposal would also likely face significant opposition from residents and
businesses along the corridor. Such a measure would likely increase the cost of traveling
along the corridor for residents, increase the cost of doing business along US 24, and would
reduce the economic competitiveness of the corridor, in direct conflict with one of the stated
key objectives of the project.

Another approach that was suggested was to merely ban trucks from using US 24. This
option would also not likely be desirable for a number of reasons. First, nearly 60 percent of
truck trips on US 24 are not regional, or "pass through", trips. A large number of trucks using
US 24 are originating from or destined for locations along the route. Banning trucks from using
US 24 would be highly undesirable, as a prohibition would hurt the economic competitiveness
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of communities along the corridor. Furthermore, any such attempt would likely be challenged,
both politically and legally, by a number of businesses and interests along the corridor that
directly serve the trucking industry as well as others that rely on trucks for shipment of materials
and products. Such a prohibition also contradicts the vision and goals of Access Ohio, the
State's long-range transportation plan, which identifies the US 24 Corridor as a "macro-corridor".
"Macro-corridors" are corridors that are targeted for directing further economic growth. A
measure such as banning trucks would significantly restrict that objective. Finally, prohibition
of trucks on a US highway is currently illegal under the Ohio Revised Code. The explicit
purpose of state highways is to facilitate the movement of goods and services. As long as the
roadway pavement and structures can support the loads carried by trucks, ODOT cannot restrict
their use of US 24 or of any other US route.

Strategies that raise the cost of doing business hurt the economic competitiveness of a region
or corridor. The strategies rely on achieving one of the objectives of this project (traffic reduction
on US 24) at the expense of another (retaining the economic competitiveness of the corridor).
Because of these negative economic impacts, punitive measures could face significant political
opposition from businesses and residents along the project corridor. Furthermore, such
strategies would merely shift the traffic and the problems of the US 24 Corridor to other
roadways.

A politically acceptable and equitable means of diverting traffic from US 24 to the Ohio Turnpike
orto US 6 could potentially serve the needs established for each of the three planning sections.
However, of the strategies investigated, none appear to be feasible because theirimplementation
would likely result in the creation of additional problems that do not appear to be politically
acceptable. The findings of this portion of the study are:

» Creating incentives to use the Ohio Turnpike through the removal of tolls does not
appear to be a sustainable solution and creates significant equity and financial
problems.

« Astolls do not currently exist, there does not appear to be any feasible way to make
the US 6 routes more attractive.

» Evenif obstacles were overcome, US 24 is still a significantly shorter route than both
US 6 routes and the Ohio Turnpike route.

» Some punitive measures (such as tolls and truck prohibitions) are not permissible
under Ohio Revised Code and would hurt the economic competitiveness of US 24 (in
direct conflict with the stated Purpose and Needs of the projects).

US 24 remains the corridor of choice, because it is currently the most economical route for
travelers to take, whether local or beyond. Alternative routes are simply less competitive, and
cannot be made more so through any reasonable set of incentives or disincentives. The
promotion of alternative highway routes, through either incentives or punitive measures, does
not appear to be a feasible means in meeting the Pupose and Needs of the three US 24
planning sections. Because of these factors, the strategy of attempting to divert vehicles to
other routes is eliminated from further consideration as the Preferred Alternative.

In addition to the consideration of alternate highway routes, several strategies were investigated
to determine if the Purpose and Needs of the planning sections could be met through other
means. The following discussion investigates several of these strategies including the diversion
of truck freight to rail, the creation of a dedicated truck facility, transit alternatives, transportation
demand management (TDM) strategies, and transportation systems management (TSM)
improvements.

There are several unique characteristics of freight traffic along the US 24 Corridor. First, it has
an unusually high share of truck traffic. Along the corridor segments, peak-period truck
composition ranges from 14 percent to 60 percent, with an average of around 40 percent. The
percentage of trucks decreases as one approaches Toledo or Fort Wayne due primarily to
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increasing auto volumes along these segments. The large volume of truck traffic raises concern
from capacity, safety and quality-of-life standpoints. Second, as indicated in the findings of
the license plate survey, 43 percent of trucks on US 24 travel the entire length of the corridor.
This means that a significant proportion of trucks might be drawn from US 24 if a more
attractive alternative means of shipping from Toledo to Fort Wayne existed. Finally, truck
traffic on US 24 has grown substantially over the last decade, increasing 196 percent from
1990 to 1999 (averaging approximately 13 percent growth per year). This trend is expected to
continue. Because of these unique characteristics, one alternative that was proposed was the
diversion of truck traffic to rail.

Currently, three freight rail lines, CSX Transportation (CSXT), Norfolk Southern, and the Maumee
& Western Railroad exist within the Fort-to-Port study area. Figure 2.5 shows the existing rail
service corridors within the study area. While none closely parallels US 24 for the entire
corridor length, the study area does host several regional rail operations, providing a number of
opportunities for shippers to use rail, if so desired. The Maumee & Western Railroad runs more
or less parallel to US 24 for approximately 80.6 kilometers (50 miles) between Liberty Center,
Ohio and Woodburn, Indiana. It operates as a single-tracked short-line that runs through the
Maumee Valley. Connections to the larger rail system exist at Woodburn, Indiana (Norfolk
Southern) and at Defiance, Ohio (CSXT). The Maumee & Western rail line presently serves
approximately 15 customers along the route (approximately 10 trains per week), shipping
mainly locally grown agricultural products (i.e., grains), sand, silica, and other bulk commodities.
Although recent investments have improved, the Maumee & Western Railroad continues to
have operational limitations. For example, the current subgrade underlying ballast and jointed
rail conditions impose a 16-kph (10-mph) speed limit along the line.

While railroad right-of-way that closely parallels US 24 does exist along the entire Fort-to-Port
length, a large section of it has been abandoned over the years. Some of the railroad right-of-
way has been converted to a recreational trail. The Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC)
has indicated that while there are currently no plans to re-initiate service along this right-of-way,
the ORDC intends to continue to preserve the corridor for future rail use (Letter from James F.
Seney, ORDC, January 23, 2002). Therefore, while it could be said that a perfect rail substitute
to US 24 does not exist, rail options do exist within the study corridor. Currently, the rail
alternative may not be the most economically competitive means of meeting the needs of shippers.

Several factors pertaining to a multi-modal rail-truck operation are likely to make diverting
traffic from truck to rail an un-economical strategy. First, incorporating rail into the movement of
freight along this relatively short, 130.6-kilometer (81-mile) corridor would likely not offer
improved travel times. In the age of just-in-time deliveries, time can often be the most critical
factor in freight modal choice. As rail operates along a fixed route, nearly all rail shipments
depend on trucks to perform the collection and distribution functions on their originating and
terminating ends. The additional time it takes to transfer shipments to and from rail, along with
the likely slower average travel speeds that rail would provide in this corridor, would not improve
delivery time. This factor alone challenges the potential effectiveness of using rail to attract
freight from trucks.

Second, the transfer also adds a penalty for shipping by rail, as there are uncertainties and costs
in coordinating the timed transfers of goods from truck to rail and back. Furthermore, complexity
in scheduling truck drop-offs and pick-ups (and the subsequent accompanying loss of
productivity of having trucks and drivers waiting for freight transfers) significantly reduces the
"economy-of-scale" benefits of rail shipments and reduces the competitiveness of incorporating
rail into such short trips.

Finally, a relatively small demand would exist for such rail service. As mentioned previously,
only 43 percent of trucks are regional traffic. Even though trucks comprise a large portion of
overall highway traffic, most truck trips in the corridor are local in nature, and could not effectively
use the rail operations. The ability to effectively schedule and operate multiple rail transfer
points along such a short corridor is simply infeasible from an operations standpoint, so the
only segment of the freight market that could use rail effectively would be freight that is traveling
the length of the corridor.
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Based on information in the 7997 Ohio Commodity Flow Survey (CFS), Rail and Truck and Rail
mode shares are not significant until trip distances approach a range greater than 400 to 800
kilometers (roughly equivalent to 250 to 500 miles). For distances of 161.3 kilometers (100
miles) and shorter (the approximate length of the Fort to Port Corridor), the Rail mode attracts
only 1.1 percent of shipments by value and only 2.1 percent by tonnage, while the combination
of Truck and Rail modes attracts only by 0.2 percent by value and 0.02 percent by tonnage.
For freight trips of 161 to 402 kilometers (100 to 249 miles), the Rail and Truck and Rail shares
increase to just over four percent by value and 16 percent by weight. Therefore, even if
approximately 25 percent of the corridor's year 2028 regional truck traffic could be diverted to
rail, the maximum weekday peak-hour diversion would only be approximately 60 truck trips,
leaving approximately 400 to 500 of the 2028 peak-hour truck trips to continue using US 24.

This point is confirmed further by a statistical model developed for the analysis of freight mode
choice (Journal of Transportation and Statistics, December 1999). Based on the empirical
data of 5,100 shipments, the model shows that:

Transportation distance is a very important factor in mode choice...For short
distance transportation, road (truck) is the dominant mode and has little
competition from other modes. On the other hand, the shares of rail, road,
and combined (shipment using both truck and rail) transportation depend
strongly on transportation distance at distances longer than 1,000 km (620
miles)...The maximum probability of choosing public road (truck) takes place
at approximately 700 km (430 miles), but that of choosing rail transporta-
tion occurs at 1,300 km (810 miles). Combined transportation becomes
dominant if transportation distance is more than 1,400 km (870 miles).

As a revealed confirmation of this point, the fact that service is not currently being provided
reflects the inability of rail companies to operate this service competitively and economically.

Finally, while providing public funds for transportation infrastructure is common, it is typical
for infrastructure that the public can directly use. There would likely be political challenge to
providing public funding and/or subsidy directly to a private rail operator or owner of private rail
infrastructures. Even though the investment would provide indirect benefits to the public at
large, by reducing truck traffic and improving roadway safety, direct public funding and/or
subsidy of private rail operations that would primarily benefit one rail operator at the expense of
trucking interests while providing little direct benefit to the traveling public, would likely face
political opposition. At minimum, such an investment in public subsidy would probably need
to be offset by a commitment on the part of the rail operator to accede to price controls, to
providing access to public passenger rail initiatives on the affected rail rights of way or on
other track owned by the company, or other concessions. Private rail operators have not
typically shown eagerness to enter into such arrangements, although precedents for such
arrangements exist in other areas.

When deciding between rail and trucks for shipping, firms typically make rational decisions
based on monetary costs, the time value of the goods, and other intangibles of the modal
alternatives. Thus, businesses that can tolerate delays in exchange for cost savings make that
trade-off, while businesses whose shipments are time-sensitive often pay high prices for faster,
more flexible, and more reliable service. The businesses that ship goods to and through the
US 24 Corridor have made their shipping mode decision based on these rational cost and time
factors, and have arrived at the mode that best suits their needs.

The US 24 Corridor demonstrates characteristics that highly favor demand for truck movements
over rail. The primary reason, however, is that the corridor is less than 161.3 kilomters (100
miles) long, a length that does not lend itself to conducting cost-effective multi-modal rail
operations.

For the purpose of analysis, a rail service alternative was analyzed under the assumptions that
rail service could reasonably serve "through" corridor movements, but intermediate transfer
points and use of rail by non-"through" trips could not be cost-effectively accommodated.
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Though the CFS shows that rail would only likely attract approximately three percent of freight
movements over this distance. Assuming that the initiation of such a rail service could attract
as much as a 25 percent share (very optimistic) of the "through" truck traffic from US 24, it
would be likely that only several hundred truck trips per day could potentially be diverted from
US 24. While this strategy would not meet the Purpose and Needs for the three planning
sections by itself, it is carried forward for use in multi-modal combination alternatives.

Another potential alternative for the Fort-to-Port corridor would be to construct a dedicated
truck-only facility, or truckway, parallel to existing US 24. The primary purpose for such a
facility would be to provide an exclusive facility to separate heavy truck flows from auto traffic.
Trucks still would be able to use US 24 for local deliveries, but it is likely that most regional truck
traffic would be diverted to this parallel facility.

In 1999, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued a report on industry issues related
to the National Highway System (The Role of the National Highway System Connectors: Industry
Context and Issues). This report noted:

Separating trucks from passenger vehicles, along with separating long
distance movements from local traffic could substantially help...one of the
biggest headaches is freight and passenger vehicles having to use the same
roadways. Similarly, long distance truck moves must pass through local
peak period congestion zones hampering their speed and reliability. Dedicated
truck routes or lanes can expedite traffic and cargo flows. A similar situation
exists with railroads who must share their right-of-way and track with
passenger operations.

Dedicated truck lanes, where trucks are encouraged or required to travel in one or more lanes
of a multi-lane facility, have been in existence for some time. Such lanes are common where
long or steep grades are present and trucks are unable to maintain the posted speed limit.
Such stretches often severely disrupt the operational performance of the road, while creating
safety issues due to large travel speed differentials in adjacent lanes. The truckway concept
takes the truck lane a step further by creating an exclusive facility for trucks, so that these
vehicles, with similar operational characteristics, can travel in a segregated manner. Truckways
would include the following design attributes:

Longer acceleration and deceleration ramps at interchanges.
Wider pavements and flatter turning radii at interchanges.
Additional pavement thickness.

Bridges designed for heavier loads.

Maximum grades of three percent.

Additional space at rest areas.

An additional benefit of a truckway is that it may attract trucks from adjacent or parallel facilities
where large volumes of trucks are creating operational and/or safety issues. Such facilities
already exist on I-5, just outside of Los Angeles, and on the New Jersey Turnpike (though,
autos are permitted in Turnpike's truck lanes). Additional benefits often associated with dedicated
truck facilities may include the ability to operate LCVs. LCVs are combination of two or more
trailers to one truck. While safety concerns often prohibit their use on high volume, urban
freeways, in more rural settings, increasing the permissible number of trailers a truck can have
in tow provide additional economies of scale and can create increased cost savings for truckers.
However, due to the relatively short length of this corridor (less than 161.3 kilmoters [100
miles]) and the lack of connecting truckway facilities, it is unlikely that an exclusive truckway
would realize the potential benefits of economies of scale from LCVs. Like the rail-truck
alternative, economies of scale and any potential cost savings would likely be limited due to
the additional time and energy required to update configurations at the ends of the truckway.

The potential downside with a dedicated truck facility is that, if they are not created in tandem
with an equivalent auto-only facility, non-truck users might not experience significantly increased
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Transit Alternatives

benefits. Of the two facilities mentioned, I-5 and the New Jersey Turnpike, the truck lanes are
actually parallel to auto-only freeway lanes. Inthe case of US 24, while trucks would now have
a freeway route between Toledo and Fort Wayne, autos would still be required to use existing US
24. Another consideration is that such a facility would need to be similar in cross section to the
currently proposed highway alternative. While it appears that the dedicated truck facility could
meet some elements of the Purpose and Needs of the three planning sections, these design
requirements would be similar in nature to a highway and would likely produce comparable
impacts to farmland, wetlands, streams and other environmental features along the corridor as
a highway alternative at a comparable capital cost.

There appears to be little justification for creating a truck-only facility that would exclude
automobile traffic. The benefits of such a facility would likely be less than a highway, at a cost,
both financially and environmentally, that is similar. Because of these factors, a truckway
alternative is eliminated from further consideration as the Preferred Alternative.

Transit improvements could be used to divert some automobile traffic off US 24. Types of
transit improvements could include new fixed guideway facilities or substantially improved bus
service. Fixed guideway projects generally have greater potential to attract ridership; however,
their costs also can be several orders of magnitude higher than improved bus service alternatives.

Typically, transit services operate best in corridors with high population and employment densities
that afford large enough travel demands to warrant the operation of buses or trains. For mass
transit to work, many people must want to travel at the same time along a common path. These
circumstances most commonly are achieved when a large downtown attracts work trips from a
densely populated region. In such regions, the densely populated residential areas
geographically concentrate the trip origins; the work-orientation of the trips concentrates the
time of their occurrence; and the densely developed downtown aligns the trips along common
paths to common destinations. High residential and employment densities are essential for
ensuring effective mass transit.

Confirming this point, researchers have characterized the land use development thresholds
necessary to support transit service in a cost effective manner. Numerous metropolitan areas
across the United States were observed to assess where transit had been implemented effectively.
Their results are summarized in Table 2.5.

TABLE 2.5

RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT DENSITIES REQUIRED TO JUSTIFY TRANSIT SERVICE

Minimum Residential Density
Minimum Downtown Size (dwelling units per acre,

(square feet of non-residential sustained over a

Mode floor space) 10- to 20-mile corridor)

Heavy Rail (e.g., subway) 50 million

Commuter Rail (e.g., railroad) 50 million

Light Rail (e.qg., streetcar) 20 million

Express Bus — Walk Access 20 million

Express Bus — Auto Access 20 million

w|olo|=|S

Local Bus — Frequent Service* Minimal

—_
N

Local Bus — Moderate Service* Minimal

Local Bus — Hourly Service* Minimal

B Bl

* Assumes that bus services are spaced no greater than 2-mile apart

Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Public Transportation and Land Policy, 1977.

The US 24 Corridor has an average residential density of just 0.10 dwelling units per hectare
(0.25 dwelling units per acre), or about 0.64 dwelling units per hectare (1.59 dwelling units per
acre) if one includes the cities of Fort Wayne and Toledo. Residential densities are far lower than
typically would be necessary to support even minimal bus or commuter rail service in the long
rural stretch of this corridor. Likewise, downtowns in Toledo and Fort Wayne have only
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approximately 53.8 million square meters (five million square feet) of occupied, non-residential
floor space. These numbers are lower than thresholds shown in Table 2.5. For these reasons,
the US 24 Corridor provides very little potential for any type of effective regional transit service,
whether bus or rail, beyond those services that already exist in the Fort Wayne and Toledo
areas.

Nevertheless, to better understand how conditions on US 24 might be affected by transit, and
the costs of those improvements, the possibility of implementing robust bus and rail services
in the corridor was investigated.

Existing Services and Facilities

Currently, a freight rail line runs parallel to the US 24 Corridor, which could present an option
for commuter or light rail services. Mass transit in the US 24 Corridor is currently limited to
express bus routes extending a short distance from the two major Central Business Districts.
Toledo's transit agency, TARTA, provides express bus service in the US 24 Corridor in the form
of the Route 29 series, which operates from the Village of Waterville, southwest of Toledo, to
downtown Toledo. This service operates at a half-hour composite headway during the peak
period and on hourly headways during the off peak period. In Fort Wayne, the corridor is
served by Route 10, which operates between New Haven and downtown Fort Wayne. The
route operates on an hourly headway throughout the day. These routes are currently not
operating at full capacity, indicating that little latent demand exists for additional transit service.
Additional ridership could be induced, to a certain extent, by increasing the frequency of service
and by increasing operating speed (through the use of busways, queue jumps, high-occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lanes and other facilities to speed buses past congestion). However, the costs
of developing and operating these facilities and services would be significant, and are unlikely
to increase ridership on public transit sufficiently to reduce congestion in the corridor. In
addition, these improvements would only be applicable in those portions of the corridor that lie
within the suburban ring around Toledo and Fort Wayne; over the majority of the corridor
alignment, employment nodes are too small and residential densities are insufficient to support
efficient local bus service.

Options for Mass Transit Improvements

Fixed guideway transit includes heavy rail transit, light rail transit, and busway transportation
systems. Non-fixed guideway transit modes include express or intercity bus and local bus.
The fixed-guideway modes are described below, in order from most to least expensive.

Heavy rail uses an electrically energized third rail requiring an exclusive right-of-way through
the corridor. This provides a high level of service for very large volumes of travelers. The
busiest heavy rail systems can transport up to 80,000 passengers per hour, per track, and
some systems provide more than one track per direction. Heavy rail typically costs between
$160 million and $405 million per kilometer ($100 million and $250 million per mile).

Light rail transit (LRT) is typically powered from an overhead wire or catenary system and
unlike heavy rail can operate both on exclusive right-of-ways and on public roads. An LRT
system's versatility is that the rail guideway does not need to be elevated on structure or buried
in a subway; thus, construction costs are significantly lower. LRT systems typically cost
between $32 million and $145 million per kilometer ($20 million and $90 million per mile). On
the other hand, city block lengths limit light rail trains to two or three cars in length, such that
LRT systems' capacity is significantly lower than heavy rail. In addition, LRT systems experience
the same delays at intersections as automobiles and therefore attract fewer riders than rapid
heavy rail systems. The busiest LRT systems can carry as many as 30,000 passengers per
hour and are most commonly implemented along very busy arterials with significant volumes
of short, on-and-off trips.

Bus rapid transit (BRT) operates very much like LRT, except that vehicles are rubber-tired
buses rather than steel-wheeled trains. Compared to LRT, BRT systems of comparable capacity
provide greater operational flexibility and lower capital costs, but they entail greater operating
and maintenance costs. Overall, comparable BRT and LRT systems cost about the same on
an annualized basis and attract similar levels of ridership, depending on the system.
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Commuter rail, unlike the modes above, is most appropriate for longer-distance trips. Commuter
rail (called "regional rail" if service is provided all day) usually operates with overhead
electrification or diesel power and can cross roadways at grade. However, commuter rail
requires an exclusive right-of-way for operation, since its comfortable cars tend to be very
bulky, long and heavy, therefore inappropriate for use in mixed traffic. Commuter rail's service
patterns tend to relegate the mode to serving primarily long-distance work trips during peak
hours. Headways tend to be every half hour or hour during peak, every hour or nonexistent
during off-peak hours. On the other hand, commuter rail's costs tend to be the lowest of any
fixed guideway modes: typically $8 miiion to $16 million per kilometer ($5 million to $10 million
per mile), depending on the number of tracks and the availability of right-of-way.

Finally, at the low end of the transit option spectrum are the non-fixed guideway modes, including
express or intercity bus and local bus.

For the US 24 Corridor, the feasibility of intercity express bus, commuter rail, and light rail
options for relieving traffic congestion were examined. Heavy rail, bus rapid transit and expanding
the local bus services were not included in the analysis for the following reasons:

* A subway or elevated railway that can carry 80,000 passengers per hour is clearly
inappropriate for a roadway that carries just 6,500 passenger vehicles per day.

» Bus rapid transit (BRT) also is not studied, but cost and ridership estimates for light
rail are generally applicable to evaluating the feasibility of bus rapid transit as well.

» Local bus is excluded, since as mentioned earlier, any transit approach to reducing
US 24 traffic would need to entail substantial improvements over the current system,
which additional local bus service is not likely to provide.

Express Bus Service Between Fort Wayne and Toledo

Logical locations for express, inter-city stops would be Toledo, Napoleon, Defiance, and Fort
Wayne, along with several additional intermediate stops. Each stop would serve the nearby
region via park-and-ride access. Greyhound now provides three daily intercity trips that make
these stops; the service takes about two hours and 25 minutes for a one-way trip. Currently,
Greyhound full fare is $57 for a round trip ticket from Toledo to Fort Wayne. A typical transit
fare for this length of express trip would probably need to be about $20 round trip, with any
remainder made up through some operator subsidy.

If competitive, subsidized transit service were implemented, it would compete directly with
Greyhound's service and would likely attract some riders who currently use Greyhound for
public transit trips within the US 24 Corridor. Assuming that Greyhound's services are roughly
three-fourths full on a typical run and that 50 percent of riders are using Greyhound for "local"
service (an optimistic estimate), the diverted ridership would amount to approximately 45
passengers per weekday in each direction. Currently, TARTA's Route 29X operates as an
express service from Waterville to Toledo and attracts only about 15 boardings per weekday in
each direction.

Metholdology provided in the Transportation Cooperative Research Program’s (TCRP) Traveler
Response to Transportation System Changes (March 2000) was used to estimate ridership
increases that could result from service improvements and fare reductions. According the
TCRP’s methodology, the reduced fare probably would induce about a 25 percent increase in
ridership, assuming that nearly all Greyhound patrons pay the higher $57 round trip fare.
Meanwhile, if the transit operators were to saturate the corridor with an express trip departure
every hour of the day between 6:00 am and 7:00 pm (i.e., 14 round-trips daily, an increase of
11 trips over the current three), the additional service could induce as much as a 100 percent
increase in ridership. All together, the services could amountto a 150 percent increase in daily
ridership, or approximately 113 new daily trips in each direction. If about 40 percent of these
trips occur during the peak hour (high for bus transit, but reasonable for a commuter bus
service), then about 45 of these trips would be diverted from peak hour traffic flows. Assuming
that auto vehicles carry 1.15 occupants on average, these 45 trips translate into approximately
39 peak-hour peak-direction automobile trips that would be removed from US 24 in each of the
most congested sections. The peak congestion point on the western end of the corridor in
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2028 is projected to be the segment of US 24 between [-469 and Webster/Woodburn Roads,
where two-directional traffic would total about 1,891 vehicles during the peak hour. Similarly,
the peak congestion point on the Toledo-end of the corridor is located along the US 24 segment
between Canal and Dutch Roads, where the 2028 peak-hour volume is projected to be 3,160.
In the context of these volumes, a reduction of 39 automobile trips would not produce a
measurable change in traffic congestion or safety conditions in the corridor.

The service would require six vehicles to operate during the peak period. Including one spare
vehicle, ODOT would need to purchase a fleet of seven comfortable, over-the-road coaches. At
approximately $400,000 each, the vehicles would entail about $2.8 million in capital expenses.
Adding another estimated $1.5 million for parking, right-of-way acquisition, bus stop shelters,
and related facilities, total capital costs for the express bus service would total about $4.3
million.

Based on existing operating costs and service statistics for the TARTA, it was estimated that
the express bus service would cost approximately $8,400 per weekday ($2.4 million annually)
to operate and maintain.

Two measures of cost effectiveness were considered: (1) cost per new transit rider, and (2)
cost per auto trip diverted from the peak congestion point. To estimate these measures, the
capital costs were annualized and added to the annual operations and maintenance (0&M)
costs. The result were then divided by the annual number of new transit riders or annual
number of auto trips diverted from the peak congestion point.

Results show that the cost per new rider is $45 and the cost per diverted peak-hour auto trip is
$66. For reference, transit projects that compete for federal funding typically demonstrate
costs per new rider of roughly $6 to $10, so the new service is unlikely to attract federal
funding, leaving its costs to be borne by state and local sources. Given the low number of
automobile trips that would be diverted, a commuter bus service would not make a significant
contribution toward congestion reduction, nor would it address many of the other problems of
the corridor.

Even though the express bus option, as described, would be a reasonable service for the
conditions of the US 24 Corridor, the option, by itself, does not meet the Purpose and Needs of
the three US 24 planning sections.

Commuter Rail

Commuter railroad service was assumed to operate using existing rail rights-of-way between
Fort Wayne and Toledo, most notably the Maumee & Western Railroad. The right-of-way,
which closely parallels US 24, would require a full upgrade to rapid passenger rail service, with
cruising speeds of up to 127 kph (79 mph) for commuter rail service to be effective. For
maximum performance, commuter rail service would be fully grade-separated along this
approximately 153.2-kilometer (95-mile) corridor, as identified in Table 2.6, with stops located
several miles apart. For the planning analysis, 19 potential station locations were identified,
spaced on average about 8.1 kilometers (five miles) apart at town and community centers
along US 24.

A model developed by the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) was used to estimate
ridership. The model, designed specifically for sketch-level planning, takes into account
employment density in downtown Fort Wayne and Toledo, population density and household
income within 3.2 kilometers (two miles) of each station, distance and travel time to downtown,
and the availability of parking and feeder bus service at each station. Results show that the rail
service would attract about 1,570 trips per day (about 456,000 trips annually). To put this
figure in perspective, it would amount to roughly a 10 percent increase in TARTA's annual
system-wide ridership.

The commuter rail service's traffic impact on US 24 would vary greatly depending on the
segment of highway and the direction. Generally, impacts would be greatest near Fort Wayne
and Toledo and lowest in the central portion of the corridor, near Defiance. Atthe most congested

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-13



portion of the corridor, just west of I-475, the service would carry about 354 trips per day in
each direction. Approximately 45 of these passengers would be diverted from competing
Greyhound services - leaving 309 who can be assumed would divert from traveling by car on
US 24. If a full 50 percent of these trips occur during the peak hour (a typical percentage for
downtown-oriented commuter rail systems), then about 154 trips would be diverted from peak-
hour peak-direction traffic flows. Finally, assuming that auto vehicles carry about 1.15 occupants
on average (atypical factor), these 154 trips translate into approximately 134 peak-hour, peak-
direction auto trips that would be removed from this section of roadway. This volume reduction
would be significant but unlikely to reduce congestion to the degree of even one letter grade in
terms of highway capacity level of service, and would not measurably improve safety.

TABLE 2.6
COMMUTER RAIL STATIONS, DISTANCES AND TRAVEL TIMES
From To in ?(:Is(:;nect:rs '!'ime
(in miles) (minutes)

Fort Wayne US 24 (g:gg) 44
US 24 New Haven (gzgg) 8.3
New Haven Woodburn (195:253 17.1
Woodburn Antwerp (171265% 24.2
Antwerp Cecil (172:42) 31.6
Cecil Ashwood 27?989% 30.3
Ashwood Defiance (gsg) 453
Defiance Jewell (Zgg) 50.5
Jewell Okolona (3:8‘75) 55.2
Okolona Napoleon (ggg) 60.9
Napoleon Liberty Center (1711690) 68.0
Liberty Center Colton (gg;) 72.2
Colton Neapolis (171223) 77.3
Neapolis Whitehouse (?1:3:) 82.0
Whitehouse 1-475 (?1:82) 86.7
I-475 Maumee (323) 91.6
Maumee SR 25 (gzg) 97.3
SR 25 Toledo (gzgg) 101.6
TOTAL (1954%071) 101.6

Source: Model based on Transit Cooperative Research Program Project Report 16, Transit and Urban Form.

The sketch-level planning model developed through the TCRP was used to estimate capital and
operating costs. The capital cost model is based on the length of the line (153 kilometers [94.9
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miles]), the number of stations (19 stations), and the rail fleet size (20 vehicles). The fleet
size estimate of 20 vehicles assumes two-car trains, headways of 30 minutes during peak
periods, and a fleet comprised of 15 percent spares. Total capital costs, summarized in Table

2.7, would be about $750 million, in Year 2002 dollars.

TABLE 2.7
CAPITAL COSTS FOR COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE
Unit Cost Number Cost
Unit Type (in millions) of Units (in millions)
|Route-Miles $4.7 94.9 $447
[Fleet Size $3.1 20 $62
Stations $12.7 19 $241
TOTAL $750

Source: Model based on Transit Cooperative Research Program Project Report 16, Transit and Urban Form.

Operating and maintenance costs were also estimated in this analysis. The operating cost
model is based on the amount of service provided in a year measured in terms of revenue-
vehicle-hours, revenue-vehicle-miles, fleet size, and miles of track. Total operating and mainte-
nance costs, summarized in Table 2.8, would amount to approximately $10.3 million annually,
in Year 2002 dollars. Two measures were used to determine cost effectiveness: (1) cost per
new transit rider, and (2) cost per auto trip diverted from the peak congestion point.

TABLE 2.8
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE

Approximate Cost
Cost Type (in millions)
JFixed $3.1
1000s of Annual Revenue-Hours $2.8
IFleet Size $2.6
Track Miles and
1000s of Revenue-Miles per Track Mile $1.8
TOTAL $10.3
Source: Model based on Transit Cooperative Research Program Project Report 16, Transit and
Urban Form.

Results show that a commuter rail line’s annualized costs (including annual 0&M costs and
annualized capital costs) are about $70 million. The cost per new rider is $164 and the cost
per diverted auto trip is $906. Again, for reference, transit projects that compete for federal
funding typically demonstrate costs per new rider of roughly $6 to $10. In comparison, the
cost effectiveness of a commuter rail alternative in the US 24 Corridor is abysmal. A commuter
rail alternative would not be able to attract federal funding, which would likely be a pre-requisite
for building this $750 million project.

Light Rail

Light rail would require significantly more infrastructure than commuter rail at an even more
expensive cost. An estimate for the capital cost for a light rail system is provided in Table 2.9.
System assumptions include: 54 stations along the 153-kilometer (95-mile) alignment, peak
period headways of 15 minutes, a one-car train, average operating speeds of 48.4 kph (30
mph), and electrification via overhead catenary - all of which are typical specifications for a
light rail system. Costs are expressed in Year 2002 dollars. Light rail would cost significantly
more than commuter rail, due to its full electrification, more numerous stations, and higher
number of vehicles. Light rail would require more vehicles because of its shorter headways
and slower operating speeds. A light rail system in this corridor would cost about $2.5 billion,
or about $1.6 million per kilometer ($26.7 million per mile).
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TABLE 2.9

CAPITAL COSTS FOR A LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM

Capital Component Unit of Measure Unit Cost Number of Units (in nﬁﬂlsl:) ns)
Guideway Track Mile (Double track $4.3 million 189.7 miles $813.9
system)

Stations Each $1.3 million 54 stations $70.2
Yard & Shop Per Vehicle $576,000 29 vehicles $16.7
Right-of-way Track mile $1.2 million 189.7 miles $230.2
Traction Power Track mile $600,000 189.7 miles $113.9
Train Control Signals & Track mile $588,000 189.7 miles $111.6
Communications

Utilities, Betterments & Track mile $1.2 million 189.7 miles $227.9
Mitigation Measures

Vehicles & Spare Parts Per Vehicle $1.8 million 29 vehicles $51.9
Fare Collection Per Station $196,000 54 stations $10.6
Agency Costs Percent of Subtotal 1% $1.65 billion $675.1
TOTAL $2,321.7
Sources:  Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. Capital Cost Reference Manuals;

Transit Cooperative Research Project Report 16, Transit and Urban Form.

Annual operating and maintenance costs are estimated to be approximately $43.5 million
annually, as shown in Table 2.10. This figure again is based on the sketch-planning model
developed through the Transit Cooperative Research Program. The operations and maintenance
costs for LRT tend to be significantly higher than that for commuter rail. This is primarily due to
the fact that because light rail has significantly more alignment based infrastructure (for
electrification, etc.) than commuter rail, its track-mile 0&M costs tend to be significantly higher
than those for a similar length commuter rail line.

TABLE 2.10
ANNUAL OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR A LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM
Cost
Unit Type Unit Cost Number of Units (in millions)

Service Hours $50.02 83,520 $4.2
Car-Miles $1.87 1,980,886 $3.7
Peak Vehicles $37,242 24 $0.9
Track-Miles $134,595 189.74 $25.5
Stations $52,167 54 $2.8
Annual Trips $0.0721 600,000 $0.0
Facilities Maintenance $321,826 2 $0.6
General & Administration 15% of other costs $37.8 million $5.7
TOTAL $43.5

Source: Model based on Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 16, Transit and Urban Form.

The annualized cost of light rail service would be about $229.2 million, nearly triple the cost for
commuter rail. Meanwhile, light-rail service on this corridor, even operating at a greater frequency
than commuter rail, would likely only attract the same, or marginally more, ridership the commuter
rail service, due to the fact that the benefits of light rail's higher frequency service would likely
be offset by its lower average operating speed. Because of this, light-rail doesn't appear to be
a cost effective solution for this corridor. Its anticipated benefits (ridership, and the removal of
auto vehicles from US 24) do not appear to be any greater than commuter rail, but at a significantly
higher capital and 0&M cost. Because of this, light rail is not being considered a competitive
transit alternative.
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Transportation Demand
Management
Alternative

Transportation Systems
Management
Alternative

Summary of Transit Alternatives

None of the transit alternatives considered appears to adequately meet the identified Purpose
and Need statements of the US 24 Corridor. One shortcoming is that none of the transit
alternatives would address any of the truck and freight issues within the corridor. Furthermore,
it does not appear that these solutions would even provide a significant impact to the corridor's
auto traffic. Finally, the costs of these proposals, especially the rail alternatives, indicate that
it is unlikely that these alternatives, even if they could meet the projects' needs, would be the
most cost-effective means of doing so. However, from a transit standpoint, express bus and
commuter rail services appear to be the most cost-effective transit alternatives for the US 24
Corridor.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies try to optimize the effectiveness of the
existing transportation system by providing travelers with incentives to change their travel
habits. Unlike typical transportation projects that seek to expand transportation capacity, TDM
strategies seek to reduce or redistribute demand. Various TDM strategies seek to increase
carpooling; shift some travel to off-peak hours; increase the use of walk, bike and transit
modes; or reduce traveling overall - for example, by implementing a compressed work week of
four, 10-hour shifts.

Wide arrays of possible TDM strategies exist. Typically, TDM programs are administered
through large employers, since work trips comprise the most significant portion of peak period
travel and because employers can have considerable influence over workers' schedules and
travel habits. Generally, the environments in which TDM strategies are most successful tend
to have:

» Large concentrations of employment, such as a large suburban employment complex
or downtown area.

» Alternative modes of travel available, such as transit, taxi, walking and biking.

» Political leadership that is willing to implement potentially unpopular pricing strategies
and travel incentives or disincentives.

In cases where such conditions exist, even the most successful TDM strategies have reduced
peak-hour trips by about five percent, though more commonly by lesser amounts. Unfortunately,
the US 24 Corridor does not demonstrate any of the TDM-supportive qualities mentioned
above. If under the most favorable circumstances TDM strategies have successfully reduced
vehicle trips by about five percent, the potential impacts in the US 24 Corridor would be
significantly less than five percent. A best guess would be that TDM strategies might afford a
one percent to two percent reduction in traffic, if that.

If a five percent reduction in automobile passenger trips could be achieved, the reduction
would amount to as much as 57 peak-direction auto trips in 2028, in the most heavily traveled
portion of the corridor between I-469 and Webster/Woodburn Roads. This segment is projected
to have a 2028 peak-hour two-way volume of 1,891. Assuming a 60/40 directional split, and
subtracting out the mix of truck traffic, the peak direction travel demand would comprise about
1,135 passenger vehicles. An optimistic five percent decrease in this traffic would amount to
areduction of 57 automobiles, or only four percent of the US 24 total roadway volume. A more
likely reduction of just one percent to two percent would amount to just 11 to 23 peak-direction
automobile trips.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) strategies are relatively low-cost, localized
improvements targeted at improving the operational capacity of the roadway. Typical TSM
strategies include: improved signal timing, new turn bays or storage lanes, intersection/
interchange improvements, safety improvements, improved geometric design, and the use of
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). TSM strategies are oriented toward improving capacity
and typically do not significantly alter demand. However, as such improvements are likely to
improve traffic flow, they have been included as part of the packages. TSM strategies alone
would not satisfy the entire project's identified needs, but could be useful in improving traffic
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Combinations of Modal
Alternatives

flow and operations for the corridor. As estimating the effects of such improvements often
involves micro-simulation of intersections, the improvements' effects are not quantified as part
of this analysis. However, the beneficial effects of such strategies are accounted for in the
qualitative evaluation of the two "investment packages" (discussed below), and can be viewed
as one of the more potentially effective strategies for improving traffic flow along US 24.

None of the identified alternatives proposed in the multi-modal analysis would, on their own,
successfully meet the stated Purpose and Needs of the three US 24 planning sections. The
potential effectiveness of packages of alternatives in meeting the projects' needs was examined
to assess the likely impacts. Two investment packages were created for comparison with the
highway alternative.

Both packages are identical in composition except for the transit mode. Investment Package A
utilizes freight rail, commuter rail, TDM, and TSM; Investment Package B incorporates freight
rail, express bus service, TDM, and TSM. The primary difference between the two packages is
that commuter rail will typically attract more ridership than express bus service, but is on the
order of 100 times as expensive due to its requirements for its own right-of-way, guideway,
stations, and rail vehicles.

The results of the quantitative analysis for Investment Packages A and B are shown in Tables
2.11and 2.12. The analysis for these two packages incorporated estimates of benefits that are
based on the most optimistic performance that could likely be expected for each of these
strategies. In reality, their performance may actually be much lower than the results shown here.
The primary differences between the two packages reflect the performance of the transit modes
and their costs. This is reflective of the ability for commuter rail to attract greater ridership than
bus service, but at a much greater cost.

TABLE 2.11
INVESTMENT PACKAGE A PERFORMANCE
Strategy
Freight to Commuter TDM SM Cumulative
Measure of Effectiveness Rail Rail
. . S $300 to $800 $5 $15 $1,120t0
Estimated Capital Cost (in millions) $400 $1,200
Peak Period Volume Reduction on US 24
Total Anticipated Traffic Reduction on US 24 (percent) 1103 5t08 2t04 0 91014
Anticipated Automobile Traffic Reduction (percent) 0 6 1010 2105 0 81015
Anticipated Truck Traffic Reduction (percent) 10 to 11 0 0 0 10 to 11
Project Purpose and Need
Improve Traffic Flow and Level of Service Low Low Low Medium Medium
Reduce Travel Time Between Project Termini Very Low Low Low Low Low
Improve Roadway Safety Low Low Low Medium Medium
Enhance Regional Transportation Network Low Low Very Low Low Medium
Accommodate Future Economic Growth Low Very Low Very Low Low Low
Political Feasibility Low Very Low High High Medium

Note: Individual strategy performances do not necessarily sum up to cumulative performance.

Conclusion of Modal
Analysis

Table 2.13 compares the cumulative performance of these two packages against the performance
of a highway alternative. The highway alternative is considerably more effective at improving
the operations and safety of US 24, due primarily to its ability to divert a significantly greater
number of trucks off US 24 than either Investment Package A or B. While Investment Package
B is comparable in cost to the highway alternative, the highway alternative is better suited at
meeting the current deficiencies of the US 24 Corridor.

The modal analysis investigated the possibility of utilizing several traditional and non-traditional
transportation strategies to address the problems of US 24 Corridor. Attempting to divert traffic
from US 24 to other routes does not appear to be a feasible solution, due to legal, political and
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financial considerations, and inconclusive evidence that the strategies considered would produce
effective and sustainable impact. Similarly, none of the individual multi-modal alternatives that
were investigated appears to be able to successfully address the stated Purpose and Needs of
the three planning sections. The most promising alternatives, combinations of the most
promising of these strategies, do perform fairly well in addressing the wide array of key issues
on the corridor, but not as cost-effectively as the highway alternative.

TABLE 2.12
INVESTMENT PACKAGE B PERFORMANCE
Strategy
Freight to Commuter TDM TSM Cumulative
Measure of Effectiveness Rail Rail
$300 $5 $5 $15 $325
Estimated Capital Cost (in millions) to to
$400 $425
Peak Period Volume Reduction on US 24
Total Anticipated Traffic Reduction on US 24 (percent) 1103 1 2t04 0 4107
Anticipated Automobile Traffic Reduction (percent) 0 1 2105 0 3106
Anticipated Truck Traffic Reduction (percent) 1010 11 0 0 0 1010 11
Project Purpose and Need
Improve Traffic Flow and Level of Service Low Very Low Low Medium Low
Reduce Travel Time Between Project Termini Very Low Very Low Low Low Low
Improve Roadway Safety Low Low Low Medium Medium
Enhance Regional Transportation Network Low Low Very Low Low Medium
Accommaodate Future Economic Growth Low Very Low Very Low Low Low
Political Feasibility Low High High High High
Note: Individual strategy performances do not necessarily sum up to cumulative performance.
TABLE 2.13
COMPARISON OF PACKAGE PERFORMANCE
Strategy
Measure of Effectiveness Investment | Investment | Highway
Package A Package B | Alternative
$1,120 $325 $5
Estimated Capital Cost (in millions) to to
$1,220 $425
Peak Period Volume Reduction on US 24
Total Anticipated Traffic Reduction on US 24 (percent) 91014 4t07 16 t0 23
Anticipated Automobile Traffic Reduction (percent) 81015 3106 41010
Anticipated Truck Traffic Reduction (percent) 10 to 11 10 to 11 40 to 50
Project Purpose and Need
Improve Traffic Flow and Level of Service Medium Low High
Reduce Travel Time Between Project Termini Low Low High
Improve Roadway Safety Medium Medium Very High
Enhance Regional Transportation Network Medium Medium Very High
Accommodate Future Economic Growth Low Very Low High
Political Feasibility Medium High High

alternative.

While alternatives need to be considered in the performance of corridor analyses, it is important
to note that not all transportation strategies fare well in every environment. Many strategies
often work best in environments with specific characteristics and attributes. Several of the most
notable characteristics of the US 24 Corridor include: high percentage of truck traffic (although
not necessarily very high volumes), low residential and employment density, and small central
business districts. These factors greatly affect what solutions are feasible and reasonable for
the US 24 Corridor. While alternatives considered in this report may be the most effective
solutions in other regions, none appear to do so as cost-effectively as a four-lane highway
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2.2 US 24 NEW HAVEN

Forthe US 24 New Haven to Defiance project, a broad range of modal alternatives were considered.

TO DEFIANCE These alternatives include:
ALTERNATIVES
ANALYSIS *  No Build.

» Transportation System Management (TSM).

» Transportation Demand Management (TDM).

e Transit.

* Rail freight.

e Highway.

The modal alternatives were evaluated on their ability to address the current and future
transportation needs and problems identified in the US 24 New Haven to Defiance study area.
Those alternatives satisfying the purpose and need of the project were carried forward to the
next level of analysis, as documented in this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
2.3 ALTERNATIVES The No Build alternative consists of only minor, short-term safety and maintenance improvements
CONSIDERED AND to US 24 that maintain its continuing operation. The No Build does not meet the needs of the
DISMISSED study area, but is retained as the baseline condition to measure the potential impacts of the
2.3.1 No Build other alternatives.
Alternative
2.3.2 TS_M and TDM TSM and TDM alternatives are made up of relatively low cost, small-scale improvements and
Alternatives programs that are designed to address the transportation of the study area by using existing
facilities more efficiently. TSM and TDM improvements offer opportunities to increase capacity
and reduce travel demand on the existing roadway network.
In the US 24 study area, specific examples of TSM/TDM improvements that could improve the
efficiency and safety of US 24 include:

* Intersection improvements and/or signage improvements at the entrances for the
Georgian Park and Havenwood Forest subdivisions. Improvements could include
some cost-effective combination of a signalized intersection, center-turning lane,
increased warning signs, and improved pavement markings.

» Intersection improvements at the entrance to the Uniroyal/BF Goodrich Plant.

* Intersection and signage improvements at the US 24/Woodburn Road intersection
near the Woodlan High School. Improvements would include new turn/storage lanes
and better signalization at that intersection, flashing warning signs approaching the
intersection, and warning signs denoting reductions in speed.

» (Grade-separation/intersection improvements at the US 24/SR 101 intersection.
Improvements would include the grade separation of the intersection and the addition
of direct access ramps.

* Bypass of the Village of Antwerp on a new alignment. Although this is beyond the
scope of a TSM solution, a bypass would be more feasible than improvements to
existing US 24 through the village due to the close proximity of buildings near the
existing roadway. If a bypass of the Village of Antwerp is not feasible, additional
warning signs and signal timing of the three intersections along US 24 in Antwerp or
elimination of unwarranted signals along US 24 in Antwerp would be advisable.

« (rade separation/interchange improvements of the two US 24/US 127 intersections.
Improvements would include the grade separation of the intersections and the addition
of access ramps for both the north intersection (Defiance County) and the south
intersection (Paulding County).

* Improvements to the CSXT rail crossing with US 24 west of the City of Defiance. A
grade separation could be warranted based on the volume of rail traffic and traffic
volumes on US 24.

* Intersection improvements at the US 24/SR 424 intersection. The improvements would
include reconfiguring the intersection so that westbound traffic from SR 424 does not
have to cross the eastbound lane of US 24.

» Intersection/interchange improvements at the West High Street/US 24 intersection.
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2.3.3 Transit
Alternatives

Improvements could include the grade separation of the interchange and the addition
of direct access ramps.

Other TSM/TDM measures that could be proposed on a corridor-wide basis include:

* Increased law enforcement.

* Emergency rapid response teams to quickly respond to accidents.

* New and/or improved signage (including variable message signs) and pavement
markings.

« Traveler advisory radio, new wide shoulders, and programs and incentives to encourage
the promotion, establishment and use of car pool and van pool programs.

* Guaranteed ride home program for users of public transportation and car/van pools.

The TSM measures proposed for US 24 would provide benefits in increasing system capacity
and reducing congestion at the specific locations mentioned above. An effective combination
of TSM and TDM improvements, such as those described above, would provide some limited
capacity benefits throughout the study area.

However, TSM and TDM improvements alone could not increase capacity and reduce or shift
demand sufficiently to address adequately the transportation needs and problems identified in
the study area. TSM improvements such as grade separation and intersection improvements
leave many areas of US 24 without significant increases in capacity or an improved and more
efficient highway facility. Level of service problems in several key areas along US 24 would
not be addressed by TSM improvements and the combination of TSM and TDM improvements
is unlikely to reduce or shift demand sufficiently to significantly improve the level of service in
the study area. Finally, TDM measures have limited applicability to truck traffic and would not
significantly impact the anticipated growth in truck traffic in the corridor, which constitutes a
major element of the study area’s travel problems.

A detailed discussion on the applicability of TSM/TDM strategies to the US 24 Corridor is
included in the Preliminary Alternatives Summary (July 1999) and the Modal Analysis for the
US 24 Corridor from Fort Wayne, Indiana to Toledo, Ohio (September 2002).

Transit alternatives would include the establishment of new fixed-route transit services such as
express bus or subscription bus services between Defiance and Fort Wayne, as well as
improvements to fixed-route and other bus services within the more urbanized settings of Defiance
and Fort Wayne. Bus service between Defiance and Fort Wayne on a schedule that could
accommodate commuters, in particular, would provide a valuable contribution to addressing the
transportation needs of a small but important number of persons traveling in the study area.
However, the study area’s low population, housing and employment densities and its rural character
make bus service an impractical option for most of the trip purposes served by US 24.

Transit service could be provided by an extension of service by the Fort Wayne Public
Transportation Company (PTC), which currently does not extend east of I-469. The service
could operate with limited AM peak-period trips (two or three per morning, depending on
demand) traveling westbound on US 24 from Defiance in the mornings. The service could
utilize medium capacity vehicles such as cutaway vehicles (airport shuttle-style) or 9.2 meter
(30-foot) transit buses, which could be upgraded to larger vehicles (i.e. over-the-road motor
coaches or 12.2-meter [40-foot] transit vehicles) as ridership increases. Express-only service
with no local stops or limited stop service to larger employers such as Dana, BF Goodrich, etc.,
would provide public transit service that approximates the directness, speed and convenience
of driving. The service could operate from terminal park and ride lot locations such as the
vicinity of the US 24/SR 66 interchange in Defiance. This type of transit service targeted to a
single employer or small number of major employers has been successfully implemented in
several areas of the country. One example is in Louisville, Kentucky where express transit
service is provided to the United Parcel Service headquarters.

Existing bus service within Fort Wayne might be adjusted slightly, in terms of route alignment
and schedules, to better serve certain portions of the study area or to connect to fixed-route
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Bus service could be
provided between Fort
Wayne and Defiance.

express or subscription bus services. However, on a corridor-wide basis, US 24 provides
minimal application for relatively frequent, fixed-route transit services of the type commonly
found in large urban areas and their suburban peripheries. Public transit services are usually
appropriate only in a more densely populated urban context where zoning, land use and other
regulations promote their use, thus justifying the expense of initial startup costs and ongoing
operational expenses. USDOT standards (1987) state that large-scale public transportation is
relevant only for urbanized areas with a population over 200,000 and the density of population,
housing, and employment also is sufficient to support successful implementation of fixed-
route service.

The developed density and land use pattern of the US 24 Corridor are insufficient to provide
practical fixed-route, fixed schedule bus service. Spot densities in excess of 10 dwelling units
per hectare (four units per acre) certainly exist in the towns, villages, and mobile home parks
along the corridor, interspersed with low density residential and industrial developments. New
Haven, Indiana and Defiance, Ohio are the two largest municipalities within the study area. The
2000 Census also shows a population of 12,406 for the City of New Haven, Indiana. Allen
County population estimates for 2015 indicate a total residential population of 339,486. The
majority of this population will likely be concentrated in the City of Fort Wayne. The 2000
Census indicated that the City of Defiance had a residential population of 16,465. Recent
(2015) population estimates for Defiance and Paulding counties estimate the population of the
two counties to be 41,600 and 20,400 persons, respectively, giving the two Ohio counties a
combined population of 62,000 persons. The two Ohio counties are each more than 1025.6
square kilometers (400 square miles) in size, with a combined projected population density of
29.2 persons per square kilometer (74.9 persons per square mile).

‘.

To provide for the minimal demand for public transit service in rural areas, USDOT has established
the Section 18 public transit program to provide startup funding and operating subsidies to
provide public transit service to rural communities. The US 24 Corridor is an ideal area for the
provision of Section 18 service, though currently there is no such service in either the Indiana
or Ohio portion of the study area. Section 18 funding is typically provided to agencies providing
public transit service to sparsely populated rural communities. Sixty percent of Section 18
providers serve areas with population densities of less than 39 persons per square kilometer
(100 persons per square mile), while one in eight providers serves areas with population
densities below 3.9 persons per square kilometer (10 persons per square mile). Funding is
provided to rural governmental entities to provide a minimal level of transit service to the transit
dependent including people with disabilities, the elderly, and people who cannot afford or are
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2.3.4 Rail Freight
Alternative

unwilling, to drive. However, the characteristics of typical Section 18 transit systems clearly
indicate that they are incapable of moving more than a small portion of person-trips in the
study area. The average Section 18 provider has a fleet of six vehicles and provides about
83,000 person-trips per year. Section 18 agencies typically provide demand-responsive, rather
than fixed-route service. Users arrange in advance to be picked up or dropped off, and the
transit provider attempts to group as many person-trips as practical on the same trip. Only
one-fifth of Section 18 trips carry people to their jobs. A much larger percentage of trips
provide access to human services agencies or health care providers.

Section 18 transportation is an essential service in rural areas, but the greatest value of these
services is in the social service it provides to the transit-dependent population of rural areas, not
in their potential for diverting automobile trips. Most Section 18 operators lack the capacity to
carry more than a very small portion of the trips made in their service area, and the service they
provide is not a reasonable alternative to driving for those who are capable of doing so. Where
such services do not exist in the study area, their implementation should be encouraged for the
benefit of those who need them. However, Section 18 service, even at expanded funding levels,
could not significantly improve traffic conditions or otherwise address the problems of the US 24
Corridor.

Even if public transit service were a viable mode for a significant proportion of the trips using
US 24 between Defiance and New Haven, such service would not help with through trips or to
truck traffic. Based on these factors, itis clear that public transit service has limited applicability
to the study area and could not significantly address or ameliorate the area’s transportation
problems.

A more detailed discussion on the applicability of transit alternatives to the US 24 Corridor is
included in the Preliminary Alternatives Summary (July 1999) and the Modal Analysis for the
US 24 Corridor from Fort Wayne, Indiana to Toledo, Ohio (September 2002).

The rail freight alternative would seek to improve and/or increase the capacity and
competitiveness of the existing rail freight lines in the study area while decreasing the amount
of truck traffic. This would entail shifting goods that are currently transported in and through
the study area from trucks to railroads.

Existing rail freight facilities in the US 24 study area consist of two major rail lines and one
short-line operator (Figure 2.5). The two major operators in the project area are CSXT and NS.
CSXT operates a double-track line that extends from Defiance eastward through Ohio to
Youngstown. It is one of the busiest rail lines in the state, carrying approximately 50 trains a
day through the study area. Connections from this line are also possible to other railroads in
the City of Defiance (Maumee & Western Railroad) and in Hamler in Henry County and to the
Port of Toledo at Deshler.

The NS line extends from Woodburn, Indiana, through Paulding, Putnam, and Hancock counties,
terminating in Arcadia, Ohio. This rail line is one of NS’s east-west connectors in Ohio and is
part of the national system.

The short-line is the Maumee & Western Railroad, which primarily serves customers between
Liberty Center, Ohio, and Woodburn, Indiana. Gonnections to larger lines are possible at Defiance
(CSXT) and Woodburn (NS). The rail line, formerly operated by the Indiana Hi-Rail Corporation
(IHRC) was purchased by the Maumee & Western Railroad after IHRC went bankrupt in March
1998. The rail line presently serves approximately 15 customers along the route, shipping
mainly locally grown agricultural products (i.e. grains), sand, silica, and other bulk commodities.
Approximately 10 trains per week use the Maumee & Western rail line. The short-line is a
single track operation and has undergone considerable upgrades. Recently, $1.3 million was
spent on track repairs needed to open the rail line for use. Despite the upgrade, a 16.1 kph (10
mph) speed limit is imposed on the line due to the use of jointed rail and the fact that the
subgrade underlying ballast is poor. Currently, there are no plans for expansion of this rail line
through the study area. However, through coordination undertaken for this project, the ORDC
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has indicated a preference to preserve the right-of-way for future rail use (Letter from James F.
Seney, ORDC, January 23, 2002).

Toledo, Ohio, located to the northeast of the project area, is the third largest rail center in the
United States. Despite the presence of large-scale rail operations in Toledo and the presence
of two major rail lines in the study area, there is currently no through railroad line that provides
a direct connection between Fort Wayne and Toledo.

According to a 1998 truck commaodity origins and destinations survey for the City of Defiance
conducted by ODOT, approximately 50 percent of the goods transported via truck on US 24
pass through the region, beginning or ending at the Port of Toledo. These trucks carry a wide
variety of cargo items, including scrap metal, grain, automotive parts, hazardous materials,
newsprint, construction materials, general merchandise, grocery/food items, and less than a
truck load (LTL) cargo. The majority of the westbound trucks, including those from the port,
also pass through the region, destined for points outside the study area. Only 20 percent of
westbound traffic from Napoleon, Ohio was destined within the study area.

Reducing the volumes of truck traffic on US 24 in the study area would only be likely through
a direct rail connection between Fort Wayne and the Port of Toledo. That connection would be
efficient if it was near or parallel to existing US 24. Such a connection would involve the
construction of new tracks within new or existing rights-of-way (most likely on the current
Maumee & Western line) and substantial upgrades to existing rail lines, including double-tracking,
new ballast, tracks, ties and signals. These improvements would require a substantial investment
of several million dollars, which may be beyond the means of a short-line operator, or the
ORDC. The larger railroads (CSXT and NS) also may be unwilling to provide these improvements.

Current trends in the rail freight industry point towards the consolidation of rail traffic to existing
higher density lines through the use of doublestack container-on-flat-car operations
(COFC-stacking containers two to a low-slung car) as well as trailer-on-flat-car operations,
also known as “pig” trains (TOFC-piggyback flat cars that carry trailers). Smaller scale lines/
operations, including short-lines, like the Maumee & Western are usually abandoned.
Consolidation to larger, more profitable lines is usually only possible for larger volumes of
commodities that travel longer distances or have common origins or destinations that are in
turn redistributed by other modes, often trucks. Because of this trend, it is unlikely that CSXT
or NS would construct a new rail line with a direct connection between Fort Wayne and the Port
of Toledo.

The rail freight alternative is dependent on privately owned railroad companies. The construction
of additional rail lines would have to be provided by private companies, not through ODOT and
the public sector. The provision of additional rail facilities does not address the transportation
needs of the study area. The proposed rail freight improvements would not offer the expedited
delivery or flexibility of goods movement that trucking offers. Additionally, the rail freight
alternative would not address roadway capacity or design issues. The rail freight alternative
will not accommodate economic development in the region. Based on the above analysis, the
rail freight alternative is eliminated from further consideration as the Preferred Alternative.

2.4 REASONABLE Highway alternatives include various strategies to improve the existing US 24 that are more
ALTERNATIVES substantial than the TSM alternatives. Proposed highway improvements include:
2.4.1 Highway
Alternatives » Construction of additional capacity (travel lanes).
* More substantial intersections such as fully grade-separated interchanges.
*  Substantially larger shoulders.
These improvements entail the construction of a new limited access highway on a new alignment
in the existing right-of-way or on a separate new alignment. The highway alternatives could
also consider bypasses around existing towns such as Antwerp and Woodburn or a combination
of strategies.
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2.4.2 Development of
Preliminary Corridors

2.4.3 Corridor Analysis

The highway alternatives provide the highest degree of flexibility in meeting all of the
transportation needs identified for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project. A new highway
alternative would meet the capacity, congestion, and safety needs of the current facility through
additional lanes, improved design/geometry, and the elimination of some access points/
crossroads.

The highway alternatives in the form of upgrades to existing US 24, new alignment, bypasses,
or a combination of these three, offer the flexibility of design to meet the existing and future
transportation, mobility and accessibility needs of the study area’s residents, the communities
from New Haven to Defiance, and the national users of the facility. A new roadway would
increase capacity, improve the level of service and allow higher volumes of traffic (both passenger
and freight) to more safely use the facility. A new limited-access design with bypasses would
eliminate the inadequate design features of the existing road and greatly improve safety.

Based on the above analysis, only the highway alternatives adequately address the transportation
problems and needs associated with US 24. Therefore, only the highway alternatives were
carried forward for further study in the in-depth analysis required for the US 24 DEIS.

Based on the results of the purpose and need study and the modal analysis, only the highway
alternatives were found to meet the project purpose and need. The next step of the ODOT’s
Transportation Development Process (TDP) entailed developing several 609.8-meter (2,000-foot)
wide corridors between the project termini. First, an environmental inventory map of the study
area was developed through researching secondary sources (i.e. agency databases, literature,
national wetland inventory maps). Environmental features such as wetlands, streams, historic
sites, and community facilities were identified and plotted on project mapping. After the
environmental inventory map was complete, 609.8-meter (2,000-foot) wide corridors were
developed through the study area. In developing the corridors, the goal was to avoid as many
of the environmental features as possible and utilize existing transportation corridors (i.e.
railroads). A total of 14 preliminary corridors consisting of adjoining segments (A through T)
were developed jointly by ODOT and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) throughout
the US 24 study area (Figure 2.6). These corridors were presented to state and federal agencies
and local citizens during Concurrence Point #1 of the TDP,

A comparative analysis was conducted on the 14 preliminary corridors to assess the
environmental impacts associated with each of them. The analysis approach was a
broad-brushed effort to screen preliminary corridors and to identify Feasible Corridors for
further study in Step 4 of the TPD.

The environmental features within the study area were incorporated into a geographic information
system (GIS) database for the alternatives analysis. These environmental features included
community facilities (cemeteries, churches, institutional facilities, recreational facilities,
residences and businesses), cultural resources (historic structures and sites), ecological
resources (natural areas, wetlands, woodlands, streams, known areas with protected and/or
sensitive features), and land use (protected land uses and built-up land). Based on the data
values generated for each corridor within each category, ratings were assigned (none, low,
medium, high) relative to the data values across the 14 preliminary corridors. Data values are
shown in Table 2.14. GIS data categories with zero values or equivalent values were removed
from the comparative analysis.

The ratings were then totaled and compared across the 14 corridors, as shown in Table 2.15.
The final comparison of the total number of high to low rankings for the corridors relative to each
other is graphically depicted in Figure 2.7. The corridors with low numbers of rankings in the
high category (4, 7,10, 12, 13, and 14) are the least impacting corridors relative to each other.
Conversely, Corridors 5, 8, and 11 have greater impacts associated with them (Figure 2.7).

An important assumption was made for the comparative analysis. All GIS database categories
were weighted evenly in importance, even though there are instances where a particular category
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or involvement may be more or less significant compared to the others. These quantitative
comparisons give equal weight to values within categories and do not reflect the individual
qualitative significance of a data point. This point is illustrated by the inclusion of the St. Paul
Teacherage in Segment E, included in Corridors 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. This historic structure is
designated a “significant” structure by the Indiana Historic Preservation Office. All other historic
sites in the study area within Indiana have been identified as “contributing” structures. The
State of Indiana rates historic significance with a scale from most to least importance as
outstanding, significant, contributing, and non-contributing. The state designation of the St.
Paul Teacherage was not a factor in the comparative analysis of the 14 corridors.

TABLE 2.14
RELATIVE RANK OF THE PRELIMINARY CORRIDORS
Corridor 1 2 3 4 |5 6 7 8 |9 |10 |11 |12 |13 |14
=l=lz2]=z]lz2lz2zz2]z2zl2=2z[2=2=]=
Segments SRR |R|B|R|IR[(2|2|2(2(2|2|2
"2l 2|2|2B|B|B|E|E|E|E|E|E |58
= | = = | =|= = = | = = | 3 o =)
s|l2|lg|2|8|g|2|28|g|a|2|&
2|3 2|87 |g|2 =
Cemetery 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0
Church 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [0 0 0 0 0 0 0
é Institutional (town halls, hospitals, etc.) 1 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 2
E Recreational Area (campgrounds, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= [school o[ofofloJoloJolololololo]o]o
g Structures (total) 267 | 531 [ 395 | 381 | 464 [ 328 | 314 [445 | 309 (295 | 418 | 280 | 266 | 168
§ Residential 42 1223 | 176 | 174 [ 197 [ 150 | 148 (192 | 145 | 143 | 176 | 129 | 127 | 86
Non-residential 37 | 42 | 33 |22 (33 |24 (13 |45 | 36|25 |38 |27 |16 | 13
Undetermined 188 | 266 | 186 | 185 | 234 [ 154 | 153 (208 | 128 [ 127 [ 204 | 124 [ 123 | 69
B § Historic Structures 3 3 4 4 8 7 7 11 110 110 | 12 [ 11 | 11 1
% 3| Historic Sites 1 4 4 4 2 2 2 | 4 5 4 2 2 2 0
< 2| Environmentally Sensitive Areas 16 6 5 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 0
Protected Natural Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
— | Parks 0 0 0 0 0 0|0 0110 0 00 0
% f'-_’; Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
§ § Wetlands (acres) 70 | 304 | 264 | 317 [ 304 [ 267 [ 319 (316 [ 361 | 73 | 37 | 24 | 76 | 20
™ woodlands (acres) 722 | 642 [ 508 | 533 | 684 | 550 | 575 [ 613 | 479 [ 504 | 656 | 522 [ 547 | 465
Stream Crossings 24 1 22 | 24 |17 [ 31 |33 [ 24 [ 25 | 25 |19 | 32 | 32 | 24 | 33
Airport 0 0 0 0 0
Amish Land (acres) 2181 0 0 0 0
Commercial Use (large-scale) 0 3 2 0 0
Hazardous Material Sites 0 5 4 2 5 4 2 5 5 2 5 4 2 1
@ | Industrial-Existing and Future (acres) 1| 74 |74 | 74 | 74 | 74 | 74 |437 | 437 | 437 | 437 | 437 (437 | O
= | Livestock Facilties ojlo]loflofo]J]o|lo]o|lo]o]o]o]|]o]oO
E Other (substations, etc.) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Quarry 0 0 0 0 0 0 010 010 0 0 0 0
Farmlands (acres) 7,05416,483 16,102 |6,044 | 6,359 (6,808 | 6,750 [5,514 | 5,963 5,905 | 6,205 | 6,654 |6,596 |7,114}
Length (miles) 36.9(34.2) 34 | 34 |34.7]134.6|34.6] 33 |32.8|32.9|33.7|33.6|33.6 35
Railroad Crossings 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4

2.4.4 Public Comments | The first public involvement meetings for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project were held on
June 15, 16, and 17, 1999. During the meetings, ODOT solicited specific comments on the
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purpose and need for the project, possible transportation alternatives, and the 14 preliminary
corridors. The public was also invited to provide comments on the project by calling the toll-
free hotline, submitting comments electronically through the project website, or mailing written
comments to the US 24 project office.

TABLE 2.15
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS MATRIX
Corridor 2 3 4 5 6 17 8 9 |10 (11 |12 | 13 | 14
Amish Land (acres)
Cemetery

Commercial Use (large-scale)
Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Hazardous Material Site

Historic Structures

Historic Sites

Industrial (existing /future [acres])
Institutional (town halls, hospitals, etc.)
Structures (total)

Residential

Non-residential

Undetermined

Wetlands (acres)

Woodlands (acres)

Stream Crossings

Farmlands (acres)

Length (miles)

R.R. Crossings

Totals

Medium
Low 8 1 4 5 0 5 4 2 8 9 1 7 5 7
None 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 7

Approximately 200 written comments were received from concerned citizens about the US 24
project. In general, most of those who responded were in favor of making improvements to US
24. A common belief expressed was that the US 24 project is long over due, and construction
should begin as quickly as possible. Because of farmland impacts and high construction
costs, most people wanted the new route for US 24 to remain in the vicinity of the existing route.

Based upon the comments received, the most popular corridors were 2, 3, and 4. Corridor 4
was the most favored of all 14 corridors because it was considered more direct, generally
parallels existing US 24, and was believed to be the least costly to construct. Commentors also
seemed to think that Corridor 4 would have minimal impact on the local economies because
many of the businesses are located near existing US 24. In addition, many people supported
the idea of paralleling existing US 24 as much as possible, in order to use land that is already
disturbed by transportation corridors and development.

A variety of issues were raised in the comments submitted on the project. These include:

* Impacts to farmland: Many respondents discussed the region’s highly productive
farmland and believe special consideration should be made to protectit. One measure
suggested was to maximize the use of existing disturbed rights-of-way such as the
current roadway corridor, railroad corridors, or canals.

» Economic impacts: Some people were concerned that if the new US 24 is constructed
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2.4.5 Corridor
Selection

far from the existing US 24, the economies of Antwerp, Paulding, and Woodburn
would suffer because they are very dependent on US 24. In the Defiance area, a new
interchange at West High Street and US 24 is important to provide access for the
industrial parks, businesses, and local residences. In the Woodburn area, a new
interchange for the industrial park is important for access to and from US 24.

« Roadway safety and congestion: A major concern for US 24 is the amount of large
truck traffic on the roadway. Trucks, especially in the downtown areas, cause traffic
jams and sometimes create unsafe conditions. Some individuals suggested completing
bypasses around small towns (especially Antwerp) before constructing other sections
of the road in order to ease congestion as quickly as possible.

¢ Relocations: Many people stated that the route selected should minimize the number
of residents relocated for the roadway.

* Improving existing US 24: Many commenters requested that existing US 24 be improved
instead of constructing a new highway alignment.

A project meeting was held on July 6, 1999, at the ODOT District 1 office in Lima, Ohio to
discuss corridor selection. The purpose of the meeting was to narrow the selection of the 14
preliminary corridors for further study in Step 4 of the TDP. The meeting focused on an overview
of the corridor development process, comments received at the public involvement meetings,
and the analysis conducted on the 14 preliminary corridors.

Corridor selection was based on a process of elimination. The corridors and segments were
individually evaluated in regard to their environmental features, public comments, and consistency
with local and regional planning. During this process, modifications to some of the corridors
and segments were developed. For example, the Defiance County Engineer’s Office suggested
anew Corridor Segment (U) north of the Maumee River connecting to Segment O south of the
river.

Segment U was proposed 0.8 kilometer (0.5 mile) south of SR 18 and required a new crossing
of the Maumee River. This connector was intended to improve access and interchange geometry
approaching Defiance while minimizing impacts to businesses and residences. Other corridor
modifications included combining segments or widening them to 1219.5 meters (4,000 feet).

The corridors and segments least favored by the majority of the public who had submitted
comments, had a high number of environmental impacts, or were inconsistent with local and
regional planning, were eliminated from further consideration. The following points summarize
the rationale for eliminating corridors and segments.

e Corridors 1,2, 3,5, 6, 8,9, and 11 were eliminated from further study based on the
high number of environmental impacts associated with each corridor and public input.

e Corridors 1 and 14 would impact the greatest number of farms and adversely affect the
agriculture industry of the region.

» The Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating Council (NIRCC) has included the
proposed widening of US 24 in their Long-Range Transportation Plan since 1991.
Segments D, C, H, and | are not consistent with the regional 2015 and 2025 plans. In
addition, representatives of Indiana were opposed to Segments D, C, H, and | because
of farmland impacts and future industrial development impacts.

»  Segment D would impact an Amish community and require a new bridge crossing over
the Maumee River. These issues removed Corridors 1, 8, 9, 10, 11,12, 13, and 14
from consideration.

» Engineering constraints occur in Segment Q affecting potential interchange geometry
from the close proximity of the existing rail corridor to US 24. Additionally, the potential
number of business and residential impacts associated with this relatively short segment
was high and cause for dropping this segment from further consideration. This action
removed Corridors 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, and 12 from further consideration.

As aresult of the corridor selection process, Corridors 4 and 7 were selected for further study.
In addition to these corridors, several modifications that evolved during the project meeting
were studied (Figure 2.8). The modifications to Corridors 4 and 7 included:
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2.4.6 Development of
Feasible Alternatives

Design Criteria

« Addition of an expanded corridor inclusive of the area bounded by Segments F, G, and
J.

* Segments O and N were combined and studied as a single 1219.5-meter (4,000-
foot) wide segment centered on the railroad tracks and shifted south of the railroad at
US 127, bypassing the Town of Cecil to the south.

» Addition of a new Corridor Segment (U) north of the Maumee River, which connected
to Segment 0O, south of the river.

» Addition of a new Corridor Segment (X) north of the Maumee River, which connected
to Segment W south of the river.

In response to public comments, a new corridor was added to the project to be studied as a
viable option. This was a 152.4-meter (500-foot) wide corridor that followed the path of
existing US 24 (Figure 2.8). Improvements to US 24 to be considered include:

Widening the road to four lanes.

Adding more lanes for turning movements.
Straightening curves.

Intersection and interchange improvements.
Improving the CSXT railroad crossing.

State and federal resource agencies were also involved in the corridor selection process. For
Concurrence Point #1 the agencies were provided with the US 24 Preliminary Alternatives
Summary (July 1999) for review and comment. This document contains the purpose and
need statement, the modal analysis, and the results of the preliminary corridor analysis. In
regards to the preliminary corridors, several agencies commented that any corridor that requires
anew location crossing of the Maumee River should be eliminated from the project. In addition,
Corridors 4 and 7 should be carried forward for further study because of the minimal amount
of potential environmental impacts associated with them. The resource agencies also
encouraged ODOT and INDOT to investigate improvements to existing US 24. Comments
provided by the resource agencies resulted in the following changes to the corridors selected
for further study:

» Corridor Segments U and Y were eliminated in their entirety.
e Corridor Segment X north of the Maumee River was eliminated.

* A bypass around the Village of Antwerp was added to the corridors.
* Corridors 10 and 13 were added back into the study.

As a result of the corridor analysis, public involvement, and agency coordination, five Feasible
Corridors were selected for further study in the fall of 1999. These corridors were 4,7, 10, 13,
and existing US 24 (Figure 2.9). The width of these corridors varied from 152.4 meters (500
feet) for the existing US 24 Corridor to 609.8 to 1219.5 meters (2,000 and 4,000 feet) for
Corridors 4, 7, 10, and 13.

Within the five Feasible Corridors, a total of 26 highway alternatives were developed. These
include 24 four-lane expressways on new alignment (Alternatives A through X), a two-lane
improved highway alternative on existing US 24 (Alternative Y), and a four-lane expressway
along existing US 24 (Alternative Z). Alternatives A through X consist of various combinations
of 20 segments developed within Feasible Corridors 4, 7, 10 and 13. These segments and the
alternatives are shown in Figure 2.10. The design for Alternatives A through X includes an
expanded right-of-way footprint between [-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line to allow for
future freeway development in Allen County, Indiana.

Design standards for all the Feasible Alternatives were developed in accordance with guidelines
presented in the American Association of Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2001) and state design requirements
such as ODOT’s Location and Design Manual, Volume | (1999); ODOT’s Bridge Design Manual
(2000); INDOT’s Part VV Road Design, Volumes 1 and 2 (1995); ODOT’s Construction and
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TABLE 2.16
DESIGN CRITERIA

Materials Specifications (1997); and INDOT’s Construction and Materials Specifications (1999).
Table 2.16 presents the design criteria used for the development of the Feasible Alternatives.

Design Feature

US 24

Improved Local Roads

Design Speed

112.9 kph (70 mph)

104.8 kph (65 mph)

(posted — Ohio) (Indiana Freeway)
88.7 kph (55 mph)

(posted — Indiana Expressway)

96.8 kph (60 mph) (Desirable)
56.5 kph (35 mph) (Minimum)

Maximum Horizontal Curvature

3° 15’ (Rural)
2° 45’ (Urban)

6° 00" (Rural)
5°30’ (Urban)

Maximum Vertical Grade

3% (Level)
4% (Rolling)

5% (Level)
6% (Rolling)

Stopping Sight Distance

259.2 m (850 ft.) (Desirable)
190.6 m (625 ft.) (Minimum)

152.4m (550 ft.) (Desirable)
137.2 m (450 ft.) (Minimum)

Vertical Curves
“K Value”

Crest Sag
544 (Desirable) 214
294 (Minimum) 151

Crest Sag
318 (Desirable) 158
207 (Minimum) 123

Maximum Superelevation

0.083 m/m (0.083 ft./ft)

0.083 m/m (0.083 ft./ft)

Note: Figures above based upon preferred design speeds unless otherwise noted

Alternatives A through
X (Alternatives on New
Alignment)

Within Corridors 4, 7, 10, and 13, feasible highway alternatives (Alternatives A through X) were
developed (Figure 2.10). The Feasible Alternatives are comprised of combinations of 20 segments
approximately 97.5 meters (320 feet) in width in Indiana and 91.4 meters (300 feet) in width in
Ohio developed within the corridors. Various combinations of the 20 segments resulted in 24
possible alternatives. The design for Alternatives A through X includes an expanded right-of-
way footprint between 1-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line to allow for future freeway
development in Indiana. For these 24 alternatives, both an expressway and a freeway option
were developed. Both options provide for two lanes of travel in each direction separated by a
grass median. Access is either limited (at-grade and/or overpass with ramp intersections) or
controlled (overpass with ramp only intersections), depending on the design option.

The expressway option has separated lanes for traffic traveling in opposite directions. Access
is limited to a combination of at-grade crossings and interchanges. The principal advantages of
an expressway are driver comfort and ease of operations. Basic design elements include 3.7-
meter (12-foot) travel lane widths, full width paved shoulders, fencing along the right-of-way,
and grade-separated railroad crossings. Expressways are designed for high-volume, high-
speed traffic operations.

The freeway option is similar to the expressway option with the exception of full access control.
Preference is given to through traffic by providing access connections via overpasses with
ramps to selected public roads only and by prohibiting all at-grade crossings and direct
connections with private driveways. The principal advantages of controlled access are the
preservation of as-built capacity of the freeway and higher speed. Freeways are grade-separated
at all railroads and at selected public crossroads. The remaining crossroads are interconnected
or terminated.

A design speed of 112.9 kph (70 mph) was used for both the freeway and expressway options
to determine the horizontal and vertical alignments. The typical section for both options includes
four 3.7-meter (12-foot) travel lanes (two in each direction of travel), a 3.1-meter (10-foot)
paved right side shoulder, a 1.2-meter (4-foot) paved left side shoulder, and a 25-meter (82-
foot) wide grass median in Indiana and an 18.3-meter (60-foot) wide grass median in Ohio.
Figure 2.8 shows a typical section of these alternatives.

In either option, overpasses would be located at all existing railroad lines. Bridges over rivers,
streams, and crossroads would be constructed to the same widths as the approach roadway,
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Alternative Y (Existing
US 24 Two-Lane
Alternative)

including pavement and shoulders. The two existing bridges over the Maumee and Tiffin rivers
west of Defiance would be removed and replaced in both options.

A limited number of local roads would need to be realigned, relocated, or terminated as part of
controlling access under both options. Access to the expressway option would be provided by
at-grade intersections located at state routes, frequently traveled roads, and roads that provide
access across the Maumee River. The expressway option provides access points at various
existing roadways, as shown in Table 2.17. Full control of access to the freeway option is
provided by a limited number of intersections generally located at state routes, and roads that
provide access across the Maumee River. The freeway option provides seven access points for
each alternative. These access points would be located at the following locations: Ryan/Bruick
Road, Webster Road, SR 101, SR 49, US 127, SR 424, Switzer Road, and West High Street.
Frequently traveled roads selected for at-grade crossings in the expressway option would either
have an interchange or overpass in the freeway option to minimize any disruption to local traffic
movements. The construction of new roads and/or reconfiguration of local roads would meet
or exceed existing design conditions. These improvements may include wider roads, shoulders,
and better visibility.

Drainage along these alternatives would be connected to the existing storm drainage system. In
some locations, the existing storm drainage system would need to be relocated and/or improved
to handle changes to the existing system. Some of these changes could include wider ditches,
wider culverts, new (or relocated) ditches, and improved maintenance on existing ditches to
allow for better drainage. In addition to the paved roadway section, where right-of-way permits,
safety grading of shoulders would take place beyond the paved shoulders. This safety grading
would be performed per current state standards, which entails an 8:1 slope beyond the paved
shoulder for a distance of 2.9 meters (9.5 feet) followed by a recoverable ditch cross section.
Guardrails would be installed in areas that right-of-way does not permit safety grading.

The estimated construction costs for the expressway options including right-of-way acquisition
range from $153,776,763 (Alternative T) to $165,345,624 (Alternative E). The estimated
construction costs for the freeway options range from $210,441,345 (Alternative T) to
$221,595,148 (Alternative E). These costs include the acquisition of approximately 669 hectares
(1,652 acres) of right-of-way (including additional right-of-way to be purchased and preserved
for the future development of interchanges in Indiana), damages for landlocked parcels, the
displacement of approximately 17 to 60 residences and two commercial properties, and relocation
costs. The costs also include mitgation of three major utility conflicts, which include the
encasement of a major gas main and the relocation and/or modification of high-tension power
lines and structures.

Within the existing US 24 Corridor, a two-lane alternative and a four-lane alternative were
developed. Alternative Y, the two-lane alternative, improves the existing roadway by adding
shoulders, improving intersections, and adding turning lanes. This alternative would continue
to have unlimited access along the route as it currently exists. The posted speed limits, which
range from 40.3 kph (25 mph) to 88.7 kph (55 mph), would remain the same along the route.
The horizontal and vertical alignments would remain unchanged with the exception of a new
grade-separated crossing of the CSXT Railroad west of Ashwood Road intersection. An overpass,
approximately 9.2 meters (30 feet) above the railroad tracks, would be constructed for this
crossing.

The typical section for the two-lane alternative includes two 3.7-meter (12-foot) wide travel
lanes with 3.1-meter (10-foot) wide paved shoulders. Figure 2.11 shows a typical section of
this improved two-lane alternative. This roadway design would also be applied to all existing
bridges including the two over the Maumee and Tiffin rivers located west of Defiance. These
two bridges would be widened to accommodate the 3.7-meter (12-foot) travel lanes and 3.1-
meter (10-foot) shoulders. The only two exceptions to the typical section design would be
within the Village of Antwerp where widening the shoulders is not possible with the proximity of
commercial and residential buildings to US 24, and for a short section just west of the SR 424
intersection. Within the Village of Antwerp, current on-street parking would be removed to allow
for wider lanes and for the addition of a turning lane in the middle of the roadway.
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TABLE 2.17

CHANGES AT CROSSINGS WITH EXISTING ROADS

County Local Project Impacts
Roadways
Allen County, Indiana Harper Rd. Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.

Doyle Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

Ryan/Bruick Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

Berthaud Rd. Closed for Alternatives A, B, C, D, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P.
At-grade intersection with Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

Bremer Rd. Closed for Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X, Z.

Webster Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

Rousey Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P.
Closed for Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

Woodburn Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.

Sampson Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.
Grade-separated crossing with Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
Closed with Alternative Z.

Slusher Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
Grade-separated crossing intersection with Alternatives E, F, G, H.

Fahlsing Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

Brobst Rd. Closed for Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

Cole Rd. Closed with Alternative Y.

Gustin Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

Becker Rd. Closed for Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

SR 101

At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

Maumee Center Rd.

At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.

Bull Rapids Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.
Paulding County, Ohio State Line Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

(T-1/C-1)

T-21/C-21 Closed for Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.

C-11 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

T-29 Closed for Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, Z.

C-33 At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.

T-33 At-grade intersection with Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

T-144/C-144 At-grade intersection with Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

SR 49 At-grade intersection with all alternatives.

T-51 Re-aligned at-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

C-176 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

C-180 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

T-150 Closed for Alternatives A, B, G, D, E, F, G, H.

T-61 Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.

C-87 At-grade intersection with all alternatives.

T-83 Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.

us 127 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

C-206 East of US 24 — At-grade with C-87 with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, M, N, O, P, U, V, W, X.
West of US 24 — Closed at the Maumee & Western Railroad with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H,
M,N,Q,P, U, V,W, X

T-69 At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.
Closed with Alternative Z.

T-97 Closed for Alternatives I, J, K, L, Q, R, S, T.
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TABLE 2.17

CHANGES AT CROSSINGS WITH EXISTING ROADS

County Local Project Impacts
Roadways
Paulding County C-105/T-105 Grade-separated crossing under US 24 for all alternatives on new alignment.
(continued) C-216 Closed for Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, M, N, O, P, U, V, W, X.
C-224 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
C-115 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
T-97 Closed for Alternatives |, J, K, L, Q, R, S, T.
C-105/T-105 Grade-separated crossing under US 24 for all alternatives on new alignment.
C-216 Closed for Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, M,N, O, P, U, V, W, X.
C-224 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
C-115 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
T-228 Closed for Alternatives A, B, E, F, I, J, M,N, Q R, U, V.
C-232 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
C-250 West side of US24 closed with Alternative Y.
C-123 Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.
T-129 Closed for Alternatives C, D, G, H, K, L, 0, P, S, T, W, X.
C-133 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
T-139 Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.
T-236 Closed for Alternatives A, B, E, F, I, J, M,N, Q R, U, V.
C-143 (Whetstone Rd.) | At-grade intersection with all Alternatives on new alignment.
Defiance County, Ohio | Krouse Rd. (C-146) Closed for Alternatives B, D, F, H, J, L, N, P, R, T, V, X.
Powers Rd. (C-29) Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.
Pomerantz Rd. Closed for Alternative Z.
Ashwood Rd. (T-53) At-grade intersection with Alternatives B, D, F, H, J,L, N, P, R, T, V, X.
Closed for Alternatives A, G, E, G, I, K, M, 0, Q, S, U, W, Y.
SR 424 Remains open with interchange. Under US 24 with Alternatives B, D, F, H, J, LN, P, R, T, V, X.
Remains open with interchange. Under US 24 with Alternatives A, G, E, G, |, K, M, 0, Q, S, U, W.
May Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, G, E, G, I, K, M, 0, Q, S, U, W.
Switzer Rd. Grade-separated crossing over US 24 with all alternatives on new alignment.

Alternative Z
(Existing US 24 Four-
Lane Alternative)

Forty-five existing intersections and several critical access points (i.e., the entrance to the Uniroyal
Goodrich Fort Wayne Plant) along US 24 would be reconfigured to allow for better sight distances
and turning lanes. Some of these intersection locations are: Doyle Road, Bremer Road, Ryan/
Bruick Road, Berthaud Road, Webster Road, Maumee Center Road, Sampson Road, Bull
Rapids Road, SR 101, State Line Road, T-51, T-61, C-206, T-83, C-224, US 127, Burns Road,
Jacobs Road, and SR 424.

The storm drainage system would also be upgraded by relocating and/or improving existing
ditches, which is required by the widening of the shoulders. Where right-of-way permits, safety
grading of shoulders would take place beyond the paved shoulders. This safety grading would
be performed per current state standards, which entails an 8:1 slope beyond the paved shoulder
for a distance of 2.9 meters (9.5 feet) followed by a recoverable ditch cross-section. Guardrails
would be installed in areas where right-of-way does not permit safety grading.

The estimated construction cost of Alternative Y is $72,716,068, which includes acquisition of
approximately 160 hectares (394 acres) of right-of-way, and the relocation costs associated
with 14 residential and seven business displacements.

Alternative Z, the four-lane alternative developed within the US 24 Corridor, is a divided, controlled
access expressway that follows the existing route of US 24. Two options were developed using
the same alignment. The only difference between the two options is the types of access provided
at the intersections to existing roads. The two options are:
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« Strictly limited access with at-grade intersections or,

* The combination of four full controlled interchanges (controlled access) at Ryan/
Bruick Road, SR 101, SR 49, and US 127 with the remaining intersections being
designed as at-grade intersections.

For the most part, this alignment parallels the existing route of US 24 to the south with the
exception of a bypass to the south of the Village of Antwerp. Existing US 24 is incorporated
into this expressway alternative for approximately 12.9 kilometers (eight miles) and also used
as a frontage road in other areas. For example, from C-146 to SR 15, this expressway is located
within the existing right-of-way of US 24 west of Defiance. The Antwerp Bypass follows a
southerly route leaving the existing highway generally at State Line Road traveling on new
alignment for approximately 11.3 kilometers (seven miles) and then rejoining the existing highway
near C-206. At this point, the expressway either parallels or is within the existing US 24 right-
of-way to SR 15.

Both four-lane options provide for two lanes of travel in each direction divided by a grass
median and median barriers. The typical section (Figure 2.11) for a four-lane alternative includes
four 3.7 meter (12-foot) wide travel lanes, a 3.1 meter (10-foot) wide paved right side shoulder,
a 1.2-meter (4-foot) paved left side shoulder, a 25-meter (82-foot) wide grass median in
Indiana and a 18.3-meter (60-foot) wide grass median in Ohio. Figure 2.8 presents a typical
section of this alternative. Median barriers would be used between C-146 and SR 424 to
reduce the amount of right-of-way required thus minimizing the number of residential and
business displacements. A design speed of 112.9 kph (70 mph) was used for determining the
horizontal and vertical alignments. The posted speed limit would be 88.7 kph (55 mph) in
Indiana and 104.8 kph (65 mph) in Ohio.

Access along this alternative is provided by approximately 25 at-grade intersections. These
access points are located at Doyle Road, Ryan/Bruick Road, Berthaud Road, Webster Road,
Uniroyal Goodrich Plant, Maumee Center Road, Bull Rapids Road, SR 101, Gustin Road, State
Line Road, SR 49, C-87, C-224,T-83, C-105, C-11, C-21, T-43, C-176, C-180, C-206, C-73,
US 127, C-232, C-115, Gier Road, Burns Road, The Bend Road, Jacobs Road, Whetstone
Road, Krouse Road, SR 424, and West High Street. The exception to an all at-grade intersection
option is to have four controlled access interchanges located at Ryan/Bruick Roads, SR 101,
SR 49, and US 127, with at-grade intersections at the remaining crossings.

Ten local roads would need to be realigned or relocated as part of controlling access to the
expressway. An additional ten roadways are closed including Harper Road, Bremer Road,
Sampson Road, May Road, Title Road, Limbaugh Road, Knox Road, Butt Road, T-29, C-33
and T-61. Access would be provided via the controlled access interchanges and existing US
24 which is converted to a frontage road. At some locations, a new frontage road would be
constructed to provide access to the expressway from roads that have been closed. The
construction of new roads and/or reconfiguration of local roads would meet or exceed existing
design conditions. These improvements may include wider roads, shoulders, and better visibility.

Alternative Z includes the construction of 10 new bridges. This number would be increased to
14 bridges if the four controlled access interchanges option were used. Bridges over rivers,
streams, and crossroads would be constructed to the same widths as the roadway, including
pavement and shoulders. The two existing bridges over the Maumee and Tiffin rivers west of
Defiance would be removed and replaced with new bridges to accommodate the proposed
roadway section. Bridges would also be constructed to carry traffic over the CSXT Railroad
west of the Ashwood Road intersection. These two bridges would be built approximately 9.2
meters (30 feet) above existing railroad tracks.

In addition, the drainage system for Alternative Z would incorporate existing drainage ditches
into the design. The existing drainage ditches would be relocated and/or improved based upon
incorporating the proposed typical section with existing conditions. Where right-of-way permits,
safety grading of shoulders would take place beyond the paved shoulders. This safety grading
would be performed per current state standards, which entails an 8:1 slope beyond the paved
shoulder for a distance of 2.9 meters (9.5 feet) followed by a recoverable ditch cross section.
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2.4.7 Development of
Feasible Alternatives -
US 24/1-469
Interchange

Design Criteria

Screening of
Conceptual Alternatives

Guardrails would be installed in areas that right-of-way does not permit safety grading.

The estimated construction cost for the all at-grade intersections option is $150,774,971.
The estimated construction cost for the four interchanges and the remaining at-grade
intersections option is $183,083,984. These costs include the acquisition of approximately
611 hectares (1,508 acres) of right-of-way and displacement of 106 residences, 13 commercial
properties, one industrial property and one community facility. These costs also include three
major utility conflicts, including the encasement of a major gas main and the relocation and/or
modification of high-tension power lines and structures.

In October 2002, INDOT indicated its intention to construct US 24 as a four-lane divided freeway
with full access control between 1-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line. In addition to interchanges
constructed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, the existing 1-469/US 24
interchange will be upgraded to maintain free-flow operation for freeway-to-freeway movements
(system-to-system interchange).

The existing interchange at 1-469 and US 24 has a partial cloverleaf configuration with loop
ramps in the northeast and southwest quadrants. It was constructed in 1992. The interchange
serves a portion of eastern Allen County as a point of entry to the Interstate Highway System.
Approximately 40,000 vehicles per day presently use this interchange. The high traffic volume
movements for the interchange are northbound 1-469 to eastbound US 24 and westbound US
24 to southbound I-469. Each ramp carried an average daily traffic (ADT) of 4,140 vehicles
per day in 2000. During the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak hours, these movements
each carried approximately 230 vehicles per hour.

Engineering design criteria used for the interchange studies includes:

» Uninterrupted travel along the critical directions, the free-flow movements (northbound
I-469 to eastbound US 24, southbound I-469 to eastbound US 24, westbound US 24
to northbound 1-469, and westbound US 24 to southbound 1-469).

» Adequate loop radii for the appropriate design speed (loop design speeds should not
be less than 40.3 kph (25 mph) with @ minimum radius of 155 meters (80 feet) and
a maximum superelevation rate of eight percent).

* Adequate minimum weaving distance between the exit and entrance ramps (on
cloverleaf interchanges without collector-distributor roads should be at least 304.9
meters (1,000 feet).

Nineteen conceptual alternatives were developed and evaluated in early 2003. The evaluation
is documented in a separate report entitled /-469 and US 24 Interchange: Conceptual Alternatives
Summary (May 2003).

The conceptual alternatives were evaluated through a two-step screening process for the purpose
of identifying the Feasible Alternatives. First, the alternatives were screened to determine if they
met the Need and Purpose established for the interchange. The second step involved a
comparative analysis of the 19 conceptual interchange improvement alternatives to assess the
environmental impacts, engineering features, and cost-effectiveness associated with each
concept.

The environmental assessment focused on resources of public interest, resources unique to the
study area, and resources that require state and federal permits and\or mitigation of impacts if
affected. Based on preliminary impact assessments, the following resources were considered:
farmlands, displacements, floodplains, streams, woodlots, wetlands, and historic resources
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The environmental
features were incorporated into a GIS database for the alternatives analysis. No priority or
ranking was assigned to the environmental resources for the assessment.
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Alternative 12

Alternative 13

Alternative 14

2.5 IDENTIFICATION OF
THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

The engineering and cost assessment of each conceptual interchange alternative focused on
the following features: free-flow movement of the critical directions; ramp curvature; weave
distance; and initial construction costs. Based on evaluations, three Feasible Alternatives for
the interchange improvements (Alternatives 12, 13, and 14) were selected for further development
and evaluation. Additional alternative development is now underway for the three interchange
improvement alternatives. The Feasible Alternatives for the interchange improvements and
associated impacts will be presented to the public for comment at the US 24 Public Hearing.
Following the public comment period, a preferred interchange alternative will be selected and
will be presented in the US 24 New Haven to Defiance Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS).

Alternative 12 provides free-flowing movement in each critical direction as well as ample loop
radii to allow for future adjustments. While minor layout modifications, such as adjustments
to ramp terminal locations and adjustments to ramp radii, may be required to increase the
freeway ramp terminal spacing, all of the remaining design criteria have been satisfied. These
modifications would not require a change in the Alternative 12 footprint and will not result in
any additional impacts. Two at-grade intersections at crossroads are incorporated into this
option and there are no entrance-to-exit conditions requiring weaving length. The estimated
construction cost is $31.6 million, which includes the acquisition of 16.8 hectares (52.0 acres)
of right-of-way and includes the relocations costs for five residential displacements.

Alternative 13 provides free-flowing movement in each critical direction and requires only one
at-grade crossing. As with Alternative 12, minor modifications to ramp terminal locations and/
or ramp radii may be required to provide the minimum ramp terminal spacing. The estimated
construction cost for Alternative 13 is $37.8 million, which includes the costs of acquiring
19.0 hectares (46.9 acres) of land for right-of-way and the relocation costs for five residential
displacements.

The selection of Alternative 13 as a Feasible Alternative assumes that a geometric adjustment
to the connection of eastbound US 24 to southbound 1-469 can be made. Alternative 13, as
currently designed, provides a high-speed ramp for traffic making this movement. The use of
a high-speed ramp at this location is not required based on estimated traffic movement. The
impacts created by the additional grading and right-of-way required for the high-speed ramp
could be avoided by combining this traffic movement into the at-grade crossing already proposed
with this alternative. In the next phase of study, Alternative 13 will be adjusted to remove the
high-speed ramp, which could result in a reduction of both the estimated construction cost
and impacts for this option.

Alternative 14 provides free-flowing movement in each critical direction and requires only one
at-grade crossing. As with the other Feasible Alternatives for the interchange improvements,
minor modifications to ramp terminal locations and/or ramp radii may be required to provide
the minimum ramp terminal spacing. These changes would not affect the current estimated
impacts. Estimated construction costis $30.9 million. This includes costs for the acquisition
of 16.4 hectares (40.4 acres) of right-of-way and relocation costs associated with for five
residential displacements.

Selection of Alternative 14 as a Feasible Alternative is based on the assumption that the
southbound 1-469 to westbound US 24 ramp can be constructed within the existing right-of-
way, thereby avoiding impacts to the Niemeyer Farm property (a NRHP-eligible resource). This
ramp alignment parallels [-469 along the property. Further investigation is required to determine
if the proposed ramp can be constructed within the existing right-of-way.

In April 2001, the ODOT announced the identification of Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative
forthe US 24 New Haven to Defiance project. The recommendation was based on the evaluation
of the 26 Feasible Alternatives using a three-step screening process. First, the alternatives were
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2.5.1 Step I Analysis

screened to determine if they met the established purpose and need of the project. Inthe second
step of analysis, the potential environmental impacts were assessed for each alternative. The
third step of analysis involved a more detailed examination of the environmental impacts and the
consideration of other information such as public comments and right-of-way/constructability
issues. The evaluation is described in detail in the following text.

As documented in Section | - Purpose and Need, the goals of the project are:

Improve traffic flow and level of service.

Reduce travel times between project termini.

Improve roadway safety.

Enhance the regional transportation network.

Accommodate future economic growth in the region to enhance the competitiveness
of local and regional businesses.

As shown in Table 2.18 (Step | Analysis Summary), Alternatives A through X, and Z were found
to address and improve these five factors. Alternative Y addressed only one factor, itimproved
roadway safety by eliminating some of the geometric and design deficiencies. The No Build
alternative, which consists of minor safety and maintenance improvements to US 24, did not
address any of the five factors. The No Build alternative is not a Feasible Alternative, but is
retained for study in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in accordance with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

TABLE 2.18
STEP | ANALYSIS SUMMARY
No Build Alternative Alternatives A - X Alternative Y Alternative Z
Project Purpose

2008 2028 2008 2028 2008 2028 2008 2028
Improve traffic flow and No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
level of service. LOS D-E LOS E-F LOS A LOS A LOS D-E LOS E-F LOS A LOS A-B
Reduce travel times No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
between project termini. 67 minutes | 77 minutes | 34 minutes | 34 minutes | 67 minutes | 77 minutes | 38 minutes | 40 minutes
Improve roadway safety. No No Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Enhance the regional
transportation network. No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Accommodate future
economic growth in the
region to enhance the No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
competitiveness of local
and regional business.

Alternatives A through

X, and Z

According to the traffic analysis conducted for the Feasible Alternatives, Alternatives A through

X and Z improve traffic flow and the level of service (LOS) on US 24 by reducing congestion
(Table 2.18). Currently, the level of service on US 24 between New Haven and Defiance ranges
between LOS D and E. For Alternatives A through X, level of service projections are LOS A for
opening year 2008 and future year 2028. Alternative Z will have LOS Ain 2008 and LOS A/B in
2028.
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Alternative Y

Travel time is also improved by Alternatives A through X, and Z (Table 2.18). Currently, average
travel time between New Haven and Defiance is approximately 55 minutes to drive 59.7 kilometers
(37 miles). With no improvements to US 24, the average travel time is expected to increase to 67
minutes in 2008 and 77 minutes in 2028. For any of the alternatives on new alignment (A
through X), the average travel time in 2008 and 2028 is estimated to be 34 minutes. Travel time
estimates for Alternative Z are 38 minutes in 2008 and 40 minutes in 2028.

In general, the efficiency of the four-lane expressway alternatives is reflected in the projected
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The average VMTs for Alternatives A through X are 123.9 million
in year 2008 and 177 millionin 2028. The VMTs projected for Alternative Z are 150.7 million for
2008 and 215 million for 2028.

Alternatives A through X, and Z are proposed as four-lane, controlled access expressways.
Using a design speed of 112.9 kph (70 mph), the alternatives were designed for high-volume,
high-speed traffic operations in accordance with AASHTO’s most current design criteria (A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2001) and current ODOT and INDOT
design criteria. Alternatives A through X, and Z divert traffic from existing US 24 to a new
expressway thus enhancing motorist safety (Table 2.18). These alternatives support the
conversion of existing US 24 to function as a local or rural collector road.

Alternatives A through X, and Z enhance the regional transportation network by separating the
local and regional traffic streams (Table 2.18). The majority of traffic will be diverted onto the
new four-lane limited access, divided highway. Even most of the local traffic commuting
between communities in the study area such as between New Haven and Defiance will
acknowledge the travel time savings achieved on a new four-lane facility. A modest percentage
of traffic, however, especially short-distance localized traffic between small communities in the
study area, farm machinery and equipment, and local delivery vehicles may continue to use
existing US 24, which would become a local roadway or frontage road.

Regional economic growth and sustainability is dependent upon several factors including the
support of transportation infrastructure. US 24 between New Haven and Defiance is not able to
meet the needs of the continually increasing volumes of local and through vehicles that utilize it.
Local economic officials have indicated that the lack of a modern regional connector is a major
detractor relative to attracting new industry to the area. Furthermore, several of the key economic
development sites in the study area are not located on US 24. A four-lane expressway will
support faster and more efficient service to the planned and existing commercial and industrial
developments in the area (Table 2.18).

On a larger scale, US 24 has become integral to the economic health of the midwestern United
States, especially in a global economic marketplace. The midwestern United States, particularly
Ohio, Michigan, and Indiana, has become a staging area for international commerce through
the Port of Toledo and the Great Lakes system with heavy usage by the automotive and steel
industries in the midwestern and southern United States. Current economic trends for supporting
"just in time" inventory delivery and international free-trade zones have encouraged American
businesses to compete internationally. To be competitive under these conditions, an efficient
transportation network is essential for quick and cost-effective transportation of raw materials
and finished goods. The US 24 Corridor is an important link in the NHS as evidenced by its
designation as a High Priority Corridor. A four-lane expressway as provided by Alternatives A
through X, and Z would provide the vital link in the regional transportation network.

Alternative Y improves the existing roadway by adding shoulders, turn lanes, and improving
intersections. Roadway safety is improved by eliminating some of the geometric and design
deficiencies. But the addition of left turning lanes at key intersections to alleviate rear-end
collisions, and to improve safety does not add sufficient additional mainline capacity. Left
turning lanes at key intersections do not reduce congestion on US 24 because the turning traffic
volumes onto crossroads are nominal when compared to the mainline traffic. Nevertheless, left
turning lanes, shoulders, and intersection improvements are beneficial roadway safety
enhancements.
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Summary

2.5.2 Step Il Analysis

With only two lanes of travel, Alternative Y does not significantly increase the capacity of the
highway and therefore the level of service does not improve. Currently, the level of service on
US 24 between New Haven and Defiance ranges between LOS D and E. Alternative Y does not
improve traffic flow and the level of service on US 24 in the future as level of service projections
range from LOS D/E in the opening year 2008 and from LOS E/F in the year 2028.

Travel time on US 24 will also increase with Alternative Y. Currently, average travel time between
New Haven and Defiance is approximately 55 minutes for the 59.7 kilometer (37-mile) trip.
Alternative Y is estimated to increase the travel time to 67 minutes in 2008 and to 77 minutes
in 2028.

As a result of the natural growth of traffic over time, the overall VMTs will increase to 149.5
million by 2008 and to 213.4 million by 2028. These estimates reflect 15 percent and 64
percent increases, respectively over current VMT levels as a result of the increased traffic
congestion.

Alternative Y will not minimize conflicts between local and through traffic. Through traffic and
local traffic on Alternative Y has only one routing option, the existing US 24 alignment. No
additional capacity or passing lanes will be added to enhance traffic flow.

With increased travel time and costs, Alternative Y does little to enhance future economic
growth in the region and the economic competitiveness of local and regional businesses.
Furthermore, Alternative Y does not improve accessibility to key economic development sites
within the study area.

Alternatives A through X, and Z meet the purpose and need of the project. Alternative Y only
partially satisfies one factor of the purpose and need. Based on the findings of the Step |
analysis, Alternative Y was eliminated from further consideration as the Preferred Alternative.

In the Step Il analysis, potential social and environmental impacts of Alternatives A through X,
and Z were assessed. This analysis is based on key environmental issues studied for the DEIS
(see Table S-1, Comparison of Impacts by Alternative) and focuses on resources of public
interest, resources unique to the study area, or resources that require state and federal permits
and\or mitigation of impacts if affected. Five environmental issues used for the Step Il analysis
are farmlands, woodlots, Category 3 forested wetlands, streams, and displacements.
Environmental issues not considered in the Step Il analysis include traffic (non-parametric
data), noise, historic resources, Section 4(f) resources, and hazardous materials. These
parameters had either similar values (non-significant variation) across all alternatives or were
considered non-controversial for this project. No priority or ranking was assigned to the five
environmental issues used for the Step Il analysis; they were considered to be of equal value in
the analysis.

On August 6,1996, Executive Order (EQ) 96-65V was issued by then Ohio Governor Voinovich
promoting the preservation of productive agricultural lands. The goal of this EO is to preserve
the state's productive agricultural land and protect against its unnecessary and irretrievable
conversion to nonagricultural uses. Nearly 90 percent of the land in the study area is in farmland
production. The productivity of this land is remarkable and forms the basis for the local economy.
The role of farmlands goes beyond the economy to forming the identity of the study area
communities. Farmlands are irreplaceable resources. Once a piece of land is removed from
production, it will likely never be farmed again. The direct loss of farmland could result from the
conversion of land by the roadway itself or by landlocking parcels.

Scattered throughout the expansive agricultural lands in the study area are upland woodlots and
forested wetlands. Historically, the study area was part of the Great Black Swamp, which
covered approximately 12 820 square kilometers (5,000 square miles) between the Indiana/
Ohio State Line and Lake Erie. During the 19th and early part of the 20th century, most of this
swamp was cleared and drained for agricultural purposes. The wooded areas scattered across
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2.5.3 Step lll Analysis

Environmental Issues

the landscape are remnants of the Great Black Swamp and are considered a rare and unique
resource of the study area by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) because they are limited
in number and size. Within the predominantly agricultural landscape, the wooded areas provide
most of the habitat for wildlife. The USFWS provided written comments requesting that every
effort be made to avoid impacting the woodlot areas and that bisecting larger woodlots would be
especially detrimental to nesting birds and other wildlife.

Forested wetland areas are located within the woodlots. Some of the forested wetlands are
classified as Category 3 wetlands based on their vegetative composition and functions and
values they provide. Category 3 wetlands are high quality wetlands and are protected by State
regulations in Ohio (OAC 3745-1-54). The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) will
not grant a 401 Water Quality Certification for any Category 3 wetland impact unless it can be
demonstrated that there is no practicable alternative and there is a demonstrated public need
for the impact.

There are numerous streams that are crossed by the alternatives. Many of these streams have
been channelized or modified for agricultural uses and are an integral part of the drainage
system of the croplands. The streams contain moderate to low water quality and qualify as
warmwater habitat as defined by the State of Ohio water quality definitions. Their Qualitative
Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) scores range between 45 and 60 for warm water habitat streams
and below 45 for limited resource water streams. None of the streams affected by the Feasible
Alternatives are classified as exceptional warm water habitat with QHEI scores of 60 or above.
In the State of Ohio, the OEPA requires mitigation for any stream impacts. Replacement ratios
are based on the quality of the stream reach being impacted. In general, the mitigation ratio for
the streams impacted by the alternatives would be 1:1, for on-site, in-kind replacement.

The study area is characterized as rural-agricultural scattered with single-family residences. In
addition, to the residential areas there are commercial and industrial developments. The
residential, commercial, and industrial developments are primarily concentrated along US 24
and local cross streets.

In the Step Il analysis, the 25 Feasible Alternatives (A through X, and Z) were compared to each
other. The comparison focused on five differentiating factors composed of 13 parameters
shown in Table 2.19. It is important to note that no priority or ranking is assigned to the five
factors. All parameters were evaluated quantitatively and considered to be of equal significance
in the analysis.

The ranges of impacts shown in Table 2.19 are separated into two categories relative to the
median value of the data set: values equal to or lower than the median, and values higher than
the median of the data set. Feasible Alternatives with seven or more of the 13 measured
parameters above the median value of the data set (>50%) were eliminated from further
consideration in the selection of the Preferred Alternative. This process eliminated 10 Feasible
Alternatives (B, D, I, K, L, N, O, P Q, and Z) from further consideration.

Based on the environmental impacts associated with Alternatives B, D, I, K, L, N, 0, P.Q, and Z,
these alternatives were eliminated from further consideration as the Preferred Alternative.

Fifteen alternatives (A, C, E, F, G, H,J, M, R, S, T, U, V, W, and X) reached the Step Il analysis.
This analysis involved a more detailed examination of the environmental impacts, as well as, a
review of public and agency comments, and right-of-way and constructability issues.

A comparison of environmental impacts reviewed during the Step Ill analysis focused on the
five differentiating factors from Step Il (farmlands, woodlots, Category 3 forested wetlands,
streams, and displacements) as well as floodplain encroachments. Environmental impacts
associated with the 15 alternatives are presented in Table 2.20. Median values for the
environmental resources were determined based on the 15 alternatives that were carried forward
to the Step Il analysis. As in the Step Il analysis, the ranges of impacts shown in Table 2.20 are
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separated into two categories relative to the median value of the data set: values equal to or lower
than the median, and values higher than the median of the data set.

TABLE 2.19

STEP Il ANALYSIS SUMMARY OF KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Differentiating Factors

Measured Parameter

Range of Impacts
Equal to or Below
Median

Alternatives with Impacts Equal
to or Below Median

Range of Impacts
Above Median

Alternatives with Impacts
Above Median

Farmlands

Farmland Affected

402-567 hectares
(993-1,401 acres)

B,D,FH L JNPRTVX?Z

568-598 hectares
(1,402-1,474 acres)

A CEGIKMOQSUW

Number of Landlocked
Parcels

41- 52

D,LH JLMNORRTVX

53-63

AB,C,EFGKQS UW?Z

Landlocked Area

345-443 hectares
(853-1,094 acres)

B,D,FHJLNPRTVXZ

488-614 hectares
(1,206-1,517 acres)

A CEGILKMOQSUW

Number of Affected
Properties in Agricultural 7-12 A B ,CDEFGHJLNP 13-15 LK,M 0, Q S U W
Districts RTVX
Number of Farm Operators 162-182 E,FJ,M,N, QRS TUVW, 183-260 A/B,CDGHILKLOPZ
Affected X
Number of Farm Residences 1-10 A B EFGHJQRS,TLU, 11-14 C,D,I,K,L,M,N,QO,P
Displaced VW, X, Z
Woodlots
Number of Woodlots 17-20 A B,C EFEGIJ K MN,DOQ, 21-36 D,H,L,R RS TXZ
Affected QU VW
Area of Woodlots Affected 13-27 hectares A C K MO 28-49 hectares B,D,E,FHIJ L NPQR,S,
(33-67 acres) (68-122 acres) TUVWXZ
Category 3 Wetlands
Area of Wetlands Affected 2-4 hectares A CEGIKMDOQ,S,U, 5-8 hectares B,D,FEH J,LN,PR T VX
(4-9 acres) W, Z (10-20 acres)
Streams
Number of Stream Crossings 44-52 53-59 LJ,K,L,M,N,0,PQ,R U Z

Q,B,C,D,E,F,G,H,S,'EV,W,

Total Length of Stream

9874-12 932 meters

ZA, C,D,EFEGHSTUWX

12 933-15 634 meters

B,I,JKLMNOPQRYV

Impacted (32,387-42,418 feet) (42,419-51,281 feet)
Displacements
Number of Residences 17-41 A CEGIKMOAQRS,T 42-106 B,D,EH J,L,N,RV X Z
Displaced uw
Number of Commercial 0-1 ,EG H I, K MO QR, 2-13 B,D,J,L,N,RPZ

Businesses Displaced

Results:
Range vs. Median

A, C,EFGHJ MRS
(Alternatives with 6 or less 0

B,D,I,K,L,N,0,PQ, Z
(Alternatives with 7 or more of 13 parameters)
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As shown in Table 2.20, Alternatives A, C, E,F, G, H, R, S, T, U, V, W, and X have 50 percent or
more of the parameters below the median value of the data set. Alternatives J and M have more
than 50 percent of the parameters above the median value.

TABLE 2.20
STEP Il ANALYSIS SUMMARY — KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Parameter Range Below Median Above Median
Number of Stream 44-58 E[F|G|H|[T[W A{J|IM]S|R|U|V
Crossings
Length of Stream 10 651-15 634 meters C|E[F|G]|H]S UIWI[X][J|M|R]V
Impacts (34,936-51,281 feet)

Total Category Ill
Forested Wetlands
Affected

2-8 hectares
(4-20 acres)

Number of Woodlots
Affected

17-24

Total Area of Woodlots
Affected

15-42 hectares
(36-103 acres)

Total Area of
Floodplain
Encroachment

8-30 hectares
(19-75 acres)

Total Area of Farmland
Affected

555-596 hectares
(1,371-1,473 acres)

Number of Affected
Properties in
Agricultural Districts

7-15

Number of Farm
Operators Affected

162-214

Number of Parcels
Landlocked

44-63

Total Area of
Landlocked Parcels

345-575 hectares
(853-1,421 acres)

Number of Residential
Displacements

17-54

Number of Commercial
Displacements

0-2

C{E[F[G|H[M

SITIU[V|IW]X]|J

Results:

Range versus Median

A, C,EFGHRSTUVWX

(Alternatives with 6 or less of the 13
parameters below the median)

M

(Alternatives with 7 or more of the
13 parameters above the median)

Public and Agency

Comments from the public and resource agencies were also evaluated in the Step Il analysis.

Comments Table 2.21 summarizes the public comments received concerning the location of the Feasible
Alternatives and certain alternative segments.
The following is a summary of the agency comments on the selection of the Preferred Alternative:
» The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) stated that Alternative C or Alternative
0 would have the least amount of wetland impacts and either one should be identified
as the Preferred Alternative.
* Inaddition, the USEPA stated that Alternatives A or M should be selected as the Preferred
Alternative if C or O are not feasible.
« The USFWS favors whichever alternative would have the least impacts on woodlands,
wetlands, and other wildlife habitat. The agency stated that this appears to be Alternative
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upgrades existing US 24.

C, although Alternative Z may also be acceptable if damages to woodlands and Section
4(f) resources are avoided or greatly reduced.
*  The Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) is not in favor of the alternative that

» The OEPA stated that based solely on impacts to streams and wetlands identified in the
Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the agency recommends Alternative
C as the Preferred Alternative.

TABLE 2.21
STEP Il ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

Comment

Consideration in Identification of the Preferred Alternative

Most of the comments received regarding the Feasible Alternatives
favored Alternative Z. Reasons given for favoring Alternative Z included
the perception that the alternative would be less disruptive to farmland
operations and other businesses in the area, and the cost to construct
would be less than the others.

The quantitative analysis in Step Il resulted in the elimination of this
alternative. The quantitative analysis approach favors alternatives with
the least involvement in the most parameters. Alternative Z has values
higher than the median for 7 of the 13 factors evaluated. Categories with
values exceeding the median include farmlands (landlocked parcels and
number of farm operations impacted); woodlots; stream crossings;
residential displacements; and business displacements.

To minimize farmland impacts, improvements to US 24 should
maximize the use of existing disturbed rights-of-way such as the
current route or railroad corridors.

All of the 15 Feasible Alternatives analyzed in Step Il use some portion
of existing right-of-way and railroad corridors.

Many individuals stated that the new route for US 24 should remain in
the vicinity of the existing alignment to allow businesses to maintain
contact with transportation facilities, to minimize farmland impacts, to
use land already disturbed by a transportation corridor and develop-
ment, and to minimize construction costs.

Alternatives A, C, E, F, G, H, M, V, and W are located near existing US 24
and along transportation corridors.

In Indiana, Segment 1 was favored over Segment 2 because of greater
impacts to a church, nurseries, and farmland along Segment 2.

In Woodburn, Segment 8 was preferred because it would minimize
traffic impacts on local roads. North of Woodburn is an industrial park
and a steel plant that generate truck traffic. Segment 7 would result in
trucks traveling through Woodburn to access the industrial park and
steel plant.

Alternatives A, C, J, and M contain Segment 1.

Alternatives A, C, E, F, G, and H contain Segment 8.

In Ohio, Segment 8 was preferred over Segment 7. The public
considered Segment 7 to be too far away from Antwerp. Segment 8
provides a bypass around the Village of Antwerp, which could be built
in the first phase of construction. This bypass would alleviate traffic
congestion in Antwerp while the other sections of US 24 are con-
structed.

Alternatives A, C, E, F, G, and H contain Segment 8.

In Ohio, public comment favored Segment 10 over Segment 11
because of the concern for possible long delays and reroutes of
emergency vehicles.

Alternatives J, R, S, and T contain Segment 10.

In Ohio, Segment 18 was preferred over Segment 19. The City of
Defiance believes that Segment 19 and the proposed interchange at
May Road are too far from the City and its future industrial develop-
ment sites to provide much benefit to the community. In addition,
Segment 19 passes through the middle of a large dairy farm.

Alternatives F, H, J, R, T, V, and X contain Segment 18.

existing transportation corridors.

Comments received from citizens and public officials indicate a preference for an alignment that
is close to existing US 24 and follows existing transportation corridors. Alternative Segments
1,3,8,11,12,13, 14,19, and 20 are located in close proximity to existing US 24 and/or are
located along existing transportation corridors. Of the eight segments that comprise each
alternative, Alternatives A, G, E, G, M, and W include five or more of these segments. Interms
of overall length, 40 to 45 percent of Alternatives A, C, E, F, G, H, M, and V are located along
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Right-of-Way/
Constructability Issues

Proximity to existing US 24 is also an important consideration for the phased construction likely
to occur for the selected alternative. The new US 24 expressway will be constructed in several
sections. During construction, motorists will be able to use the new sections of the highway as
they are completed. Alternatives in close proximity to the existing US 24 alignment will benefit
motorists with shorter temporary construction detours and immediate linkage from existing US
24 to completed segments of the new highway as they open for traffic. Alternatives near existing
US 24 are also consistent with comments received from citizens and public officials that indicate
a preference for an alignment that is close to the existing highway.

Another factor evaluated under the constructability review focused on the impact of traffic
patterns in the City of Woodburn. Alternatives using Segment 7 would force the routing of
northbound traffic through the town creating congestion on the local roads. A component of
this traffic is heavy trucks associated with industrial businesses located north of Woodburn.
Alternatives J, M, R, S, T, U, W, and X contain Segment 7. In addition, Segment 2 is considered
by local residents as having a negative impact on the community of Gar Creek. Segment 2 is
also not supported by Indiana representatives, lacks consistency with existing Allen County
comprehensive plans, is located away from the existing transportation facilities, and is not
generally supported by the public. Alternatives E, F, G, H, R, S, T, U, V, W, and X contain
Segment 2.

Drainage of highway runoff was another component of the constructability review. Soils in the
region tend to be poorly or very poorly drained. Known drainage problems occur in Segments
12 and 16, which parallel the south side of the Maumee & Western Railroad in Paulding County,
Ohio. Inthese areas, water flows north toward the Maumee River. Culverts installed at intervals
under the tracks at intervals provide minimal connections for proper drainage. The railroad
ballast and the limited size of the culverts create a barrier for surface water south of the tracks
flowing to the north north. The addition of a highway alignment along the south side of the
railroad tracks would increase the drainage problem in this area. Stormwater runoff from the
highway would be added to the existing surface water flowing north through the railroad culverts.
The additional water would exacerbate the current drainage situation and could result in negative
impacts to agricultural land south of the railroad. Alternatives A, E, M, and U contain both
Segments 12 and 16, while Alternatives F, J, R, and V contain Segment 12 only. These
alternatives could result in even greater impacts to cropland south of the railroad.

2.5.4 Step lll Based on the examination of the environmental impacts, public and agency comments, and

Analysis Results review of right-of-way and constructability issues, Alternative C was identified as the Preferred
Alternative in April 2001. Alternative C was found to minimize environmental impacts and
constructability and right-of-way issues. It also addressed the concerns of the general public
and resource agencies. Alternative C reflected the best/fit/resource based used of the Feasible
Alternatives. Features of Alternative C are summarized below:

« Alternative C has 49 total stream crossing; the total length of stream impactis 11 152
meters (36,577 feet). Of the total length, 8044 meters (26,383 feet) of limited resource
water streams are affected and 3108 meters (10,194 feet) of warm water habitat streams
are affected.

» Alternative C impacts 6.9 hectares (17.1 acres) of wetlands in total, including 1.1
hectares (2.7 acres) of Category 3 forested wetlands.

» Alternative C impacts 14.7 hectares (36.4 acres) of woodlot area, within a total of 19
woodlots.

« Alternative C displaces 47 residences and one businesses.

» Alternative C impacts 28.8 hectares (71.1 acres) of floodplain area.

» The expressway cost associated with Alternative C is $161,100,234. This total amount
includes $144,393,373 for construction and $16,706,861 for right-of-way.

» Alternative C includes two segments that are favored by the public (Segments 1 and 8)
and includes two segments that are not favored by the public (Segments 11 and 19).

» Alternative C utilizes existing transportation corridors in Segments 1, 8, 11, 13, 14,
19, and 20, approximately 44 percent of the total 58-kilometer (36-mile) project length.

» Alternative C follows Segment 13, located north of the Maumee & Western Railroad.
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This segment minimizes drainage impacts to adjacent cropland.

» Alternative C impacts 591.6 hectares (1,461.9 acres) of agricultural land involving
11 farm residences, 214 farm operators, and 7 agricultural districts.

» Alternative C results in 63 landlocked parcels totaling 556.4 hectares (1,374.3 acres).

The identification of Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative was the focus of public meetings
held on May 1, 2, and 3, 2001. During the two-week comment period that followed the public
meetings, ODOT received numerous comments regarding the recommendation of Alternative
C. Citizens and local officials in the Defiance area requested that Alternative D be reconsidered
as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative D follows the same route as Alternative C from the
intersection with 1-469 in Indiana to Defiance County, Ohio. In Defiance County, Alternative C
follows Segments 14 and 19, while Alternative D follows Segments 15 and 18.

Alternative C was also presented to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and OEPA
during a field review on May 10, 2001. The focus of this meeting was the Category 3 wetlands
within Alternative Segments 14, 15, 18, and 19. During the agency field review, the OEPA
recommended that Alternative D be selected as the Preferred Alternative to eliminate impacts
to Wetland S-4, which is located in Segment 19 of Alternative C. S-4 is a high-quality, forested
wetland located in the floodplain of a tributary to the Maumee River. In correspondence dated
May 24, 2001, the OEPA suggested that construction of an embankment through Wetland R-
1 located within Alternative D (Segment 18) would result in less overall wetland impacts than
culverting Wetland S-4 in Alternative C.

As a result of public and agency input, it was determined that detailed environmental studies
(i.e. archaeology surveys, wetlands delineations, and threatened and endangered species
surveys) would be conducted on both Alternatives C and D. Following completion of wetlands
delineations, additional engineering designs were developed with the intention of minimizing
impacts on wetlands. In Paulding County, the Preferred Alternative was shifted to the north
between US 127 and C-224, which reduced impacts to Wetland NO-15 from 1.8 hectares (4.5
acres) to 1.0 hectares (2.5 acres), a 64 percent reduction. Within Segment 18 in Defiance
County, design refinements reduced impacts to R-1, a Category 3 forested wetland. These
engineering refinements resulted in the development of a 27™ alternative — Alternative D-1,
which minimizes impacts to Category 3 wetlands, which is shown is Figure 2.12.

On February 14, 2002 a meeting was held with the USACE and OEPA to discuss wetland
impacts resulting from Alternatives C and D-1. In comparison, overall wetland impacts
associated with Alternative D-1 are greater than Alternative C. But Alternative D-1 will impact
a smaller area of Category 3 wetlands than Alternative C. In addition, the land adjacent to
Wetland R-1 could provide for several mitigation options such as restoration, preservation,
and creation. The area adjacent to Wetland S-4 is limited for wetland mitigation options.

Following the February 14, 2002 meeting, the USACE and the OEPA provided written comments
regarding the wetland impacts and mitigation options associated with Alternatives C and D. The
USACE commented that Alternative D is the least damaging practical alternative and recommended
the minimization alignment (Alternative D-1) as the Preferred Alternative. The USACE also stated
that preservation of Wetlands RC-1 and R-1 combined with wetland creation would be acceptable
for mitigation. In addition, the OEPA commented that the ODOT should investigated several
alternative alignments through the RC-1 and R-1 wetland complex, which minimize direct and
indirectimpacts. The OEPA stated that preservation of Wetlands RC-1 and R-1 with a forested
buffer combined with wetlands creation or restoration is acceptable.

Based on public comments, the May 10, 2001 agency field review, the findings of the wetland
delineation surveys, the February 14, 2002 agency meeting, and concurrence by the USACE
and OEPA, Alternative D-1 was identified as the Preferred Alternative for the US 24 New Haven to
Defiance project in May 2002. Features of Alternative D-1 are summarized in the following:

» Alternative D-1 has 26 total stream crossings, impacting 6155 meters (20,189 feet) of
streams. Of the total length of impact, 5339 meters (17,513 feet) are limited resource
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water streams and 816 meters (2,676 feet) are warm water habitat streams.
Alternative D-1 impacts 9.1 hectares (22.5 acres) of wetlands in total, including 0.9
hectares (2.3 acres) of Category 3 forested wetlands.

Alternative D-1 impacts 35.7 hectares (87.7 acres), within a total of 20 woodlots.
Alternative D-1 impacts 51 residences and two commercial businesses.

Alternative D-1 impacts 28.0 hectares (69.2 acres) of floodplain area.

The estimated freeway/expressway combination cost for Alternative D-1 is
$221,702,866. This total amount includes $204,971,652 for construction and
$16,731,214 for right-of-way.

Alternative D-1 includes three segments that are favored by the public (Segments 1,
8, and 18) and includes one segment not favored by the public (Segment 11).
Alternative D-1 utilizes existing transportation corridors in Segments 1, 8, 11, 13, 15,
and 20, approximately 45 percent of the total length.

Alternative D-1 follows Segment 13, located north of the Maumee & Western Railroad.
This segment minimizes drainage impacts to cropland.

Alternative D-1 impacts 560.0 hectares (1,384 acres) of agricultural land involving
10 farm residences, 214 farm operators, and six agricultural districts.

Alternative D-1 results in 41 landlocked parcels totaling 179.8 hectares (444 acres).
With mitigation (construction of service roads), this impact is reduced to 29 parcels,
totaling 99.2 hectares (245 acres).

In October 2002, INDOT indicated its intention to construct US 24 as a four-lane divided freeway
with full access control between [-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line. The existing 1-469/US
24 interchange will be upgraded to maintain free-flow operation for freeway-to-freeway
movements (system-to-system interchange).

Nineteen conceptual alternatives were developed and evaluated leading the selection of three
Feasible Alternatives (Alternatives 12, 13, and 14) for further development and analysis. The
evaluation is documented in a separate report entitled /-469 and US 24 Interchange Conceptual
Alternatives Summary (May 2003). The evaluation of the Feasible Alternatives included a
preliminary impact assessment, which indicated the following for Alternatives 12, 13, and 14:

The costs of the three alternatives range from $30.9 million to $37.8 million.

All three alternatives provide free-flow movements for the critical traffic movements
and provide adequate loop radii to meet the minimum ramp design speed (40.3 kph
[25 mph]).

Estimated weaving distance that can be provided with Alternative 13 is 365.9 meters
(1,200 feet). Alternative 12 provides at two at-grade intersections, eliminating the
need for a weaving area. Alternative 14 provides for one at-grade connection,
eliminating the need for weaving areas.

None of the alternatives meets the design criteria for minimum ramp terminal, requiring
adjustments in the design studies.

All three alternatives result in the displacement of five residences.

Additional right-of-way needed to construct the interchange ranges from 16.4 hectares
(40.4 acres) to 19.0 hectares (46.9 acres).

Each of the three alternatives requires three crossings of intermittent streams affecting
approximately 2870 meters (9,410 feet) in total.

Wetland encroachments are similar for all three alternatives, totaling approximately
0.08 hectares (0.2 acres).

Woodlot impacts (including encroachments on forested wetlands) are also similar for
the three alternatives (approximately 0.8 hectares [1.9 acres]).

The three alternatives will result in a 2.3-hectare (5.8-acre) encroachment on the 100-
year floodplain of the Maumee River.

Affected land uses are agricultural, residential, open space, and transportation (existing
highway right-of-way) for all three alternatives. Impacts to the agricultural land uses
range from 9.4 hectares (23.3 acres) to 11.3 hectares (28.1 acres); 2.9 hectares (7.2
acres) to 3.6 hectares (8.8 acres) to residential land uses, and 4.0 hectares (10.0
acres) to 4.3 hectares (10.4 acre) of open space.
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2.6.1 Accommodations
for Amish
Transportation Needs

* None of the alternatives are anticipated to require acquisition of land from within the
NRHP boundary set for the Niemeyer Farm property (a NRHP-eligible resource). For
Alternative 14, this is based on the assumption that the southbound 1-469 to westbound
US 24 ramp can be constructed within the existing right-of-way, thereby avoiding
impacts to the historic property.

The reported impacts are preliminary and are subject to change based on the further development
of Alternatives 12, 13, and 14. The results of the detailed engineering and environmental
studies will be presented at the US 24 New Haven to Defiance Public Hearing and will be
discussed in the FEIS.

Since the identification of Alternative D-1 as the Preferred Alternative, investigation into several
design refinements were undertaken, which focused on:

* Accommodation of the transportation needs of the Amish population residing in Allen
County.

» |dentification of potential design changes for local road crossings to accommodate
the transportation needs of farm operators affected by the Preferred Alternative.

« Addition of service roads to provide access to properties landlocked by the Preferred
Alternative.

« Completion of detailed traffic analysis of operational characteristics at intersections

and interchanges with crossroads.

Development of interchange designs for SR 49 and US 127 crossings.

Evaluation of options for median design.

Development of design refinements to minimize impacts on affected wetlands.

Evaluation of the potential use of the Maumee & Western Railroad right-of-way.

Inclusion of the Antwerp Bypass in the Preferred Alternative.

Revisions to the proposed interchange at SR 424 to avoid the displacement of

residential housing in the Bohiman Trailer Park.

These efforts have been undertaken in response to specific comments made by the public and
resource agencies on the Preferred Alternative. The main objective of the investigations is to
identify mitigation strategies that result in the avoidance of or minimization of impacts to sensitive
resources.

In Allen County, Indiana, members of the Amish community have expressed safety concerns
regarding the at-grade intersections originally proposed along the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative D-1). Representatives of the Amish community explained that since they travel by
horse and buggy or by foot, overpasses would be safer than at-grade intersections for crossing
US 24. They noted that horses are unpredictable and sometimes will not stand and wait for
traffic to pass before crossing an at-grade intersection. In addition, teams of four to eight draft
horses are used to pull farm equipment and the total length of farm equipment and horses is
generally 18.3 meters (60 feet). Medians are typically 25 meters (82 feet) wide in Indiana, which
could accommodate the horses and farm equipment. Due to the unpredictable nature of horses,
crossing a four-lane highway using an at-grade intersection is unsafe and it could be disastrous
if ateam of horses is in the median waiting to cross two lanes of road and the horses startto back
up or go forward out of the control of the driver into oncoming traffic. The farmers stated that
the best locations for interchanges or overpasses for the Amish Community would be Ryan/
Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, which are main north-south routes across the Maumee
River.

In response to the Amish community concerns, several options to provide grade-separated
crossings in Allen County were developed and evaluated. A meeting was held on September 5,
2002 with members of the Amish Community and representatives from the ODOT and INDOT to
discuss the transportation needs of the Amish. Instead of interchanges at Ryan/Bruick and
Webster roads, the INDOT had proposed to provide a grade-separated crossing at Berthaud
Road, which would allow Amish vehicles to safely cross the new highway. The Amish
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commented that Berthaud Road was too long of a detour from their current routine travel routes.
The additional mileage would take time away from their work and also tire their horses. The
farmers emphasized that the best locations for grade-separated crossings for the Amish
Community would be Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, which are main north-
south routes crossing the Maumee River. With the change in design from expressway to
freeway, INDOT will construct interchanges at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101.

Farmlands were identified as a critical concern early in the US 24 project, and issues important
to farm operations were reviewed during the development of the Preferred Alternative. Where
possible, the alignment follows along property lines, fencerows, and adjacent to or within
previously existing disturbed rights-of-way such as the existing US 24 Corridor and the Maumee
& Western Railroad.

Landlocked Parcels / Service Road Study

Atotal of 41 parcels would be landlocked by construction of the Preferred Alternative and would
result in the acquisition of more property than required for the highway right-of-way. The 41
parcels cover approximately 179.8 hectares (444 acres) of land. To minimize the number of
landlocked parcels, a Service Road Study was conducted to review the practicality and feasibility
of providing access to the parcels landlocked by the Preferred Alternative. The study is
documented in detail in a separate report entitled US 24 New Haven to Defiance Service Road
Study - Draft (December 2002).

Based on the evaluation, eleven service roads are justified, eliminating the need to purchase
80.6 hectares (199 acres) landlocked by the Preferred Alternative. Six of the service roads will
be constructed in Allen County, providing access to 45.3 hectares (112 acres) of land. Three
service roads are recommended in Paulding County, which will provide access to 3.6 hectares
(9.8 acres). In Defiance County, two service roads are proposed providing access to 31.2
hectares (77 acres).

Local Roads Important to Agricultural Operations

The impacts to the local roadway network and access for agricultural operations has also been
addressed during the development of the Preferred Alternative. As listed below, 10 roadways in
Allen County identified as being important to local farming operations would be affected by
Alternative D-1; 13 in Paulding County; and one in Defiance County.

»  Allen County: Ryan/Bruick Road, Bremer Road, Webster Road, Rousey Road, Sampson
Road, SR 101, Gustin Road, State Line Road, Slusher Road, Woodburn Road, and
Maumee Center Road.

* Paulding County: T-21/C-21, T-51, C-11, T-43, SR 49, C-87, C-176, C-180, T-61/C-
61, C-83/T-83, US 127, C-206, T-224/C-224.

» Defiance County: Powers Road.

As presented at the public meetings held in June 2002, several local roadways important to
farming operations would be closed or severed in Allen and Paulding counties, including
Bremer, Rousey, and Gustin roads, T-61, and T-83. Where the Preferred Alternative would
cross other important roadways, at-grade intersections or grade-separated crossings were
proposed.

Changes in the design of the Preferred Alternative have been made in response to comments
received on the Preferred Alternative. Within Allen County, the Preferred Alternative has been
redesigned as a freeway. Consequently, most of the crossings at important local roadways have
been redesigned as grade-separated crossings, with the exception of Gustin Road and Rousey
Road crossings. Interchanges are proposed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101,
while overpasses/underpasses will be constructed at Sampson, Woodburn, and State Line
roads. The grade-separated crossings will minimize impacts to agricultural traffic by eliminating
delays associated with at-grade crossings. Bremer, Gustin, and Rousey roads will be closed at
the Preferred Alternative, as proposed at the June 2002 Public Meetings.
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On November 13, 2002, representatives of the ODOT met with local officials from Paulding
County and the Paulding County Engineer to discuss the Preferred Alternative and impacts on
the local roadway system. Based on input received during the meeting, the design of the
Preferred Alternative at several crossings with local roads important to agricultural operations
has been modified. Grade-separated crossings are proposed at C-11, T-43, SR 49, and US
127, which were previously proposed as at-grade crossings. The C-180 and C-224 crossings,
also previously designed as at-grade crossings, will be closed. The T-83 crossing, previously
to be closed, has been redesigned as an at-grade crossing. T-61/C-61 remains closed at the
Preferred Alternative

No local roadways important to farming operations will be closed or severed in Defiance County
as a result of construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Drainage

The engineering studies conducted on the Preferred Alternative include a drainage analysis.
This analysis developed a system of ditches and embankments for controlling storm water
runoff from the new highway. The study also examined the impacts that the new highway and
associated ditches and embankments would have on individual property owners' croplands
and tile systems. On July 16, 2002, representatives from the ODOT and Soil and Water
Conservation Districts (SWCD) for Paulding and Defiance counties met to discuss the drainage
issues associated with the Preferred Alternative. The ODOT presented the proposed conceptual
drainage design for the Preferred Alternative and requested comments from the SWCD
representatives. It was recommended that the SWCD work with property owners to ensure
that surface drainage and field tile systems are not negatively affected by construction of the
Preferred Alternative.

Changes to the local roadway network were coordinated with local officials and design
refinements have been developed for the Preferred Alternative (D-1) in response to public
comments received during Concurrence Point #2. Construction of the Preferred Alternative
will affect the local roadways in several ways:

» Fifteen crossroads will be closed given minimal traffic volumes or unacceptable sight
distance characteristics (Harper, Bremer, Berthaud, Rousey, and Gustin roads in Allen
County; T-29, C-180, T-150, T-61, T-69, C-224, C-123, T-129, and T-139 in Paulding
County; and Ashwood Road in Defiance County).

»  Four crossroads will be realigned to intersect with other roadways instead of the new
highway (Maumee Center Road in Allen County; T-51 and C-206 in Paulding County;
and Powers Road in Defiance County).

* Interchanges are proposed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101 in Allen
County; SR 49 and US 127 in Paulding County; and SR 424 in Defiance County.

» Tenlocal roads will remain open with overpasses or underpasses constructed across
the new highway (Doyle, Woodburn, Woodburn, Bull Rapids, and State Line roads in
Allen County; C-11, T-43, and C-105/T-105 in Paulding County; and Krouse and
Switzer roads in Defiance County).

» The crossings at the remaining local roads are designed as at-grade intersections.

Traffic traveling local roads where overpasses and underpasses will be constructed across the
new highway will not experience delays. The provision of full interchanges at Ryan/Bruick
Road, Webster Road, SR 101, SR 49, US 127, and SR 424 will also allow for continuous flow
of traffic onto and off of the Preferred Alternative with little delay to motorists. Where road
closures are proposed, it is assumed that the traffic will travel to the nearest roadway that
crosses or intersects the Preferred Alternative.

The flow of traffic on certain north-south crossroads will be impacted by the new highway due
to the proposed at-grade intersections. Capacity analyses were conducted for each of the
proposed at-grade intersections. The results of the capacity analyses indicate that the majority
of the at-grade intersections will operate at a LOS C for the crossroad traffic movements under
2008 and 2028 traffic conditions. The analyses and results are presented in a detail in a
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separate report entitled US 24 Traffic Impact Analysis for the Preferred Alternative (June 2003).

In the City of Defiance, the existing intersection of US 24 and West High Street will be closed as
a result of the construction of the Preferred Alternative and the existing at-grade intersection will
be replaced with an overpass. West High Street will remain open to traffic with an overpass
constructed over West High Street to carry the Preferred Alternative over it. Public opinion is
divided at West High Street. Several residents and public officials have requested that an
interchange be constructed at this location to maintain access to US 24 at West High Street.
Community representatives are concerned that eliminating access to US 24 at West High Street
would be detrimental to economic development on the west side of the City of Defiance. Other
citizens have stated that they do not want an interchange at West High Street.

In response to the public comments, a separate traffic study was conducted to determine the
secondary impacts on the local road network resulting from closing the US 24/Switzer Road/
West High Street intersection. The study is documented in a separate report entitled City of
Defiance, Ohio Traffic Study: Assessment of Traffic Impacts Due to the Proposed Grade
Separation of US 24 and West High Street (February 2003). The traffic study determined that
future capacity problems on the local roads will occur as a result of the increase in background
traffic as well as the increase in traffic generated by planned developments in the surrounding
area. Future capacity problems on local roads will occur regardless of the existence of an
interchange at US 24 and West High Street/Switzer Road.

At this time, ODOT is not proposing to construct an interchange at Switzer Road and West High
Street as part of the US 24 project. An interchange at this location is not recommended because
itis less than 1.6 kilometers (one mile) to the existing US 24/SR 15 interchange. According to
0DOT’s Location and Design Manual, interchanges within urban areas should not be spaced
closer than an average of 3.2 kilometers (two miles) and a minimum distance of 1.6 kilometers
(one mile).

Prior to October 2002, INDOT was proposing to initially construct an expressway with at-grade
intersections at Ryan/Bruick, Webster, Bull Rapids, and State Line roads, and SR 101 and then
upgrade the facility to a freeway with full access control in the future. To support the phased
construction of the freeway, an expanded right-of-way footprint was used for the evaluation of
the Feasible Alternatives between 1-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line. Under Indiana state
law, INDOT is permitted to purchase (condemn) right-of-way for a freeway and to preserve the
right-of-way for future freeway development.

In October 2002, INDOT indicated its intention to construct US 24 as a four-lane divided freeway
with full access control between I-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line. Access will be provided
via interchanges to be constructed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101. In
addition to the three new interchanges, the existing 1-469/US 24 interchange will be upgraded
to maintain free-flow operation for freeway-to-freeway movements (system-to-system
interchange). The interchange alternatives and associated impacts will be presented to the
public for comment at the US 24 Public Hearing. Following the public comment period, a
preferred interchange alternative will be selected and will be presented in the US 24 New Haven
to Defiance FEIS.

The design for US 24 provides for a freeway between 1-469 and the proposed Indiana/Ohio
State Line and an expressway between the state line and the eastern terminus at SR 15 in
Defiance. The use of this terminology suggests that the function of the two facilities will vary
between Indiana and Ohio; however, this is not the case. The FHWA, AASHTO, INDQOT, and
0DOT classify the function of freeways and expressways as principal arterials. FHWA defines
afreeway as “a divided highway facility with full control of access and two or more lanes for the
exclusive use of through traffic in each direction”, and expressway as “a divided highway
facility with partial control of access and two or more lanes for the exclusive use of through
traffic in each direction; includes grade separations at most major intersections” (Highway
Performance Monitoring System Field Manual, December 2000). Functional classified as the
same type of facility (Principal Arterial), both facility types (freeway and expressway) provide for
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high-speed travel with the only difference being access management design.

A closer look at Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) shows that the design actually provides
for a freeway between -469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line and between the Paulding/Defiance
County Line and SR 66. In these locations, the land use of the surrounding communities is
either urban in nature or rural and targeted for economic development by local planning
organizations. The section between the Indiana/Ohio State Line and the Paulding/Defiance
County Line will be constructed as an expressway as the surrounding land use is rural in
character. Paulding County has experience modest growth in comparison to Allen and Defiance
Counties. The predominant land use in Paulding County is agriculture and conversion to
residential development is the current trend.

Furthermore, traffic volumes are not constant along the US 24 Corridor between New Haven and
Defiance. Traffic volumes on US 24 in Allen County and Defiance County are higher than in
Paulding County. The largest volumes are found on the section of US 24 between New Haven
and Woodburn, Indiana, exceeding 11,000 vehicles per day. This is attributed to the daily
commuting that takes place between suburban communities and jobs in New Haven/Fort Wayne
in addition to through trips. The section of US 24 between SR 424 and the City of Defiance
ranks second for highest daily traffic volume, carrying more than 10,700 trips per day. This is
also attributed to the daily commuting which takes place to jobs in Defiance in addition to
through trips. The lowest traffic volumes on US 24 are found in Paulding County due to the
rural setting of the area. In general, average daily traffic volumes are 9,000 vehicles per day.

The differences in “facility type” for the US 24 Preferred Alternative are consistent with FHWA's
Context Sensitive Design approach to project development. The freeway design applied to the
Allen and Defiance counties sections of the proposed highway is appropriate for urban, target
growth, and high traffic volumes areas. This highway design will accommodate existing and
future transportation needs of these dynamic areas. In the rural setting of Paulding County, an
expressway is an appropriate solution to the transportation needs of the area. This design will
accommodate existing and future transportation needs as the county continues to experience
modest economic growth.

For the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project, the evolution of alternative development, beginning
with the identification of the Feasible Corridors and continuing through the development of
Feasible Alternatives, the identification of a Preferred Alternative, and the development of design
refinements for the Preferred Alternative, reflects of the integration of public comment into the
design process. For the Preferred Alternative, the decision to provide interchanges in Allen
County came about through the evaluation of mitigation to offset impacts to the Amish community,
farm operators, and the Allen County Schools’ transportation needs. Ultimately to provide safe
facilities for the Amish, farm operators, school buses, US 24 motorists, and local roadway
users, the placement of interchanges at the major local roadways became the most cost-effective
option. The provision of grade-separated crossings at low volumes roadways in Paulding and
Defiance counties rather than closing the roads, in many cases, was based on input from the
public and municipal officials. The end result is a safe and user-friendly facility that is consistent
with the character of the surrounding community and supports the travel needs of the communities
being served by the facility.

In comments submitted as part of Concurrence Point #2 coordination, the USFWS indicated
that the right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative could be reduced by changing the median
design from a grassed median to a concrete barrier median or similar design. This option was
evaluated, but is not considered to be feasible.

The Preferred Alternative is designed to meet current AASHTO design standards for a controlled
access expressway. For rural divided highways such as US 24, AASHTO recommends that flat,
unobstructed medians be used with widths as wide as practical. The principle functions of a
median are to separate opposing travel lanes, provide a recovery area for out of control vehicles,
provide stopping areas for vehicles in case of emergencies, allow space for storage of vehicles,
and minimize headlight glare. Medians can also preserve space for future expansion of the
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highway. The principle function of a median barrier is simply to minimize the possibility of an
errant vehicle crossing into the path of traffic traveling in the opposite direction. The design of
narrow medians with barriers can be enhanced to provide for left turn lanes and emergency
stopping areas.

Relative to motorist safety, medians are used to separate opposing travel lanes. For relatively
wide medians, the probability of a vehicle crossing the median and colliding with a vehicle in
the opposing direction is relatively low. Rural and urban highways are designed to include a
"clear zone" - an unobstructed, relatively flat area provide beyond the edge of the travel lanes
forthe recovery of errant vehicles. For rural highways in areas with flat terrain features, AASHTO
recommends that the clear zone be a minimum of 9.0 meters (30 feet) in width from the edge
of pavement, which can include shoulders and auxiliary travel lanes (AASHTO, 1996). The
"clear zone" should be free of "unyielding" objects such as trees, sign supports, utility poles,
light poles, and other objects that can severely damage out-of-control vehicles. Where such
objects are placed in the clear zone, additional protection to minimize vehicle damage is generally
provided.

The physical separation of opposing travel lanes is recommended not only to reduce to the
potential for crossover accidents, but also to enhance driver comfort. Flat, unobstructed medians
are recommended on rural expressways to reduce effects of headlight glare as well as air and
noise pressure from passing vehicles thereby minimizing driver-related stress.

Wide medians are a desirable feature for highways with unsignalized intersections to provide
adequate storage of vehicles crossing the highway. Where a median is 7.5 meters (25 feet) or
more in width, passenger cars turning left or crossing the highway will have adequate space to
stop safely in the median area. Medians less than 7.5 meters (25 feet) in width should be
avoided because vehicles stopped in the median may encroach on the travel lanes, unprotected
from through traffic. Of particular concern are larger vehicles such as school buses, farm
vehicles, and freight vehicles where the lengths typically exceed 15 meters (50 feet).

In addition to motorist safety and operational issues, grassed medians also provide environmental
benefits. Grassed medians are pervious and therefore provide storage areas for highway drainage
and the filtration of pollutants contained in highway runoff including chemicals from winter
maintenance (snowy/ice removal). For facilities using median barriers, extensive enclosed
drainage systems are constructed to convey highway runoff from the roadway surface. In
addition to the initial construction cost, such drainage systems require maintenance and upkeep
which often require temporary closure of travel lanes. While grass medians also require upkeep
(grass-cutting), this can be achieved without travel interruptions.

Relative to winter maintenance and motorist safety, grass medians provide ample space for
snow storage while median barriers limit the space available for snow storage and keep the
snow within the clear zone of the facility. Furthermore, rural highways constructed with grassed
median or median barriers are subjected to the effects of snow drifting across the highway. Over
the past decade, innovations in winter maintenance have been introduced which greatly enhance
winter maintenance on rural highways and significantly reduce maintenance costs. These
innovations include the provision of snow fences, use of alternative chemical solutions to
traditional salt and sand for pavement deicing, and implementation of computerized systems to
inventory roadway surface conditions as well as disperse deicing chemicals.

The effect of median design on wildlife populations was also evaluated. To date, most efforts
have focused on developing methodologies to evaluate impacts on wildlife and the design of
sophisticated wildlife crossings (overpasses, bridges, oversized culverts, etc.). No studies
were found comparing the effects of alternate median designs on wildlife populations.

However, reducing the right-of-way footprint through the provision of concrete medians is not
considered to be feasible given the traffic volumes, the rural setting of the study area, the
provision of numerous at-grade intersections along the Preferred Alternative, and the need to
accommodate turning and crossing movements by large vehicles (school buses, farm equipment,
and freight trucks).
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2.6.6 Minimization of
Wetland Impacts

2.6.7 Use of the
Maumee & Western
Railroad Corridor

2.6.8 Inclusion of the
Antwerp Bypass

Following completion of wetlands delineations, additional engineering designs were developed
with the intention of minimizing impacts on wetlands. In Paulding County, the Preferred Alternative
was shifted to the north between US 127 and C-224, which reduced impacts to Wetland NO-15
from 1.8 hectares (4.5 acres) to 1.0 hectares (2.5 acres).

In April 2001, the ODOT selected Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative for the US 24 New
Haven to Defiance project. Alternative C was presented to the USACE and OEPA during a field
review on May 10, 2001. The focus of this meeting was the Category 3 wetlands present
within Segments 14, 15, 18, and 19. In the Defiance area, Alternative C impacts 1.4 hectares
(3.4 acres) of wetlands, including 0.3 hectares (0.7 acres) of Category 2 wetlands, and 1.1
hectares (2.7 acres) of Category 3 wetlands. Within Segments 15 and 18, Alternative D
impacts 5.2 hectares (12.8 acres) of wetlands including 2.6 hectares (6.5 acres) of Category
3 wetlands.

During the agency field review, the OEPA recommended that Alternative D be selected as the
Preferred Alternative to eliminate impacts to Wetland S-4, which is located in Segment 19
(Alternative C). S-4 is a high-quality, forested wetland located in the floodplain of a tributary to
the Maumee River. In correspondence dated May 24, 2001, the OEPA suggested that
construction of an embankment through Wetland R-1 located within Segment 18 (Alternative
D) would result in less overall wetland impacts than culverting Wetland S-4 in Alternative C.

Following the field review, additional engineering designs were developed to minimize impacts
on wetlands, particularly the Category 3 forested wetlands located in Segment 18. This resulted
in the development of a 27" alternative — Alternative D-1, which reduces wetland impacts to 4.7
hectares (11.6 acres) within Segments 15 and 18.

Afrequent comment received at the Concurrence Point #1 and #2 Public Meetings is to locate
the proposed four-lane limited access facility within the existing right-of-way of the Maumee &
Western Railroad. In consideration of this comment, ODOT presented the concept to the ORDC.
The ORDC indicated a preference to preserve the Maumee & Western Railroad corridor for future
rail use, thereby greatly reducing the feasibility of the concept (Letter, from James F. Seney,
ORDC, January 23, 2002). Factors noted by the ORDC supporting preservation of the Maumee
& Western Railroad corridor for future freight use include:

« Rail users need both connections with the NS and CSX rail lines. Severing the Maumee
& Western line would result in reroutes of freight traffic adding cost, time, and inefficiency
in freight movement.

e The current configuration provides direct connections to two major railroads.
Eliminating these connections makes development sites along the rail line less attractive
to rail-dependent businesses. Furthermore, the economic development benefits of
the corridor are enhanced by the presence of two transportation modes.

* The Maumee & Western Railroad is an active railroad carrying approximately 4,000
carloads per year. While itis in need of improvements, it is not a corridor that the ORDC
expects to be abandoned in the near future.

»  Preservation is important for future freight planning considerations, as the line provides
important connections to major freight rail networks. Additionally, the line may have
potential for passenger rail service and is being considered in the Midwest Rail
Initiatives Study.

Based on input from the ORDC, conversion of the Maumee & Western Railroad corridor for
highway use is not feasible and has been eliminated from further consideration.

Incorporated into the design of the Preferred Alternative is a bypass around the Village of
Antwerp. The proposed highway will be constructed in sections and it is assumed that the
portion near Antwerp will be the first segment constructed. By constructing this section first,
the traffic congestion in Antwerp will be alleviated. The bypass includes western and eastern
two-lane segments that would connect to the new four-lane expressway. To the west, a new
roadway will be constructed between C-11 and C-21 to provide the connection between the
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2.6.9 Avoidance of
the Bohlman Trailer
Park

2.7 MITIGATION

new highway and existing US 24. In the east, a two-lane road on new alignment will be
constructed between existing US 24 and the Preferred Alternative. Motorists will use the Antwerp
Bypass while the other sections of the Preferred Alternative are under construction. When
construction of the Preferred Alternative is complete, the temporary connector roadways will be
abandoned.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1), as originally designed, would result in impacts to
the Bohlman Park Trailer Park, located in Defiance County. The original US 24/SR 424 interchange
and relocation of SR 424 requires the acquisition of land from the trailer park, the displacement
of mobile homes (residences), and relocation of the trailer park access road. Based on initial
coordination with the property owner, there is ample vacant space in the mobile home park to
relocate the affected residential units. The trailer park is a target Environmental Justice
community.

On September 18, 2002, ODOT representatives met with the owner and 15 residents of the
Bohlman Trailer Park. The owner of the trailer park had requested that ODOT proceed with
advanced acquisition of his property. The purpose of the meeting was to inform the residents
of the project status, advanced acquisition proceedings, and ODOT's property acquisition and
relocation process. ODOT will either relocate or purchase the affected mobile homes. ODOT
representatives explained that a relocation agent would be assigned to each individual to assist
them in their relocation.

In accordance with ODOT’s policy on Environmental Justice, ODOT investigated potential design
options for the SR 424 interchange to avoid impacts on the community. Four conceptual
designs were developed for the SR 424 interchange and evaluated based on consistency with
current design standards, impacts to the local roadway system, farmland, wetlands, streams,
displacements, and sites with potential environmental concerns (hazardous materials) as well
as impacts to the Bohlman Trailer Park.

Based on the evaluation of the conceptual interchange options, the interchange at SR 424 has
been redesigned to avoid the displacement of residences in the Bohlman Trailer Park. The
eastbound exit and westbound entrance ramps for the interchange are shifted to the west,
impacting property associated with 0DOT’s Defiance County Garage located between US 24
and SR 424. In addition to the loss of 3.1 hectares (7.7 acres) of land, four structures will be
displaced from ODOT’s garage. ODOT will replace the displaced facilities on-site, thereby
retaining the function of the property.

Beginning with the alternative development studies, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of
sensitive environmental resources have been considered. The development of minimization
and mitigation strategies will continue through final design of the US 24 New Haven to Defiance
project. The design of the Preferred Alternative includes a number of mitigation measures,
which are listed in Table 2.22.
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TABLE 2.22
SUMMARY OF MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue Minimization/Mitigation Measures

Geology, Soils and Erosion Erosion and sedimentation control measures will be implemented during construc-
tion.
Stormwater management measures will be implemented during construction.

Groundwater, Sole Source Aquifers and | Affected water wells to be abandoned.
Wellheads Erosion and sedimentation control and stormwater management measures to be

implemented during construction

Wetlands Wetland mitigation plan to be developed in accordance with provisions of the
Section 404 permit.
Streams Stream mitigation plan will be developed in accordance with provisions of the

Section 404 permit and 401 water quality certification.
Erosion and sedimentation control measures and stormwater management
measures to be implemented during construction.

Floodplains Completion of detailed hydraulic studies for affected streams.
Development of adequate drainage measures so that post-construction hydraulics
match pre-construction (existing) drainage conditions.

Wildlife, Plants, and Threatened/ Identification of potential roosting and brooding habitat for the Indiana bat prior to
Endangered Species construction.

Removal of potential roosting and brooding habitat for the Indiana bat to be
restricted between April 15 and September 15.

Minimization of impacts to stream corridors.

Review of data on mussel species present within the Maumee and Tiffin rivers to
confirm presence of federal and/or state listed species.

Farmlands Property acquisition and relocation assistance will be provided in accordance with
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.
Coordination with the Ohio Department of Agriculture concerning condemnation of
farmlands designated as Agricultural Districts.

Provision of service roads to mitigate landlocking of active farmland.

Coordination with local agencies and property owners concerning mitigation of
impacts to farmland irrigation/drainage systems.

Municipal/Industrial/Hazardous Waste Completion of asbestos and lead-based paint investigations on structures to be
demolished for project and development of appropriate disposal plans (if required).
Closure of USTs and ASTs in accordance with applicable regulations on three
properties (ODOT Defiance County Garage, Mark Moats Ford, and an abandoned
property on T-69).

Further investigation of storage drums found on an abandoned property on T-69.

Land Use Provision of service roads to mitigate landlocking of properties.

Residential Displacements Property acquisition and relocation assistance provided in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.
Implementation of a Residential Relocation Assistance Program.

Environmental Justice Provisions for grade-separated crossings at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and
SR 101 in Allen County to support travel needs of the local Amish Community.
Minimization of right-of-way impacts to the Bohlman Trailer Park (Defiance County)
and avoidance of residential units.

Community Facilities Provisions for grade-separated crossings at Woodburn Road (Allen County) and T-
43 (Paulding County) for safe access to Woodlan High School and Antwerp
School complex.

On-site replacement of salt storage, brine mixing, and other affected facilities at the
ODOT Defiance County Garage.

Notifications to emergency service providers during construction concerning
temporary local roadway impacts.
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TABLE 2.22 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue Minimization/Mitigation Measures

Parks, Recreation Land, Natural and Coordination with ODNR for the Maumee River crossing in accordance with
Wildlife Areas, Section 4(f)/6(f) Section 1517.6 of the Ohio Revised Code.
Resources

Business Displacements Property acquisition and relocation assistance provided in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.

Visual Resources Implementation of landscape design features where feasible.

Archaeological Resources SHPO Notification in the event of an unanticipated discovery.

A plan for the proposed archaeological documentation for the unexcavated portion
of the Gronaeur Lock will be prepared and submitted to the Indiana Department of
Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology for review and
comment. Upon approval of the work plan, a qualified archaeologist will record the
remaining portion of lock during construction.

Historic Resources Avoidance of NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible resources.
Preservation of existing vegetation between the right-of-way and the Harper House,
Meyer/Gallmeyer Farm, and Smith/Rich/Krug House.

Traffic Provisions for grade-separated crossings at Woodburn Road (Allen County) and T-
43 (Paulding County) for safe access to Woodlan High School and Antwerp
School complex.

Provisions for grade-separated crossings at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and
SR 101 in Allen County to support travel needs of the local Amish Community.
Maintenance and protection of traffic during construction.

Notifications to general public and emergency service providers during construc-
tion concerning temporary local roadway impacts.

Air Quality Implementation of Best Management Practices during construction to minimize
local short-term air quality problems.

Noise Implementation of Best Management Practices during construction to minimize
local short-term construction noise.
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FIGURE 2.2
AVERAGE DAILY AUTOMOBILE AND TRUCK VOLUMES ON US 24 AND THE OHIO TURNPIKE
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US24 CROSSROAD DISPOSITION

Number Crossroad Status 2

f
Harper Rd Closed
Doyle Rd Over US 24
Bremer Rd Closed
Ryan/Bruick Rd * Interchange *
Berthaud Rd *Closed i |
Webster Rd * Interchange J

Rousey Rd Closed
Sampson Rd US 24 Over
Woodburn Rd US 24 Over [ /

Maumee Center Rd *At-grade w/Bull Rapids L
Bull Rapids Rd +Over US 24 Sl —_ -

SR 101 * |Interchange L, R ! SHE’ WO_D _
Gustin Rd Closed CEI’VTER — —_

State Line Rd *Over US 24

T-150 Closed 5 l T (=

MAUMEE Riveg

C-11 *US 24 Over
Cc-21 At—grade
T-29 Closed
C-33 At-grade
SR 49 * Interchange
T-43 *0Over US 24

T-51 Connect to C-176 (At-grade)

C-176 At-grade )-\

C-180 + Closed / ) /i = POWERS
T-61 Closed \'J

T-69 *Closed

T-83 *At-grade
C-206 At-grade (Reloc.)

C-87 At-grade
C-106 / T-1056 US 24 Over
c-216 +At-grade MAUMEE RIVER 5 % 2 ——\/
us 127 * Interchange — -
C-224 *Closed @
C-115 At-grade
C-123 Closed
C-232 At-grade
T-129 Closed
C-133 At-grade
T-139 Closed
C-143 (Whetstone Rd) At-grade
Powers Rd (C-29) At-grade (Reloc.)
Ashwood Rd (T-153) Closed
Krouse Rd (C-146) US 24 Over
ISR 424 /Existing US 24] Interchange —%
@5 | Switzer Rd US 24 Over %
*Signifies a change in status from O'J!

June 2002 to May 2003. 2 2 - CHANGES TO PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SINCE MAY, 2001
Re-adligned proposed US 24 from approximately C-33 to C-176 by flattening the

curve and adjusting the tangent at C-176 resulting in @ maximum shift of 175 feet
GORE RD/QET
?Ne‘* MAUMEE 3| *”CENTER RD /
42
oW
“\P
9

to the north to reduce wetland impacts near SR49 and to avoid a residence.
/ WOODBURN D _, WOODBURN RD

’»V WOODBURN

SL USHER RD }%/
/

BREMER RD e

[[JuncTioN o o

AUGLAZIJ RIVER

Moved US 24, where parallel to the railroad from (approximately) T-61to C-87
50 feet to the north and closer to the railroad right-of-way to avoid landlocking
land between proposed US 24 and the railroad.

® &

From (approximately) C-216 to C-244 proposed US 24 was adjusted by adding
a curve to the north shifting the alignment a maximum of 400 feet to reduce
impacts to a large wetland area near US 127.

Moved proposed US 24 from (approximately) C-115 to Krouse Rd., 100 feet to the
south, closer to the radilroad right-of-way to avoid landlocking small areas of land
parallel to the railroad, Also results in reducing the impacts to 6 wetland areas,

From (approximately) Krouse Rd.to SR 424 proposed US 24 was modified to
meander through the wooded wetland areas on the Plummer property to
reduce impacts to wetlands and woodlands and eliminate the need to follow
Alternative C through the Bok dairy farm. The curve in proposed US 24 at
Krouse Rd. was also adjusted to cross existing pipelines at less skew.

BECKER RD
FAHLSING RD
BROEST RD

—

Proposed US 24/SR 424 ramps were re-aligned and moved approximately
440 feet to the south to avoid a wetland to the north near the Maumee River.

SR_101

@ ® ©® ©

WEBS TER
ROUSEY RD

Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) Figure 2.12




3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section provides an overview and description of the general setting of the US 24 New
Haven to Defiance study area as well as detailed data describing the natural and man-made
resources that would be potentially impacted by the alternatives analyzed in this Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Twenty-six Feasible Alternatives (Alternatives A through Z) have been developed for the project.
For Alternatives A through X, US 24 would be upgraded to a four-lane expressway constructed
on new right-of-way. Alternatives A through X include an expanded right-of-way footprint
between 1-469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line to allow for future interchange development in
Allen County, Indiana. Alternative Y consists of minor improvements to existing US 24, including
the addition of shoulders, turning lanes, and passing lanes and intersection improvements.
Under Alternative Z, existing US 24 would be reconstructed as a four-lane expressway. The
Preferred Alternative is Alternative D-1, which consists of Alternative D with design refinements
to minimize impacts to sensitive resources.

The No Build alternative is also discussed for specific categories as consistent with the Federal
Highway Administration’s (FHWA)’s Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental
and Section 4(f) Documents (T 6640.8A, October 30, 1987).

The discussion for each impact category presents the subject, setting the stage with a discussion
of the existing conditions found in the 1282 square kilometers (500 square miles) study area
and Feasible Corridors. The discussion presents data starting from the westernmost county,
Allen County, Indiana, and proceeding eastward through Paulding and Defiance counties in
Ohio. Feasible Corridors are generally 610 meters (2,000 feet) in width for new alignments. The
Feasible Corridor width studied for existing US 24 is 152 meters (500 feet). Discussion of the
methodologies, reference standards, and analyses used for the impact determinations follows
the existing condition discussions.

The project impact discussions refer only to those resources found within the rights-of-way
identified for the Feasible Alternatives. The rights-of-way for Alternatives A through X and Z are
approximately 91 meters (300 feet) wide and the right-of-way for Alternative Y is approximately
13.41 meters (44 feet) wide. The impacts associated with each alternative serve as a basis for
comparison of the Build Alternatives leading to the identification of the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative D-1). A discussion of proposed mitigation strategies follows the impact analysis
and concludes the discussion.

In October 2002, INDOT indicated its intention to construct US 24 as a four-lane divided freeway
with full access control between -469 and the Indiana/Ohio State Line. In addition to interchanges
constructed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, the existing 1-469/US 24
interchange will be upgraded to maintain free-flow operation for freeway-to-freeway movements
(system-to-system interchange). Nineteen conceptual alternatives for improvements to the
existing interchange were developed and evaluated through a two-step screening process. The
conceptual alternatives were first screened to determine if they met the purpose and need for the
improvements. The second step involved a comparative analysis of environmental impacts,
engineering features, and cost-effectiveness. Based on the results of the screening analysis,
three Feasible Alternatives for the interchange improvements were selected for further
development and in-depth analysis.

The development of the three Feasible Alternatives for improvements to the US 24/1-469
interchange and the detailed analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives are being
completed. The interchange alternatives and associated impacts will be presented to the public
for comment at the US 24 Public Hearing. Following the public comment period, a preferred
interchange alternative will be selected, which will be presented in the US 24 New Haven to
Defiance Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).
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3.1 NATURAL
ENVIRONMENT

3.1.1 Geology, Soils,
and Erosion

Existing Conditions

Methodology

Allen County, Indiana

Allen County is in the northeastern part of Indiana in the Eastern Lake and Till Plains sections of
the Central Lowland physiographic province. Soils in Allen County are generally medium to
moderately coarse in texture and poorly drained, except for areas along drainageways and
streamterraces. The southern and western parts are within the Tipton till plain, and the northern
and eastern parts are within the Northern Lake and Moraine region. The Northern Lake and
Moraine region is made up of the Maumee lacustrine plain and the Steuben morainal-like area.
The lacustrine plain is characterized by a covering of lake sediments over glacial tills that were
originally formed in deep water.

General elevation in the Allen County varies from 207 to 216 meters (680 to 710 feet), with the
high areas corresponding primarily to beach ridges located around the ancient lake plain.
Topographic relief in the study area varies by less than 1.5 meters (5 feet). The Little River and
the Eel River, both of which are part of the Mississippi River watershed, drain the far-western
quarter of the county. The valley of the Little River is also called the Wabash sluiceway.

The study area is not within an Indiana karst region and no karst geologic features were observed
during the field reviews. Therefore, the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Indiana
Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), and Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(IDEM) is not applicable.

Paulding County, Ohio

Paulding County is part of the glacial lake plain section of northwestern Ohio. Most of the soils
in the county are clayey and poorly drained. Glacial till and lacustrine deposits are the chief
parent materials for soils in Paulding County. Several glaciers that left a mantle of fine-textured
till covered the area. The mantle ranges in thickness from less than 6.1 meters (20 feet) to nearly
15.2 meters (50 feet).

The land surface has been affected by glaciation in two ways. The ice sheets of the several
glaciers that crossed the county planed it. Level topography was then enhanced by sedimentation
of two glacial lakes, Lake Maumee and Lake Whittlesey. Topographic relief in Paulding County
is nearly level to gently undulating except along major drainageways. The land surface generally
has a fall of less that 0.95 meters per kilometer (five feet per mile). The generally low relief
contributes to poor drainage in much of the county. Combined with fine-textured and rather
impervious materials, this has made many of the soils wet under natural conditions.

Drainage in Paulding County is divided into three watersheds. The majority of the area drains
into the Upper Maumee River Watershed. The northwestern portion of the county drains into the
St. Joseph River Watershed and the southeastern portion of the county drains in the Little
Auglaize River Watershed.

Defiance County, Ohio

Defiance County is part of the Indiana and Ohio Till Plains and the Lake Plain section of the
Central Lowlands physiographic province. The highest elevation in the county is about 266.5
meters (874 feet) above sea level. The lowest elevation is about 196.7 meters (645 feet) above
sea level. The northwestern part of the county has stronger relief and is composed mostly of
gently sloping and sloping ground and end moraines deposited during the ice age. The greater
relief is on the Fort Wayne end moraine, which was formed when the ice front remained stationary
for a period of time. Less rolling areas and ground moraines, illustrate the relatively uniform rate
of glacial retreat.

Drainage in Defiance County is divided into three watersheds. The northwest part of the county
drains into the St. Joseph River; the north-central part of the county is part of the Upper Maumee
River watershed, and the southeastern part of the county is part of the Little Auglaize River
Watershed.

The information for this section was obtained from review of the Soil Survey of Allen County,
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Project Impacts

Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Mitigation

3.1.2 Groundwater/
Sole Source Aquifer/
Wellhead Protection

Existing Conditions

Indiana (1969); the Soil Survey of Paulding County, Ohio (1960); and the Soil Survey of
Defiance County, Ohio (1984). US Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps were also
reviewed for the study area.

A result of the project would be the permanent conversion of currently arable soils to impervious
surfaces. Inthe geologic sense, the minor amount of surface area covered would not have an
effect on the geology of the area. Certain soil types may be found to be unsuitable as roadway
fill and be removed during construction in order to achieve a stable road base. Erosion potential
for the area is low due to the minor variations in elevation found in the Lake Plains region. The
addition of elevated portions of the roadway can increase the potential for localized erosion.

Because of the typical highway sections considered for all the alternatives, similar effects can be
expected between alternatives. Existing US 24 alignments (Alternatives Y and Z) can be expected
to have less of an effect because of the existing impervious surfaces associated with the
roadway and localized development. Alternatives A through X would have more of an effect,
however, these impacts are minor.

The Preferred Alternative (D-1) will result in the permanent conversion of arable soils to
impervious surface. This will not have an effect on the geology of the study area or soils
present within the study area.

The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and current design standards would eliminate
undesirable effects. Erosion control and stormwater management is required during construction
through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting program.
Adherence to federal and state design criteria for the construction of roadways will eliminate the
potential for long-term soil erosion due to the project.

Geologic formations (e.g., sand, gravel, limestone, sandstone) have the ability to receive, store
and transmit water. In general, if a formation is capable of yielding enough water to support a
well or spring, it is called an aquifer. The types of geologic material influence its ability to store
and transmit water. For example, sands and gravel allow water to flow through easily while
shale, which originated from compacted layers of mud and clay, allows very little water to flow
through it unless the shale is highly fractured.

The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines a sole source aquifer as one that
supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the aquifer.
These areas can have no alternative drinking water source(s) that could physically, legally, and
economically supply all those who depend upon the aquifer for drinking water. For convenience,
all designated sole or principal source aquifers are referred to as “sole source aquifers” (SSA).
There are no SSAs present in the study area.

Allen County, Indiana

The study area is underlain by limestone and dolomite bedrock of Devonian or Silurian age.
The bedrock is covered by a 9.1 to 15.2 meter (30 to 50 feet) thick layer of water worked glacial
till and lacustrine sediments. Water for the cities of Fort Wayne and New Haven is taken from the
St. Joseph River. The river is fed mainly from surface runoff. Within the US 24 study area,
Woodburn has a public water system that utilizes groundwater. Rural towns, farms, some
suburban developments, and certain industrial facilities also depend on groundwater. Slightly
more than half of the groundwater used is pumped from wells that are completely within the
glacial drift. None of these wells have the capacity to supply an extremely large amount of water,
but they supply enough to meet domestic and light agricultural needs. Table 3.1 lists identified
public water supplies for the portion of the study area in Indiana. Industries and the municipalities
are generally supplied from wells drilled into the limestone bedrock. These wells are 30.5 to
121.9 meters (100 to 400 feet) deep.
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TABLE 3.1
ACTIVE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY SYSTEMS
WITHIN THE STUDY AREA IN ALLEN COUNTY, INDIANA

Public Public Water System Primary Owner Type
Water Water
Supply ID Source
2020919 Pond-A-River Golf Course Groundwater Private
2020913 Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Company | Groundwater Private
5202024 Woodburn Water Works Groundwater Municipal Government
5202026 Havenwood Utility, Inc. Groundwater Private
2020263 St. Paul Lutheran Church Groundwater Other
2020907 Woodlan Jr./Sr. High School Groundwater Municipal Government
2020242 Zion Lutheran Church Groundwater Other
2020804 Ridgeview Mennonite Church Groundwater Other

Paulding County, Ohio

Paulding County is underlain by limestone or dolomite bedrock, most of which contains only a
fair supply of potable water. The Tymochtee and Greenfield formations of dolomitic stone form
the bedrock under more than half of the southern part of the county. These formations yield fair
supplies of water at shallow depths. Along the northern edge of the county, the underlying
formation of Delaware limestone is too hard and dense to provide a good source of water. It is
highly charged with pyrite, which causes the small amount of water in it to be of poor quality.
Columbus limestone is the bedrock south of the Delaware limestone and north of the Tymochtee
dolomite. Its southern edge crosses the county in an east-west direction just north of Paulding,
Charloe, and Oakwood. Columbus limestone yields a fair amount of water.

Based on statewide averages of runoff and groundwater recharge, Paulding County’s 85.3
centimeters (33.6 inches) of average annual precipitation result in about 22.9 centimeters (nine
inches) of runoff to streams and lakes, and about 12.7 centimeters (five inches) have the
potential to recharge aquifers annually.

Groundwater is a major water source for rural households in Paulding County. Approximately
62 percent of the population obtains their water from private wells. Based on an estimated
usage of 289 liters (75 gallons) per person per day, 3.6 million liters per day (Ipd) (940,000
gallons per day [gpd]) from private wells are used. Additional private water uses include
industry and livestock mostly from groundwater supplies. The remaining households use
public-water supplies, as identified in Table 3.2.

Water use for Paulding County’s public water-supply systems in the study area is given in Table
3.2. For each water system, Table 3.2 presents an estimate of the population served, water
source, estimated daily usage and treatment plant capacity. The county’s largest public-water
system is the Village of Paulding system, which uses Flatrock Creek for its supply. Groundwater
is the primary source for other community water systems (Antwerp, Payne, and Oakwood).

Defiance County, Ohio

Three aquifers underlie Defiance County. These are unconsolidated coarse-grained aquifers,
unconsolidated fine-grained aquifers, and a sedimentary carbonate aquifer. Anunconsolidated
coarse-grained aquifer consists of highly permeable sand and gravel deposited by glaciers.
This aquifer is very productive and is under artesian pressure. Fine-grained unconsolidated
aquifers are similar in form and origin to coarse-grained unconsolidated aquifers, but are less
permeable because of a higher percentage of mixed fine sands, silt and clay. The sand and
gravel deposits usually are interbedded within glacial till.

In Defiance County, approximately 44 percent of all households use groundwater as a primary
source of water; about 31 percent draw water from a private well; and 13 percent use public
supplies from municipal wells. The remaining 56 percent use surface water; about 10 percent
from ponds and 46 percent from public water supplies that use a surface water source.

Within the study area, the county has four public water systems: Defiance, Hicksville, Sherwood,
and Brunersburg. Table 3.3 lists all the public water supply systems within the study area,
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TABLE 3.2
ACTIVE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY SYSTEMS WITHIN THE STUDY AREA, PAULDING COUNTY, OHI0'

Public Public Water System Population Primary Water Water Usage Treatment
Water Served Source LPD (GPD)? Plant
Supply ID Capacity

LPD (GPD)
6300411 Paulding 3,338 Surface Water 1976 923 5769 231
(514,000) (1,500,000)
6300012 Antwerp 1,700 Groundwater 1411538 830769
(367,000) (216,000)
6300712 Payne 1,250 Groundwater 53 846 1103 846
(14,000) (287,000)
6300312 Oakwood 800 Groundwater 430 769 830769
(112,000) (216,000)
6331212 Vagabond Village 250 Groundwater 19 231 N/A®
(5,000)
6330712 Randi s Road House 131 Groundwater 53 846 N/AS
Cafe (14,000)
6332212 LaFarge Corporation 130 Groundwater 17 692 N/AS
(4,600)
6330812 Five Span Inn, Inc. 100 Groundwater 16 538 N/A3
(4,300)
6332112 Kingdom Hall of 100 Groundwater 1923 N/AS
Jehovah s Witnesses (500)
6300212 Brentwood Mobile 95 Groundwater 33077 N/AS
Home Court (8,600)
6332612 Grace Tabernacle/Rock 55 Groundwater 2308 N/A3
Church (600)
Notes: 1) Estimates from the municipality responsible for the water system (2002).

2) LPD (GPD) = liters per day (gallons per day).
3) Treatment plant capacity figure not available.

TABLE 3.3
ACTIVE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY SYSTEMS WITHIN THE STUDY AREA, DEFIANCE COUNTY, OHIO

along with the population served, primary water source, estimated daily water usage and treatment
plant capacity. Except for the City of Defiance, all of the public water systems are supplied solely
by groundwater. Defiance serves its population and Brunersburg from the Maumee River.

Public Public Water System Population Primary Water Water Usage Treatment
Water Served Source LPD (GPD)? Plant Capacity
Supply ID LPD (GPD)
2000111 City of Defiance 17,000 Surface Water 16 923 077 30 769 231
(4,400,000) (8,000,000)
2000212 Hicksville 3,659 Groundwater 1730769 2769 231
(450,000) (720,000)
2000712 Sherwood 850 Groundwater 269 231 1161538
(70,000) (302,000)
2001103 Brunersburg 446 Groundwater 126 923 N/A3
(33,000)
6330312 Auglaize Country Club 328 Groundwater 42 404 N/A
(11,025)
2031012 Cashman s Club 104 Groundwater 14 615 N/A®
(3,800)
2032912 Power Dam Express 102 Groundwater 9423 N/A3
(2,450)
2031512 D.A.V. Hall Chapter 36 100 Groundwater 7692 N/AS
(2,000)
2033112 St. John s Lutheran 90 Groundwater 3462 N/A3
Church (900)
2031812 Faith Baptist Church 25 Groundwater 481 N/A
(125)
Notes: 1) Estimates from the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 2002; information is based on data available at time of publication.

2) LPD (GPD) = liters per day (gallons per day).
3) Treatment plant capacity figure not available.
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Methodology

Project Impacts

Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Wellhead Protection

Wellhead protection serves to safeguard a public water supply system by preventing
contamination in and around the source of the supply. Developing a wellhead protection area
involves three steps: delineating the area for protection, inventorying the sources of potential
contamination that pose a threat to the zone, and developing protective strategies for the area.

To date, no wellhead protection plans have been submitted to IDEM within the Allen County
portion of the US 24 study area.

No wellhead protection plans have been endorsed by the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
(OEPA) for the US 24 study area in Paulding County. The Village of Antwerp, however, is in the
process of completing a wellhead protection plan. In 1998, the OEPA approved the Village’s
wellhead delineation that consists of two management zones. The inner management zone
comprises of approximately 32.0 hectares (79 acres) immediately around the wellfield, which
consists of two wells south of Canal Street. The inner management zone corresponds to the
one-year time of travel (i.e., water at the boundary of the zone would take one year before
reaching the public water supply). The outer management zone is approximately 182.2 hectares
(450 acres) and extends roughly from the Maumee River south to North Creek, and west from C-
33 and east to just past T-43. The outer management zone corresponds to the five-year time of
travel (i.e. water at the boundary of the zone would take five years before reaching the public
water supply). Although the Village’s delineation was approved by OEPA, an inventory of
potential contaminants has not yet been completed. Currently, no time frame for completing the
wellhead protection plan process has been established by the Village.

To date, no wellhead protection plans have been submitted to OEPA within the portion of the
study area located in Defiance County.

The Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), Division of Water and IDEM Division of
Water Management maintain statewide databases of well logs. The Groundwater Resources
Section of ODNR manages the Ohio data base, which includes some information collected by
the US Geological Survey (USGS) and the OEPA. Maps produced by OEPA depicting wellhead
protection areas, community water supplies, non-community/non-transient water supplies,
and non-community/non-transient water supplies were reviewed. Since 1948, well log
information has been collected to increase the understanding of the groundwater resources in
Ohio. Geologists and hydrogeologists continue to study the state’s groundwater resources, and
as a result, Ohio is one of only a few states that has been completely mapped for groundwater
availability (mapped by river basin, from 1959 to 1962). Estimates of the size, shape, geologic
make-up and yields of aquifers are being mapped county by county. Most of Ohio’s counties
have a completed map. Data for Indiana is currently being developed.

Both Indiana and Ohio have implemented and received approval from the USEPA for the states’
source water protection programs (SWAP) to comply with the 1996 amendments to the Safe
Drinking Water Act. Indiana and Ohio have yet to receive USEPA approval of comprehensive
wellhead protection plans for many of the individual public water supplies. This process will
require the examination of the cone of influence for public water wells and the identification of
potential sources of contamination and protection of wellhead areas.

There is one existing OEPA endorsed area identified for wellnead protection in the vicinity of
Antwerp. Alternatives A through H infringe on the outer management zone and may present a
potential source of contamination to this public water supply system. Drainage design limitations
may be imposed to ensure protection of groundwater in the wellhead protection area and
restrictions through zoning codes may limit the type of development that can occur ancillary to
the construction of the roadway and proposed intersection with SR 49.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) infringes on the outer management zone of a proposed
wellhead protection area in the Village of Antwerp.
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Mitigation

3.1.3 Wetlands

Existing Conditions

Methodology

All water wells affected by the project will be properly abandoned. Properties where a drinking
water well is affected will be re-drilled or connected to public systems, if appropriate, for the
property or acquired if economically advantageous.

Mitigation of impacts to wellhead protection zones typically consist of minimizing the potential
for roadway runoff to enter the area, if it is determined that the potential for impacts exist.
Coordination will be completed with the Village of Antwerp to determine impacts to the area.
Further mitigation of impacts to groundwater will be accomplished during the final right-of-way
design and obtaining the NPDES permit. The development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) will be required to obtain the approval of the NPDES permit. This plan will
establish BMPs for the construction procedures that minimize the impact to water quality.

Historically, the study area was part of the Great Black Swamp, being covered primarily by
wooded swampland. During the nineteenth and early part of the twentieth centuries, most of
this habitat was cleared and drained for agricultural purposes. The resulting landscape now
consists primarily of agricultural land used for the production of soybeans, corn, and wheat.
These vast agricultural areas contain sparsely scattered woodlots, which in many cases contain
wooded wetlands.

Nine distinct types of wetland community associations were found within the study area. Among
those, four are considered non-forested wetland associations: mixed emergent marsh, mixed
shrub swamp, mixed emergent riverine, and old field/meadow. Scrub-shrub wetlands, although
clearly not forested, represent the successional step between non-forested and forested
communities and often contain saplings that will eventually constitute the forested canopy. The
forested wetland communities consist mainly of mixed swamp forest and oak-maple swamp
forest, but also include maple-cottonwood-sycamore floodplain forest and oak-hickory forest.

A total of 146 wetlands were identified within the Feasible Corridors. Figure 3.1 shows the
locations of the wetlands within the Feasible Corridors. Specific details regarding these sites
such as sample site data, wetland data forms and woodlot community data forms can be found
in the reports listed below:

» US 24 Ecological Survey for Allen County, Indiana (December 2000).
» US 24 Ecological Survey for Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio (3 Volumes),
(December 2000).

Detailed information on wetlands located within the proposed right-of-way limits of the Preferred
Alternative is provided in a separate report entitled US 24 Wetlands Delineation Study - Addendum
to the Ecological Survey for Allen County, Indiana and Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio
(June 2003).

Several secondary information sources were reviewed for wetlands data prior to initiating
fieldwork. Soil types within each corridor were identified utilizing the Allen County, Indiana Soil
Survey (1969) and the Defiance County and Paulding County, Ohio, Soil Surveys (US Department
of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service (SCS),1984 and 1960, respectively). Through a
review of the National Wetland Inventory Maps, 707 wetland areas were identified within the
study area. Data collected from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly the SCS)
indicated the presence of 67 wetland areas, eight farmed wetlands, two converted wetlands and
502 parcels of land designated as prior converted croplands.

Field investigations for the Feasible Alternatives consisted of initial site inspections of all wetland
areas located within the corridors. Wetland determinations were conducted utilizing the methods
described in the 7987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Technical Report Y-
87-1, hereafter referred to as the 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual). Dominant vegetation and
indicators of wetland hydrology were confirmed in every potential wetland area.

In Indiana, wetlands were classified as either Tier | or Tier |l wetlands based on their sensitivity
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Project Impacts

to disturbance, rarity and potential to be adequately replaced by compensatory mitigation (327
IAC 2-1.8-4). Tier | wetlands include all those that are not classified as Tier Il wetlands. Tier Il
wetlands included acid bogs, circumneutral bogs, cypress swamps, fens, depressional dune
wetlands, mud flats, sinkhole ponds, sinkhole swamps, sand flats, and marl beaches. No Tier
Il wetlands occur within the US 24 study area.

In Ohio, wetland quality was assessed using the Ohio Rapid Assessment Method (ORAM)
developed by OEPA. ORAM sheets were filled out and a provisional rating was assigned for
each wetland located within the Feasible Corridors. Wetland quality assessment is based on the
function of a wetland in its environment, its sensitivity to disturbance, and its potential for
adequate compensation by wetland mitigation (OAC 3745-1-54). The wetland category
determines the ratio of compensatory mitigation, with Category 3 the highest quality wetland to
Category 1 the lowest quality wetland (OAC 3745-1-54).

Wetland delineations were conducted on wetland areas located within the proposed right-of-
way for the Preferred Alternative utilizing the methodology specified in the 1987 Wetlands
Delineation Manual, ODOT’s Ecological Guidelines (revised, February 2001) and INDOT’s
Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies (1996). Dominant vegetation was
determined for each wetland area as well as the surrounding upland plant communities. Soils
were examined for positive indicators of hydric conditions. Wetland boundaries were surveyed
using a Global Positioning System (GPS). The functional quality of each wetland area was
assessed and assigned a quantitative rating and provisonal category using the ORAM (Version
5.0) procedures. For the purpose of evaluating impacts, all wetland areas studied in Allen
County were assessed and assigned provisional ratings using the ORAM procedures. The
wetland investigations for the Prefered Alternative are documented in a separate report entitled
US 24 Wetlands Delineation Study - Addendum to the Ecological Survey for Allen County,
Indiana and Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio (June 2003).

Impacts to wetlands associated with the Feasible Alternatives are summarized in Table 3.4.
None of the wetland habitats impacted are considered to be unique or significant, as designated
by ODNR and IDEM, to the region. No Tier Il wetlands were identified in the Allen County
portion of the study area. For Ohio, as determined by the wetland quality assessment, wetlands
that have been rated as Category 3 wetlands are viewed by OEPA as being of higher quality than
Category 2 wetlands (intermediate quality) or Category 1 wetlands (low quality). In general,
forested wetland involvement is viewed more critically due to the length of time required to
achieve replacement of the wetland function and value.

The greatest amount of total wetland impacts (forested and non-forested) occurs with Alternative
R, 23.7 hectares (58.6 acres). The least amount of total wetland impacts is 4.0 hectares (10.2
acres) with Alternative Y.

In Allen County, impacts to Category 2 forested wetlands (Tier | wetlands) range from 0.3
hectares (0.7 acres) for Alternatives A through D and I through P to 6.6 hectares (16.3 acres) for
Alternatives E through G and Q through X. Alternatives C and D-1 impact 0.2 hectares (0.6
acres) of non-forested wetlands. Alternatives Y and Zimpact 1.6 hectares (4.0 acres) and 3.1
hectares (7.6 acres), respectively.

In Paulding and Defiance counties, non-forested wetland involvement is low for Alternatives A
through X. Impacts range from none to 0.4 hectares (1.0 acres) for Category 2 non-forested
wetlands. Category 1 non-forested wetland impacts range from 0.2 hectares (0.04 acres) to
0.4 hectares (0.9 acres). No Category 3 non-forested wetlands are affected by the Feasible
Alternatives.

As shown In Figure 3.2, forested wetland involvement is the primary differentiator among the
Feasible Alternatives, all of which impact forested wetlands. In Allen County, forested wetland
impacts range from 0.3 to 6.6 hectares (0.7 to 16.3 acres). In Paulding and Defiance counties,
forested wetland impacts range from 2.4 hectares (5.8 acres) for Alternative Y to 16.7 hectares
(41.2 acres) for Alternatives J and R.
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TABLE 3.4
SUMMARY OF WETLAND IMPACTS

Total Indiana Ohio
Impact Forested Non-Forested Forested Non-Forested
Alternative Hectares Tier 1 Tier 1 Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 1 Category 2
Hectares Hectares Hectares Hectares Hectares Hectares Hectares
acres
( ) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres) Impacts (acres)
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ol g | 3 | 63y | ° 0 2 | oy | 7 @5 | 4 | a9 | ° 0 0 0
135 03 <01 91 37 04
! @31) | 2 (07) 0 0 Vol <oy | 2| oy | B 9.0) 0 0 2 (1.0)
174 03 <01 87 80 04
J 40 | 2 (07) 0 0 Voo | M| e | 2 | e | © 0 2 (1.0)
97 03 <01 53 37 04
Kol o3g | 2 0.7) 0 0 R A O @o | ° 0 2 (1.0)
143 03 <01 56 80 04
Lo | @5y | 2 0.7) 0 0 L R R N I 0 2 (1.0)
9.0 03 <01 70 17
Mo gy | 2 0.7) 0 0 Vol <oy | 2] ary | 2 43 | O 0 0 0
12.9 03 <01 66 6.0
N g |2 (0.7) 0 0 Vol <oy | M | geay | 4 | a9 | 0 0 0 0
53 03 <04 32 17
o | b | 2 o 0 0 Sy | e 2 uy | o 0 0 0
98 03 <04 35 6.0
Pl pany | 2 0.7) 0 0 Vo <oy | (8.6) Yol qag | 0 0 0 0
198 66 <01 91 37 04
O | ug7y | 3 | @63 | O 0 Vol <oy | P | oy | 8 @ | © 0 2 (1.0)
237 56 <01 87 80 04
R e | 3 | 63 | © 0 V<o | M | @ie | % | e | O 0 2 | (o
16.0 66 <01 53 37 04
S | @oay | 3 | ez | © 0 Vol <oy | 10| sy | 8 @) | © 0 2 (1.0)
206 66 <01 56 80 04
T | o | 2 | ey | © 0 Vol <o | 2 | a3y | % | pen | © 0 2 (1.0)
153 66 <01 70 17
U @are) | 2 | ez | © 0 Vol <oy | 2| a7y | 2 (4.3) 0 0 0 0
192 66 <01 6.6 60
v e | 2 | ez | O 0 Volcoy | 1| ey | 4 | qag | 0 0 0 0
15 56 <01 32 17
Wl ogg) | 3 | ges | ° 0 L I A ) 2 43 | O 0 0 0
16.1 66 <01 35 6.0
X | 308 | % | (63 | © 0 Vo <oy | (8.6) 4| a9 | 0 0 0 0
20 16 04 19 <01 0
Yol oy | 4.0) 0 0 9 o | 10 | @y Vo <oy | ! 04 | ° 0
103 31 05 58 05 04
Lo sy | 10| @ 0 0 B qy | 2 | g4y | 2 a3 | 2 | o9 | ° 0

Notes: No Category 3, non-forested wetlands are impacted by any of the Feasible Alternatives. No Tier Il wetlands are present within the proposed rights-of-
way for any of the Feasible Alternatives. Hydrologically connected wetlands were counted as one wetland impact. Area estimates for Alternatives C
and D-1 are based on wetlands studies conducted for the Preferred Alternative.
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Preferred Alternative Following identification of the Preferred Alternative, wetland delineations were conducted on
Impacts the proposed right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative to determine specific wetland impacts.
The wetland investigations for the Prefered Alternative are documented in a separate report
entitled US 24 Wetlands Delineation Study - Addendum to the Ecological Survey for Allen
County, Indiana and Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio (June 2003). Table 3.5 provides a
summary of the wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1).
TABLE 3.5
IMPACTS TO INDIVIDUAL WETLANDS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Wetland Location Wetland Type ORAM Provisional Isolated / Impacted
Score ORAM Non- Area
Category Isolated Hectares
(acres)
UsS 24- South of US 24, west Palustrine forested 48.5 2 Isolated 0.05
72(A) of Bruick Road, Allen broad-leaved (0.13)
County deciduous
UsS 24- South of US 24, west Palustrine forested 48.5 2 Isolated 0.41
72(B) of Bruick Road, Allen broad-leaved (1.01)
County deciduous/emergent
persistent
E-1 (A) Gar Creek, South of US Palustrine forested 48 2 Non- 0.02
24, west of Berthaud broad-leaved Isolated (0.06)
Road, Allen County deciduous
E-1 (B) Gar Creek, South of US | Palustrine scrub-shrub 48 2 Non- 0.03
24, west of Berthaud broad-leaved Isolated (0.08)
Road, Allen County deciduous/ Palustrine
emergent persistent
E-1(C) Gar Creek, South of US |  Palustrine emergent 48 2 Non- 0.004
24, west of Berthaud persistent Isolated (0.01)
Road, Allen County
L-9 (A) South of Snyder Road Palustrine forested 22 1 Non- 0.004
and US 24, west of broad-leaved Isolated (0.01)
Maumee & Western deciduous
Railroad, Paulding
County
L-9 (B) South of Snyder Road Palustrine emergent 28 1 Isolated 0.02
and US 24, east of persistent (0.04)
Maumee & Western
Railroad, Paulding
County
L-8 (A) North of T-162, east of Palustrine forested 38.5 Modified 2 Isolated 0.10
US 49, Paulding broad-leaved (0.24)
County deciduous
L-8 (B) North of T-162, east of Palustrine forested 38.5 Modified 2 Isolated 0.02
US 49, Paulding broad-leaved (0.06)
County deciduous
L-6 South of Maumee& Palustrine forested 41 Modified 2 Non- 0.09
Western Railroad, west broad-leaved Isolated (0.22)
of T-69, Paulding deciduous
County
RC-14 (B) South of Maumee & | Palustrine scrub-shrub 41 Modified 2 Non- 0.12
Western Railroad, west broad-leaved Isolated (0.30)
of T-69, Paulding deciduous/ Palustrine
County emergent persistent
NO-15 South of C-216, west Palustrine forested 43.5 2 Isolated 1.02
of US 127, Paulding broad-leaved (2.52)
County deciduous
RC-10 South of Maumee & | Palustrine scrub-shrub 375 Modified 2 Non- 0.11
Western Railroad, east broad-leaved Isolated (0.26)
of C-115, Paulding deciduous/ Palustrine
County emergent persistent
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TABLE 3.5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACTS TO INDIVIDUAL WETLANDS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Wetland Location Wetland Type ORAM Provisional Isolated/ Impacted
Score ORAM Non- Area
Category Isolated Hectares
(acres)
W-4 (A) North of Maumee & Palustrine forested 55.5 2 Non- 0.21
Western Railroad, broad-leaved Isolated (0.51)
south of County Line deciduous/ Palustrine
Road, east of T-239, scrub-shrub broad-
Paulding County leaved deciduous
W-4 (B) North of Maumee & Palustrine emergent 55.5 2 Isolated 0.04
Western Railroad, persistent (0.09)
south of County Line
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (C) North of Maumee & Palustrine emergent 55.5 2 Isolated 0.004
Western Railroad, persistent (0.01)
south of County Line
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (D) North of Maumee & Palustrine scrub-shrub 55.5 2 Isolated 0.08
Western Railroad, broad-leaved (0.19)
south of County Line deciduous
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (E) North of Maumee & Palustrine scrub-shrub 55.5 2 Isolated 0.08
Western Railroad, broad-leaved (0.20)
south of County Line deciduous
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (F) North of Maumee & Palustrine emergent 55.5 2 Non- 0.06
Western Railroad, persistent Isolated (0.16)
south of County Line
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (G) North of Maumee & Palustrine scrub-shrub 55.5 2 Isolated 0.02
Western Railroad, broad-leaved (0.04)
south of County Line deciduous
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (H) North of Maumee & Palustrine scrub-shrub 55.5 2 Isolated 0.14
Western Railroad, broad-leaved (0.35)
south of County Line deciduous
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
W-4 (1) North of Maumee & Palustrine emergent 55.5 2 Non- 2.62
Western Railroad, persistent Isolated (6.46)
south of County Line
Road, east of T-239,
Paulding County
RC-5 North of Maumee & Palustrine scrub-shrub 55.5 2 Non- 0.27
Western Railroad, west broad-leaved Isolated (0.67)
of Whetstone Road, deciduous/ Palustrine
Defiance County emergent persistent
RC-2 North of Maumee & Palustrine scrub-shrub 46 2 Non- 0.13
Western Railroad, west broad-leaved Isolated (0.32)
of Krouse Road, deciduous/ Palustrine
Defiance County emergent persistent
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TABLE 3.5 (CONTINUED)
IMPACTS TO INDIVIDUAL WETLANDS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Wetland Location Wetland Type ORAM Provisional Isolated/ Impacted
Score ORAM Non- Area
Category Isolated Hectares
(acres)
R-4 North of Maumee & Palustrine forested 46 2 Non- 2.23
Western Railroad, east broad-leaved Isolated (5.50)
of Ashwood Road, deciduous
Defiance County
RC-1 North of Maumee & | Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 73.5 3 Isolated 0.14
Western Railroad, east Broad-leaved (0.34)
of Krouse Road, Deciduous/ Palustrine
Defiance County emergent persistent
R-1 (A) South of US 24/SR Palustrine forested 73.5 3 Non- 0.78
424, east of Krouse broad-leaved Isolated (1.92)
Road, Defiance County | deciduous/ Palustrine
scrub-shrub broad-
leaved deciduous/
Palustrine emergent
persistent/ Riverine
perennial emergent
R-1(B) South of US 24/SR Palustrine forested 45 2 Isolated 0.06
424, east of Krouse broad-leaved (0.14)
Road, Defiance County deciduous
R-1(C) South of US 24/SR Palustrine forested 39.5 Modified 2 Non- 0.02
424, east of Krouse broad-leaved Isolated (0.04)
Road, Defiance County deciduous
R-1 (F) South of US 24/SR Palustrine scrub-shrub 14 1 Non- 0.03
424, east of Krouse broad-leaved Isolated (0.07)
Road, Defiance County | deciduous/ Palustrine
emergent persistent
R-1 (G) South of US 24/SR Palustrine emergent 32 Modified 2 Non- 0.22
424, east of Krouse persistent Isolated (0.56)
Road, Defiance County
S-4 North of US 24/SR Palustrine forested 73 3 Non- 0.004
424 broad-leaved Isolated (0.01)
deciduous

In Allen County, Alternative D-1 impacts 0.5 hectares (1.3 acres) of wetlands. All impacted
wetlands are classified as Category 2 wetlands under the ORAM procedures and as Tier |
wetlands under current IDEM regulations. The greatest impact is a 0.41-hectare (1.01-acre)
encroachment on Wetland US 24-72(B), a palustrine forested/emergent system. The smallest
area of impact will be a 0.004-hectare (0.01-acre) encroachment on Wetland E-1(C), a palustrine
emergent marsh. Five wetlands will be impacted by the Preferred Alternative. Two of the
wetlands (US 24-72[A] and US 24-72[B]) are isolated wetlands (i.e., not hydrologically connected
to a stream, ditch, or other wetland and not located within a 100-hundred year floodplain).
Alternative D-1 will impact a total of 0.4 hectares (1.1 acres) of isolated wetlands. Three of the
wetlands (E-1[A], E-1[B], and E-1[C]) are hydrologically connected to Gar Creek. Alternative D-
1 willimpact 0.1 hectares (0.2 acres) of non-isolated wetlands in Allen County.

In Paulding and Defiance counties, Alternative D-1 impacts 9.0 hectares (21.2 acres) of wetlands.
More specifically, the anticipated wetland impacts include:

0.9 hectares (2.3 acres) of Category 3 forested wetlands.

3.7 hectares (9.2 acres) of Category 2 forested wetlands.

0.04 hectares (0.01 acres) of Category 1 forested wetlands.
3.9 hectares (9.6 acres) of Category 2 non-forested wetlands.
0.04 hectares (0.1 acres) of Category 1 non-forested wetlands.

The enroachments on individual wetlands range from 0.004 hectares (0.01 acres) to 2.6 hectares
(6.5 acres), which is an impact to Wetland W-4(1), a Category 2 non-forested wetland. A
number of individual wetlands affected by the Preferred Alternatives are railroad swales located
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Mitigation

adjacent to the Maumee & Western Railroad. These wetlands are RC-1, RC-2, RC-5, RC-10,
and RC-14(B). Ofthe 8.6 hectares (21.2 acres) of wetland impacts within Paulding and Defiance
counties for the Preferred Alternative, approximately 0.8 hectares (1.9 acres) are associated
with these railroad swales. The Preferred Alternative encroaches on 0.9 hectares (2.3 acres) of
Category 3 forested wetlands (RC-1 is hydrologically connected to R-1(A) and is being processed
as a Category 3 forested wetland).

In Paulding and Defiance counties, Alternative D-1 impacts a total of 27 wetlands. Twelve of the
wetlands are isolated wetlands: L-9(B), L-8(A), L-8(B), NO-15, W-4(B), W-4(C), W-4(D), W-
4(E), W-4(G), W-4(H), RC-1, and R-1(B). The Preferred Alternative will impact a total of 1.6
hectares (4.0 acres) of isolated wetlands. The other 15 wetlands are non-isolated wetlands and
are hydrologically connected to a stream, ditch or another wetland. A total of 6.9 hectares (17.0
acres) of non-isolated wetlands will be impacted by Alternative D-1 in Ohio.

All transportation projects affecting wetlands are required to maintain the natural functions of
wetlands, or provide appropriate mitigation or compensation. Avoidance of environmental
impacts is the preferred approach recommended by regulatory agencies. The preliminary
alternative analysis of potential corridors carried out early in the US 24 study showed that
complete avoidance of wetlands is not possible or practical, due to the length of the project and
number of wetland areas located throughout the study area.

Where impacts are unavoidable, impacts must be minimized to the extent practicable. ODOT and
INDOT are required to submit an evaluation of alternatives that have been considered to avoid or
minimize the impacts. In addition to avoidance and minimization strategies, compensatory
mitigation may also be implemented. Compensatory mitigation includes such actions as wetland
preservation, restoration, enhancement, and creation; other surface water improvements; and
upland preservation and conservation. Compensatory mitigation varies depending on the
permitting agency, the type of wetland system, the quality of the wetland, and extent of impacts.
The design of the compensatory mitigation measures is determined by the relationship of the
size, type, function, and quality of the wetlands to be impacted, compared to the quality, size,
type, and function of the mitigation proposal. If the permitting agencies concurs that the impacts
are unavoidable, mitigation strategies must be developed.

Minimization of Wetland Impacts

Since complete avoidance of all wetlands is not possible, minimization of impacts was the
primary means for mitigating wetland impacts for the project. As part of the Concurrence Point
#2 coordination, a meeting was held on March 8, 2001 with representatives of USEPA, OEPA,
FHWA, and ODOT to discuss recommendations for the Preferred Alternative. The USEPA
discussed their comments on the US 24 New Haven to Defiance Preliminary Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (PDEIS), which were focused only on wetland impacts. OEPA expressed
concern about impacts to Category 3 wetlands and streams. Both agencies recommended
Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative. In general, the resource agencies that provided
comments on the PDEIS indicated a preference for those alternatives that minimize impacts to
wetlands, streams, farmlands, wildlife habitat, woodlands, and the Maumee River.

In April 2001, ODOT recommended Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative for the US 24 New
Haven to Defiance project. This decision was based on analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with the Feasible Alternatives, agency review of the PDEIS, and public input. The
selection of the Preferred Alternative was the focus of public meetings held on May 1, 2, and 3,
2001. Citizens and local officials in the Defiance area requested that Alternative D be reconsidered
as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative D follows the same route as Alternative C from the
intersection with 1-469 in Indiana to Defiance County, Ohio. In Defiance County, Alternative C
follows Segments 14 and 19, while Alternative D follows Segments 15 and 18.

Alternative C was also presented to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and OEPA during
afield review on May 10, 2001. The focus of this meeting was the Category 3 wetlands within
Alternative Segments 14, 15, 18, and 19. During the agency field review, the OEPA recommended
that Alternative D be selected as the Preferred Alternative to eliminate impacts to Wetland S-4,
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which is located in Segment 19 of Alternative C. S-4 is a high-quality, forested wetland located
in the floodplain of a tributary to the Maumee River. In correspondence dated May 24, 2001, the
OEPA suggested that construction of an embankment through wetland R-1 located within
Alternative D (Segment 18) would result in less overall wetland impacts than culverting Wetland
S-4 in Alternative C.

As a result of public and agency input, it was determined that detailed environmental studies (i.e.
archaeology surveys, wetlands delineations, and threatened and endangered species surveys)
would be conducted on both Alternatives C and D. Based on the wetland delineation studies,
Alternative C impacts 6.9 hectares (17.0 acres) of jurisdictional wetlands including 1.1 hectares
(2.7 acres) of Category 3 wetlands. Alternative D impacts 9.9 hectares (24.3 acres) of jurisdictional
wetlands, including 6.0 hectares (14.9 acres) of Category 3 wetlands. In the Defiance area,
Alternative C impacts 1.4 hectares (3.4 acres) of wetlands, including 0.3 hectares (0.7 acres) of
Category 2 wetlands, and 1.1 hectares (2.7 acres) of Category 3 wetlands. Within Segments 15
and 18, Alternative D impacts 5.2 hectares (12.8 acres) of wetlands including 2.6 hectares (6.5
acres) of Category 3 wetlands.

Following completion of the wetlands delineations, additional engineering designs were
developed with the intention of minimizing impacts on wetlands. In Paulding County, between
US 127 and C-224, the Preferred Alternative was shifted to the north, which reduced impacts to
Wetland NO-15 by 64 percent. Within Segment 18, alternative alignments were developed to
reduce impacts to Wetland R-1, a Category 3 forested wetland. These design refinements
resulted in the development of a 27" alternative — Alternative D-1. Figure 3.3 shows the proposed
alignments for Alternatives C, D and D-1 between Ashwood Road and existing US 24. Within
Segments 15 and 18, Alternative D-1 reduces wetland impacts from 5.2 hectares (12.8 acres) to
4.7 hectares (11.6 acres) when compared to Alternative D. Overall, Alternative D-1 reduces
wetland impacts to 9.1 hectares (22.5 acres) and impacts to Category 3 wetlands to 0.9 hectares
(2.3 acres).

Compensatory Mitigation Requirements — State of Indiana

The IDNR, INDOT, and USFWS agreed to a standardized approach to wetland habitat mitigation.
In 1990, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was executed by these three agencies, which
remains in effect today. General wetland mitigation goals for Indiana are shown in Table 3.6. In
Indiana, mitigation ratios range from two acres of wetland replaced or created for one acre of
wetland impacted (2:1 mitigation ratio) to four acres of wetlands replaced or created for one acre
of wetland impacted (4:1 ratio) for Tier | impacts.

TABLE 3.6
INDIANA WETLAND MITIGATION RATIOS
Habitat Category Standard Minimum
Palustrine Emergent Wetland 2:1
Palustrine Scrub Shrub Wetland 3:1
Palustrine Forested Wetland 4:1

The standard minimum ratio assumes that the functions and values of the original habitat will be
replaced in the same watershed as a result of compensatory mitigation. Where the following
criteria apply to the existing habitat or replacement habitat, the compensatory mitigation ratio
requirement would be adjusted from the standard minimum:

1. Proximity of the replacement habitat to the disturbed habitat. The standard minimum
ratio may be increased if replacement does not occur in the same stream or within an
area extending 4.0 kilometers (2.5 miles) from the disturbed site. Mitigation outside of
the 8-digit Hydrologic Unit Code Area would likely be denied.

2. Cumulative effect of the activity. The standard minimum ratio may be increased when
the impact on the disturbed area results in an incremental impact when added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future disturbances in the area.

3. Location of the disturbed habitat to include such considerations as riparian corridor,
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community structure and composition, species diversity, and quality degradation.
The standard minimum ratio may be increased when it is determined that one or more
of these considerations apply and are a major influence in the functions and benefits
of the habitat.

4. Other habitats of concern.

Compensatory Mitigation Requirements — State of Ohio

In Ohio, the OEPA has established wetland Ohio Water Quality Standards that address wetland
mitigation criteria. The mitigation criteria take into account the affected wetland category, the
replacement wetland category, and the mitigation site. Table 3.7 summarizes OEPA's wetland
mitigation criteria.

TABLE 3.7

OHIO WETLAND MITIGATION RATIOS

Wetland Category On-Site Off-Site Replacement Compensatory Mitigation
Mitigation Ratio | Mitigation Ratio Wetland Site Location
Category (For Off-Site Replacement)
Category 1 1.5:1 1.5:1 2and 3 Within the USACE District
Non-Forested & Forested
Wetlands
Category 2 1.5:1 2.0:1 2and 3 Within Watershed
Non-Forested Wetlands Non-Forested Non-Forested
Category 2 2.0:1 2.5:1 2and 3 Within Watershed
Forested Wetlands Forested Forested
Category 3 2.0:1 2.5:1 3 Within Watershed
Non-Forested Wetlands Non-Forested Non-Forested
Category 3 2.5:1 3.0:1 3 Within Watershed
Forested Wetlands Forested Forested

3.1.4 Streams/Rivers/
Waterbodies

Existing Conditions

Proposed Mitigation Strategies
Based on input provided by the USACE and OEPA on wetland impacts, the following mitigation
strategies are being considered:

» Acquisition and preservation of Wetlands R-1 and RC-1 as well as the adjacent forested
buffer.

e Acquisition and preservation of Wetland S-4.

» (Creation of new compensatory wetland areas to offset the loss of wetlands.

» Development of additional design refinements to further minimize and/or avoid wetland
impacts.

The feasibility of acquiring land associated with Wetlands R-1, RC-1, and S-4 for preservation
is contingent upon successful negotiation with property owners for purchase of the property.
The wetland mitigation plan will be refined during preliminary design studies and will be finalized
as part of the Section 404 permitting process.

Within the study area, there are three major surface waterbodies, the Maumee, Auglaize, and
Tiffin rivers (See Figure 3.1). Two of the rivers, the Maumee and Tiffin, occur within the Feasible
Corridors. Both the Maumee River and Tiffin River are designated as a warmwater habitat that
indicates these waters are capable of supporting and maintaining a balanced, integrated
community of warmwater aquatic organisms. Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) scores
for the Maumee and Tiffin rivers were 60.75 and 53.75, respectively. These scores indicate that
the waterbodies have some channel modifications and provide intermediate habitat quality. In
addition, the Maumee is considered a State Scenic and Recreational River and a State Resource
Water in Ohio. In addition to the three rivers, there are numerous small streams and agricultural
ditches within the study area. Many of the streams have been channelized or modified for
agricultural uses and receive runoff from farming operations. The streams and ditches within
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the Feasible Corridors appear to be typical of the low-gradient streams in the Huron/Erie Lake
Plain (HELP). Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) scores in the range of 28 to 34 are typical in warmwater
habitats of the HELP ecoregion, with moderate to low water quality, and unremarkable fish and
macrobenthic communities. The habitat in all of the streams within the Feasible Corridors qualify
as warmwater habitat.

Allen County, Indiana

Within the Feasible Corridors, most of the streams are modified and channelized agricultural
ditches. Croplands and residential properties surround these waterbodies. Narrow bands of
wooded riparian vegetation border some of these ditches however, most of the streams have
intermittent flow and therefore contain limited aquatic habitat during the late summer and early
autumn months. Due to the intermittent nature, they support unremarkable fish and
macroinvertebrate species that are typical in low-gradient warmwater habitat of the HELP
ecoregion. Streams sampled in Allen County are presented in Table 3.8.

TABLE 3.8
STREAMS SAMPLED WITHIN ALLEN COUNTY
Stream/ Ditch QHEI Score Characteristics

Gar Creek 46.75 2.4 meters (8 feet) wide; steep banks 1.2 meters (4 feet) high; pools and
riffles.

Grover Ditch 31.5 1.8 meters (6 feet) wide; steep banks 1.8 meters (6 feet) high; pools and
riffles; widespread and severe habitat modifications.

Marsh Ditch 57 1.8 10 2.4 meters (6 to 8 feet) wide; steep banks 7.6 to 9.1 meters (25 to
30 feet) high; pools, riffles and glides.

Viland Ditch 44.5 2.4 meters (8 feet) wide; steep banks 6.1 to 7.6 meters (20 to 25 feet)
high; pools, riffles and glides.

Unnamed tributary east of Bruick Road 16 0.9 meters (3 feet) wide; steep banks 1.2 meters (4 feet) high; long pool;
severe habitat modifications.

Schaaf Ditch 18.5 2.4 meters (8 feet) wide; steep banks 1.2 meters (4 feet) high; pools and
riffles.

Shumacher Ditch 15.5 2.4 meters (8 feet) wide; steep banks 1.2 meters (4 feet) high; pools and
riffles.

Note: QHEI = Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index.

Paulding County, Ohio

As in Allen County, most of the streams are modified and channelized agricultural ditches within
the Feasible Corridors in Paulding County. Croplands and residential properties, and in some
instances, wooded riparian vegetation border these waterbodies. The streams have intermittent
flow and therefore contain limited aquatic habitat during the late summer and early autumn
months. Due to their intermittent nature, they support unremarkable fish and macroinvertebrate
species that are typical to low-gradient warmwater habitat of the HELP ecoregion. Stream
crossings sampled in Paulding County are presented in Table 3.9. The Maumee River flows
through Paulding County; however, it was not sampled in Paulding County.

Defiance County, Ohio

In Defiance County, the Maumee and Tiffin rivers are located within the Feasible Corridors. The
Maumee River was sampled, approximately 108.4 kilometers (67.3 river miles) up-stream of the
mouth of the Maumee River. Surrounding land use consists of residential properties, agricultural
lands, and woodlands. Both banks are wooded, except for the area immediately surrounding
US 24. Banks range from 1.2 to greater than 4.6 meters (4 to 15 feet) in height. This site attained
a QHEI of 60.75, which is in the good to excellent range (60 to 100) in terms of habitat quality.
For comparison, OEPA evaluated the Maumee River at 112.4 kilometers (69.8 river miles) upstream
from the mouth and obtained a QHEI of 54 (OEPA, 1989). Two species of state special interest
were found in the Maumee River at the US 24 sampling site: one live purple wartyback (Cyclonaias
tuberculata) and 152 live deertoe (Truncilla truncata). Also, sub-fossils of the federally
endangered clubshell mussel (Pleurobema clava) and the state threatened black sandshell mussel
(Ligumia recta) were found at this site.
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TABLE 3.9
STREAMS SAMPLED WITHIN PAULDING COUNTY

Stream/ Ditch QHEI Score Characteristics

North Creek 15 Intermittent flow; pools; straight, channelized drainage ditch; silt substrate.

Zuber Cutoff 53.5 1.2 t0 3.1 meters (4 to 10 feet) wide; steep banks 0.9 to 6.1 meters (3 to
20 feet) high; riffles, runs, pools and glides; widespread and severe habitat
modifications.

Wabash and Erie Canal, south of C-180 18 30.4 meters (100 feet) wide; no apparent inflow or outflow to this area; silt
substrate.

Six-Mile Cutoff at Vinegar Road 32 0.6 to 0.9 meters (2 to 3 feet) wide; steep banks 6.1 to 7.6 (20 to 25 feet)

high; pools, riffles and pools; substrate consists of silt, gravel, and sand; a
narrow band of emergent wetland exists along both sides of the stream

channel.

Unnamed tributary at Mathis Road 56.5 Steep banks 0.6 to 1.5 meters (2 to 5 feet) high; mostly dry with exception
of a few pools; gravel and sand substrate.

Unnamed tributary west of Wunder Road 60.5 Steep banks 0.6 to 1.5 meters (2 to 5 feet) high; mostly dry with exception
of a few pools; gravel, sand and cobble substrate.

Unnamed tributary west of US 127 51.5 Severely impacted by all terrain vehicles; gravel, silt, muck and sand

(South Leg) substrate.

Unnamed tributary west of US 127 53 Steep banks 0.9 to 1.5 meters (3 to 5 feet) high; mostly dry with exception

(North Leg) of a few pools; gravel and sand substrate.

Ferarre Ditch 21 Steep banks, 1.5 to 1.8 meters (5 to 6 feet) high; mostly dry with few
pools; densely vegetated; substrate mostly silt with some sand.

Unnamed tributary west of Shafer Road 17 Steep banks, 1.5 to 1.8 meters (5 to 6 feet) high; shallow water (all pool);
some overhanging vegetation; silt substrate.

South Creek south of T-144 & west of 235 Steep banks, 2.7 to 3.1 meters (9 to 10 feet) high; shallow water, mostly

SR 49 glide with few pools or riffles; mostly sand and gravel substrate.

South Creek south of C-176 28 Steep banks, 2.7 to 3.1 meters (9 to 10 feet) high; all pool; mostly sand
substrate with some gravel.

South Creek north of C-176 40 Steep banks, 2.7 to 3.1 meters (9 to 10 feet) high; mostly pool with few

riffles and runs; sparsely vegetated with some in-stream cover; mostly
sand substrate with some gravel.

Mansfield Ditch west of Ewing Road 19 Steep banks, 1.8 to 2.1 meters (6 to 7 feet) high; all pool; sparsely
vegetated; mostly silt substrate.

Unnamed tributary west of C-21 21 Steep banks, 2.7 to 3.1 meters (9 to 10 feet) high; all pool; sparsely
vegetated; mostly silt substrate with some sand.

Six Mile Cutoff east of Knox Road 14.5 Steep banks, 1.5 meters (5 feet) high; all pool; very little in-stream cover;
silt substrate.

Unnamed tributary west of Ross Road 16.25 Steep banks, 1.8 to 2.1 meters (6 to 7 feet) high; isolated pools, recently
channelized; silt substrate.

Unnamed tributary west of Post Road 14 Steep banks, 1.8 to 2.1 meters (6 to 7 feet) high; partially dry with isolated
pools; no in-stream cover; mostly silt substrate with very little sand.

Unnamed tributary east of Kuntz Road 16.5 Steep banks, 1.8 to 2.1 meters (6 to 7 feet) high; isolated pools, some
areas saturated at surface; vegetation nearly absent; silt substrate.

Abandoned Wabash & Erie Canal west of 12.25 Banks 0.1 to 0.4 meters (0.4 to 1.2 feet) high; no inflow or outflow; silt

Knox Road substrate.

Six Mile Creek east of C-105 17 Steep banks, 1.5 to 1.8 meters (5 to 6 feet) high; all pool; little in-stream

cover; mostly silt substrate with some sand.

Note: QHEI = Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index.

The Tiffin River was investigated approximately 2.0 kilometers (1.24 river miles) north of the
Maumee River. At this location the river is approximately 30.4 meters (100 feet) wide and the
banks are steep and wooded, ranging from 1.5 to 3.7 meters (5 to 12 feet) high. Agricultural
land and woodlands exist on both sides of the river upstream of US 24, while industrial properties
exist on both sides of the river downstream of US 24. This corridor segment of the Tiffin River
attained a QHEI of 53.75, which is in the intermediate range. Weathered sub-fossil shells of the
federally endangered clubshell mussel and the northern riffleshell (Epioblasma torulosa rangiana)
were found at the Tiffin River sampling site. Also, nine live deertoe species and ten live purple
wartyback mussels were found at the Tiffin River site.

Most of the streams within the Feasible Corridors in Defiance County are modified and channelized
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ditches surrounded by agricultural and residential land uses. These streams have intermittent
flow and have limited aquatic habitat during the late summer and early autumn months. Due to
their intermittent nature, they support unremarkable fish and macroinvertebrate species that are
typical in low-gradient warmwater habitat of the HELP ecoregion. Streams sampled in Defiance
County are presented in Table 3.10.

TABLE 3.10
STREAMS SAMPLED IN DEFIANCE COUNTY
Stream/Ditch QHEI Score Characteristics

Maumee River 60.75 Banks range from 1.2 to greater than 4.6 meters (4 to 15 feet) in height;
wooded; intermediate habitat quality.

Tiffin River 53.75 Approximately 30.4 meters (100 feet) wide; banks are steep and wooded,
1.5 10 3.7 meters (5 to 12 feet) high; intermediate habitat quality.

Stevens Ditch south of US 24 23.5 Dry with the exception of a ponded area with a silt bottom; banks 1.2

meters (4 feet) high; pools and riffles; south of ponded area, the stream
channel increases in sinuosity; bordered by a wetland.

Stevens Ditch north of US 24 40.5 2.4 meters (8 feet) wide; banks 0.6 to 4.6 meters (2 to 15 feet) in height;
dry with the exception of several pools; substrate consists of gravel, silt,
and sand.

Stevens Ditch east of Ashwood Road 17 Banks 1.5 to 1.8 meters (5 to 6 feet) high; isolates pools, in-stream cover
nearly absent; silty substrate with some gravel.

Dowe Ditch 48.5 Dry with the exception of a ponded area; substrate consists of large pieces
of concrete, cobble, gravel, muck and sand; bordered by narrow riparian
corridor.

Unnamed tributary to the 56.75 Banks 1.2 to 2.4 meters (4 to 8 feet) in height; dry with the exception of

Maumee River west of Gier Road several pools; substrate consists of gravel and sand; riffle habitat present.

Unnamed tributary to the 455 Banks 0.9 to 1.2 meters (3 to 4 feet) high; substrate consists mainly of silt

Maumee River west of Burns Road and sand with occasional areas of muck.

Unnamed tributary to the 57.25 Banks 0.9 to 4.3 meters (3 to 14 feet) high; series of riffles, pools, runs,

Maumee River east of The Bend Road and glides; a small oxbow was identified along the east side of main
channel; substrate consists of silt, sand and hardpan, with occasional
deposits of cobble.

Unnamed tributary to the 53.25 Banks 0.6 to 2.1 meters (2 to 7 feet) high; at time of sampling, much of

Maumee River at Limbaugh Road this stream was dry except for several scattered pools; substrate consists

of both gravel and sand with occasional deposits of cobble and hardpan.

Unnamed tributary west of

52.75 Banks 0.3 to 1.5 meters (1 to 5 feet) high; substrate consists of gravel and

Ashwood Road sand with occasional deposits of cobble, hardpan, and silt.

Unnamed tributary north of C-8 15.75 Steep banks, 1.5 to 1.8 meters (5 to 6 feet) high; isolated pools; no in-
stream cover; silty substrate.

Unnamed tributary north of Kiser Road 325 Steep banks, 1.8 meters (6 feet) high; mostly run with some pools;

moderately vegetated,; silt substrate.

Note: QHEI = Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index.

Methodology

Project Impacts

Stream investigations were conducted in accordance with the ODOT Ecological Guidelines
(April 1999) and the INDOT Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies (July 1996).
All project-related stream data are provided in the technical reports listed below:

» US 24 Ecological Survey for Allen County, Indiana (December 2000).
» US 24 Ecological Survey for Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio (3 Volumes),
(December 2000).

Aninitial literature search was conducted over a 1282 square-kilometer (500 square-mile) study
area. This literature search included the review of environmental inventories from both federal
and state information resources. Following the literature review, field surveys were conducted
on the streams and rivers within the Feasible Corridors. Stream surveys were completed in
August and October 1999 and May 2000. All data were collected according to methods specified
by ODOT (1999). Field data sheets for each stream sampling location were completed.

There are numerous streams that are crossed by the Feasible Alternatives. Many of these
streams have been channelized or modified for agricultural uses and are an integral part of the
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Mitigation

drainage systems of active farms located within the study area. The quality of most streams
ranges from low to moderate (QHEI scores less than 45) although some warm water habitat
(WWH) streams are crossed by the Feasible Alternatives (QHEI scores range from 45 to 60).
Other than the Maumee River, none of the streams affected by the Feasible Alternatives are
classified as exceptional warm water habitat (QHEI score greater than 60).

Figure 3.4 and Table 3.11 summarize the potential stream involvement by alternative and quality
of the streams, based on the QHEI scores assigned to each stream. The stream lengths represent
the total lengths of stream reaches within the right-of-way of each alternative. Table S-1 provides
a comparison of the length of streams bridged, culverted, and left in open channel for each of
the Feasible Alternatives.

The number of stream crossings ranges from none with Alternative Y to 59 with Alternative .
Excluding Alternative Y, the alternative with the least amount of impact, based on length of
stream impacted, is Alternative Z, which affects 10 011 meters (32,837 feet) of streams. In
contrast, Alternative J affects 15 634 meters (51,281 feet) of streams with 58 stream crossings.
As shownin Table 3.11, stream impacts associated with most of the Feasible Alternatives occur
primarily to channelized agricultural ditches with limited aquatic habitat (low quality streams).
The notable exception is Alternative Z, with 53 crossings of high quality streams.

Impacts for Alternatives A through X are substantially higher, on average, than those for
Alternatives Y and Z. The primary factor for the variance is that Alternatives A through X would
be constructed on new location. However, Alternative Y follows existing US 24 for its entire
length and does not involve any new stream crossings. Alternative Z follows the existing US 24
corridor for most of its length with the exception of the Antwerp Bypass. Under this alternative,
stream crossings are limited to extensions of existing crossings along existing US 24 and
construction of new crossings along the Antwerp Bypass.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) results in 26 stream crossings, affecting 6155 meters
(20,189 feet) of streams. These numbers are lower than those for the Feasible Alternatives
because they reflect only those streams that are considered jurisdictional as described in ODOT’s
Technical Guidance on Roadside Ditches (December 17,2002). Similar to the Feasible Alternatives
that would be constructed on new alignment, the majority of streams impacted are low quality
streams. Table 3.12 provides a summary of jurisdictional stream impacts associated with the
Preferred Alternative.

The general approach to reducing impact to surface waters is to avoid and minimize impacts to
the greatest extent possible, then to compensate for any unavoidable impacts. Replacement
ratios will be based on the quality of the stream reach being impacted.

Avoidance of all surface water resource would not be possible. Therefore, impacts to streams
and rivers will be minimized during design and construction. Mitigation measures may include:

» Implementation of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.

»  Construction of stormwater detention/treatment facilities to minimize the impact highway
contaminants on surface water quality.

* Properly sized and engineered culverts for stream crossings to minimize impacts
attributed to flood height and flood duration.

» Culverted stream crossings which are properly sized and engineered to provide
unobstructed, continuous flow for fish and macroinvertebrates.

* Perpendicular stream crossings.

» Stream enhancement techniques such as creation of pool and riffle zones, planting
stream-shading vegetation, constructing low-flow channels and pools, and placing
boulders and channel deflectors in unavoidable stream relocations.

» Utilization of BMPs in accordance with ODOT’s Construction and Materials
Specifications (2002) and INDOT’s Part V Design Manual (August 1999).

» Utilization of an environmental monitor during construction.
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Concurrent with preliminary and final design efforts, detailed mitigation measures specific to
the right-of-way and the impacted surface water will be developed. Ata minimum, any stream
mitigation design will employ the recognized concepts of fluvial gegomorphological design.

TABLE 3.11
SUMMARY OF STREAM IMPACTS

Total Length of Length of Impacts to | Length of Impacts to
Alternative bélr':;gfl:g"sf Impacts High Quality Streams '| Low Quality Streams 2
Meters Feet Meters Feet Meters Feet

No Build 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A 52 12274 | 40,259 2959 9,705 9315 30,554
B 51 13433 | 44,059 3383 11,095 | 10050 32,964
C 49 11152 | 36,577 3108 10,194 8044 26,383
D 48 11723 | 38,451 3383 11,095 8340 27,356
D-13 26 6158 20,189 816 2,676 5342 17,513
E 51 11774 | 38,618 3027 9,928 8747 28,690
F 50 12932 42,418 3451 11,318 9482 31,100
G 51 10 651 34,936 3176 10,417 7475 24,519
H 44 11223 36,810 3451 11,318 7772 25,492
I 59 14476 | 47,481 5396 17,698 9080 29,783
J 58 15634 [ 51,281 5820 19,088 9815 32,193
K 56 13353 | 43,799 5545 18,187 7809 25,612
L 55 13925 | 45,673 5820 19,088 8105 26,585
M 57 14203 | 46,585 5410 17,746 8792 28,839
N 56 15 361 50,385 5834 19,136 9527 31,249
0 54 13080 | 42,903 5559 18,235 7521 24,668
P 53 13 652 447777 5834 19,136 7817 25,641
Q 55 13180 | 43,230 4833 15,851 8347 27,379
R 54 14338 | 47,030 5256 17,241 9082 29,789
S 52 12057 | 39,548 4982 16,340 7076 23,208
T 91 12 629 41,422 5256 17,241 7372 24,181
U 52 12907 | 42,334 4847 15,899 8060 26,435
Vv 51 14065 | 46,134 5271 17,289 8794 28,845
W 50 11784 | 38,652 4996 16,388 6788 22,264
X 49 12355 | 40,526 5271 17,289 7085 23,237

Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Z 53 10 111 32,837 | 10011 32,837 0 0

Notes: Warm Water Habitat (WWH) streams, includes both the Maumee and Tiffin rivers.

Limited Resource Water (LRW) streams.

Impacts reported for Alternative D-1 are based upon additional field surveys. Impacts reported for all other
alternatives are based upon studies reported in the US 24 Ecological Survey Report (December 2000).
See Table S-1 for data on length of stream bridged, piped, and left in open channel.

w o =

Mitigation for stream impacts will be negotiated with resource agencies through coordination
for the Section 404 permit and 401 water quality certification. In accordance with state
regulations, both Indiana and Ohio require mitigation for stream impacts. Replacement ratios
are based on the quality of the stream being affected. In general, the minimum replacement ratio
forimpacted streams is 1:1 for on-site, in-kind replacement. Final mitigation requirements will
be developed in conjunction with the Section 404 permit and 401 water quality certification.

3-20

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



TABLE 3.12
SUMMARY OF STREAM IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Entire Corridor Within Allen Within Paulding Within Defiance
County County County
Total Number of Stream Crossings 26 7 10 9
Total Length of Stream Crossings 6155 meters 1236 meters 3010 meters 1909 meters
(20,189 feet) (4,055 feet) (9,87 3feet) (6,261 feet)
Impacts to Low Quality Streams’
Number of Stream Crossings 19 4 9 6
Length of Stream Crossings 5339 meters 849 meters 2912 meters 1580 meters
(17,513 feet) (2,785 feet) (9,546 feet) (5,182 feet)
Number of Crossings in Culverts 15 3 8 4
Length of Streams in Culverts 1195 meters 279 meters 546 meters 369 meters
(3,918 feet) (915 feet) (1,793 feet) (1,210 feet)
Number of Crossings with Bridges 2 1 1 0
Length of Streams Bridged 91 meters 46 meters 46 meters 0 meters
(300 feet) (150 feet) (150 feet) (0 feet)
Number of Streams Relocated 2 0 0 2
Length of Relocated Streams 297 meters 0 meters 0 meters 297 meters
(975 feet) (0 feet) (0 feet) (975 feet)
Length of Additional Impact 3756 meters 52 meters 2318 meters 914 meters
(12,320 feet) (1,720 feet) (7,603 feet) (2,997 feet)
Impacts to High Quality Streams?
Number of Stream Crossings 7 3 1 3
Length of Stream Crossings 816 meters 387 meters 100 meters 329 meters
(2,676 feet) (1,270 feet) (327 feet) (1,079 feet)
Number of Crossings in Culverts 1 0 0 1
Length of Streams in Culverts 12 meters 0 meters 0 meters 12 meters
(40 feet) (0 feet) (0 feet) (40 feet)
Number of Crossings with 6 3 1 2
Bridges
Length of Streams Bridged 270 meters 114 meters 46 meters 110 meters
(885 feet) (375 feet) (150 feet) (360 feet)
Length of Additional Impact 534 meters 273 meters 54 meters 207 meters
(1,751 feet) (895 feet) (177 feet) (679 feet)

Notes: ' Limited Resource Water (LRW) streams.
2 Warm Water Habitat (WWH) streams, includes both the Maumee and Tiffin rivers.

3.1.5 Floodplains Within the study area, flood hazard areas (areas within a stream’s 100-year flood boundary as
Existing Conditions defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA]) occur adjacent to the Maumee,
Tiffin, and Auglaize rivers and their tributaries. Figure 3.1 shows the floodplains associated
with these surface waters relative to the alternatives. One isolated 100-year floodplain area
occurs near Woodburn and SR 101 in Allen County.

Methodology The base floodplain involvement and risks associated with the Feasible Alternatives were analyzed
by using information gathered during field reviews and reviewing Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRM), Flood Insurance Studies (FIS), aerial photographs, and USGS topographic maps.

Detailed floodplain management reports and flood insurance studies are available for Allen,
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Project Impacts

Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Paulding, and Defiance counties. These reports have been prepared by cooperative efforts of
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), FEMA, IDNR, soil and conservation districts,
planning commissions, and other local agencies. The Maumee River Basin Commission is in
the process of updating the FIS for Allen County. Preliminary FIRMs (September 21, 2001) have
been produced by FEMA. These preliminary FIRMs are currently being used for planning
purposes in the Allen County, Indiana.

Existing floodplain management regulations in Indiana establish minimum standards governing
the delineation and regulation of flood hazard areas. The 1945 Indiana Flood Control Act (.C.
14-28-1) prohibits construction, excavation, or the placement of fill in a floodway without prior
approval from the IDNR.

The IDNR, Division of Water, and ODNR administer the flood control regulations, and also act as
the state coordinators of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) that helps to regulate the
development of flood-prone lands. Under this program, which is administered by the Federal
Insurance Administration of FEMA, a community may enter the NFIP after the following criteria
have been met: 1) a detailed FIRM is issued following an FIS, and 2) local officials enact
comprehensive regulations that require all new or substantially improved structures to be built in
accordance with federal floodplain management criteria. Fort Wayne, New Haven, and
Woodburn, Indiana participate in the NFIP

Floodplain encroachments are restricted to the Maumee River floodplain adjacent to existing US
24, and one existing crossing of the Tiffin River. Floodplain encroachment is generally limited
due to the incised nature of the Maumee River. In total, 22 areas of floodplain encroachment
have been identified among the Feasible Alternatives. Encroachment areas are along existing
US 24 and occur at both ends of the project area where all of the alternatives join together.
Sixteen of the 22 encroachment areas are exclusive to Alternative Z and all involve perpendicular
encroachments of existing drainages. All alternatives contain the same existing crossing of the
Maumee and Tiffin rivers near Defiance. In general, alternatives located further away from the
Maumee River have less involvement with floodplains than those alternatives in close proximity
to the Maumee River.

Table 3.13 presents a summary of the floodplain encroachments associated with the Feasible
Alternatives. A longitudinal encroachment is defined as a floodplain encroachment where the
alignment, or impact area of the alternative, follows the floodplain alignment without being on
an elevated structure. A perpendicular encroachment is where the alignment, or impact area,
perpendicularly crosses the floodplain, whether or not it is on an elevated structure.

Alternative Z has the greatest area of encroachment on the Maumee River floodplain of all the
alternatives. This floodplain involvement is limited to existing perpendicular crossings of incised
tributaries to the Maumee River. Alternatives E, G, Q, S, U, and W have the least amount of
floodplain involvement, 7.5 hectares (18.5 acres).

Floodplain encroachments for Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) are less than those reported
for Alternative D because of minor shifts in the alignment to minimize impacts to wetland and
associated streams. The Preferred Alternative (D-1) encroaches on 28.0 hectares (69.2) acres
of floodplains. The Preferred Alternative does not impact or interfere with floodplain management
activities in Allen County, Indiana or Paulding and Defiance counties, Ohio.

The floodplain encroachments associated with the Preferred Alternative do not constitute
"significant encroachments," as defined in 23 CFR 650, Subpart A. “‘Significant encroachment’
is defined as a highway encroachment and any direct support of likely base flood-plain
development that would involve one or more of the following construction or flood-related
impacts:

» Asignificant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility which
is needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation route.
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* Asignificant risk, or
» Asignificant adverse impact on natural and beneficial flood-plain values."

TABLE 3.13
100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS
Longitudinal Perpendicular Total
Encroachments Encroachments Encroachments
: Area Area Area
Alternative Watercourse Number | AMectedin | | Affectedin | | Aftected in
Hectares Hectares Hectares
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
A Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 6.1 4 28.8
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (14.9) (71.1)
B Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 7.8 4 30.5
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (19.2) (75.4)
C Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 6.1 4 28.8
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (14.9) (71.1)
D Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 7.8 4 30.5
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (19.2) (75.4)
D-1 Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 53 4 28.0
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (13.0) (69.2)
E Gar Creek. Maumee River, 75 75
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 (18 5) 4 (18' 5)
River ) '
F Gar Creek. Maumee River, 9.3 9.3
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 (22' 9) 4 (22' 9)
River ) '
G Gar Creek. Maumee River, 75 75
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 (18 5) 4 (18' 5)
River ) '
H Gar Creek. Maumee River, 9.3 9.3
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 (22' 9) 4 (22' 9)
River . .
I Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 6.1 4 28.8
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (14.9) (71.1)
J Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 7.8 4 30.5
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (19.2) (75.4)
K Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 6.1 4 28.8
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (14.9) (71.1)
L Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 7.8 4 30.5
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (19.2) (75.4)
M Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 6.1 4 28.8
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (14.9) (71.1)
N Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 7.8 4 30.5
Ditch & Tiffin River 56.2) (19.2) (75.4)
0 Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 6.1 4 28.8
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (14.9) (71.1)
P Maumee River, Stevens 1 22.7 3 7.8 4 30.5
Ditch & Tiffin River (56.2) (19.2) (75.4)
Q Gar Creek. Maumee River, 75 75
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 (1é 5) 4 (18 5)
River ) '
R Gar Creek. Maumee River, 93 93
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 (22' 9) 4 (22' 9)
River ) '
S Gar Creek. Maumee River, 75 75
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 . 4 .
River (18.5) (18.5)
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TABLE 3.13 (CONTINUED)
100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS

Longitudinal Perpendicular Total
Encroachments Encroachments Encroachments
: Area Area Area
Alternative Watercourse Number Affected in Number Affected in Number Affected in
Hectares Hectares Hectares
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
T Gar Creek. Maumee River, 93 93
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 Qé% 4 Qé%
River ) )
U Gar Creek. Maumee River, 75 75
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 Ué& 4 “é&
River ) )
v Gar Creek. Maumee River, 93 93
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 Qé% 4 Qé%
River ) )
W Gar Creek. Maumee River, 75 75
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 Ué& 4 “é&
River ) )
X Gar Creek. Maumee River, 93 93
Stevens Ditch & Tiffin 0 0 4 Qé% 4 Qé%
River ) )
Y Gar Creek, Grover Ditch,
Viland Ditch, Unnamed
Trib. @ Wunder Rd., Gier
Rd., Burns Rd., The Bend 7 (;%Z) 11 (;Ba) 18 (égg)
Rd., Limaugh Rd., ' '
Stevens Ditch, Maumee &
Tiffin Rivers
VA Gar Creek, Grover Ditch,
Viland Ditch, Unnamed
Trib. @ Wunder Rd., Gier
Rd., Burns Rd., The Bend 4 26.5 12 8.1 16 34.6
Rd., Limaugh Rd., (65.5) (19.9) (85.4)
Ashwood Rd., Stevens
Ditch, Maumee & Tiffin
Rivers
The encroachments would not interrupt transportation facilities needed for emergency vehicles.
On the contrary, emergency vehicles would be given the ability to better meet the needs of the
communities involved, and would no longer be subject to the excessive traffic delays and
congestion of the current road system. In addition, the Preferred Alternative would provide
additional means of evacuation routing to the region. Preliminary floodplain encroachment
studies indicate the encroachments would not raise flood levels in the area, therefore, the
project would not increase risks of property loss or hazards to natural and beneficial floodplain
values.
Mitigation Protection of floodplains and floodways is required by Executive Order 11988 Floodplain

Management; USDOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection; Federal-Aid
Highway Program Manual 6-7-3-2, Guidelines for the Evaluation of Encroachments on
Floodplains; and 23 CFR 650A, Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments on Flood
Plains. The intent of these regulations is to avoid or minimize highway encroachments within
the 100-year (base) floodplains, where practicable, and to avoid supporting land use development
that is incompatible with floodplain values. Where encroachment is unavoidable, the regulations
require appropriate measures to minimize impacts.

Actual floodplain impacts will likely be less than the totals listed in Table 3.13 because the width
of the entire right-of-way across a floodplain will not be filled. In addition, detailed design
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3.1.6 Wildlife, Plants,
and Threatened and
Endangered Species

Existing Conditions

studies on the Preferred Alternative will evaluate alternative bridge designs and the use of
retaining walls to reduce the floodplain encroachments, wherever practical and feasible. Post-
construction hydraulics will match the pre-existing drainage conditions, and no negative change
will occur to existing flood levels, as determined by the Flood Hazard Evaluation conducted for
each crossing.

The design of the Preferred Alternative will be further developed in accordance with current
drainage practices and standards and ODOT and INDOT. ODOT and INDOT will coordinate with
FEMA and local agencies to ensure that the highway is developed in accordance with accepted
local floodway plans and floodplain management programs.

The effects of the Feasible Alternatives on terrestrial ecology were also assessed for the US 24
New Haven to Defiance project. This investigation focused on the potential effects on wildlife
and plants habitating the study area as well as sensitive species that have been officially designated
as endangered, threatened, or rare in accordance with federal and/or state regulations.

Terrestrial habitats present in the study area consist primarily of agricultural land, wetlands,
upland forested areas, old field habitats, and other undeveloped areas such as median strips,
large mowed areas, and vacant lots. Information on wetlands present within the study area and
project-related impacts are discussed in Section 3.1.3 of this DEIS.

Allen County

Within Allen County, the dominant land cover type is agriculture, which is reflected in the land
cover and classification data developed for the Feasible Corridors and presented in Table 3.14.
Agricultural drainage, selective logging, and other human activities have greatly affected the
woodlots present within the study area. Other cover types relevant to terrestrial habitat found
within the Feasible Corridors include wetlands, upland forested areas, and undeveloped land
areas.

Through the ecological field investigations conducted on the Feasible Corridors, 34 woodlots
were identified in Allen County. The majority of these woodlots are associated with wetlands;
however, six consist entirely of upland communities. The forested wetlands found within the
Allen County portion of the study area are of three ecological associations - mixed swamp
forest, oak-maple swamp forest, and maple-cottonwood-sycamore floodplain forest. Three
ecological associations were identified for the upland forested areas - oak maple forest, maple-
cottonwood-sycamore floodplain forest, and mixed swamp forest.

The presence of mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles was recorded during the field
investigations. Mammals recorded in the Allen County portion of the study area include
woodchuck (Marmota monax), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginiaus), muskrat (Ondatra
Zibethica), and raccoon (Procyon lotor). Several species of birds were recorded including the
turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), wood duck (Aix sponsa),
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), rock dove (Columba livia), blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata),
American robin (Turdus migratorius), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), field sparrow (Spizella
pusilla), and black-capped chickadee (Poecile atricapillus). One species of amphibian, the
green frog (Rana clamitans), was recorded.

The USFWS Bloomington, Indiana field office identified the federally endangered Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis) and the federally threatened bald eagle (Haileetus leucocephalus) as federally
listed species that range within Allen County. Two additional federally endangered species, the
clubshell mussel (Pleurobema clava) and the white catspaw (Epioblasma obliquata perobliqua)
were reported to exist in Allen County but not within the study area.

A data search of the Indiana Natural Heritage Inventory database revealed past records of 13
state endangered species within the study area. Of these 13 species, three are also designated
as federally endangered species. The database also identified five state species of special
concern, two state rare species, one state extirpated species, and three species which are no
longer listed but are rare enough to be tracked by the IDNR within the Allen County portion of the
study area.
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TABLE 3.14

LAND AREA SUPPORTING TERRESTRIAL HABITAT WITHIN THE FEASIBLE CORRIDORS IN ALLEN COUNTY

Alternative Forested Land Undeveloped Land Agriculture Land Total
Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres)

A 1.1 1.4 119.1 201.6
(2.8) (3.4) (491.5) (497.7)

B 1.1 1.4 119.1 201.6
(2.8) (3.4) (491.5) (497.7)

C 1.1 1.4 119.1 201.6
(2.8) (3.4) (491.5) (497.7)

D 1.1 1.4 119.1 201.6
(2.8) (3.4) (491.5) (497.7)

D-1 2.7 1.4 200.9 204.9
(6.7) (3.4) (496.1) (506.2)

E 4.2 0.5 202.0 206.6
(10.2) (1.2) (498.8) (510.2)

F 4.2 0.5 202.0 206.6
(10.2) (1.2) (498.8) (510.2)

G 4.2 0.5 202.0 206.6
(10.2) (1.2) (498.8) (510.2)

H 4.2 0.5 202.0 206.6
(10.2) (1.2) (498.8) (510.2)

| 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (457.7)

J 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4)) (451.4) (457.7)

K 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (457.7)

L 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (457.7)

M 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (457.7)

N 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (457.7)

0 1.2 1.4 182.8 185.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (457.7)

p 1.2 1.4 182.8 187.4
(2.9) (3.4) (451.4) (462.6)

Q 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

R 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

S 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

T 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

U 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

v 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

W 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

X 4.2 0.5 182.8 187.4
(10.2) (1.2) (451.3) (462.6)

y 1.6 3.4 23.5 28.4
(3.8) (8.5) (57.9) (70.2)

7 3.4 11.4 100.4 1151
(8.3) (28.3) (247.8) (284.3)
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This data search also revealed the presence of 12 high quality natural communities listed as
state significant areas. These include two Central Till Plains, five Wet-Mesic Floodplain Forests,
three Mesic-Upland Forests, and two Dry-Mesic Prairies. The data search also identified seven
Protected Natural Areas and three Unprotected Significant Natural Areas within the Indiana
portion of the 1282-square kilometer (500-square mile) study area. None of these habitat
resources are affected by the Feasible Corridors.

Paulding and Defiance Counties

As with Allen County, the predominant land cover type in the Paulding and Defiance counties
portion of the study area is agriculture. Land cover and classification data developed for the
Feasible Corridors for Paulding and Defiance counties are provided in Table 3.15. Other cover
types relevant to terrestrial habitat found within the Feasible Corridors include upland forested
areas, old fields, and undeveloped land areas.

Through the ecological field investigations conducted on the Feasible Corridors within Paulding
and Defiance counties, 123 woodlots were identified. Of the 123 woodlots, 39 consisting
entirely of upland communities were identified. Six upland ecological community associations,
not including agriculture, were identified. These associations are oak-maple forest, mixed
swamp forest, old field/meadow, maple-cottonwood-sycamore floodplain forest, scrub/shrub,
and big bluestem prairie. Forested wetland communities consist mainly of mixed swamp forest
and oak-maple swamp forest, but also include maple-cottonwood-sycamore floodplain forest
and oak-hickory forest.

Mammals observed in the study area during field investigations include woodchuck, meadow
vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus), white-tailed deer, muskrat, raccoon, deer mouse (Peromyscus
maniculatus), fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), and eastern
chipmunk (Tamias striatus). More than 50 species of birds were observed, most of which are
common throughout the study area. Notable species include raptors, neotropical migrants, and
some of the more rarely seen birds of the region. Among the rare and/or notable species
observed are the red-tailed hawk, American kestrel, spotted sandpiper (Acititis macularia), and
brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater). Green frogs and bull frogs (Rana catesbeiana) were
the most commonly observed amphibians. Others include the northern leopard frog (Rana
pipiens), American toads (Bufo americanus), spring peepers (Pseudacris crucifer), and
Blanchard’s cricket frog (Acris crepitans blanchardi).

The USFWS Reynoldsburg, Ohio field office identified four federally listed species, two
endangered species, one threatened species, and one candidate species that range within the
Ohio portion of the study area. These species include the federally endangered Indiana bat, the
federally endangered clubshell mussel, the federally listed threatened copperbelly water snake
(Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta), and the federally listed candidate species eastern massasauga
rattlesnake (Sistrurus catenatus catenatus).

A search of the Ohio Natural Heritage Inventory database revealed the past records of eight state
potentially threatened species, six species of state special interest, three state threatened species,
and one species which has not been assigned a state status but is included within the Natural
Heritage Inventory. In addition, nine high quality plant communities were identified consisting
of maple-ash swamps, floodplain forests, bur oak savanna, and mixed emergent marsh.

Special interest species identified for the Paulding County portion of the study area included the
deertoe mussel (Truncilla truncata) and the four-toed salamander (Hemidactylium scutatum).
The Kirtland’s snake (Clonophis kirtlandii) is the only state threatened fauna identified in Paulding
County. The pale carrion-flower (Smilax herbacea var. lasioneura), a state threatened plant, was
reported as extant in Paulding County. The grove sandwort (Arenaria lateriflora) was reported
as a potentially threatened floral species in Paulding County. Two great blue heron (Ardea
herodias) colonies and one turkey vulture (Cathartes aura) roost were also identified in Paulding
County. Five areas in Paulding County were identified as high quality natural communities. One
area was noted as maple-ash-oak swamp, three areas listed as floodplain forest, and one area
identified as a mixed emergent marsh. None of these high quality communities are located
within the Feasible Corridors.
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TABLE 3.15

LAND AREA SUPPORTING TERRESTRIAL HABITAT WITHIN THE FEASIBLE CORRIDORS IN PAULDING AND DEFIANCE COUNTIES

Alternative Forested Land 0ld Field Undeveloped Land Agriculture Land Total
Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres)

A 8.1 0.0 28.3 384.3 420.3
(19.8) (0.0) (69.8) (948.9) (1,037.9)

B 13.4 0.0 31.2 353.0 391.7
(33.1) (0.0) (77.2) (871.5) (967.0)

C 8.4 0.0 28.3 393.2 429.6
(20.7) (0.0 (69.8) (970.9) (1,060.7)

D 16.7 0.0 31.2 3571 399.1
(41.3) (0.0) (77.2) (881.7) (985.4)

D-1 27.8 0.0 20.8 377.6 426.2
(68.7) (0.0 (51.3) (932.7) (1,052.7)

E 8.4 0.0 28.3 384.3 420.3
(19.8) (0.0) (69.8) (948.9) (1,037.9)

F 13.4 0.0 31.2 353.0 391.7
(33.1) (0.0 (77.2) (871.5) (967.0)

G 8.4 0.0 28.3 393.2 429.6
(20.7) (0.0) (69.8) (970.9) (1,060.7)

H 16.7 0.0 31.2 357.1 399.1
(41.3) (0.0 (77.2) (881.7) (985.4)

| 8.8 0.0 28.3 405.4 442 .4
(21.6) (0.0) (69.8) (1,001.0) (1,092.4)

J 14.3 0.0 31.2 3741 413.8
(35.0) (0.0) (77.2) (923.6) (1,021.6)

K 9.1 0.0 28.3 414.3 451.7
(22.5) (0.0) (69.8) (1,022.9) (1,115.3)

L 17.5 0.0 31.2 378.2 421.2
(43.1) (0.0) (77.2) (933.8) (1,040.0)

M 6.9 0.0 28.3 406.6 441.8
(17.1) (0.0) (69.8) (1003.9) (1,090.9)

N 12.3 0.0 31.2 375.3 4131
(30.4) (0.0) (77.2) (926.6) (1,020.1)

0 7.3 0.0 28.3 415.5 451.1
(18.0) (0.0) (69.8) (1,025.9) (1,113.7)

p 15.6 0.0 31.2 3794 420.6
(38.6) (0.0) (77.2) (936.7) (1,038.4)

Q 8.8 0.0 28.3 405.4 442 4
(21.6) (0.0) (69.8) (1,001.0) (1,092.4)

R 14.1 0.0 31.2 3741 413.8
(34.9) (0.0) (77.2) (923.6) (1,021.6)

S 9.1 0.0 28.3 414.3 451.7
(22.5) (0.0 (69.8) (1,022.9) (1,115.3)

T 17.5 0.0 31.2 378.2 421.2
(43.1) (0.0 (77.2) (933.8) (1,040.0)

U 6.9 0.0 28.3 406.6 441.8
(17.1) (0.0 (69.8) (1,003.9) (1,090.9)

v 12.3 0.0 31.2 375.3 4131
(30.4) (0.0) (77.2) (926.6) (1,020.1)

W 7.3 0.0 28.3 399.3 434.9
(18.0) (0.0) (69.8) (986.0) (1,073.8)

X 15.6 0.0 31.2 379.4 420.6
(38.6) (0.0) (77.2) (936.7) (1,038.4)

y 6.4 0.5 14.0 56.8 78.5
(15.8) (1.1) (34.7) (140.3) (193.8)

7 35.9 1.8 30.6 301.7 369.2
(88.7) (4.6) (75.6) (745.0) (911.6)
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Methodology

In the Defiance County portion of the study area, two state special interest species were reported,
the purple wartyback mussel (Cyclonaias tuberculata) and the sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter
striatus). Only one potentially state threatened plant species, the prairie ironweed (Vernonia
fasciculata), was reported as occurring within the Defiance County portion of the study area.
Four areas in Defiance County were identified as high quality natural communities. Two of the
listed areas are floodplain forest; one is a maple-ash-oak swamp, and one is a bur-oak savanna.
None of the four high quality plant communities identified in Defiance County are located within
the Feasible Corridors.

Terrestrial ecological investigations were conducted in accordance with the ODOT Ecological
Guidelines (April 1999) and the INDOT Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies
(July 1996). All project-related ecological data are provided in the technical reports listed
below:

»  US 24 Ecological Survey for Allen County, Indiana (December 2000).

* US 24 Ecological Survey for Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio (3 Volumes),
(December 2000).

e US 24 Wetlands Delineation Study: Addendum to the Ecological Survey for Allen
County, Indiana and Defiance and Paulding Counties, Ohio (June 2003).

The determination of involvement with federally threatened or endangered species; proposed
(under review) threatened or endangered species; and designated critical habitat was
accomplished through literature searches, personal interviews with known specialists, and
requests for confirmation of the list of species from the USFWS, state agencies, and completion
of field surveys. Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act requires that USFWS or the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) be contacted for an official list of endangered,
threatened, and proposed species that may be present in the area of a proposed construction
project.

The USFWS Bloomington, Indiana and the USFWS Reynoldsburg, Ohio field offices were
contacted for information about federally listed species within the study area. The IDNR, Division
of Nature Preserves conducted a Natural Heritage Data Search within the study area of Allen
County, Indiana. The ODNR, Division of Natural Areas and Preserves conducted a Natural
Heritage Data Search for the study area within Defiance and Paulding counties. A Natural Heritage
Data Search provides data on state endangered, threatened, or rare species, plus unique habitats
and special geologic features.

Endangered and threatened species surveys were conducted during the stream, wetland, and
terrestrial surveys. Special interest was given to those areas identified through database searches
as possibly containing either state or federally listed species.

In response to USFWS comments received during the Concurrence Point #2 consultation,
surveys were conducted for the eastern massasauga rattlesnake and the copperbelly water
snake within the proposed right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1).

Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake Surveys

Sixteen areas identified as potentially containing suitable habitat for the eastern massasauga
rattlesnake (Sistrurus catenatus catenatus) were identified along the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative D-1). Suitable habitat for this species of rattlesnake consists of open, sunlit areas
intermixed with shaded areas, the presence of the water table at or near the surface, and variable
elevations between upland and lowland areas.

The surveys were conducted during suitable environmental conditions between May 1, 2001
and September 20, 2001. Based on site characteristics, six of the 16 areas were designated as
high probability areas and the remaining areas were designated as low probability areas. To
provide an artificial form of cover, roofing tin was placed at strategic locations within the 16
areas selected for the surveys. The high probability areas were checked weekly except during
July and August when ambient temperatures exceeded suitable sampling conditions. The
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Project Impacts

remaining (low probability) areas were checked between eight and 13 times over the duration of
the field studies.

No specimens of the eastern massasauga rattlesnake were observed during the field
investigations. It is unlikely that the species is using the areas of potential habitat identified
within the right-of-way limits of the Preferred Alternative (D-1).

The USFWS and ODNR reviewed the results of the survey and concurred that the species is not
likely to be present within the proposed right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative, and therefore
would not be impacted by the project. The USFWS (Reynoldsburg) noted its concurrence in
correspondence dated December 13, 2001; the USFWS (Bloomington), January 3, 2002; and
the ODNR, December 19, 2001. Summaries of the comments are provided in Section 5.3.3 of
this DEIS; copies of the agency comment letters are provided in Appendix 3.4.

Copperbelly Watersnake Surveys

Four areas identified as potentially having habitat suitable to support the copperbelly watersnake
(Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta) were selected for the survey. Habitat requirement for the
species includes lowland swamps or other warm, quiet waters (both seasonal and permanent);
adjacent wooded migration corridors; adjacent wooded upland slopes with underground
hibernation sites below the frost line; and streams or rivers. Field reviews were completed on
June 12, July 6, and July 20, 2000 to determine if suitable habitat existed in the areas and if the
copperbelly watersnake was in fact present in the study area.

The survey did not identify the presence of suitable habitat to support the copperbelly water
snake within the limits of the Preferred Alternative (D-1). The USFWS and ODNR reviewed the
results of the survey and concurred that the species is not likely to be present within the proposed
right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative, and therefore would not be impacted by the project.
The USFWS (Reynoldsburg) noted its concurrence in correspondence dated December 13,
2001; the USFWS (Bloomington), January 3, 2002; and the ODNR, December 19, 2001.
Summaries of the comments are provided in Section 5.3.3 of this DEIS; copies of the agency
comment letters are provided in Appendix 3.4.

In general, all Feasible Alternatives affect terrestrial habitats. Of all habitats observed, the greatest
impact will occur on agricultural land, the dominant land cover in the study area, as indicated in
Tables 3.14 and 3.15.

Due to the limited presence of woodlands within the study area, the USFWS requested that
efforts be made to preserve forested uplands and wetlands to avoid detrimental impacts on
wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitat effects can be compared by alternative based on the estimates of
the affected land area containing forested upland habitat and woodlots, which is presented in
Table 3.16. The woodlot data is inclusive of upland and wetland areas. The ratio of woodlot
acreage to the number of sites affected illustrates the fragmentation of the existing wildlife
habitat. The remaining habitat serves limited populations of generalist species such as blue
jays, gray squirrels, skunks, raccoon, and deer.

No high quality natural communities are affected by any of the Feasible Alternatives.

No federally endangered species of vascular plants, birds, fish, or invertebrates were observed
within the study area during field surveys conducted for the project. The Feasible Alternatives,
however, may affect areas considered to contain general habitat of three federally listed species
(the Indiana bat, eastern massasauga rattlesnake, and copperbelly watersnake) and five state
listed species (the northern harrier, dark-eyed junco, sharp-shinned hawk, pale carrion flower,
and nodding rattlesnake root).

Summer roosting habitat for the federally endangered Indiana bat was observed in many of the
woodlots located within the right-of-way limits of the Feasible Alternatives. The USFWS identifies
suitable roosting and breeding habitat as any living or dead standing tree with exfoliating,
peeling, or loose bark; split trunks and/or branches; or cavities. While the species was not
observed directly, it is known to be extant throughout this region.
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TABLE 3.16

IMPACTS OF THE FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES ON TERRESTRIAL HABITAT

Alternative Total Ar%ap::nﬁffﬁg:ﬁ:iaroresied Numﬁ;g&lﬁlllsecled Total Area of Affected Woodlots

A 9.2 hectares 17 18.2 hectares
(22.6 acres) (44.9 acres)

B 14.5 hectares 19 27.5 hectares
(35.9 acres) (68.0 acres)

c 9.5 hectares 19 12.7 hectares
(23.5 acres) (31.3 acres)

D 17.9 hectares 99 28.0 hectares
(44.1 acres) (68.4 acres)

D-1 30.5 hectares 20 35.7 hectares
(75.4 acres) (87.7 acres)

E 12.2 hectares 18 27.5 hectares
(30.1 acres) (67.9 acres)

F 17.6 hectares 20 36.8 hectares
(43.4 acres) (91.0 acres)

G 12.6 hectares 20 24.1 hectares
(31.0 acres) (59.5 acres)

H 20.9 hectares 23 37.0 hectares
(51.6 acres) (91.4 acres)

| 9.9 hectares 18 22.9 hectares
(24.5 acres) (56.6 acres)

J 15.3 hectares 20 32.3 hectares
(37.8 acres) (79.8 acres)

K 10.3 hectares 20 19.5 hectares
(25.4 acres) (48.2 acres)

L 18.6 hectares 23 32.5 hectares
(46.0 acres) (80.2 acres)

M 8.1 hectares 17 17.1 hectares
(20.0 acres) (42.2 acres)

N 13.5 hectares 19 26.4 hectares
(33.3 acres) (65.3 acres)

0 8.5 hectares 19 13.7 hectares
(20.9 acres) (33.8 acres)

p 16.8 hectares 99 26.6 hectares
(41.5 acres) (65.7 acres)

Q 12.9 hectares 19 32.2 hectares
(31.9 acres) (79.6 acres)

R 18.3 hectares 91 41.6 hectares
(45.1 acres) (102.7 acres)

S 13.2 hectares 91 28.8 hectares
(32.7 acres) (71.2 acres)

T 21.6 hectares o4 41.7 hectares
(53.3 acres) (103.1 acres)

U 11.1 hectares 18 26.4 hectares
(27.3 acres) (65.1 acres)

v 16.4 hectares 20 35.7 hectares
(40.6 acres) (88.2 acres)

W 11.4 hectares 20 23.0 hectares
(28.2 acres) (56.8 acres)

X 19.8 hectares 23 35.9 hectares
(48.8 acres) (88.6 acres)

y 7.9 hectares 99 11.9 hectares
(19.6 acres) (29.4 acres)

7 39.3 hectares 36 49.2 hectares
(97.0 acres) (121.5 acres)

Known populations of the eastern massasauga rattlesnake have been identified in Paulding
County in several locations and in Defiance County near Hicksville. The species is reported to
inhabit wet areas during the spring and fall and sparsely vegetated dry upland areas in the
summer. The USFWS’s status assessment of the species lists three critical components of
habitat suitability: open sunlit areas intermixed with shaded areas; the presence of the water
table near the surface for hibernation; and variable elevations between adjoining lowland and
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

upland areas. Based on general habitat requirements, all woodlots that contain wetlands are
potential habitat for the eastern massasauga rattlesnake. All 26 Feasible Alternatives impact
woodlots that are potential habitat.

The study area lies within the range of the copperbelly watersnake. Habitat requirement for the
species includes lowland swamps or other warm, quiet waters (both seasonal and permanent);
adjacent wooded migration corridors; adjacent wooded upland slopes with underground
hibernation sites below the frost line; and streams or rivers. Investigation of wetlands within the
study area indicated that suitable habitat for the species is not present.

During the winter of 1999/2000, the state endangered northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) was
observed flying in the area between Ashwood Road and Krouse Road in Defiance County.
Alternatives D, H, L, P. T, and X traverse the area where the northern harrier was identified. It was
also observed in Paulding County, southeast of Antwerp, Ohio near the intersection of T-51 and
Gonser Road. Alternatives |, J,K,L,M,N,0,P Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, and X traverse the area where
the northern harrier was sighted. However, no nests were observed within the proposed right-
of-way limits of the Feasible Alternatives.

The state endangered dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis) was observed in a woodlot located on
the north side of US 24, west of Ashwood Road in Defiance County also during the winter of
1999/2000. No nests of this species were observed within right-of-way limits for Alternatives
Y and Z, which would affect this area. While dark-eyed juncos do not breed in northwest Ohio,
they are common winter residents.

The sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), a state special interest species, was observed
flying in Paulding County, southwest of Cecil in the vicinity of T-87 and T-97. Alternatives |, J,
K, L, Q,R, S, and T traverse the area where the sharp-shinned hawk was sighted. During the
study, no nests were observed within the right-of-way limits of the Feasible Alternatives.

In the spring of 2000, two state-threatened species were identified in woodlots along US 24.
The pale carrion flower (Smilax herbacea var. lasioneura) was found in two woodlots located in
in Paulding County near the Indiana/Ohio state line. This species can be found in wetlands,
uplands, and along wetland-upland boundaries. The state-listed threatened nodding rattlesnake-
root (Prenanthes crepidinea) was found in a woodlot located in Paulding County in the vicinity
of Antwerp. Individuals and potential habitat of these two state listed plant species would be
affected by Alternative Y.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) will encroach on agricultural lands, forested areas,
and undeveloped areas that support terrestrial habitats. The Preferred Alternative impacts
approximately 30.5 hectares (75.4 acres) of forested upland habitat. The Preferred Alternative
affects 20 individual woodlots covering approximately 35.7 hectares (87.7 acres).

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) may affect areas considered to contain habitat for one
federally listed endangered species — the Indiana bat. In August 2001, the FHWA, ODOT and
USFWS entered into an agreement concerning Section 7 consultation for the Indiana bat on
transportation projects undertaken by ODOT. A copy of the Letter of Agreement is provided in
Appendix 9. The agreement provides Section 7 clearance to ODOT for projects located within
the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat provided that the project includes provisions
restricting the removal of roosting and brood-rearing habitat between April 15 and September
15. This commitment has been included in the mitigation requirements for this project.

In response to USFWS comments received during the Concurrence Point#2 consultation,
surveys were conducted for the eastern massasauga rattlesnake and the copperbelly water
snake within the proposed right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1). The
USFWS comments are discussed in Section 5.2.4 of this DEIS; a copy of the USFWS Concurrence
Point #2 comment letter is provided in Appendix 3.3.

The surveys did not reveal the presence of either snake species within the limits of the Preferred
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Mitigation

3.1.7 Farmlands
Existing Conditions

Alternative. The USFWS and ODNR reviewed the results of the endangered species surveys
and concurred that neither species are likely to be present within the proposed right-of-way for
the Preferred Alternative and therefore would not be impacted by the project. The USFWS
(Reynoldsburg) noted its concurrence in correspondence dated December 13, 2001; the USFWS
(Bloomington), January 3, 2002; and the ODNR, December 19, 2001. Summaries of the
comments are provided in Section 5.3.3 of this DEIS; copies of the agency comment letters are
provided in Appendix 3.4.

USFWS comments issued during the Concurrence Point#2 consultation also indicated that
certain mussel species are known to be present within the Maumee and Tiffin rivers. Mussel
surveys have been previously conducted at the proposed bridge sites along the Maumee and
Tiffin rivers. Sub-fossil shells of the federally-listed endangered clubshell were found at both
sites and sub-fossil shells of the northern riffleshell were found at the Tiffin River site.
Additionally, two species of state special interest in Ohio (deertoe and purple wartyback mussels)
were found alive at both sites. While no federally-listed endangered species are currently extant
in the vicinity of the Maumee River and Tiffin River bridge sites, minimization of impacts to
mussel species is desired because some of the mussel species may be designated in the future
as endangered or threatened species.

If required, ODOT and INDOT will enter into formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act and the Indiana and Ohio state regulations. Based on investigations to date, the
need for formal Section 7 consultation is not anticipated. Specific mitigation measures for
listed species will be developed, as required, concurrent with preliminary and final design of
the Preferred Alternative (D-1). Development of mitigation measures will be coordinated with
the appropriate state and federal agencies.

0DOT has an agreement with the USFWS concerning mitigation commitments for the federally
endangered Indiana bat. Efforts to be implemented to mitigate potential impacts on the Indiana
bat include:

» Potential roosting and brood-rearing habitat will be identified prior to construction.

» The removal of potential roosting and brood-rearing habitat will be prohibited during
the period beginning April 15 and ending September 15.

*  Minimization of impacts to stream corridors and the openings created along streams
by the Preferred Alternative will be considered in design studies for the Preferred
Alternative.

Crossings of the Maumee and Tiffin rivers will be maintained at the existing crossing locations,
which will minimize impacts to sensitive mussels that may be present within the Maumee and
Tiffin rivers. The footprint of the existing bridges will be expanded to accommodate the widened
facility. It has not yet been determined if the structures will be widened up-stream or down-
stream. Widening will require construction of piers to support the highway. Future design
studies will incorporate efforts to avoid or mitigate impacts on sensitive species of mussels (if
present). If, prior to completion of design studies and/or construction, new data indicates that
federally or state-listed species are present within the vicinity of the crossings of the Maumee
and Tiffin rivers or species of mussels known to exist within these rivers are elevated to the
status of threatened or endangered species, consultation with the appropriate federal and/or
state agencies will be initiated.

Farming is an integral part of life within Allen County, Indiana and Paulding and Defiance,
counties, Ohio. Understanding the role of farming in the local communities, as well as to the
local and state economies is critical during the assessment of farmland issues within the study
area.

Relying on some of the most fertile lands in the region, the three counties are vital parts of the
diverse farming economies of their respective states. In 1997, Indiana ranked among the top
five states in the production of soybeans, peppermint, grain corn, and spearmint. Indiana was
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also among the top 10 states in the production of cultivated blueberries and tobacco. Ohio has
an equally substantial and diverse farming economy and is ranked in the top five states in the
production of maple syrup, soybeans, and processed Concord grapes, and among the top ten
states in the production of grain corn, oats, winter wheat, tobacco, and grape production.

Allen County, Indiana

According to the 1997 Agricultural Census, there were 1,440 farm operations in Allen County
comprising approximately 64 percent of the land area. Between 1987 and 1997, the percent of
land in farms and the number of farms decreased five percent and 13 percent, respectively. The
average farm size, however, increased eight percent over 1987. Soybeans accounted for slightly
over 42 percent of the cash crops, followed by corn at approximately 36 percent and wheat at
only 12 percent. The market value of all agricultural products sold in the county in 1997 was
nearly $90 million.

Paulding County, Ohio

As of 1997, there were 542 farm operations in Paulding County, comprising well over 80
percent of the land area. Although predominantly agricultural, between 1987 and 1997 the
amount of farmlands decreased approximately eight percent in the county. During this time,
however, the average farm size increased 18 percent to approximately 156.7 hectares (387
acres). With a total of nearly 80 971.7 hectares (200,000 acres) in production in Paulding
County, the majority of crops included soybeans (47 percent), corn (27 percent), and wheat (19
gercent). The market value of all agricultural products sold in the county in 1997 was just over

54 million.

Defiance County, Ohio

Defiance County is comprised of over 70 percent of farmland with approximately 861 farm
operations. Between 1987 and 1997, the percent of land in farms and number of farms decreased
10 percent and 13 percent, respectively. The average farm size in the county during 1997 was
87.5 hectares (216 acres). Soybeans accounted for nearly 51 percent of the cash crops,
followed by corn at approximately 23 percent and wheat at only 14 percent. The market value of
all agricultural products sold in the county in 1997 was just over $45 million.

The potential project-related farmland involvement must be evaluated in accordance with federal
and state regulations. The US Department of Agricultural (USDA) is the lead agency relative to
federal policy regarding farmlands.

FPPA Review

At the federal level, evaluations are governed by the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of
1981, which requires the completion of a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (FCIR) Form (AD-
1006). Form AD-1006 is the principal coordination document relative to farmlands, and
establishes a format to determine the relative value of farmland impacts associated with a project.
The FPPA is intended to minimize unnecessary conversion of farmlands during federal projects.

Two individual AD-1006 forms were generated for the 26 Feasible Alternatives. One form was
completed for Allen County, Indiana with the assistance of the Allen County NRCS. Another
FCIR form was completed for both Paulding and Defiance counties, Ohio with the assistance of
both the Paulding and Defiance counties NRCS Offices. Copies of the completed forms are
provided in Appendix 8.

Agricultural Districts
The Indiana Code does not have provisions for Agricultural Districts.

In Ohio, Agricultural Districts are established under the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), Section 929
to provide protection against nuisance suits over farm operations, deferment of property tax
assessments to build sewer and water lines, and allows for additional review if land is taken by
eminent domain for public purposes. To qualify as an Agricultural District, the land must be in
agricultural production, and must be comprised of tracts, lots, or parcels at least 4.0 hectares
(10 acres) in size, or have generated an average gross income of at least $2,500 during the
previous three years at the time of the application.

3-34

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Project Impacts

To determine the number of Agricultural Districts within the Feasible Corridors, lists of properties
that have been established as Agricultural Districts were obtained from the Paulding and Defiance
counties auditors offices on March 10, 2000. Updated listings for Paulding County were
obtained on July 29, 2002 and July 9, 2003; for Defiance Gounty, listings were obtained on
August 7, 2002 and July 8, 2003.

Farmland Survey

In addition to contacting federal and state agencies, an agricultural impact survey (farmland
survey) was undertaken for the project. The farmland survey sought to elicit from property
owners the perceived impacts that would result from the project. The questionnaire also addressed
roads frequently used by the farmers or operators to access fields or other facilities, such as
storage bins or grain elevators. The landowners were also asked the amount of land each
currently is responsible for, the amount of tillable acreage, the acreage tilled in 1999, and the
crops produced. Landowners were also asked if their farmland was in any programs, such as
Agricultural Districts, century farms, etc.

Nearly 400 farmland questionnaires were distributed at public meetings on February 1 and 2,
2000. Only 43 surveys were returned. In order to obtain additional responses, questionnaires
were mailed to individuals or organizations that were listed by each county assessor as owning
more than one tract of land within the Feasible Corridors. Approximately 350 surveys were
mailed and 186 surveys (53 percent) were returned.

Impact Assessment

In order to determine potential farmland impacts created by the alternatives, farm use patterns
were determined using project mapping with determinations verified through field reconnaissance
and aerial photointerpretation. This data was entered into a Geographic Information System
(GIS) to superimpose right-of-way limits of each alternative. In conjunction with the results of
the farmland survey, the GIS was then used to calculate the extent of direct impacts on farmlands,
number of farm operations involved, and parcels that would be landlocked by each alternative.

The entire region is predominantly farmland. This is evident in the areas impacted by the
Feasible Alternatives. In all cases, except the No Build alternative, the land use with the greatest
impact from the proposed project is agricultural land (Figure 3.6). The conversion of agricultural
land ranges between 80.3 hectares (198.2 acres) by Alternative Y and 596.7 hectares (1,473.9
acres) by Alternative K (Table 3.17). For Alternatives A through X, these numbers represent
between 83.4 and 88.6 percent of the right-of-way. Alternatives Y and Z have an overall lower
percentage of agricultural land being impacted, 50.5 and 67.9 percent, respectively.

Based on information obtained from the farmland surveys and GIS, the number of farm operations
affected range between 162 for Alternative V and 260 for Alternative Z. Alternatives A, B and D,
however, each impact over 210 farm operations (Figure 3.6). Although Alternatives A, B, C and
D have the greatest impacts on the number of farm operations, they do not result in the greatest
number of farm displacements. The number of farm displacements, defined to include the
residence and outbuildings, for Alternatives A through X ranges from six for Alternative R to 14
for Alternatives O and P Alternative Y has no displacements; Alternative Z will displace only one
farm residence.

FPPA Review

Under the AD-1006 system, land taken by an alternative can receive a maximum FCIR score of
260. Land receiving a total score of less than 160 is considered “committed to urban development”
and need not be given further consideration for protection. The higher the total score, the more
suitable the land is for protection under the provisions of the FPPA. AD-1006 forms were
generated separately for the portions of the alternatives in Indiana and for the portions of the
alternatives in Ohio. The FCIR scores for the Feasible Alternatives are calculated independently
for the Indiana and Ohio portions of the project. The FCIR scores are found in Table 3.18.

In Allen County, there are six different potential routes for the 26 Feasible Alternatives. As
expected for the agricultural nature of the county, the scores for Alternatives A through X are
relatively similar in nature ranging between 177 and 181. Alternatives Y and Z have lower
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TABLE 3.17

PRODUCTIVE FARMLAND WITHIN THE RIGHTS-OF-WAY OF THE FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES

Farmland Area Within

Total Land Within

Percent of Agricultural Land

Alternative Rights-of-Wa Rights-of Wa g
Hetgares (Acrevs) Hec?ares (Acrgs) In Alternative Right-of-Way
No Build N/A N/A N/A
A 583.2 (1,440.4) 672.6 (1,661.3) 86.7
B 552.2 (1,363.9) 662.0 (1,635.1) 83.4
C 591.8 (1,461.9) 676.5 (1,670.8) 87.5
D 555.7 (1,372.6) 664.5 (1,641.4) 83.6
D1 578.5 (1,428.8) 667.1 (1,647.7) 86.7
E 586.1(1,447.7) 672.3 (1,660.6) 87.2
F 555.1(1,371.2) 661.7 (1,634.3) 83.9
G 594.8 (1,469.2) 676.1 (1,670.1) 88.0
H 558.7 (1,379.9) 664.2 (1,640.6) 84.1
| 588.0 (1,452.4) 676.6 (1,671.3) 86.9
J 957.0 (1,375.9) 666.0 (1,645.0) 83.6
K 996.7 (1,473.9) 680.5 (1,680.8) 87.7
L 960.6 (1,384.6) 668.6 (1,651.3) 83.8
M 587.0 (1,449.9) 672.1 (1,660.2) 87.3
N 556.0 (1,373.3) 661.5 (1,633.9) 84.1
0 595.7 (1,471.3) 676.0 (1,669.7) 88.1
P 559.6 (1,382.1) 664.1 (1,640.3) 84.3
Q 587.9 (1,452.2) 673.2 (1,662.8) 87.3
R 557.0 (1,375.7) 662.6 (1,636.6) 841
S 596.6 (1,473.7) 677.1 (1,672.4) 881
T 560.5 (1,384.4) 665.1 (1,642.9) 84.3
U 586.9 (1,449.7) 668.7 (1,651.8) 87.8
V 555.9 (1,373.2) 658.1 (1,625.5) 84.5
W 595.6 (1,471.2) 672.6 (1,661.3) 88.6
X 559.5 (1,381.9) 660.7 (1,631.8) 847
Y 80.3 (198.2) 158.9 (392.5) 50.5
YA 401.9 (992.8) 592.1 (1,462.4) 67.9

TABLE 3.18

FCIR SCORES FOR THE FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES
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scores (160 and 164, respectively) because of non-farming uses, such as residential and
industrial lands, along existing US 24.

In Paulding and Defiance counties, there are 14 different potential routes for the 26 Feasible
Alternatives. As with the portions of the alternatives located in Indiana, FCIR scores for the
alternatives in Ohio are similar. Forthe Alternatives A through X, scores range between 164 and
176. The scores for Alternatives Y and Z (160 and 165, respectively) are lower than those for
Alternatives A through X and reflect the greater amount of non-farming uses along existing US
24,

Agricultural Districts

Agricultural Districts in Ohio are established by tax parcels within the county auditor’s office.
Impacts of each alternative to the number of properties currently included in the Agricultural
District program were computed. There are a total of 31 properties with parcels listed within 95
Agricultural Districts that are located within the proposed rights-of-way of the Feasible
Alternatives.

Table 3.19 compares the number of properties and total land area affected that are within
Agricultural Districts across the Feasible Alternatives. The locations of Agricultural Districts
affected by the Feasible Alternatives are shown in Figure 3.7. For Alternatives A through X, the
impacts range between 55.6 hectares (137.3 acres) and 110.1 hectares (272.0 acres).
Alternatives Y and Z have fewer impacts to land within Agricultural Districts, affecting 15.6
hectares (38.6 acres) and 36.7 hectares (90.6 acres), respectively.

TABLE 3.19
IMPACTS TO AGRICULTURAL DISTRICTS

Land Area Within Affected Number of Affected Number of Impacts

Alternative Agricultural Districts Properties in Exceeding the ORC

in hectares in acres Agricultural Districts 925.05 Threshold*
No Build NA NA NA NA
A 78.5 193.9 12 5
B 65.3 161.3 7 6
C 77.4 191.3 12 4
D 63.7 157.4 7 3
D-1 55.6 137.3 6 2
E 78.5 193.9 12 5
F 65.3 161.3 7 6
G 774 191.3 12 4
H 63.7 157.4 7 3
| 105.4 260.3 15 7
J 92.1 227.6 10 8
K 104.3 257.6 15 6
L 90.6 223.7 10 5
M 110.1 272.0 14 7
N 96.9 239.3 9 8
0 109.0 269.3 14 7
P 95.3 235.5 9 5
0] 105.4 260.2 15 7
R 92.1 227.6 10 8
S 104.3 257.6 15 6
T 90.6 223.7 10 4
U 110.1 272.0 14 7
V 96.9 239.3 9 8
W 109.0 269.3 14 6
X 95.3 235.5 9 5
Y 15.6 38.6 11 0
VA 36.7 90.6 14 0

Note: Threshold equals 4.0 hectares (10 acres) or 10 percent, which ever is greater, of any individual

property in an agricultural district.
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Impacts

Local Roads

One important aspect of a farming operation is the access between areas where farming equipment
is stored and where it is used. Access is also important for bringing crops to storage facilities
or delivering them to distribution locations. US 24 and neighboring township, county, and state
roadways provide site access and facilitate regional distribution of farm-related traffic. The
Feasible Alternatives impactthe local roadway system. At-grade intersections are proposed at
most of the roads identified by farmers as being important for their farming, including those
identified by Amish farmers in Allen County. Impacts to the local road identified as being
important to farm operations are listed in Table 3.20.

Fragmentation/Landlocked Parcels

In addition to affecting farm operations, Alternatives A through X would result in fragmentation
of the existing pattern of agricultural fields. This could result in smaller, irregular fields that
could be more difficult and time consuming to plant, maintain, and harvest. This additional
work may increase labor costs and reduce profit margins. The impact of fragmentation could
be minimized through selling or renting land to neighboring farm operations.

Field fragmentation impacts could be magnified on farms operated by members of the Amish
community because of the reliance on horse-drawn vehicles. Amish farmers may face greater
increases in travel time associated with accessing smaller, irregularly shaped fields with slower
moving vehicles. Planting and harvesting these smaller fields with horse-drawn vehicles may
also increase the labor costs of operations and lower profit margins. Within the Allen County
portion of the US 24 study area, there are currently three Amish farm operations south of the
Maumee River. One is located north of Bremer Road between Webster and Rousey Roads and
is within or adjacent to the right-of-way required for Alternatives | through X. The remaining two
Amish farm operations occur south of the NS Railroad corridor off of Rousey and Edgerton
roads. Within the Paulding County portion of the US 24 study area, the Amish population is
limited in number and concentrated well north of the Maumee River near Hicksville and Edgerton,
Ohio. In Defiance County, no Amish farm operations occur within or near the US 24 study area.

Alternatives A through X and Z will also result in the landlocking of parcels. As shown in Figure
3.6 and reported in Table S-1(Comparison of Impacts by Alternative), the number of landlocked
parcels ranges from 41 with Alternative D-1 to 81 with Alternative C. As with field fragmentation,
the impact of landlocking can be minimized through selling or renting land parcels to neighboring
farm operations as well as through the construction of service roads to provide access.

Drainage

Impacts to farming from the proposed alternatives could result from disrupting field drainage.
For the most part, soils within the study area are poorly or very poorly drained. In order to be
successfully cultivated, poorly and very poorly drained soils require substantial drainage
improvements. Extensive subsurface tile systems are in place throughout the study area to
allow for successful cultivation. Disruption to the tile systems would potentially impact the
farmlands adjacent to the Feasible Alternatives.

Alternative D-1 will result in the conversion of 578.5 hectares (1,428.8 acres) of farmland and
impact 214 different farm operations. These impacts include six properties within agricultural
districts totaling 55.6 hectares (137.3 acres). In addition, the conversion of farmland will also
result in the landlocking of approximately 179.8 hectares (444.0 acres) of land. The area
estimated to be landlocked was based upon the restriction of access to the property from the
existing owner, and does not include the possibility of usage agreements between adjacent
property owners.

The differences in the footprints for Alternatives D and D-1 are nominal relative to farmland
impacts and the FCIR scores for the two alternatives are equal. The alignments for the two
alternatives are identical with the exception of the alignment between Krouse Road and SR 424
in Defiance County. Inthis area, the alignment of Alternative D-1 is shifted less than approximately
106.7 meters (350 feet) from the Alternative D alignment, and remains within the same soil-
mapping units. The FCIR score is 178 for the section of the Preferred Alternative in Allen County,
and 166 for the section in Paulding and Defiance counties.
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TABLE 3.20
IMPACTS TO ROADS IDENTIFED AS KEY TO FARM OPERATIONS

Allen County, Indiana
Ryan/Bruick Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment, except D-1.
Grade-separated interchange with Alternative D-1.

Webster Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment, except D-1.
Grade-separated interchange with Alternative D-1.

Rousey Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, G, D, I, J, K, L, ,N, 0, P.
Closed with Alternatives D-1, E, F, G, H, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W,

Sampson Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H

Grade-separated crossing with Alternatives D-1, 1, J, K, L, M, N, 0,P,Q,R,STUV,WX
Closed with Alternative Z.

SR 101 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
Grade-separated interchange with Alternative D-1.

Becker Rd. Closed with Alternatives |, J, K, L, M,N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

Gustin Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
Closed with Alternative D-1.

State Line Rd. At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
Grade-separated crossing with Alternative D-1.

Slusher Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X.

Grade-separated crossing with Alternatives E, F, G, H.
Woodburn Rd. At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, G, D, E, F, G, H.
Grade-separated crossing with Alternative D-1.

Bremer Rd. Closed with Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q,R, S, T, U, V,W, X, Z.
Maumee Center At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H.
Rd. Re-aligned to intersection with Bull Rapids Road with Alternative D-1.
Edgerton Rd. No intersection with existing US 24. No intersection with any alternatives.
Paulding County, Ohio
T-162/C-162 At-grade intersection with Alternatives |, J, K, L, M, N, O, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
T-21/C-21 Closed with Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, D-1, E, F, G, H.
T-51 Re-aligned at-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment and Alternative Z.
Re-aligned to intersect with C-176 with Alternative D-1.
C-11 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment and Alternative Z.
Grade-separated crossing with Alternative D-1.
T-33 At-grade intersection with Alternatives I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T,U,V, W, X, Z.
T-43 At-grade intersection with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, Z.
Grade-separated crossing with Alternative D-1.
SR 49 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment and Alternative Z.
Grade-separated interchange with Alternative D-1.
C-87 At-grade intersection with all alternatives.
SR 111 Re-aligned at-grade intersection with Alternatives |, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
C-176 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
T-144/C-144 At-grade intersection with Alternatives |, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, X.
C-180 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment and Alternative Z.
Closed with Alternative D-1.
T-61/C-61 Closed with all alternatives on new alignment including D-1 and Alternative Z.
C-83/T-83 Closed with all alternatives on new alignment.
At-grade intersection with Alternative D-1.
us 127 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.
Grade-separated interchange with Alternative D-1.
C-206 East of US 24, at-grade intersections with C-87 for Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, M, N, O, P, U, V,
W, X.

West of US 24, closed at railroad with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, M, N, O, P, U, V, W, X.
Re-aligned to intersect with C-83 with Alternative D-1.

T-224 At-grade intersection with all alternatives on new alignment.

Closed with Alternative D-1.

Defiance County, Ohio

Powers Rd. Closed for all alternatives on new alignment.

Re-aligned to intersect with T-153 with Alternative D-1

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-39



Mitigation

Within Allen County, Bremer, Rousey and Gustin roads were identified as being important to
farmers. These roads will be closed with the Preferred Alternative. Maumee Center Road will be
re-aligned to intersect with Bull Rapids Road.

In August 2001 and September 2002, representatives of the ODOT and INDOT met with
representatives of the Amish community residing in Allen County to review transportation safety
issues associated with the design of the Preferred Alternative. The Amish farmers are concerned
that crossing a four-lane facility using an at-grade intersection in a horse-drawn vehicle could
be unsafe because of the unpredictable nature of horses. Based on information supplied by
representatives of the Amish community, the local roadways that are most heavily used by the
Amish are Webster and Ryan/Bruick roads. Both roadways span the Maumee River and therefore,
provide an important link for the community. While the majority of Amish residents live to the
north of the river, the Amish community is growing in portions of Milan and Maumee townships
south of the river. To accommodate the travel movements of the Amish farmers, the Preferred
Alternative includes grade-separated crossings at Doyle, Sampson, Woodburn, Bull Rapids,
and State Line roads. Grade-separated interchanges are proposed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster
Road, and SR 101. The grade-separated crossings will allow the horse-drawn vehicles to travel
safely under the new highway.

In Paulding County, three roads identified by farmers as being important to their operations will
be closed with the Preferred Alternative. These roads are T-61/C-61, C-180, and C-224. T-51
and C-206 will be realigned to intersect with C-176 and C-83, respectively. Grade-separated
crossings will be provided at C-11 and T-43.

No local roadways identified as being important to agricultural operations in Defiance County
will be closed, however, Powers Road will be realigned to intersect with T-153.

Farmlands were identified as a critical issue early on in the project and have played a major role
in the development of the roadway alternatives. Avoidance of active farmlands is not possible
given the rural nature of the study area. However, minimization of impacts to productive
agricultural lands was a primary objective guiding alternative development as dicussed below.
Additionally, various approaches to mitigating impacts have been considered as described in
the following dicussion.

Minimization of Impacts During Alternative Development

Where possible, alignments were developed adjacent to or within previously existing disturbed
rights-of-way such as the current US 24 route or railroad corridors. Alignments were also
developed along township lines, property lines, and fencerows, where possible. These existing
man-made breaks were used in order to minimize right-of-way acquisition from active agricultural
lands and displacement of farms and farm operations, and to minimize effects of field
fragmentation and the landlocking of parcels resulting from the construction of the Preferred
Alternative.

Property Acquisition

Acquisition of farmland located within the right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative will be handled
in accordance with FHWA acqusition policies as specified in the Uniform Relocation and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. Whenever federal funds are utilized on a project
funded by the federal government and displacements occur as a result, relocation and financial
assistance must be provided. Relative to right-of-way acquisition of farmland, INDOT and
0DOT will pay the owners of agricultural land compensation equal to the fair market value of the
property. Residents that are displaced and meet occupancy requirements may be eligible for
supplemental housing payments to assist them in purchasing or renting safe, decent and sanitary
replacement housing. Inthe case of the owner being displaced, the payment is in addition to the
amount INDOT or ODOT will pay for the purchase of the residence to be acquired.

Businesses, farm operations, and non-profit organizations are entitled to compensation for the
relocation of their personal property based on actual and reasonable costs. ODOT and INDOT
will also pay reasonable expenses incurred in searching for a replacement site. Storage bills
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may also be reimbursable, provided that storage time does not exceed 12 months. Finally,
owners of a displaced farm could receive, in lieu of reimbursement for moving and related
expenses, a payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the farm for a two-year period.
The payment may not be more than $20,000 nor less than $1,000.

Agricultural Districts

Pursuant to Section 929.05 of the ORC, a public agency operating within the State of Ohio
cannot appropriate 4.0 hectares (10 acres) or 10 percent, which ever is greater, of an individual
property in an Agricultural District, except as provided for in the Section. To condemn land
within an Agricultural District, the agency must give written notice to the Ohio Department of
Agriculture. The notice must include a report justifying the proposed action and an evaluation
of alternatives that would not impact the Agricultural District.

Local Roadways Important to Agricultural Operations

Mitigation has been developed to offset impacts to agricultural activities associated with changes
in the local roadway network. At-grade intersections are proposed at most locations where the
Preferred Alternative crosses key roads. Within Indiana, three local roadways identified as
being important to farmland operations will be closed or severed by the Preferred Alternative
(Bremer, Gustin, and Rousey roads). However, grade-separated crossings are provided at all
other crossings, offsetting the impacts of the local road closures. Several of the grade-separated
crossings are needed to accommaodate the transportation needs of the Amish farmers, specifically
those at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, which will allow horse-drawn vehicles
to travel safely under the new highway and directly access crossings over the Maumee River. All
crossroads in Paulding County identified as key to agricultural operations will remain open, with
the exception of T-61/C-61, C-180, and T-224/C-224. T-61 is closed approximately 244 meters
(800 feet) south of where it dead-ends at the Maumee & Western Railroad. Neighboring roadways
are available to provide alternate routes for farmers using C-180 and T-224/C-224. No roadways
identified at key to agricultural operations will be closed in Defiance County.

Landlocked Properties

An estimated 41 properties are landlocked by the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1), resulting
in the acquisition of more property than required for construction. The 41 affected parcels
comprise a total land area equaling approximately 179.8 hectares (444.0 acres). A Service
Road Study was completed for the Preferred Alternative, evaluating the feasibility of potential
service roads. The study identified all parcels where access would have been eliminated through
construction of the new US 24 and evaluated the feasibility of providing access to these areas
through the construction of service roads. The cost of providing access was compared to the
cost of buying the landlocked parcels. Based on the evaluation, 11 service roads are justified
(US 24 Service Road Study - Draft, December 2002). The 11 service roads would provide
access t0 80.6 hectares (199.0 acres). Six of the proposed service roads would be constructed
in Allen County and would proved access to 45.3 hectares (112.0 acres). Three service roads
are recommended in Paulding County, which would provide access to 3.6 hectares (9.8 acres).
Two service roads are proposed in Defiance County, which would provide access to 31.2
hectares (77.0 acres).

Drainage

Potential impacts to farmland drainage systems were considered during the development of the
Feasible Alternatives and the identification of the Preferred Alternative. To be successfully
cultivated, many fields in the area require substantial drainage systems because soils in the
region tend to be poorly drained. Areas with existing drainage problems are located in Segments
12 and 16, which parallel the Maumee & Western Railroad in Paulding County. In these areas,
water flows north toward the Maumee River. Culverts installed under the tracks at intervals
provides for minimal conveyance of the drainage. The railroad ballast and the limited size of the
culverts create a barrier for surface water south of the tracks flowing north. This factor was
considered in the selection of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1), which does notinclude
either Segment 12 or 16.

A preliminary drainage analysis was completed for the Preferred Alternative. This analysis
consisted of developing a system of ditches and embankments to control storm water runoff

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-41



3.1.8 Municipal/
Industrial/Hazardous
Waste

Existing Conditions

Methodology

from the new highway. The study also examined the impacts that the new highway and associated
ditches and embankments would have on individual property owners' farmlands and tile systems.
On July 16, 2002, representatives from ODOT and the Soils and Water Conservation Districts
(SWCD) for Paulding and Defiance, counties met to discuss the drainage issues associated with
the Preferred Alternative. Because the SWCD provides local knowledge of individual property
owners and their systems, ODOT recommends that the SWCD work directly with property owners
on its behalf to ensure that surface drainage and field tile systems are not negatively affected by
construction of the Preferred Alternative.

In general, municipal, industrial and hazardous waste materials and management are regulated
under two federal laws — the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization
Act (SARA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1984. CERCLA
focuses on liability for cleanup of contaminated sites. RCRA deals with the management of
hazardous materials including the manufacture, storage, transportation, use, treatment and
disposal of hazardous waste materials.

FHWA, ODOT, and INDOT policies emphasize the early identification of sites with potential
environmental concerns such as contamination; assessment of the type and extent of
contamination and estimated clean-up costs; and avoidance of substantially contaminated
properties. The current policies of these agencies recognize that minor contamination (e.g.,
limited contamination from leaking Underground Storage Tanks, structural asbestos, and lead)
can be easily remediated and does not generally results in excessive project delays, clean-up
costs, or liability.

Phase | Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) have been conducted to identify properties
located within the Feasible Corridors, which potentially may have environmental concerns.
These sites can be grouped into four general categories:

e Manufacturing facilities that utilize and/or generate hazardous materials.

* Properties with Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) or Above-Ground Storage Tanks
(ASTs) such as gas stations, car dealerships, and residences.

» Waste operations, such as municipal landfills, tire dumps,industrial dumps, and
unofficial (illegal) dumping areas.

* Businesses that use chemicals for commercial activities such as autobody shops, auto
dealerships, and agricultural companies.

A preliminary ESA was conducted for the study area in accordance with ODOT’s Inferim
Guidelines: Dealing With Hazardous Waste Sites During Project Development (Revised December
21, 1989) and the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard E 1527-97.
EcoSearch Environmental Resources, Inc., (EcoSearch) provided a summary of environmental
database information available within the public domain for properties located within the study
area. This environmental database summary was reviewed to determine the general locations of
sites and to provide a preliminary evaluation of the potential for recognized environmental
conditions to exist within the study area. The database search identified sites of potential
environmental concern located within set intervals (0.4-kilometer [0.25-mile], 0.8-kilometer
[0.5-mile], and 1.6-kilometer [1-mile]) of the study area. The federal databases searched as
part of this review included:

» Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information
System (CERCLIS).

National Priorities List (NPL).

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS).

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSD) Large and Small Quantity Generators.
RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System (RAATS).

Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS).

PCB Activity Database System (PADS).
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Toxic Release Inventory (TRI).

Section Seven Tracking System (SSTS).

Civil Enforcement Docket (DOCKET).

Site Enforcement Tracking System (SETS).
Toxic Substances Control Act Inventory (TSCA).

The following state databases were also searched as part of the review:

Ohio Master Sites List (MSL).

Indiana State Cleanup List (SCL).

Ohio Solid Waste Facilities (Ohio SWF).

Indiana Permitted Solid Waste Facilities (Indiana SWF).

Ohio Leaking Underground Storage Tank List (Ohio LUST).

Indiana Leaking Registered Underground Storage Tank List (Indiana LUST).
Ohio Underground Storage Tank List (Ohio UST).

Indiana Registered Underground Storage Tank List (Indiana UST).

The locations of approximately 25 percent of the sites identified by the database search were
field verified. As part of the field verification, the locations of sites not identified by the database
search, but of potential environmental concern to the study area (i.e., abandoned gasoline
service stations and apparent landfills/dumps), were also recorded.

The preliminary ESA screening is documented in detail in a separate report entitled US 24 New
Haven to Defiance Environmental Site Assessment Preliminary Project Screening (September
1999).

Following the preliminary ESA screening, Phase | ESAs were conducted on sites of potential
environmental concern identified within or immediately adjacent to the Feasible Corridors. The
objective of the Phase | ESAs was to determine whether past or present activities at any of the the
identified sites may have adversely impacted environmental conditions on properties located
within the Feasible Corridors. The Phase | ESAs were conducted in accordance with the ASTM
Standard E 1527-97, ODOT’s Environmental Site Assessment Guidelines (September 1, 1999),
and the INDOT’s Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies (July 1996).

The Phase | ESA investigations involved the following efforts:

Review of environmental database information provided by EcoSearch.

Review of historic land use mapping (Sanborn Fire/Insurance Rate Maps).

Non-intrusive site reconnaissance and evaluation.

Review of historic aerial photographs provided by the County Soil and Water

Conservation Service District offices.

* Review of historical ownership information at the County Recorder of Deeds offices in
October 1999.

* Interviews with the County Health Departments.

* Review of City and Suburban Street Directories at local public libraries.

* Review of regulatory files maintained by IDEM, OEPA, and the Ohio State Fire Marshal/

Bureau of Underground Storage Tank Regulations (BUSTR).

The Phase | ESA investigations are documented in detail in three separate reports entitled US 24
New Haven to Defiance Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Survey (December 1999), US
24 New Haven to Defiance Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Survey Addendum (March
2000), and US 24 New Haven to Defiance Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Addendum
2 (October 2000).

Within the right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative, four sites were recommended for Phase |l
ESAs due to the presence of USTs, ASTs, and drums of unknown contents. The Phase Il ESA
investigations involved the following efforts:

* Review of site information including soils, geology, piping layout, and/or utility
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drawings, and any previous investigation documentation for each site.
Soil borings using a Geoprobe sampling system.
Analysis of the soil samples for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile

organic compound (SVOCs), and the eight RCRA metals.

Analysis of the site investigation results to determine potential remediation and costs

for such remediation.

The Phase Il ESA investigations are documented in detail in US 24 New Haven to Defiance Phase
Il Environmental Site Assessments for Sites 177, 194, and 384 in Defiance and Paulding
Counties, Ohio (March 2003).

Table 3.21 and Figure 3.8 list the potential hazardous material sites located within orimmediately
adjacent to the Feasible Corridors where Phase | ESAs were conducted. Phase Il ESA Surveys
were recommended at 29 sites.

TABLE 3.21
POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SITES LOCATED WITHIN THE FEASIBLE CORRIDORS
Map ID Site Name Address Alternatives Phase | ESA
Recommendations
73 Spill Location |- 469 US 24 East A-X Y, Z No additional investigation
New Haven, IN
75 Aeroquip Corp. 10801 US 24 East A-X, Y, Z No additional investigation
New Haven, IN
83 Country Oasis 16817 US 24 East Y, Z Phase Il ESA for potential
Woodburn, IN petroleum contamination
86/87 Hanson Aggregate 17831 US 24 East Y, Z Phase Il ESA for potential
Woodburn, IN petroleum contamination
89/90 Uniroyal Goodrich Tire 18906 US 24 East Y, Z No additional investigation
Manufacturing Woodburn, IN
127 Antwerp Shell Station 310 West River Street Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
129 Leinard Chevrolet, Buick and 145 North Main Street Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Pontiac, Inc. Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
130 Pop-N-Brew Drive Thru 102 North Main Street Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
131/146 [ Boston Weatherhead - 5278 US 24 East Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Division of Dana Corp. Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
133 Liberty Fuel Stop 506 East River Street Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
135/145 | Reiff, Steve, Inc. 5196 US 24 East Y Phase Il ESA for site
Antwerp, OH contamination determination
147 Paul Kennedy Industrial Latitude 41 10 51; Longitude 84 41 55 None Phase Il ESA for site
Waste Dump Carryall Township, OH contamination determination
148 Felix Tijerina Dump Latitude 41 11 18; Longitude 84 40 48 [-X Phase Il ESA for site
Crane Township OH contamination determination
160 Vagabond Village 13173 US 24 East Y, Z Phase Il ESA for potential
Cecil, OH petroleum contamination
172 Stykemain White GMC 1640 Baltimore Road \ i Phase Il ESA for potential
Defiance, OH petroleum contamination
and other contamination
176 Ohio State Highway Patrol Post | 2350 North Baltimore Road A-X, Y, Z Phase Il ESA for site
Defiance, OH contamination determination
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TABLE 3.21 (CONTINUED)
POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SITES LOCATED WITHIN THE FEASIBLE CORRIDORS

Map ID Site Name Address Alternatives Phase | ESA
Recommendations
177 0DOT Defiance County Garage [2340 North Baltimore Road AX Y, Z Phase Il ESA for site
Defiance, OH contamination determination
188 Integrity Motor Sales, Inc. 20390 US 24 West Y, Z Phase Il ESA for site
Defiance, OH contamination determination
194 Mark Moats Ford 20793 US 24 West A C,D-1,E G, I, K, M, [Phase Il ESA for site
Defiance, OH 0,Q,5UWYZ contamination determination
380 Inactive/Unfenced Dump US 24 across from Dana Corp. Y Phase Il ESA for site
Antwerp, OH contamination determination
381 Sewage Disposal Facility 5482 US 24 Y Phase Il ESA for site
Antwerp, OH contamination determination
382 Chucks Tires 415 River Street Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
383 Noah Yoder Sales 1011 US 24 at State Route 49 A-H,Z Phase Il ESA for potential
Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
384 Abandoned House 6545 Road 69 Y Phase Il ESA for potential
Antwerp, OH petroleum contamination
385 Potential Dump Southwest corner of US 24 and T-61 Y2 Phase Il ESA for site
(Soil Mound) Crane Township, OH contamination determination
386 Marathon Gas Station 12742 US 24 Yz Phase Il ESA for potential
Cecil, OH petroleum contamination
387 Waste Tire Dump Intersection of CR-232 and US 24 Y2 Phase Il ESA for site
Cecil, OH contamination determination
388 Waste Tire Dump Il 6545 County Road 162 None No additional investigation
Antwerp, OH
398 The Lone Tower 17404 Rt 105 Y2 Phase Il ESA for site
Cecil, OH contamination determination
399 Smith Farms 9800 Switzer Road AX. Y. Z No additional investigation
Defiance, OH
400 Culy Residence 1017 Webster Road None Phase Il ESA for potential
New Haven, IN petroleum contamination
401 Ladd Residence 13929 Harper Road None Phase Il ESA for potential
New Haven, IN petroleum contamination
402 Former Rothgeb Garage 16340 Gar Creek Road None Phase Il ESA for potential
New Haven, IN petroleum contamination
403 Former J and W Carryout 13980 US 24, Y2 Phase Il ESA for potential
Sherwood, OH petroleum contamination
404 Hankinson Residence 17490 US 127 Y.Z No additional investigation
Cecil, OH

Preferred Alternative

Impacts

All of the Feasible Alternatives involve at least three sites recommended for Phase Il ESA
investigations. Alternatives Y and Z involve the most sites due to the level of development along
existing US 24. Table 3.22 summarizes the number of sites recommended for Phase Il ESAs for
each alternative.

Four properties were identified in the Phase | ESA with potential environmental concerns within
the proposed right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1). These sites were
recommended for Phase Il investigations:
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» Site 176 — Ohio State Highway Patrol Post: A Phase Il ESA was recommended to
determine potential contaminates on the site.

« Site 177 — ODOT Defiance County Garage: A Phase Il ESA was recommended due to
possible remnant petroleum contamination associated with USTs on the property.

« Site 194 — Mark Moats Ford: A Phase Il ESA was recommended due to possible
remnant petroleum contamination associated with USTs and automobile repairs/
maintenance on the property.

« Site 384 — Abandoned House at 6545 Township Road 69: A Phase Il ESA was
recommended due to the presence of an UST, an AST without secondary containment,
and several drums with unknown contents.

TABLE 3.22
PHASE |1 ESA SITES BY FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE

. Number of Sites
Alternatives Recommended for Phase Il ESA
B,D,F,H J L NPRTVX 3
A C,D-1,E G I, K MO0,QS UW 4
7 13
Y 24

Phase Il ESAs were conducted on three of the four sites (177, 194, and 384). It was determined
that a Phase Il ESA investigation would not be conducted on Site 176 since the potential for
encountering contamination is minimal.

The results of the Phase Il ESA investigations determined that for all three sites the soils do not
reveal the presence of VOCs, SVOCs, or metals in excess of the OEPA's Voluntary Action Program
Single Parameter Commercial and Industrial Use Direct Contact Standards (Effective, October
21, 2002). In addition, groundwater was not encountered during the soil borings and site soils
were identified as low permeability clay and silty clay.

Based on the results of the Phase Il ESAs, no further analysis is required for Sites 177, 194, and
384. The USTs and ASTs will be closed in accordance with applicable regulations. In addition,
the unknown contents of the drums on Site 384 will be determined and will be disposed of in a
regulatory compliant manner.

Environmental permits are required from one or more regulatory agencies for most land
alterations, including the addition of impervious surface; construction, alteration, or
abandonment of stormwater management facilities; and wetlands or surface water impacts.

Numerous environmental rules and regulations administered by federal, state, local, and special
district governing agencies regulate ODOT and INDOT construction activities. Environmental
permits are usually required, unless exempted by statue or rule, for any activity that is expected
to be a source of air, ground, or surface water pollution. To obtain a permit, the applicant must
provide reasonable assurance that state and federal water quality and quantity standards will not
be violated and will not be contrary to the public interest for activities located in, on, or over
wetlands or other surface waters.

The OEPA and the IDEM are currently responsible for the NPDES program in Ohio and Indiana,
respectively. An NPDES permit is required for all discharges to waters of the United States from
construction sites and stormwater management facilities. Although highways have not been
classified as industrial sites, highway construction has been classified as an industrial activity.
An NPDES construction permit is required for all ODOT and INDOT construction activities identified
in the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges From Construction Activities published
in the Federal Register, Volume 63, Number 61, Tuesday, March 31, 1998.

Two types of NPDES permits are used for most ODOT and INDOT activities; NPDES General
Permit for Discharges from Construction Activities; and the NPDES Municipal Separate Storm
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Sewer System Permit (MS4). All activities classified as an industrial activity as defined in 40
CFR Part 122.26 (b)(14)(x), which discharge stormwater to waters of the United States, should
use the General Permit unless ODOT and INDOT are otherwise notified to obtain an Individual
Permit.

The USACGE has the authority to issue permits for activities involving the discharge of dredge
and fill materials into waters of the United States, including wetlands. A permit from the USAGE
is also required to build any structure in navigable waters. The USACE may request comment
from other agencies, including the USFWS, the ODNR, and the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPQ).

The US Coast Guard (USCG) issues permits for bridges or causeways in or over navigable water
of the United States, and for causeway construction in all tidal waters of the United States.

The specific permits required for this project are:

USACE Section 404 Individual Permit.

OEPA Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

IDEM Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

NPDES General Permit for Discharges from Construction Activities.

Conceptual mitigation for specific project impacts will be developed during the preliminary
design studies of the Preferred Alternative. In general, stream and wetland impacts incurred due
to the project would require replacement in some form at an agreed-upon ratio of replacement.
Regional replacement of these resources would be requested by the resource agencies and
would involve the recreation of the impacted function and value of the wetland and streams in
the project. The overall low quality of the area resources would result in lower required
replacement ratios and reduced mitigation requirements.

The study area is primarily rural in nature, consisting of rich and productive farmlands. The
Maumee River flows along the entire stretch of US 24 between New Haven and Defiance. Small
stands of forests and wetlands mainly associated with the Maumee River floodplain are also
interspersed throughout the study area.

Industrial, commercial, and residential developments also characterize the study area and are
densely concentrated along US 24 and its local cross streets. The land uses in the study area are
agricultural, residential, business/commercial, industrial, and open space/forested/ undeveloped
land as shown in Figure 3.9.

Land use changes in the study area are not expected to occur rapidly, except around the cities of
New Haven and Woodburn, Indiana, the Village of Antwerp, and the City of Defiance, Ohio.
Zoning ordinances for Allen County and Paulding and Defiance counties are focused on limiting
industrial and commercial development to currently developed areas to preserve the rural character
of the area and support agricultural uses. These counties also encourage clustered residential
development in areas zoned for agricultural use.

Allen County, Indiana

The portion of Allen County located within the study area is characterized as rural-agricultural
scattered with single-family houses. In addition to the residential areas, there are industrial and
commercial developments.

The City of New Haven Planning Commission and the Allen County Planning Commission
administer land use controls for the county. The New Haven Comprehensive Plan (1990)
contains a variety of zoned land uses in the study area, including Heavy Industrial (I-3), General
Industrial (I-2), Light Industrial (I-1), Limited Commercial (C-1), Roadside Commercial (C-4),
Suburban Residential (RS-1), and Estates (A-3). Zoning ordinances developed by the county
do not restrict the development of land for transportation uses. The transportation goals
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established in Allfen County 2000 and Beyond state, however, that transportation plans will be
reviewed in conjunction with development proposals, and will promote new development in
areas where adequate transportation facilities exist.

Three types of industrial zoning districts occur within the study area, Heavy (I-3), General (I-2),
and Light (I-1) industrial. The Heavy Industrial zoning district establishes areas where the
processing and manufacturing of materials occurs from extracted raw materials. Areas zoned |-
3 are often contiguous with transportation facilities such as roads or railroads. Currently, three
-3 districts occur within the study area, and all are adjacent to US 24. The largest of the three
areas is the Uniroyal Goodrich Plant located between Webster and Sampson roads, south of US
24. North of US 24 across from the Uniroyal Goodrich Plant is the second I-3 zoned area, which
is Hanson’s Woodburn Quarry. The third I-3 area is northeast of Woodburn near Gustin Road,
but is not currently associated with a particular industry.

The General Industrial (I-2) district designates areas for manufacturing and fabricating activities.
Transportation facilities such as railroads, county and state routes, and US 24 serve the parcels
within this zoning district. The Light Industrial (I-1) zoned districts create areas for light
manufacturing from previously prepared materials, warehousing, and assembly activities. The
I-1 and I-2 zoned areas within the study area occur at the intersection of Webster Road and US
24. Another |-2 area is southwest of the Woodburn city limit.

Two types of commercial zoning districts occur within the study area, including Limited
Commercial (C-1), which establishes areas for professional offices and service-oriented uses.
The second type of commercial zoning in the project area is designated Roadside Commercial
(C-4), and establishes areas for the intense commercial activities, such as gas stations and food
marts. The areas zoned for commercial uses occur sporadically adjacent to existing US 24, and
adjacent to the corporate limits of Woodburn.

Two residential zones also occur in the study area, Suburban Residential and Estates. Suburban
Residential (RS-1) zoning is intended to create areas for residential uses on individual lots for
single-family developments. Estate Zoning (A-3) creates low-density residential uses on
individual lots within a rural agricultural setting. The goal of this zoning is to provide a variety
of areas for large lot single-family rural subdivisions.

The remaining, and vast portion of the study area in Allen County is mapped for Agriculture (A-
1) use. The A-1 designation establishes areas for a full range of agricultural activities and
associated uses. The goal of this zoning is to encourage continued use for agricultural
production. This is accomplished by restricting permitted uses that negatively affect crop
production.

New industrial development is encouraged to locate in existing industrial areas, wherever
possible. Within the Allen County portion of the study area, there are five areas designated for
economic development and actively marketed for industrial development. The Casad East
Economic Development Area (EDA) was approved in May 1996. This area, which is approximately
43 hectares (106 acres)in size, is located to the east of [-469 and bounded by Edgerton Road on
the north and Ryan Road on the west. The area was previously developed for heavy industrial
use and retains the rail connections that supported its previous use as well as large industrial
buildings. Approved in May 1998, the Canal Place EDA encompasses 253 hectares (624 acres)
and is located in Jefferson Township, east of the US 24 and |-469 interchange. Boundaries are
Doyle Road to the west, Edgerton Road to the south, Ryan Road to the east, and Jefferson/Milan
township line to the north. The third EDA within the study area, named Bandalier, was approved
in April 1998. This site is approximately 47 hectares (116 acres) in size and is located to the east
of I-469. It is bounded by Dawkins Road on the south, Bandalier Road on the west, Edgerton
Road on the north, and Ryan Road on the east. Development of these areas would result in
changing existing land usage from agricultural/residential to industrial/commercial. The New
Haven Industrial Area is shown in the Allen County 2025 Transportation Plan (Northeastern
Indiana Regional Coordinating Council, 2000). Itis alarge area bounded by US 24 to the north,
Berthaud Road to the east, Edgerton Road to the south, and Doyle Road to the west. The area
is aggresively marketed for industrial development. The land is currently used for agricultural
production. The Canal Place EDA is located within the boundaries of the New Haven Industrial
Area. The Doyle Road Industrial Area is also shown in the Allen County 2025 Transportation
Plan. The areais bounded by Edgerton Road to the north, Bandalier Road to the east, Dawkins
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Road to the south, and Doyle Road to the west. The area is currently used for agricultural
production. Also within Allen County, the City of Woodburn is developing the Industrial Park
located to its northeast off SR 101.

Paulding County, Ohio

Over 86 percent of all land area in Paulding County is used for agricultural activities. Single-
family housing is intermittently scattered along roadways throughout the study area. Residential,
business, and industrial land uses are concentrated in the Villages of Antwerp, Cecil, and
Paulding. Two industrial parks are located within the county. The Gasser Road Industrial Park
is located in Paulding Township and the Antwerp Industrial Park is on the eastern edge of the
village limits.

Individual townships control zoning within Paulding County. Four townships exist within the
study area which are Carryall, Crane, Harrison, and Emerald townships. Zoning ordinances
within the four townships are relatively similar, and reflect the rural-agricultural nature of the
area. None of the townships have ordinances that preclude development of a transportation
system. All four townships have Business (B) and Industrial (1) zoning districts, within or
adjacent to their boundaries.

A majority of the study area is agricultural in nature, and all four townships recognize agricultural
uses in their zoning codes. Crane and Harrison townships expand agricultural zoning to permit
uses that include residential development and institutional development such as parks, schoals,
churches, cemeteries, and hospitals. In Carryall and Emerald townships, there are two
classifications for rural residential districts. Rural Residential District 1 allows agricultural land
uses, single-family dwellings, and mobile homes. Rural Residential District 2 is primarily for
single-family dwellings.

Within Paulding County, the Village of Antwerp is building a major school complex with
elementary, middle, and high schools, as well as associated athletic facilities and amenities.
The site is bordered by SR 49 to the west, Waterworks Drive to the south, T-43 to the east, and
C-180 to the north. In addition to the school complex, the Village also plans to expand the
Antwerp Industrial Park, which is located west of the school complex on CR 176.

Defiance County, Ohio

Similar to Allen and Paulding counties, Defiance County is predominantly rural-agricultural in
nature. Agriculture accounts for over 80 percent of the land use in the county. Single-family
housing occur intermittently throughout the study area adjacent to roadways. The greatest
concentration of residential and business areas occur in the City of Defiance, and the Townships
of Hicksville, Sherwood and Maumee Center.

Within the study area, the urban development characterizes the City of Defiance, east of US 24.
Zoning ordinances encourage industrial, business, and residential development within the
Defiance urban area. Outside the City of Defiance, agricultural use is encouraged. The Defiance
County Comprehensive Plan (January 2000) calls for residential, industrial, and commercial
development to follow existing or planned transportation infrastructure. For land under
consideration for use as a transportation route, the plan also encourages that it be purchased as
quickly as possible. Zoning ordinances developed by the county do not restrict the development
of land for transportation uses.

Currently, there is dense development along US 24 between the SR 424 and SR 15. Zoning
within this area allows for highway and business development (B-4). The area between the
Tiffin River and US 66 is zoned for industrial park development (M-2), and coincides with the
Fox Run Industrial Park. West of the SR 424 and US 24 junction, the study area is primarily
agricultural in nature, scattered with single-family residential and commercial development.

Within Defiance County, there are four designated economic development areas. The Defiance
Hospital recently developed a 18.2-hectare (45-acre) medical complex west of SR 15 and north
of US 24. In addition, the City of Defiance is currently planning for the expansion of the Fox Run
Executive Park that lies immediately south of US 24, just east of the Tiffin River. Across from the
Fox Run Executive Park is the Smith-Zachrich residential/commercial development area. Also,
near Krouse Road, plans for a 283.4-hectare (700-acre) Industrial Park are being developed.
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Transportation plans developed for the City of Defiance and the Maumee Valley Planning
Organization contain an interchange in the area of West High Street/Switzer Road and US 24 in
order to provide access to these rapidly developing areas.

Land use patterns were determined through review of USGS topographic mapping as well as
review of available zoning maps and comprehensive plans including the City of New Haven
Comprehensive Plan (May 1990), the Paulding County Comprehensive Plan (1972), and the
Defiance County Comprehensive Plan (January 2000). Zoning ordinances and plans were also
used to define future land use goals and objectives for the affected municipalities. In addition,
this information was supplemented with input from local planners and public officials and
developers with interests in the study area.

The information on land use patterns was overlain of parcel mapping and entered into a GIS.
Information was verified through field reviews. The proposed right-of-way limits of the 26
Feasible Alternatives were superimposed on the mapping of land use patterns within the Feasible
Corridors and used to calculate the extent of direct impacts on various types of land uses
existing within the study area.

Land use classifications included in the GIS did not distinguish land that is actually dedicated to
transportation uses. Since the Feasible Alternatives do utilize land associated with various
public roadways, the impact analysis did consider the reuse of existing transportation corridors.
This was quanitified by estimating the length of the total alignment that followed or abutted
existing transportation corridors.

Existing Land Use Patterns

As shown in Table 3.23 and Figure 3.10, the amount of land that would be converted to
transportation use varies between 193.6 hectares (478.2 acres) for Alternative Y and 687.8
hectares (1,698.9 acres) for Alternative W. Alternatives A through X require between 658.1
hectares (1,625.5 acres) and 687.8 hectares (1,698.9 acres) of land to be converted from
existing land uses to transportation use.

In all cases, except the No Build Alternative, the land use type with the greatest conversion from
existing conditions to transportation uses is agricultural land (Figure 3.10). The conversion of
agricultural land ranges from 80.3 hectares (198.2 acres) by Alternative Y to 596.7 hectares
(1,473.9 acres) by Alternative K. The next greatest conversion of land to transportation uses
would be to open/undeveloped land, with a conversion range from 44.7 hectares (110.5 acres)
for Alternative O to 78.1 hectares (192.9 acres) for Alternative T.

Residential land use conversion to transportation use would be greatest with Alternative Z, at
approximately 71.0 hectares (175.4 acres) and lowest with Alternative S at 12.5 hectares (31.0
acres). These conversion estimates do not necessarily reflect the actual residence relocations
that would range between 14 with Alternative Y and 106 with Alternative Z.

The conversion data also does not reflect the reuse of existing transportation corridors that is
characteristic of the Feasible Alternatives. To compare the Feasible Alternatives, estimates of the
length of the highway alignment that follow or abut existing transportation facilities were
developed. These are provided in Table 3.24. Alternative Y follows existing US 24 for its entire
length and therefore 100 percent of the alignment follows an existing transportation corridor.
Alternative Z follows existing US 24 for most of its length with the exception of the Antwerp
Bypass, portions of which also follow existing transportation corridors. Approximately 75
percent of Alternative Z follows or abuts existing transportation corridors. For the remaining
Feasible Alternatives, use of land within or abutting existing transportation corridors accounts
for 31 to 47 percent of the entire length of the alternative alignments.

Landlocked Parcels
In addition to the land that would be converted to a transportation use as right-of-way for US 24,
the Feasible Alternatives would also landlock parcels, leaving the land area as uneconomically
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feasible remnants because access has been eliminated. Relative to landlocked parcels and
affected area, Alternative Y has the least impact of the 26 Feasible Alternatives as it does not
landlock any properties. Of the remaining 25 alternatives, Alternative P landlocks the fewest
number of parcels (41 parcels), while Alternative C landlocks the greatest number of parcels (63
parcels). The total land area affected varies; Alternative H affects least amount of land (345
hectares [853 acres]) while Alternative K affects the greatest amount of land area (614 hectares
[1,517 acres]). The costs associated with the purchase of landlocked property also varies by
alternative ranging from $3,122,448 for Alternative Z to $6,826,950 for Alternative K.

TABLE 3.23

LAND USES CONVERTED TO TRANSPORTATION USE FOR THE FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES

Residential Use | Community/ | Commercial Use | Industrial Use | Agricultural Use | Open Space/ Total
Public Use Undeveloped
ha ac ha ac ha ac ha ac ha ac ha ac ha ac
No Build | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
A 303 [ 748 | 0.0 0.0 87 | 214 | 0.0 0.0 |583.2|1440.4| 50.5 | 124.7 | 672.6 |1661.3
B 308 [ 76.2 | 0.0 0.0 | 132 | 327 | 0.0 0.0 |552.2|1363.9| 65.7 | 162.3 | 662.0 |1635.1
C 28.7 [ 71.0 | 0.0 0.0 87 | 2141 0.0 0.0 |591.8 |1461.9| 47.2 | 116.5 | 676.5 |1670.8
D 29.6 | 731 0.0 00 | 132 | 327 | 0.0 0.0 |555.7|1372.6| 66.0 | 162.9 | 664.5 |1641.4
D-1 240 [ 59.3 | 103 | 255 | 1.5 3.6 0.0 0.0 |578.5|1428.8| 52.6 | 130.0 | 667.1 |1647.7
E 18.7 | 46.3 | 0.1 0.3 85 1209 | 0.0 0.0 |586.1|1447.7| 58.9 | 145.4 | 672.3 |1660.6
F 19.3 | 47.7 | 041 03 | 13.0 | 322 | 0.0 0.0 |555.1|1371.2| 74.1 | 183.0 | 661.7 |1634.3
G 17.2 | 425 | 041 0.3 85 1209 | 0.0 0.0 |594.8 |1469.2| 55.6 | 137.2 | 676.1 |1670.1
H 181 | 446 | 01 03 | 13.0 | 322 | 0.0 0.0 |558.7|1379.9| 74.3 | 183.6 | 664.2 |1640.6
| 25.7 | 634 | 0.0 0.0 87 | 214 | 0.0 0.0 |588.0|1452.4] 54.3 | 134.1 | 676.6 |1671.3
J 26.2 | 648 [ 0.0 0.0 | 132 | 327 | 0.0 0.0 |557.0|1375.9] 69.5 | 171.7 | 666.0 |1645.0
K 241 [ 59.6 | 0.0 0.0 87 | 214 | 0.0 0.0 |596.7 |1473.9] 51.0 | 125.9 | 680.5 |1680.8
L 250 [ 61.7 [ 0.0 00 | 132 | 327 | 0.0 0.0 |560.6 |11384.6| 69.8 | 172.3 | 668.6 |1651.3
M 284 (702 | 0.0 0.0 87 | 214 | 0.0 0.0 |587.0|1449.9| 48.0 | 118.7 | 672.1 |1660.2
N 290 [ 716 | 0.0 00 | 132 | 327 | 0.0 0.0 |556.0|1373.3| 63.3 | 156.3 | 661.5 |1633.9
0 269 [ 66,5 | 0.0 0.0 87 | 214 | 0.0 0.0 |595.7 |1471.3| 44.7 | 110.5 | 676.0 |1669.7
P 278 | 686 [ 0.0 00 | 132 | 327 | 0.0 0.0 |559.6 |1382.1] 63.5 | 156.9 | 664.1 |1640.3
Q 141 | 348 | 01 0.3 85 1209 | 0.0 0.0 |587.9|1452.2| 62.6 | 154.7 | 673.2 |1662.8
R 146 | 36.2 [ 0.1 03 | 13.0] 322 | 0.0 0.0 |557.0|1375.7| 77.8 | 192.3 | 662.6 |1636.6
S 125 | 31.0 | 01 0.3 85 1209 | 00 0.0 |596.6 |1473.7| 59.3 | 146.5 | 677.1 |1672.4
T 13.4 | 33.1 0.1 03 | 13.0 | 322 | 0.0 0.0 |560.5|1384.4] 78.1 | 192.9 | 665.1 |1642.9
v 16.9 | 416 | 0.1 0.3 85 1209 | 00 0.0 |586.9 |1449.7| 56.4 | 139.2 | 668.7 |1651.8
v 174 | 43.0 | 01 03 | 13.0 | 322 | 0.0 0.0 |555.9|1373.2| 71.6 | 176.8 | 658.1 |1625.5
W 153 | 379 | 153 | 379 | 85 | 209 | 0.0 0.0 |595.6 |1471.2] 53.1 | 131.1 | 687.8 |1698.9
X 16.2 | 40.0 | 041 03 | 13.0 | 322 | 0.0 0.0 |559.5|1381.9| 71.8 | 177.4 | 660.7 |1631.8
Y 395 (975 | 06 1.5 52 |1 13.0 | 241 5.1 80.3 [ 198.2 | 66.0 | 162.9 | 193.6 | 478.2
VA 71.0 | 1754 1.8 45 116.0 | 395 | 59 | 145 |401.9|992.8 | 58.9 | 145.4 | 555.5 |1372.0

Note: ha = hectares; ac = acres

Future Land Use Patterns

Any of the Feasible Alternatives would likely stimulate and accelerate development opportunities
in the study area by improving access. This is particularly true where the Feasible Alternatives
are located adjacent to areas currently in transition, planned development areas or urban zoning
districts. In areas where future development is not expected, a new highway could stimulate
investment in areas currently considered too remote for development. Local and state land use
and environmental regulations including zoning ordinances and permitting requirements, will
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servgt_to control the type of future development and minimize impacts on potentially affected
sensitive resources.
TABLE 3.24
REUSE OF EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS
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One potential impact that would result from any of the Feasible Alternatives would be the
conversion of future development land that would be required to construct the proposed highway.
In Allen County, the northern portion of the Canal Place EDA in Jefferson Township, east of the
US 24/1-469 interchange would be impacted by the project. The entire development area is
approximately 253 hectares (624 acres) in size. Alternatives A, B, C, D, I, J, K, L, M,N, O, P,
and Z would impact the northern 2.8 hectares (6.9 acres) of the area, leaving the remaining
249.8 hectares (617.1 acres) intact. This large area would still be accessible from US 24 and
Harper, Ryan/Bruick, Doyle, and Edgerton roads.

Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, and X bisect the northern portion of the Canal Place
EDA, leaving approximately 28.3 hectares (70.0 acres) north of the alignment and approximately
208.9 hectares (516.0 acres) south of the alignment. The right-of-way limits for the alternatives
themselves would impact approximately 15.4 hectares (38.0 acres) of the site. The northern
parcel would have access from existing US 24 to the west, but would not have easy access from
the east. The larger parcel to the south of the alternatives would be accessible from Harper,
Berthaud, Doyle, and Edgerton roads.

The New Haven Industrial Area is bisected by Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q, R, ST, U, V, W, and X
resulting in a small loss of land area. Access would be provided with the alternatives via
intersections with Doyle, Ryan/Bruick, and Berthaud roads. The improved visibility of the site
would enhance marketability for either commercial or industrial development.

Also within Allen County, the City of Woodburn is expanding the Woodburn Industrial Park
northeast of the city off SR 101. Alternatives |, J,K,L, M,N,0,P Q,R, S, T, U, V, W, and X are
located south of Woodburn, without an interchange providing access to the industrial park. To
access the industrial park from these alternatives, motorists would have to exit from US 24 at SR
101 south of Woodburn and travel through the city to reach the site. While traveling on
Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, Y, or Z, motorists would exit US 24 at SR 101 (north of
Woodburn) to reach the industrial park.

In the Village of Antwerp, Alternatives A through X would have access to the new school complex
site via SR 49. Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, and Z would have an at-grade intersection with
SR 49 less than 0.4-kilometer (0.3-mile) from the site. Alternatives |, J, K, L, M, N, O, P Q, R,
S, T,U,V, W, and X would have an intersection with SR 49, but motorists would have to travel on
SR 49 approximately 1.6 kilometers (one mile) and cross two township roads (T-152 and T-
162) before entering the school complex. Travel patterns to the site caused by Alternative Y
would not be different than current routes. Travelers from the north would access the new
school complex through the Village of Antwerp before reaching SR 49.

East of the school complex on C-176 is the Antwerp Industrial Park, which would have similar
access issues as the school complex. Direct access via an intersection at C-176 would be
provided with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, F G, H and Z. For Alternatives |, J, K, L, M, N, O, P Q,
R,S, T, U,V, W, and X, travelers would take T-51 north approximately 1.6 kilometers (one mile)
before turning left on C-176. Travel patterns to the industrial park from Alternative Y would not
be different than current routes. Motorists from the north would access the site via T-43.

In Defiance County, the 283.4-hectare (700-acre) Enterprise Park would be divided into two
smaller tracts of land by Alternatives B, D, F H, J, L, N, PR, T, V, and X. The right-of-way of the
alternatives would require approximately 23.7 hectares (58.5 acres) of land, leaving a western
parcel approximately 90.7 hectares (224.2 acres) in size to the east of Krouse Road and an
eastern parcel that is approximately 168.9 hectares (417.3 acres) to the east of the proposed
highway. Krouse Road would provide the only access to the western parcel, while Integrity
Road would provide the only access for the eastern parcel. Development of the 90.7-hectare
(224.2-acre) property could also be limited because of a natural gas pipeline corridor and
wetlands that are located on the site.

Outside of the City of Defiance limits, access to the other three major developments would be
affected by the alternatives. These are the Defiance Hospital medical complex, Fox Run Executive
Park, and Smith-Zachrich Development. As currently planned, the proposed alternatives would
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

provide an overpass of US 24 and West High Street, but not direct access to roads leading into
these sites. Access to these three sites would have to be diverted through the City of Defiance.

With the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1), the amount of land to be converted to transportation
useis 667.1 hectares (1,647.7 acres). As with the 26 Feasible Alternatives, the land use with the
greatest conversion from existing conditions is agricultural land. Approximately 578.5 hectares
(1,428.8 acres) of land currently used for agricultural activities will be converted to right-of-way
for US 24. Residential land uses account for 23.4 hectares (57.9 acres) of land that will be
acquired for right-of-way. Approximately 52.6 hectares (130.0 acres) of land classified as
open space/undeveloped use will be converted to transportation use. Other land uses to be
converted to transportation use included commercial (1.5 hectares [3.6 acres]) and community/
public use (25.5 hectares [10.3 acres]). The latter category is related to right-of-way acqusition
of land for the SR 424 interchange from to the Ohio State Patrol Facility and the ODOT’s District
1 Garage.

The Preferred Alternative requires right-of-way from land contained within the Canal Place EDA,
an economic development site in Allen County. Alternative D-1impacts 2.8 hectares (6.9 acres)
of land located along the northern edge of the development site, leaving 249.8 (6 17.1 acres) of
land for development. The Preferred Alternative also requires land for right-of-way from the
Enterpise Park, an economic development site located in Defiance County. The 283.4 hectare
(700-acre) site will be bisected by the Preferred Alternative, leaving two separate parcels for
development located to the west and the east of the Preferred Alternative. The development
potential of the western parcel is limited by the presence of a natural gas pipeline and wetlands.

Access to the Antwerp Industrial Park will be improved by the provision of an at-grade intersection
at T-51, just to the east of the development site.

In the City of Defiance, the existing intersection of US 24 and West High Street will be closed as
a result of the construction of the Preferred Alternative and the existing at-grade intersection will
be replaced with an overpass. West High Street will remain open to traffic with an overpass
constructed over West High Street to carry the Preferred Alternative over it. Public opinion is
divided at West High Street. Several residents and public officials have requested that an
interchange be constructed at this location to maintain access to US 24 at West High Street.
Community representatives are concerned that eliminating access to US 24 at West High Street
would be detrimental to economic development on the west side of the City of Defiance. Other
citizens have stated that they do not want an interchange at West High Street.

In response to the public comments, a separate traffic study was conducted to determine the
secondary impacts on the local road network resulting from closing the US 24/Switzer Road/
West High Street intersection. The study is documented in a separate report entitled City of
Defiance, Ohio Traffic Study: Assessment of Traffic Impacts Due to the Proposed Grade
Separation of US 24 and West High Street (February 2003). The traffic study determined that
future capacity problems on the local roads will occur as a result of the increase in background
traffic as well as the increase in traffic generated by planned developments in the surrounding
area. Future capacity problems on local roads will occur regardless of the existence of an
interchange at US 24 and West High Street/Switzer Road.

At this time, ODOT is not proposing to construct an interchange at Switzer Road and West High
Street as part of the US 24 project. Aninterchange at this location is not recommended because
itis less than 1.6 kilometers (one mile) to the existing US 24/SR 15 interchange. According to
0DOT’s Location and Design Manual, interchanges within urban areas should not be spaced
closer than an average of two miles and a minimum distance of one mile.

The Preferred Alternative potentially landlocks 41 properties, requiring acquisition of more
property than needed for construction. The 41 affected properties cover a land area equaling
179.8 hectares (444 acres). The costs associated with the purchase of landlocked property for
the Preferred Alternative is $2,440,278.
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Consistency with Improvements to US 24 are incorporated in the Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating

Comprehensive Council’s (NIRCC) 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan, the City of New Haven Comprehensive

Development Plans Plan (1990), the Paulding County Comprehensive Plan (1972), and the Defiance County
Comprehensive Plan (2000). Table 3.25 compares the design of the Feasible Alternatives with
the recommendations presented in these plans.

TABLE 3.25
CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLANS
County Plan Statement and Issues Project Applicability
Allen County, INDOT 2000-2025 Long Range Plan designates Alternatives A through X and Z are four-lane, divided
Indiana US 24 as a Statewide Mobility Corridor. expressways with partial to full access control.

Recommended design features for such
corridors include high speed, free-flowing traffic | Alternative D-1 is four-lane divided facility with full access
conditions, multiple-lane divided cross-section, control.

partial to full access control, and highway and

railroad grade-separations. US 24 remains as a two-lane facility with free access for
Alternative Y.

NIRCC 2025 Long Range Plan states US 24 to be | Alternatives A, B, C, D, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P, and Z are

improved as an expressway in the vicinity of expressways, which utilize existing US 24 right-of-way

existing US 24 between I-469 and Bruick Road. between 1-469 and the Indiana/Ohio state line.

Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, and X relocate
US 24 to the south of its existing alignment.

Alternative D-1 is a four-lane freeway, which utilizes existing
US 24 right-of-way between [-469 and Berthaud Road and
relocates US 24 between Berthaud Road and the Indiana-
Ohio state line.

US 24 remains as a two-lane facility with shoulder and
intersection improvements for Alternative Y.
A Rural Transportation Plan is being developed Alternatives A, B, C, D, D-1,1,J, K, L, M, N, O, P, and Z are

which will make recommendations for US 24 expressways which utilize existing US 24 right-of-way
improvements between Bruick Road and the between 1-469 and Berthaud Road and relocate US 24
Indiana/Ohio state line. between Berthaud Road and the Indiana-Ohio state line.

Alternatives E, F, G, H, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, and X relocate
US 24 to the south of its existing alignment.

Alternative D-1 is a four-lane freeway, which utilizes existing
US 24 right-of-way between |-469 and Berthaud Road and
relocates US 24 between Berthaud Road and the Indiana-
Ohio state line.

US 24 remains as a two-lane facility with shoulder and
intersection improvements for Alternative Y.
Based on input obtained for this DEIS, Woodburn | Alternatives A, B, C, D, D-1, E, F, G, H, Y, and Z are four-

officials propose US 24 to remain a local road lane highways located north of Woodburn city limits.

and a new-four lane expressway built south of Existing US 24 remains open as a local road.

the existing alignment but north of Woodburn city

limits. Alternatives E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M,N, 0, P, Q,R, S, T, U,

V, W, and X are four-lane expressways located south of
existing US 24 and Woodburn. Existing US 24 remains
open as a local road.

US 24 remains as a two-lane facility with shoulder and
intersection improvements for Alternative Y.

US 24 is upgraded to a four-lane facility on existing
alignment with partial access control for Alternative Z.
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TABLE 3.25 (CONTINUED)
CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Paulding County,
Ohio

Access Ohio (1995) designates US 24 as a
Macro Corridor and proposes to upgrade the
highway to a four-lane facility within the county
limits.

Alternatives A through X and Z are four-lane, divided
expressways with partial to full access control.

Alternative D-1 is four-lane divided facility with partial
access control.

US 24 remains as a two-lane facility with free access for
Alternative Y.

Comprehensive Plan (1972) states US 24 will be
relocated on limited access right-of-way north of
the Village of Paulding, and south of the Villages
of Antwerp and Cecil. Interchanges would
provide access to Antwerp and Paulding.

Alternatives A through X are located north of Paulding and
south of Antwerp. Access to Antwerp and Paulding
provided through at-grade intersections with local
roadways.

Alternative D-1 is located north of Paulding and south of
Antwerp. Access to the villages is provided through
interchanges at SR 49 and US 127.

Alternatives Y and Z remain on the existing US 24.
Alternative Z includes the Antwerp Bypass located to the
south of the village.

Based on input obtained for this DEIS, Antwerp
officials propose a bypass around the village, but
prefer to have the new four-lane expressway
closer to the south part of Antwerp, with C-21
and C-11, and State Line Road remaining open.

All alternatives except Y are four-lane expressways
relocating US 24 to the south of Antwerp.

Alternatives A, B, C, D, D-1, E, F, G, and H are closer to the
southern edge of Village of Antwerp limits.

For all alternatives, C-11 and State Line Road remain open.
For D-1, C-11 and State Line Road remain open with grade-
separated crossings.

C-21 remains open for Alternatives A through H, and Y but
is closed for Alternatives | through Z.

Defiance County,
Ohio

Access Ohio (1995) designates US 24 as a
Macro Corridor and proposes to upgrade the
highway to a four-lane facility within the county
limits.

Alternatives A through X and Z are four-lane, divided
expressways with partial to full access control.

Alternative D-1 is four-lane divided facility with partial
access control.

US 24 remains as a two-lane facility with free access for
Alternative Y.

Comprehensive Plan (2000) states there will be a
new, rerouted US 24.

Alternatives A through X and D-1 are located on new
alignment except for the area between SR 15 to the
intersection at SR 424, approximately 4.8 kilometers (three
miles) in length.

US 24 remains on existing alignment for Alternatives Y and
YA

The Defiance City Council has passed a
resolution to include a four-legged style
interchange at US 24 and West High
Street/Switzer Road.

Currently, an interchange is not proposed at US 24 and
West High Street/Switzer Road.

The US 24 project is listed on INDOT’s 2000-2025 Long Range Plan with US 24 being designated
as a Statewide Mobility Corridor and recognized as a Gongressional High Priority Corridor.
Statewide Mobility Corridors serve as the connections between urban areas of 25,000 persons
or greater in Indiana and neighboring states, provide macro-level accessibility to cities and
regions around the state, and play a vital role in economic development. These roadways carry
long distance trips, heavier commercial vehicle flows, and warrant upper level design standards
such as multiple travel lanes, railroad and highway grade-separations, and bypasses of
congested areas.
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Mitigation

3.2.2 Population/
Housing

Existing Conditions

The project is also included in ACCESS OHIO, ODOT’s current long range multi-modal
transportation plan. In this plan, US 24 is designated as a macro corridor, which are defined as
“corridors of statewide signficance upon which rests the economic vitality of Ohio”.

Any of the Feasible Alternatives would result in the conversion of land uses from existing
conditions to that of a transportation facility. One form of mitigation for impacts to this conversion
is the selection of a Preferred Alternative that minimizes the total amount of land converted to
transportation use. Approximately 45 percent of the total length of Alternative D-1 uses land or
abuts land that is now used for transportation purposes.

In addition, counties, cities, and townships should be encouraged to develop zoning regulations
near and around the transportation facility that minimize undesired or unregulated development
and enhance protection of natural resources, cultural resources, and important community
resources located in areas adjacent to the Preferred Alternative.

To minimize the impacts associated with the landlocking of parcels, service roads will be
constructed to provide access, where practical and feasible. A Service Road Study has been
completed investigating the potential of providing access to parcels landlocked by construction
of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1). The study, which evaluated potential service roads,
is discussed in detail in a separate report entitled US 24 Service Road Study - Draft (December
2002).

The investigation consisted of identifying all parcels potentially where access would be eliminated
through construction of Alternative D-1 and evaluating the feasibility of providing access to
these properties through the construction of service roads. The cost of providing access was
compared to the cost of buying the landlocked parcels.

Based on the evaluation comparing the cost of purchasing the property to the cost of purchasing
right-of-way and constructing a service road, 11 service roads are justified. The service roads
will provide access to 80.6 hectares (199.0 acres). Six of the 11 proposed service roads would
be constructed in Allen County, and will provide access to 45.3 hectares (112 acres). Three
service roads are recommended in Paulding County, providing access to 3.6 hectares (9.8
acres). In Defiance County, two service roads are recommended, which would provide access
to 31.2 hectares (77 acres).

In Allen County, the study area covers Jefferson, Milan, and Maumee townships and the
incorporated municipalities of New Haven and Woodburn. The portion of the study area in Ohio
contains three incorporated municipalities (the villages of Antwerp and Cecil and the City of
Defiance) and Harrison, Carryall, Crane, and Emerald townships in Paulding County and
Delaware, Defiance, and Noble townships in Defiance County.

Population

The total population of the United States increased by 13.2 percent between 1990 and 2000,
representing the largest census-to-census increase in American history (US Census Bureau,
Population and Age Distribution: 1990 to 2000, April 2001). While the total population of the
both Indiana and Ohio grew, the rate of growth was less than the national rate. Ohio, however,
is ranked 7th of the 50 states for total population. Within the study area, the growth rate for Allen
County was slightly higher than the growth rate reported for the state of Indiana, while the
changes in population for both Paulding and Defiance lagged behind the state of Ohio.

Allen County is part of the Fort Wayne Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), which is comprised
of six northeastern Indiana counties (Adams, Allen, DeKalb, Huntingdon, Wells, and Whitely)
Allen County is the largest, in terms of land area, of the 92 counties within the state of Indiana
and is the third largest county in the state relative to population size. Approximately five percent
of Indiana’s residents live in Allen County. The social and economic relationships between Fort
Wayne, New Haven, and the other communites within the Fort Wayne MSA are widely recognized
and well established. The Fort Wayne MSA is a regional center for work, shopping, and
entertainment supporting Allen County as well as the five other counties in the Fort Wayne
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MSA, and other surrounding counties in Indiana (Jay, Noble, Steuben and Wabash counties)
and Ohio (Mercer, Paulding, Van West and Williams).

Allen County is the most populated county in the Fort Wayne MSA, home to 67 percent of the
population within the six-county region. According to the 2000 Census, Allen County had a
total of 331,849 residents, an increase of 10.3 percent over the 1990 total population (Table
3.26). The percentincrease was slightly higher for Allen County than the state (9.7 percent) or
the Fort Wayne MSA (10.1 percent). The growth in Allen County is consistent with trends
observed nationally for metropolitan areas; metropolitan areas with total populations ranging
from 250,000 to 999,999 persons grew by approximately 13.1 percent between 1990 and
2000. Population growth in Allen County is expected to continue through 2020, but not at the
same pace experienced over the past decade The population is expected to grow to 343,414
persons in 2020 (Indiana Business Research Center, 1998), an increase of 3.4 percent.

TABLE 3.26
POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
County 1990 2000 2010 2015
Allen 300,836 331,849 335,120 339,486
Paulding 20,488 20,293 20,500 20,400
Defiance 39,350 39,500 41,200 41,600

Source:  US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census 2000 Summary
File 1; Indiana Business Research Center, Population Projections of Indiana Counties: 2000 to 2020 (1998
Preliminary Series), http://www.stats.indiana.edu; Ohio Department of Development, Projected Population to 2015,
By County, August 1997.

By contrast, Paulding County is rural in nature and is not associated with any of Ohio’s 15
MSAs. Interms of land area, Paulding County ranks 60th out of the 88 counties comprising the
state. Relative to total population, the county ranks 83rd, accounting for less than one percent
of the total state population. Analysis of 2000 Census data shows that Paulding County
experienced a nominal decline in population between 1990 and 2000, where the population
declined by less than one percent (Table 3.26). This trend is not consistent with statewide
trends as the state’s population grew by 4.7 percent. Based on population projections, the
population of Paulding County is expected to grow by one percent through 2010 (Ohio
Department of Development, Office of Strategic Research, August 1997) and then decline
slightly through 2015.

Defiance County is a predominantly rural county and is not associated with any of Ohio’s 15
MSAs, although the City of Defiance is situated within the county. The county is ranked 65th in
terms of land area, when compared to Ohio’s other 88 counties. Relative to population size,
Defiance County is ranked 64th, accounting for less than one percent of the total population of
Ohio. Like Paulding County, Defiance County also experienced a nominal change in population
between 1990 and 2000, growing by 150 persons (approximately 0.4 percent) as shown in
Table 3.26, which is not consistent with the statewide trend. Based on population projections,
the population of Defiance County is expected to grow by 5.3 percent through 2015 (Ohio
Department of Development, Office of Strategic Research, August 1997).

Tables 3.27, 3.28, and 3.29 provide an overview of the population by age from 1990 to 2000
by county in the study area. Based on the data, observed trends in population age are:

» Of the three counties, only Allen County experienced an increase (8.5 percent) in the
0 to 25 years of age cohorts between 1990 and 2000. In Paulding County, these
cohorts experienced an overall decline of 10.6 percent; in Defiance County, the decline
was approximately seven percent.

e Allthree counties experienced a decrease in the 25 to 34 age cohort between 1990 and
2000.

e Allthree counties experienced increases in four age cohorts - 35 to 44, 45t0 54, 55 to0
59, and 65+ years of age during this same period.
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TABLE 3.27
POPULATION BY AGE, ALLEN COUNTY, INDIANA

Age 1990 2000 Percent Change
Under 5 years 23,860 25,440 6.6%
510 14 years 46,532 51,682 11.1%
15 to 19 years 21,930 24,119 10.0%
20 to 24 years 21,142 21,903 3.6%
25 10 34 years 52,612 47,011 -10.7%
35 to 44 years 46,968 52,496 11.8%
45 to 54 years 29,408 45,188 53.7%
55 to 59 years 12,057 14,974 24.2%
60 to 64 years 12,203 11,276 -7.6%

65 years and older 34,124 37,760 10.7%

Total 300,836 331,849 10.3%

Source: US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary
Tape File 1; Census 2000 Summary File 1.

TABLE 3.28
POPULATION BY AGE, PAULDING COUNTY, OHIO
Age 1990 2000 Percent Change
Under 5 years 1,577 1,334 -15.4%
510 14 years 3,516 3,105 -12.0%
15 t0 19 years 1,634 1,572 -3.8%
20 to 24 years 1,300 1,169 -10.1%
25 10 34 years 3,176 2,493 -21.5%
35 to 44 years 2,968 3,193 7.6%
45 t0 54 years 2,191 2,876 31.3%
55 t0 59 years 841 1,098 30.6%
60 to 64 years 841 898 6.8%
65 years and older 2,444 2,555 4.5%
Total 20,488 20,293 1.0%

Source: US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary
Tape File 1; Census 2000 Summary File 1.

TABLE 3.29
POPULATION BY AGE, DEFIANCE COUNTY, OHIO
Age 1990 2000 Percent Change
Under 5 years 2,877 2,747 -4.5%
510 14 years 6,447 5,769 -10.5%
1510 19 years 3,178 3,184 0.2%
20 to 24 years 2,693 2,436 -9.5%
25 10 34 years 6,024 4,814 -20.1%
35 1o 44 years 5,977 5,992 0.3%
45 10 54 years 4,269 5,757 34.9%
55 to 59 years 1,635 2,070 26.6%
60 to 64 years 1,647 1,633 -0.9%
65 years and older 4,603 5,098 10.8%
Total 39,350 39,500 0.4%

Source: US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary
Tape File 1; Census 2000 Summary File 1.

Table 3.30 provides total population data for the communities through which the Feasible
Corridors traverse. The total population in 2000 of the affected communities in Allen County
(Jefferson, Maumee and Milan Townships, and the cities of New Haven and Woodburn) was
22,065 persons, accounting for only 6.8 percent of the total population of Allen County. In
2000, the total population of affected Paulding County communities (Carryall, Crane, Emerald,
and Harrison townships and the villages of Cecil and Antwerp) was 8,922 persons, approximately
44 percent of the total county population. For Defiance County, the affected communities

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-59



(Defiance, Delaware, and Noble townships, and the City of Defiance) account for 96.7 percent
of the total county population.

TABLE 3.30
TOTAL POPULATION, AFFECTED COMMUNITIES
; Total Population Percent Change
Community 1990 2000 (1990 to 2000)

Allen County

City of New Haven 9,320 12,406 33.1%

City of Woodburn 1,321 1,579 19.5%

Jefferson Township 1,882 1,958 4.0%

Maumee Township 2,459 2,619 6.5%

Milan Township 3,165 3,503 10.7%
Paulding County

Village of Antwerp 1,677 1,740 3.8%

Village of Cecil 249 216 -13.3%

Carryall Township 3,039 3,046 0.2%

Crane Township 1,527 1,530 0.2%

Emerald Township 766 824 7.6%

Harrison Township 1,712 1,566 -8.5%
Defiance County

City of Defiance 16,768 16,465 -1.8%

Defiance Township 13,743 13,461 -2.1%

Delaware Township 2,025 2,128 5.1%

Noble Township 6,249 6,171 -1.2%

Source:  US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape
File 1; Census 2000 Summary File 1.

Households and Housing

The number of households in the study area is a function of a variety of factors considered
including the number of persons older than age 20 who form households; the housing supply;
economic conditions; and individual decisions regarding marriage, divorce and childbearing.
The US Bureau of Census reports that “there have been considerable shifts in the choices
American adults have made concerning family formation and dissolution, and these choices are
clearly reflected in the changing composition of households and families....Most of the increase
in the number of family households since 1980 has been attributable to families maintained by
a man or woman with no spouse present, and a substantial majority of these ‘other families’
were maintained by women.” (US Bureau of Census, Household and Family Characteristics,
1983).

Nationwide, the number of households increased by 15 percent between 1990 and 2000.
Family households increased by 11 percent, while non-family households (one person living
alone or household where householder shares the home with non-relatives) increased by 23
percent. While non-family and one-parent family households are becoming more prevalent in
the US, family households still account for the largest share of households (69 percentin 2000
as compared to 81 percent in 1970). Also notable, the average size of households and the
average family size decreased from 2.63 to 2.59 persons per household and 3.16 to 3.14
persons per family, respectively, between 1990 and 2000 (US Census Bureau, Households
and Families: 2000, September 2001).

Similar trends were also observed at the state level in Indiana and Ohio. The number of
households increased by 13.1 percent while the number of family households increased by 8.3
percent in Indiana. Non-family and one-parent family households increased by more than 25
percent across the state of Indiana. The number of persons per household declined from 2.61
to 2.53 while the number of persons per family dropped from 3.11 to 3.05. In Ohio, the number
of total households increased by 8.8 percent; the number of family households increased by
only 3.4 percent. Non-family and one-parent family households accounted for an increasing
share in the percentage of households, where the number of non-family households grew by
21.8 percent and the number of one-parent family households grew by 17.7 percent. As
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observed nationally and in Indiana, both household size and family size declined between 1990
and 2000.

Tables 3.31, 3.32, and 3.33 present household characteristics for Allen, Paulding, and Defiance
counties. Based on the data, observed trends in household characteristics are:

« Allthree counties experienced an increase in the number of households and a decrease
in number of persons per household and persons per family, consistent with national
and state trends.

¢ Increases in the number of family households varied across the three counties; however,
the percent increase was lower for all three counties than observed at the national or

state levels.
« Allthree counties experienced increases in the number of non-family and one-parent
households.
TABLE 3.31
ALLEN COUNTY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Category 1990 2000 Change Percent Change
Total Households 113,333 128,475 15,142 13.4%
Family Households 79,624 86,235 6,611 8.3%
Non-Family Households 33,709 42,510 8,801 26.1%
One-Parent Households 15,615 19,984 4,369 28.0%
Average Household Size 2.61 2.57 -0.04 N/A
(persons per household)

Source:  US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census 2000

Summary File 1.

TABLE 3.32
PAULDING COUNTY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Category 1990 2000 Change Percent Change

Total Households 7,252 7,773 521 7.2%

Family Households 5,651 5,693 42 0.7%
Non-Family Households 1,601 2,080 479 29.9%
One-Parent Households 778 963 185 23.8%
Average Household Size 2.81 2.59 -0.22 N/A
(persons per household)

Source:

Summary File 1.

TABLE 3.33

DEFIANCE COUNTY HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census 2000

Category 1990 2000 Change Percent Change
Total Households 14,070 15,138 1,068 7.6%
Family Households 10,634 11,016 382 3.4%
Non-Family Households 3,436 4,122 686 20.0%
One-Parent Households 1,523 2,093 570 37.4%
Average Household Size 2.74 2.57 -0.17 N/A
(persons per household)

Source:  US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census 2000
Summary File 1.

Table 3.34 presents household characteristics for the affected communities in the US 24 study
area. Changes observed in these communities over the past decade are generally consistent
with national, state, and county trends. With the exception of the Village of Cecil, all affected
communities experienced an increase in the number of households. Most notable is the City of
New Haven, which reported 45.4 percent growth in the number of households. The number of
family households increased in most communities; declines were observed in Harrison Township
and the Village of Cecil, both located in Paulding County. The number of non-family households
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and one-parent households also increased in all of the affected communities. The change for

both types of households varies greatly across communities.

As the number of households increased within the study area, the number of housing units also

TABLE 3.34
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS, AFFECTED COMMUNITIES
HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 1990 Average
Community Total Family Non-Family | One-Parent | Household
Households | Households | Households | Households Size
Allen County
City of New Haven 3369 2,588 781 370 2.73
City of Woodburn 460 360 100 65 2.87
Jefferson Township 615 508 107 57 3.06
Maumee Township 830 680 150 96 2.95
Milan Township 908 802 106 59 3.49
Paulding County
Village of Antwerp 641 457 184 74 2.62
Village of Cecil 82 66 16 14 3.04
Carryall Township 1,100 842 258 113 2.76
Crane Township 509 426 83 46 3.00
Emerald Township 263 213 50 19 2.91
Harrison Township 599 461 138 66 2.77
Defiance County
City of Defiance 6,186 4,374 1,812 777 2.61
Defiance Township 5,066 3,698 1,368 620 2.69
Delaware Township 685 558 127 69 2.96
Noble Township 2,157 1,551 606 239 2.66
HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2000 Average
Community Total Family Non-Family | One-Parent | Household
Households | Households | Households | Households Size
Allen County
City of New Haven 4,900 3,417 1,483 721 2.73
City of Woodburn 583 432 151 110 2.87
Jefferson Township 708 558 150 65 3.06
Maumee Township 940 745 195 129 2.95
Milan Township 1007 895 112 60 2.49
Paulding County
Village of Antwerp 739 487 252 114 2.62
Village of Cecil 77 49 28 15 3.04
Carryall Township 1,223 856 367 161 2.76
Crane Township 549 428 112 49 3.00
Emerald Township 319 244 75 29 2.91
Harrison Township 606 426 180 74 2.77
Defiance County
City of Defiance 6,572 4,423 2,149 1,122 2.61
Defiance Township 5,347 3,727 1,620 920 2.69
Delaware Township 780 605 175 90 2.96
Noble Township 2,332 1,609 723 335 2.66

Source:  US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census
2000 Summary File 1.

increased (Table 3.35). Of the three counties, Allen County experienced the greatest increase in
occupied housing units between 1990 and 2000,with a 13.6 percent increase percent (from
113,333 t0 128,645). This increase slightly outpaced the 13.1 percent growth in households
across the state of Indiana. Defiance and Paulding counties experienced a smaller increase in
the number of occupied housing units, equaling 7.2 percent and 7.6 percent, respectively. The
State of Ohio had a slightly higher rate of increase (8.8 percent) for the decade.

The number of housing units also increased over the past decade within the study area, as
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TABLE 3.35
HOUSING UNITS TRENDS, 1990 TO 2000

1990 2000 Change Percent Change

Allen County

Total Housing Units 122,923 138,905 15,982 13.0%

Owner-Occupied Units 79,567 91,415 11,848 14.9%

Renter Occupied Units 33,766 37,330 3,564 10.6%
Paulding County

Total Housing Units 7,951 8,478 527 6.6%

Owner-Qccupied Units 6,037 6,514 477 7.9%

Renter Occupied Units 1,215 1,259 44 3.6%
Defiance County

Total Housing Units 14,737 16,040 1,303 8.8%

Owner-Occupied Units 11,028 12,048 1,020 9.2%

Renter Occupied Units 3,042 3,090 48 1.6%

Source:  US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census 2000
Summary File 1.

shown in Table 3.36. Overall, the study area experience a 13.8 percent increase in total housing
units. Within individual communities, the change in total housing units between 1990 and
2000 ranged from -6.1 percent to 45.4 percent. The Village of Cecil was the only study area
community to experience a loss in housing units, consistent with its decrease in population and
the number of households. The City of New Haven experienced the greatest growth in the
number of total housing units, increasing by 1,531 units (45.4 percent).

Over the past 30 years, trends in household vehicle ownership indicate an increase in vehicles
per household. The 7995 National Personal Transportation Survey: Early Results Report (US
Department of Transportation, No Date) reports, “the most startling in change in vehicle
ownership has been in the number of households with 3 or more vehicles, which has grown
from 3 million households in 1969 to 19 million in 1995, a six-fold increase. The number of
two-vehicle households has grown from 17 million in 1969 to 40 million in 1995.” Data
collected for the 2000 Census confirm this trend; nationally, 58.5 million (55.5%) occupied
housing units have two or more vehicles available for use and 18 million units have three or
more vehicles available for use. The 2000 census data for the study area communities shows
that more than 63 percent of the occupied housing units in the study area have two or more
vehicles available for use, which is higher than the levels reported nationwide (see Table 3.37).

Relative to local and regional transportation demand, the increase in the number of households,
housing units, and vehicles available to residents are indicators of an increased demand for
transportation services.

Commuter Trends

Data on commuting trends collected as part of the 2000 Census shows that personal vehicles
are used for most workers living in study area communities, accounting for the preferred mode
of travel by more than 96 percent of workers, as compared to 87.9 percent nationwide. Of this
96 percent, 86.2 percent of the workforce drove alone and 9.8 percent carpooled. As shownin
Table 3.38, there is some variability in these trends across the study area communities, but
personal vehicles are the predominant mode of travel for worktrips by workers. The use of
personal vehicles by the labor force has increased since 1990, when 93.5 percent of workers
living in study area communities reported using personal vehicles for work trips. Of the 93.5
percent, 81.6 percent of the workforce drove alone. The increased use of personal vehicles,
particularly single-occupancy vehicles for worktrips, indicates an increased demand for highway
travel.

Data from the Ohio Department of Development provide some additional insight into the
commuting patterns for Paulding and Defiance counties. Allen County, Indiana businesses
attract approximately 1,600 persons from Paulding County. Approximately 230 persons from
Paulding County were employed by businesses in Williams County, which is connected to
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Paulding County by US 24. A small number of persons travel from Allen County and Defiance
County (12 and 393 persons, respectively) to jobs in Paulding County. For Defiance County, the
number of commuters traveling into the county from nearby counties is as follows: 1,557 from
Paulding; 563 from Williams County; and 1,126 persons from Henry County. The latter two
counties are located to the east of Defiance County with US 24 connecting these areas with
Defiance County. The number of Defiance County residents traveling out of the county for work
was 393 persons traveling to Paulding; 1,699 persons traveling to Williams County; and 788
traveling to Henry County. The data indicates that US 24 is a likely travel route for workers from
Paulding and Defiance counties who travel to jobs in surrounding counties.

TABLE 3.36
HOUSING UNITS, AFFECTED COMMUNITIES
; Total Housing Units Percent Change
Community 1990 2000 (1990 to 2000)
Allen County
City of New Haven 3,369 4,900 45.4%
City of Woodburn 460 583 26.7%
Jefferson Township 615 708 15.1%
Maumee Township 830 940 13.3%
Milan Township 908 1,038 14.3%
Paulding County
Village of Antwerp 641 739 15.3%
Village of Cecil 82 77 -6.1%
Carryall Township 1,100 1,223 11.2%
Crane Township 509 549 7.9%
Emerald Township 263 319 21.3%
Harrison Township 599 606 1.2%
Defiance County
City of Defiance 6,186 6,572 6.2%
Defiance Township 5,066 5,347 5.5%
Delaware Township 685 780 13.9%
Noble Township 2,157 2,332 8.1%
. Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units | Percent Change
Community 1990 2000 (1990 to 2000)
Allen County
City of New Haven 2,590 3,903 50.7%
City of Woodburn 393 445 13.2%
Jefferson Township 537 625 16.4%
Maumee Township 719 769 6.7%
Milan Township 843 1007 19.5%
Paulding County
Village of Antwerp 508 519 2.2%
Village of Cecil 68 71 2.9%
Carryall Township 914 961 5.1%
Crane Township 466 519 11.4%
Emerald Township 239 286 19.7%
Harrison Township 500 489 -2.2%
Community Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units T?;‘;%n:ocgggg;
Defiance County
City of Defiance 4,298 4,624 7.5%
Defiance Township 3,668 3,924 15.8%
Delaware Township 600 695 9.0%
Noble Township 1,599 1,743 75%
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TABLE 3.36 (CONTINUED)
HOUSING UNITS, AFFECTED COMMUNITIES

: Total Renter-Occupied Housing Units | Percent Change
Community 1990 2000 (1990 to 2000)
Allen County
City of New Haven 779 997 28.0%
City of Woodburn 67 138 106.0%
Jefferson Township 78 83 6.4%
Maumee Township 111 171 6.3%
Milan Township 65 31 -5.2%
Paulding County
Village of Antwerp 133 220 65.4%
Village of Cecil 14 6 -57.1%
Carryall Township 186 262 40.9%
Crane Township 43 30 -30.2%
Emerald Township 24 33 37.5%
Harrison Township 99 117 18.2%
Defiance County
City of Defiance 1,888 1,948 3.2%
Defiance Township 1,398 1,423 1.8%
Delaware Township 85 85 0.0%
Noble Township 558 589 5.6%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Source: US Census Bureau, 7990 Census of the
Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1; Census 2000 Summary File 1.

TABLE 3.37
HOUSEHOLD VEHICLE AVAILABILITY
Housing Units
. with 2 or More Percent of Total
Community Vehicles Households
Available
Indiana 1,411,593 60.4%
Allen County 75,719 58.0%
City of New Haven 3,041 62.3%
City of Woodburn 349 59.2%
Jefferson Township 582 80.7%
Maumee Township 615 64.5%
Milan Township 694 69.9%
Ohio 2,577,930 58.0%
Paulding County 5,467 70.3%
Village of Antwerp 458 61.9%
Village of Cecil 48 63.2%
Carryall Township 855 70.0%
Crane Township 402 75.2%
Emerald Township 256 77.5%
Harrison Township 405 66.1%
Defiance County 10,191 67.3%
City of Defiance 3,871 59.2%
Defiance Township 3,283 62.4%
Delaware Township 943 72.4%
Noble Township 1,424 60.4%

Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 1.
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Methodology

TABLE 3.38
WORKFORCE COMMUTING CHARACTERISTICS

Workers 16 N\:\llm(irrg' P‘:’r:ﬁ(':r:f Number of Percent of Mean

Years or - - Workers Workers Travel Time

Older Driving Driving Carpooling | Carpooling | (in minutes)

Alone Alone

Indiana 2,910,612 2,379,989 81.8% 320,910 11.0% 22.6
Allen County 164,549 138,315 84.1% 17,185 10.4% 22.2
City of New Haven 6,476 5,654 87.3% 496 7.7% 20.0
City of Woodburn 788 668 84.8% 81 10.3% 25.6
Jefferson Township 963 815 84.6% 63 6.5% 22.2
Maumee Township 1,329 1,105 83.1% 159 12.0% 25.8
Milan Township 1,726 1,302 75.4% 339 19.6% 24.2
5,307,502 4,392,059 82.8% 494,602 9.3% 22.9
Paulding County 9,640 8,108 84.1% 934 9.7% 24.6
Village of Antwerp 798 664 83.2% 62 10.4% 23.4
Village of Gecil 89 71 79.8% 83 13.5% 22.8
Carryall Township 1,493 1,272 85.2% 135 9.0% 23.3
Crane Township 717 620 86.5% 62 8.6% 28.8
Emerald Township 404 305 75.5% 56 13.9% 27.1
Harrison Township 743 620 83.4% 62 8.3% 26.4
Defiance County 19,540 16,539 84.6% 1,916 9.8% 19.2
City of Defiance 7,901 6,728 85.5% 1,710 9.3% 16.8
Defiance Township 6,471 5,578 86.2% 613 9.5% 17.4
Delaware Township 1,015 867 85.4% 87 8.6% 25.1
Noble Township 3,129 2,662 85.1% 273 9.3% 16.1

Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 3.

Based on the demographic information, trends that affect travel demand in the study area are:

The total population of Allen County will likely increase through 2015 while population
in Paulding and Defiance counties will not change much over the same time period.
Analysis of population by age shows three cohorts experienced dramatic growth,
specifically the 35 to 44 years of age group, the 45 to 54 group, and 55 to 59 years of
age group. Allthree cohorts represent licensed drivers.

The average number of persons per household declined between 1990 and 2000 in all
three counties and the number of households increased. Generally, an increase in the
number of households results in increased travel demand within a region.

The number of housing units also increased between 1990 and 2000. Generally, an
increase in the number of housing units results in increased travel demand within a
region.

Automobiles are used for an overwhelming percentage (96 + percent) of work-related
trips for persons residing in the study area, creating high roadway and highway travel
demand.

Within the Ohio portion of the study area, US 24 appears to be a major route used by
residents of Paulding and Defiance counties for work-related trips located outside of
their county of residence.

Baseline conditions for the study area were defined using regional, county, and municipal land
use plans; and county and community demographic data. Information and statistics on these
characteristics were obtained primarily from the US Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, the Ohio Department of Development, and the Indiana Business Research Center; and
through consultation with the economic development authorities and community service
providers of the region.

A Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) Study was conducted to identify the number of
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Project Impacts

residences potentially displaced by the Feasible Alternatives and to establish the probable
availability of “Decent, Safe and Sanitary” replacement housing in the local areas. This
investigation is summarized in this section and documented in detail in a separate report entitled
US 24 New Haven to Defiance Relocation Assistance Program Study (August 2000). Right-of-
way impacts and residential displacements were determined through review of preliminary
design plans and field views. Estimates of the value of these properties were determined for
each residential structure based on a visual survey of the area and review of detailed property
information obtained from the County Auditors offices in Allen, Defiance, and Paulding counties.

Data obtained from 2000 Census of Population and Housing for the study area and interviews
with local realtors and review of current real estate listings were used to assess availability of
adequate replacement property. Available residential housing was identified in all three impacted
counties to determine if there was sufficient replacement housing available for those occupants
that may be displaced by the project. The information covering available housing for Allen
County was obtained from the Local Multiple Listing Service with the help of Century 21 Landmark
in New Haven. Available housing in Paulding County was obtained through the listings of Foltz
Realty, Straley Real Estate, Inc., and Gorrell Brothers Auctioneers and Real Estate. Century 21
Strait Realty, Inc. in Defiance County provided the listings shared through a cooperative program.

Available replacement rental housing was identified in all three counties to determine if there
was sufficient replacement rental housing available for those occupants that may be displaced
by the project. The information covering available rental housing for Allen County was obtained
from The Journal Gazette (May 26, 2000 edition). Available rental housing in Paulding County
was obtained from the Paulding County Progress (May 24, 2000 edition). Available rental
housing in Defiance County was obtained from The Crescent News (May 25, 2000 edition).

Relocation cost estimates for owner-occupied parcels were determined utilizing an estimated
replacement housing payment amount of $20,000 for 75 percent of the parcels affected by the
proposed highway alternatives and $30,000 for 25 percent of the affected parcels. The $30,000
payment would fall under the provisions of last resort housing as outlined in the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Relocation
Act) (PL. 91-646). Relocation assistance for tenant occupied parcels was determined utilizing
the maximum rental assistance amount of $5,250 for each parcel as outlined in the Uniform
Relocation Act. A fixed payment moving schedule from the Uniform Relocation Act for the
States of Ohio and Indiana was used with a move cost payment based on the average room
counts of those residential structures identified in each proposed alternative. Moving costs
took into consideration those additional rooms contained in basements and outbuildings, of
which the room count was 17.

Relocation cost estimates for owner-occupied mobile home parcels were determined utilizing
an estimated replacement housing payment amount of $15,000 for each parcel affected by the
proposed alternatives. Relocation assistance for rental of the mobile home lot in a trailer park
was determined utilizing the maximum rental assistance amount of $5,250 for each parcel as
outlined in the Uniform Relocation Act. A fixed payment moving schedule from the Uniform
Relocation Act for the States of Ohio and Indiana was used with a move cost payment based on
the average room counts of those mobile homes identified in the mobile home park located at
2290 Baltimore Road in Defiance, of which the average room count was five.

Construction of any of the 26 Feasible Alternatives will require acquisition of property and the
displacement and relocation of residents. Displacements occur where structures (houses,
mobile homes, and residential structures located on active farms) lie directly within the path of
a proposed alternative and where access to parcels would be permanently denied due to alteration
of the local street system.

The total number of residential displacements for the 26 Feasible Alternatives ranges from 14 to
107. Table 3.39 identifies the number of residential displacements and the estimated relocation
costs associated with each of the 26 Feasible Alternatives. The totals provided for single-family
dwellings include residential units on farms that would be acquired for the alternatives.
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A comparative analysis of the 26 Feasible Alternatives was completed to determine which of the
alternatives require the greatest number of relocations and highest associated costs and which
alternatives require the fewest number of residential relocations and lowest associated costs.
Alternative Y has the fewest residential displacements (14 displacements) while Alternative Z has
the greatest number (107 displacements). Alternative Y has the lowest estimated residential
relocation costs ($268,300) while Alternative Z has the greatest ($2,062,400).

TABLE 3.39
RESIDENTIAL RELOCATIONS BY FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE
Alternative | Total Household Single-Family Multi-Family Mobile Home Relocation Costs
Displacements Dwellings* Dwellings Displacements

A 51 51 0 0 $985,200
B 69 48 0 21 $1,382,300
C 47 47 0 0 $865,450
D 67 46 0 21 $1,284,500

D-1 51 4 0 10 $1,706,550
E 38 38 0 0 $699,000
F 56 35 0 21 $1,086,100
G 34 34 0 0 $579,250
H 54 33 0 21 $988,300
| 46 46 0 0 $804,000
J 64 43 0 21 $1,191,000
K 42 42 0 0 $684,250
L 62 4 0 21 $1,093,300
M 53 53 0 0 $923,750
N 71 50 0 21 $1,320,850
0 49 49 0 0 $804,000
P 69 48 0 21 $1,223,050
0] 29 29 0 0 $488,650
R 47 26 0 21 $875,750
S 25 25 0 0 $368,900
T 45 24 0 21 $777,950
U 36 36 0 0 $608,400
V 54 33 0 21 $995,500
W 32 32 0 0 $488,650
X 52 31 0 21 $897,700
Y 14 12 0 2 $268,300
YA 107 96 1 (4 units) 7 $2,062,400

Note: Estimate includes single-family homes on farms that will be displaced.

Table 3.40 identifies residential listings of properties for sale on the open market in Allen,
Paulding, and Defiance counties in the spring of 2000. This table identifies the probable
availability of “Decent, Safe, and Sanitary” replacement housing. Table 3.41 identifies the
mobile home listings of properties available for sale on the open market in the three counties in
the spring of 2000. This table identifies the probable availability of “Decent, Safe, and Sanitary”
replacement mobile homes. Table 3.42 identifies residential listings of properties available for
rent on the open market in Allen, Paulding, and Defiance counties in the spring of 2000. This
table identifies the probable availability of “Decent, Safe, and Sanitary” replacement rental
housing. The analysis of available replacement property indicates that there are enough
residential properties available for relocation of displaced residents.

None of the Feasible Alternatives, with the exception of Alternative Z, results in a large number of
residential displacements that would create a divisive or disruptive effect on the community. For
Alternative Z, atotal of 107 residences would be displaced. Based on the analysis of available
replacement properties, there is an adequate number of available “Decent, Safe and Sanitary”
housing units throughout the study area to absorb the displaced residents. Also, there is a
sufficient number of vacant lots available for new construction. The majority of displaced

3-68

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Preferred Alternative
Impacts

residents should be able to stay in the area near shopping, schools, churches and other
community facilities, if they choose. There appeared to be no identifiable unusual conditions in
need of special relocation advisory services identified during the field views conducted for the

RAP study.

TABLE 3.40
AVAILABLE RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES

Number of Available Properties Asking Prices
4 Under $20,000
9 $ 20,001 - $ 30,000
12 $ 30,001 - $ 40,000
24 $ 40,001 - $ 50,000
33 $ 50,001 - $ 60,000
54 $ 60,001 - $ 70,000
66 $ 70,001 - $ 80,000
67 $ 80,001 - $90,000
73 $ 90,001 - $100,000
45 $100,001 - $110,000
47 $110,001 - $120,000
40 $120,001 - $130,000
24 $130,001 - $140,000
102 $140,001 - $300,000

TABLE 3.41

AVAILABLE MOBILE HOME PROPERTIES

Number of Available Properties Asking Prices
4 Under $10,000
26 $ 10,001 - $ 20,000
12 $ 20,001 - $ 30,000
4 $ 30,001 - $ 40,000
4 $ 40,001 - $ 50,000
1 $ 50,001 - $ 60,000

TABLE 3.42

AVAILABLE RESIDENTIAL RENTAL PROPERTIES

Number of Available Properties Asking Rents
0 Under $250
10 $ 251 - $ 350
15 $ 351 - § 450
25 $ 451 +

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1), as presented to the public in June 2002 has the
potential to displace 63 residences, of which 31 are single-family homes, 21 are mobile homes,
and 10 are single-family residences located on actively farmed properties. Based on the analysis
of available replacement properties, there is an adequate number of available “Decent, Safe and
Sanitary” housing units throughout the study area to absorb the displaced residents. Also,
there is a sufficient number of vacant lots available for new construction. The majority of
displaced residents should be able to stay in the area near shopping, schools, churches and
other community facilities, if they choose. There appeared to be no identifiable, unusual
conditions in need of special relocation advisory services.

0Of the 21 mobile homes, 11 are located in the Bohiman Trailer Park located off of SR 424 in
Defiance County. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1), as originally designed, would
result in impacts to the Bohiman Trailer Park, located in Defiance County. The original US 24/SR
424 interchange and relocation of SR 424 requires the acquisition of 2.43 hectares (six acres)
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Mitigation

of land, the displacement of 11 mobile homes (residences), and relocation of the trailer park
access road. Based oninitial coordination with the property owner, there is ample vacant space
in the mobile home park to relocate the affected residential units. The trailer park is a target
Environmental Justice community.

On September 18, 2002, ODOT representatives met with the owner and 15 residents of the
Bohlman Trailer Park. The owner of the trailer park had requested that ODOT proceed with
advanced acquisition of his property. The purpose of the meeting was to inform the residents
of the project status, advanced acquisition proceedings, and ODOT's property acquisition and
relocation process. ODOT will either relocate or purchase the affected mobile homes. ODOT
representatives explained that a relocation agent would be assigned to each individual to assist
them in their relocation.

In accordance with ODOT’s policy on Environmental Justice, ODOT is investigating potential
design options for the SR 424 for interchange to avoid impacts on the community. Four
conceptual designs were developed for the SR 424 interchange and evaluated based on
consistency with current design standards; impacts to the local roadway system, farmlands,
wetlands, streams, displacements, and sites with potential environmental concerns (hazardous
materials); and impacts to the Bohlman Trailer Park.

Based on the evaluation of the conceptual interchange options, the eastbound exit and westbound
entrance ramps for the SR 424 interchange have been shifted to the west to avoid the acquisition
of property from the Bohiman Trailer Park and the displacement of 11 mobile homes.

With the redesign of the SR 424 interchange, the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) will
displace 51 residences, of which 31 are single-family homes, 10 are mobile homes, and 10 are
houses located on actively farmed properties

The Uniform Relocation Act was enacted by the United States Congress in 1971 to assist
residents, organizations, and businesses displaced by public agencies to relocate without
suffering a disproportionate loss. Whenever federal funds are utilized for a project and residential
displacements occur, then relocation advisory and financial assistance must be offered to those
occupants being displaced as a direct result of the project.

Reimbursement benefits include Just Compensation (Fair Market Value) for the property paid to
the owner or owners for real property to be acquired, fees incidental to the transfer of the
property, mortgage prepayment penalties, and appraisal expenses. In addition, a person
displaced from his or her dwelling is eligible to receive compensation for the relocation of their
personal property. Affected owners and tenants are eligible to receive residential relocation
assistance. Every resident being displaced is eligible to receive advisory assistance in relocating
to a replacement dwelling.

When certain eligibility requirements are met, displaced persons are entitled to financial assistance
in relocating their personal property and the increased costs of buying or renting a comparable
replacement dwelling. These services and benefits would be in addition to the compensation
received by the property owner for the acquisition of real property. The Uniform Relocation Act
requires that adequate replacement housing is available before requiring an individual to vacate
the dwelling being acquired.

During further development of the Preferred Alternative, design refinements will be developed.
One objective will be to minimize the number of residential displacements. Also, detailed right-
of-way investigations will be conducted through which the fair market value of affected properties
will be determined as well as the individual needs of displaced residents, including any special
needs.

A Residential Relocation Assistance Program will be established to help property owners
displaced by construction of the Preferred Alternative. The program will follow the procedures
set forth in the Uniform Relocation Act and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Regulations for Federal and Federally Assisted Programs (March 2, 1989). The
Relocation Assistance Program will be administered by ODOT and INDOT. Representatives of
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3.2.3 Environmental
Justice

these agencies will contact individual property owners well in advance of construction activities
to begin negotiations for the purchase of the property.

Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, issued February 11, 1994) requires federal agencies
to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse health and environmental effects
including the interrelated social and economic effects of programs, policies and activities on
minority populations and low-income populations. The FHWA implementing policy for the
Executive Order was issued on April 15, 1997.

According to the USEPA Office of Environmental Justice, environmental justice is defined as:

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of
race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development,
implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and
policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including racial,
ethnic, or socio-economic group should bear a disproportionate share of
negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal
and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local and tribal
programs and policies.

The following terms are used in the policies of FHWA, INDOT, and ODOT on environmental
justice:

e Low-Income: Household income at or below the Department of Health and Human
Services poverty guidelines.

*  Minority: Person who is Black, Hispanic, Asian American, American Indian, and Alaskan
Native.

* Low-Income Population: Any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who
live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/
transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who would be similarly
affected by a proposed program, policy or activity.

» Minority Population: Any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in
geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who would be similarly affected
by a proposed program, policy or activity.

* Adverse Effects: Totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or
environmental effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, which may
include, but are not limited to: bodily impairments, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise,
and water pollution and soil contamination; destruction or disruption of man-made or
natural resources; destruction or diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption
of community cohesion or a community’s economic vitality; destruction or disruption
of the availability of public and private facilities and services; vibration; adverse
employment effects; displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or non-profit
organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority
or low-income individuals within a given community or from the broader community;
and the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of proposed
programs, policies or activities.

» Disproportionately High and Adverse Effect on Minority and Low-Income Populations:
An adverse effect that is predominately borne by a minority population and/or low-
income population; or will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income
population and is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse
effect that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income
population.

Typically low-income and minority populations are spread throughout the regional area and
state, but are likely to be located in concentrated locations or neighborhoods. These areas
(considered to be target areas) should have a significantly higher percentage of low-income and
minority population than the regional or statewide average.
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Existing Conditions

Ohio has the largest population of the Amish community in the United States. It is estimated that
50,000 Amish live within the State of Ohio, the majority of which live in the northeastern part of
the state. The Old Order Amish, a subgroup of the Amish community, do not use motorized
forms of transportation or farm equipment (ODOT, September 2000). The Amish community is
recognized by ODOT as a special population group to be considered in the analysis of
environmental justice issues.

As shown in Table 3.43, the minority population of the study area consists of 7,840 persons,
approximately 15.8 percent of the total population of the study area. The most prominent group
is Hispanic/Latino, which accounts for approximately 10 percent of the total study area population
and 63 percent of all minorities residing in the study area.

Within the Allen County study area communities, the percentage of Hispanic/Latino persons is
lower than the Indiana statewide average as well as the Allen County average. In Paulding
County, several study area communities exceed the Ohio statewide average percentage (Village
of Antwerp and Crane, Emerald, and Harrison townships). Of these communities, only Emerald
Township exceeds the Paulding County average. In Defiance County, communities that exceed
the Ohio statewide average are the City of Defiance, Defiance Township, and Noble Townships.
These communities also exceed the Defiance County average. Within the State of Ohio, Defiance
County has the highest percentage of Hispanic/Latino residents across all 88 counties (Ohio
State University, April 2001). However, the Hispanic/Latino population in Defiance County only
accounts for 1.3 percent of the total Hispanic/Latino population in the state; relative to the
number of persons within this population group, the county ranks 14th in the state.

The data in Table 3.43 also show that 196 residents (0.4 percent of the total population) living
in the study area are considered to be American Indian or Alaska Native. The percentage of the
total population reported for communities in Paulding and Defiance counties marginally exceeds
the State of Ohio average of 0.2 percent. These communities include the Village of Antwerp,
Village of Cecil, Carryall Township, and Emerald Township in Paulding County; and the City of
Defiance, Defiance Township, and Delaware Township in Defiance County. The Village of Cecil
and Emerald Township exceed the Paulding County average. None of the Defiance County
communities exceed the county average. Between 1990 and 2000, American Aboriginal
population within study area communities grew from 156 persons to 196 persons, a 25.6
percent increase. This increase is consistent with growth trends reported for Indiana (24.3
percent increase) and Ohio (20.3 percentincrease). Individually, some communities did see a
decline in the number of American Indian and Alaska Native persons, in particular Jefferson
Township (Allen County), Harrison Township (Paulding County), and Delaware Township
(Defiance County). Because of the small number of American Aboriginal persons within the
study area population, the rate of change differs dramatically across individual communities.
The target communities all experienced growth in this population group, totaling 58 new residents
for these communities.

The ODOT also considers impacts on the Amish populations in the analysis of project effects on
affected communities and population groups. There is a growing Amish community residing in
Allen County (Letter from Mark Schwartz, Ben Schmucker, and Paul Graber, August 2, 2001).
There are approximately 640 Amish families living in Allen County. The majority of Amish
residents own property and live to the north of the Maumee River. The community is expanding
into portions of Milan and Maumee townships located to the south of the river. Figure 3.11
shows the areas where the Amish reside. Of particular concern to the community is the effect
that the project may have on Amish travel patterns, with a special emphasis on providing safe
passage across the new highway for horse-drawn vehicles and maintaining connections across
the Maumee River. Local roads that are most heavily used for travel across the Maumee River are
Ryan/Bruick and Webster roads. Through coordination with local community planners, it was
determined that no Amish residents reside within the affected communities in either Paulding or
Defiance counties (Telephone Interview with Joyce Cavanaugh, Defiance County Farm Service
Agency, August 9, 2002 and Denise Lange, Paulding County Natural Resource Conservation
Service, August 14, 2002).
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TABLE 3.43
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF STUDY AREA COMMUNITIES

Race
Total African American Asian, Native Hispanic or Two or More
Population American Indian and Hawaiian, and Latino Races
. (2000) (Number and | Alaska Native Other Pacific (Number and (Number and
Community Percent of (Number and Islander Percent of Percent of
Community Percent of (Number and Community Community
Total) Community Percent of Total) Total)
Total) Community
Total)
. 510,034 15,815 16,690 214,536 75,672
Indiana 6,080,485 8.4% 0.3% 0.3% 3 5% 1.0%
37,527 1,187 4,776 13,877 5,946
Allen County 331,849 113 0.4% 1 4% 4.99, 1 8%
) 83 4 37 242 154
City of New Haven 12,406 0.7% 0.3% 0.3% 2 0% 12%
) 2 2 1 31 12
City of Woodburn 1,579 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 2 0% 0.8%
. 10 5 1 18 10
Jefferson Township 1,958 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.9% 0.5%
. 4 3 2 32 13
Maumee Township 2,619 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 19% 0.5%
. . 13 0 3 36 9
Milan Township 3,503 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 10% 0.3%
. 1,301,307 24,486 135,382 217,123 157,885
Ohio 11,353,140 1 744 5y 0.2% 1.2% 1.9% 1.49%
. 194 58 34 612 270
Paulding County 20,293 1.0% 0.3% 0.2% 3.0% 1.3%
i 6 6 0 38 14
Village of Antwerp 1,740 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 5 99 0.8%
i . 0 2 0 3 2
Village of Cecil 216 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 1.4% 0.9%
. 18 9 3 50 28
Carryall Township 3,046 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 1.6% 0.9%
. 6 2 0 34 15
Crane Township 1,530 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 9 29 1.0%
. 8 8 3 34 9
Emerald Township 824 1.0% 1.0% 0.4% 41% 1.1%
. . 1 2 0 4 14
Harrison Township 1,566 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 2 6% 0.9%
. 692 102 33 2,857 563
Defiance County 39,500 18% 0.3% 0.1% 729, 3.6%
) , 674 53 72 2,100 354
City of Defiance 16,465 41% 0.3% 0.4% 12.8% 2.2%
. . 380 45 68 1,742 299
Defiance Township 13,461 2 8% 0.3% 0.5% 12.9% 9 29,
. 9 6 1 48 16
Delaware Township 2,128 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 9 39 0.8%
. 197 12 44 507 93
Noble Township 6,171 309, 0.2% 0.7% 8.2% 15%
1,411 196 235 4,956 1,042
Study Area 49,353 29% 0.4% 0.5% 10.0% 21%

Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 3.

As shown in Table 3.44, 1999 per capita income and median family income for study area
communities are greater than the 1999 Federal Poverty Level (FPL) thresholds. The 1999 FPL
threshold for an individual is $8,350 (US Department of Health and Human Services, January
2002). The 1999 FPL threshold for families are weighted thresholds based on family size. For
a family comprised of two persons the 1999 FPL threshold is $11,250; for a family of eight, the
FPL threshold is $28,650.
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TABLE 3.44
INCOME CHARACTERISTICS FOR STUDY AREA COMMUNITIES

Family Income 1999 Poverty Status
Families Persons
1999 Per 1999 Less than | $10,000to | $15,000 to Below Below
; ; Median $10,000 $14,999 $24,999 Poverty Poverty
Community Capita Famil
Income amily (Number (Number (Number Level Level
Income and and and (Number (Number
Percent) Percent) Percent) and and
Percent) Percent
) 70,076 55,878 165,558 107,789 559,484
Indiana $20,397 | $50,261 439 359 10.39% 6. 7% 9 59
Allen County s21504 | sse708 | ST o 520 e o
City of New Haven | $19,960 | $49,597 2985% 2972% 9322/ ;g% 6825;

. 9 14 49 21 92
City of Woodburn $18,061 $45,871 21% 3.3% 11.5% 4.9% 5 8%
Jefferson 19 6 66 33 163
Township $19.954 | §55898 | 4 11% 11.7% 5.9% 8.1%
Maumee 9 20 75 21 96
Township $18.942 | 851806 | o 2.8% 10.4% 2.9% 3.7%

. . 20 4 4 36 209
Milan Township $18,352 $58,750 9 0% 0.4% 45% 39% 6.0%

) 156,828 113,007 309,926 235,026 1,170,698
Ohio §21,003 | 850,037 | g oe 3.8% 10.3% 7.8% 10.6%
. 194 169 609 283 1,546
Paulding County $18,062 $45,481 3.49% 9 9% 10.6% 4.9% 77%

) 19 15 69 26 152
Village of Antwerp | $18,785 $40,441 41% 3.9% 14.7% 5 6% 8.9%

) . 5 5 7 10 49
Village of Cecil $12,687 $28,000 10.0% 10.0% 14.0% 90.0% 93 4%

. 21 30 98 35 193
Carryall Township $18,907 $46,151 9 5% 3.6% 11.6% 41% 6.4%
. 12 16 38 17 104
Crane Township $18,651 $47,235 97% 3.6% 8.7% 3.9% 33 3%
Emerald Township | $24081 | $45625 | g% ) g% 5133:,/0 ) g% 334{’%
Harrison 8 9 62 8 46
Township $17.472 | $44583 | 4 gy 20% 14.0% 1.8% 2 9%
Defiance County $19,667 | $50,876 3? g]% 23 3[02 : ??A; 44?); %1380/00
City of Defiance | $19,790 | $49,559 5239} 41(7)6/ ;;‘} 73% 2%7/5
Defiance 170 139 329 219 1,009
Township $19126 | $48693 | 7y 3.8% 9.1% 6.1% 7.7%
Delaware 21 8 59 35 168
Township $17.676 | $48913 | 55 1.4% 10.2% 6.0% 8.3%
Noble Township | $21,105 | $55,457 581‘;) 35??% 9183} 81?‘"} 8437/

Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000, Summary File 3.

Using data on family income provided in the 2000 Census, the Village of Cecil exceeds the
statewide average for the three income brackets shown. Comparison of the 1990 and 2000
income data shows that the village had a 16.7 percent decrease in median family income
between 1990 and 2000 as compared to the State of Ohio, which reported a 12.2 percent
increase (Ohio Department of Development, June 2002). However, this appears to be a result of
the decline in the number of families from 64 to 50 as the village has a 27.9 percent increase in
per capita income. Across the state of Ohio, per capita income increased by 20.2 percent
between 1990 and 2000. As shown in Table 3.44, the City of Defiance and Noble Township
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Methodology

also show higher percentages for the lowest reported income bracket, Families with Income
Less Than $10,000. Both communities, however, showed increases in median family income
with the percent increase in Noble Township exceeding the statewide rate. For the $10,000-
14,999 income bracket, the City of Defiance and Noble Township exceed the statewide average
for Ohio. Forthe $15,000 to $24,999 income bracket, the City of Woodburn, Jefferson Township,
and Maumee Township exceed the Indiana statewide average while the Village of Antwerp,
Village of Cecil, Carryall Township, and Harrison Township exceed the Ohio statewide average.

Table 3.44 also provides data on individuals and families living below poverty levels in 1999.
The data show that the percentages of individuals and families living below poverty levels in
Allen County study area communities do not exceed the percentages reported for Indiana.
However, three communities in Ohio exceed the statewide averages - the Village of Cecil, Crane
Township, and Noble Township. In the Village of Cecil, 23 percent of individuals and 20
percent of the families are living below the poverty level. Other data (total population of 216
persons, lowest per capita income of all study area communities, lowest median family income
of all study area communities, and highest percentage of families with incomes less than $25,000)
also indicate that the Village of Cecil is a target community relative to low-income persons and
families.

There is a higher percentage of individuals living below the poverty level in Crane Township
than reported for the State of Ohio. However, a comparison of 1990 and 2000 income data
shows that the township experienced a 7.1 percent increase in median family income and a 31.9
percent increase in per capita income (Ohio Department of Development, June 2002).

The 2000 Census data show a slightly higher percentage of families living below the poverty
level in Noble Township than across the State of Ohio. However, a comparison of 1990 and
2000 median family income data shows that the township experienced a 15.8 percentincrease
in median family income, which exceeds the statewide average of 12.2 percent growth.
Furthermore, the per capita income of Noble County increased by almost 25 percent as compared
to a 12.2 percent increase across the state (Ohio Department of Development, June 2002).

Field reviews of the study area identified several target communities, which are shown on Figure
3.11:

*  Brentwood Motor Home Court located on US 24 in Emerald Township, Paulding County.

» Unnamed subdivision located in the Village of Antwerp near Riverside Cemetery and
Riverside Park.

* Bohlman Trailer Park located along SR 424 in Defiance Township, Defiance County.

The environmental justice analysis was conducted in accordance with guidelines presented in
Guidance and Best Practices for Incorporating Environmental Justice into Ohio Transportation
Planning and Environmental Processes (ODOT August 2002).

Data available through the 2000 Census for study area communities were collected to determine
if target communities were located in the study area. Data on racial composition and incomes
were the primary source of information for the community.

Data for state, county and affected municipalities were reviewed. If the percentage of minorities
relative to total municipal population for a municipality exceeded the percentage reported for the
state, the community was considered to be a target community. Data used in the analysis of the
Amish population were obtained through interviews with representatives of the Amish community
in Allen County and local community planners in Paulding and Defiance counties.

FPL thresholds are issued each year in the Federal Register by the US Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS). The 1999 FPL threshold for an individual was $8,350 (US Department
of Health and Human Services, January 2002). The 1999 FPL threshold for families were
weighted thresholds based on family size. For a family comprised of two persons, the 1999 FPL
threshold was $11,250; for a family of eight, the FPL threshold was $28,650.
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Project Impacts

Per capita and median family income statistics reported in the 2000 Census were compared to
the individual and family 1999 FPL thresholds, respectively. Communities with per capita and
median family incomes less than the FPL thresholds were considered to be target communities.
Statistics provided in the 2000 Census on poverty were also reviewed. If percentages of
individuals and families living at or below the poverty level exceeded the percentage of individuals
and families reported for the state (statewide average), the community was identified as a target
community.

For this analysis, the study area was limited to the Feasible Corridors. Project mapping delineating
the Feasible Corridors was overlain on study area mapping. The location of the Feasible
Alternatives relative to the target communities was noted. Effects of the Feasible Alternatives
with respect to the following potential impacts were evaluated:

» Health effects such as bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, or death.

» Degradation of air quality, ambient noise environment, and water supplies, and soil

contamination.

Destruction or disruption of natural or man-made resources.

Destruction or diminution of aesthetic values.

Destruction or disruption of community cohesion.

Destruction or disruption of a community’s economic vitality.

Destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and resources.

Vibration.

Adverse Employment Effects.

Displacement of residences, businesses, farming operations, or non-profit

organizations.

* Increased traffic congestion.

* [solation.

»  Exclusion or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community
or from the broader community.

* Denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits.

All of the municipalities in Paulding and Defiance counties are considered to be target
communities, as all have a higher percentage of residents who reported their race as Hispanic/
Latino or American Indian/Alaska Native than reported statewide. Additionally, the Village of
Cecil is a target community because of income characteristics and a higher percentage of
persons and individuals living below the poverty level than observed statewide. Other target
areas include the Amish community in Allen County and three residential subdivisions (the
Brentwood Court Mobile Home Park in Antwerp, an unnamed subdivision near Riverside
Cemetery in Antwerp, and the Bohlman Trailer Park in Defiance Township).

The development of the Feasible Corridors and Feasible Alternatives was completed with the
objective of minimizing impacts on the communities within the study area and minimizing the
number of residential, business and other displacements. Therefore, the alternatives have
limited potential to result in environmental justice impacts as described below:

e The No Build Alternative and Alternative Y do not relieve the traffic congestion or safety
issues identified along US 24 within the study area.

» Alternative Z results in a substantially higher number of residential displacements than
the other Feasible Alternatives with 107 displacements for Alternative Z as opposed to
71 displacements for Alternative N (ranked second) and 14 displacements for Alternative
Y (ranked lowest).

» Alternative Z results in a slightly higher number of business displacements than the
other Feasible Alternatives, exclusive of impacts on farming operations.

» Alternatives A through X and Z will relocate US 24 from its existing alignment in Antwerp
changing access to the unnamed subdivision near Riverside Cemetery. Access will be
maintained, but the subdivision will no longer have direct and convenient access to
and from US 24.

» Alternatives A through X will relocate US 24 from its existing alignment changing
access to the Brentwood Court Mobile Home Park. Access will be maintained, but the
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subdivision, will no longer have direct and convenient access to and from US 24.

» Alternatives A through H, M through P, and U through X result in the displacement of
three single-family homes, reducing the number of total housing units in Cecil from 77
to 74. The remaining Feasible Alternatives do not result in displacements within the
municipal limits of Cecil.

* Alternatives A through H, M through P and U through X affect access through the
Village of Cecil as a result of the closure of G-216 between G-105 and US 127.

»  With Alternatives A through H (exclusive of D-1), M through P, and U through X, C-206
is also closed affecting east-west access through the Village of Cecil.

» Alternatives A through H, M through P, and U through X bisect the Village of Cecil. The
community is already split in two by the Maumee & Western Railroad corridor

»  Within Defiance Township, the effects of the Feasible Alternatives vary. Alternatives A,
E, I, M, Q, and U result in the loss of one business. Alternatives B, F, J, N, R, and V
result in the acquisition of right-of-way from the Prop Floppers Flying Field and 21
residences located within the Bohlman Trailer Park. Alternatives C, G, K, O, S, and W
would have the least impact on Defiance Township, resulting in only one residential
displacement in the community. Alternatives D, H, L, P, T, and X would result in the
displacement of 21 residences located within the Bohiman Trailer Park.

» Alternatives B, D, F H, J, L, N, PR, T, V, and X displace 21 residences in the Bohlman
Trailer Park, a target low-income community.

» All Feasible Alternatives are located within the existing US 24 right-of-way in Noble
Township, requiring acquisition of minor amounts of right-of-way from adjacent
properties. There are no displacements or major access changes proposed within this
community.

e Alternatives B, D, F H,J,L,N, PR, T, V, and, X have a small section located within the
City of Defiance that would be constructed on new right-of-way currently undeveloped.
There are no displacements proposed within this community.

» Allalternatives affect roadways used by the Amish community in Allen County.

* For Alternatives E through X, only two grade-separate crossings are proposed in Allen
County. With Alternatives E, F, G, and H, a grade-separated crossing is provided at
Slusher Road. For Alternatives | through X, a grade-separated crossing is provided at
Sampson Road. At-grade intersections are provides at most crossings for Alternatives
A, B, C, and D.

» For Alternatives A through X (exclusive of D-1), at-grade intersections are proposed at
Ryan/Bruick and Webster roads, which are key roads used by the Amish community to
cross the Maumee River. This is undesirable since at-grade intersections on a four-
lane, divided, high-speed facility are not compatible with safe crossings by slow-
moving, horse-drawn vehicles.

The No Build Alternative and Alternative Y are likely to have the greatest impact on low-income
and minority communities through increased traffic congestion, resulting in increased travel
costs, reduced accessibility as well as increased ambient noise levels and concentrations of
vehicular pollutants for properties located along or in close proximity to US 24. While these
impacts will be experienced by all residents of the study area, low-income persons and families
are likely to be more sensitive to the reduction in disposable income associated with increased
travel costs. Impacts are also likely to be high with Alternative Z due to the higher number of
residential and commercial displacements, thereby affecting the availability of goods and services
along US 24.

Alternatives A through X result in fewer displacements that either Alternatives Y or Z and greatly
enhance mobility throughout the study area. These alternatives, however, impact access to and
from the Village of Cecil, an environmental justice target community. Of these alternatives,
Alternatives A through H (exclusive of D-1), M through P, and U through X will have a greater
impact because both east-west routes through the village would be closed.

All alternatives affect the Amish community through impacts on the local roadway system. The
No Build Alternative and Alternative Y do not improve traffic flow on US 24 and will result in
increasing travel delays for horse-drawn vehicles attempting to cross US 24. Safety is also an
issue with these alternatives as neither provides for grade-separated crossings along US 24.
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Alternatives E through X provide for a limited number of grade-separated crossings. Under
Alternatives A through D, no at-grade crossings would be provided at crossroads in Allen
County; under Alternatives E through H, one grade-separated crossing is provided at Slusher
Road; and under Alternatives | through X, one grade-separated crossing is provided at Sampson
Road. With limited provisions for the safe crossing of slow-moving, horse-drawn vehicles, the
Feasible Alternatives could have disproportionate impacts on the Amish community related to
health effects (bodily impairment, infirmity, or death), destruction or disruption of community
cohesion (isolation, exclusion, or separation of the community from surroundings), destruction
or disruption of a community’s economic vitality, increased traffic congestion, and changes in
travel patterns.

Alternatives B, D, F H, J, L, N, P R, T, V, and X displace 21 residences in the Bohlman Trailer
Park, a target low-income community.

In Allen County, members of the Amish community have expressed safety concerns regarding
the at-grade intersections originally proposed along the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1).
Representatives of the Amish community explained that since they travel by horse and buggy or
by foot, overpasses would be safer than at-grade intersections for crossing US 24. They noted
that horses are unpredictable and sometimes will not stand and wait for traffic to pass before
crossing an at-grade intersection. In addition, teams of four to eight draft horses are used to
pull farm equipment and the total length of farm equipment and horses is generally 18.3 meters
(60 feet). Medians are typically 25 meters (82 feet) wide in Indiana, which could accommodate
the horses and farm equipment. Due to the unpredictable nature of horses, crossing a four-lane
highway using an at-grade intersection is unsafe and it could be disastrous if a team of horses
is in the median waiting to cross two lanes of road and the horses start to back up or go forward
out of the control of the driver into oncoming traffic. The farmers stated that the best locations
forinterchanges or overpasses for the Amish Community would be Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster
Road, and SR 101, which are the main north-south routes across the Maumee River.

In response to the Amish community concerns, several options to provide grade-separated
crossings in Allen County were developed and evaluated. A meeting was held on September 5,
2002 with members of the Amish Community and representatives from the ODOT and INDOT to
discuss the transportation needs of the Amish. Instead of interchanges at Ryan/Bruick and
Webster roads, the INDOT had proposed to provide a grade-separated crossing at Berthaud
Road, which would allow Amish vehicles to safely cross the new highway. The Amish commented
that Berthaud Road was too long of a detour from their current routine travel routes. The
additional mileage would take time away from their work and also tire their horses. The farmers
emphasized that the best locations for grade-separated crossings for the Amish Community
would be Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101, which are main north-south routes
crossing the Maumee River. With the change in design from expressway to freeway, INDOT will
construct interchanges at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101. Grade-separated
crossings will be provided at all other crossroads in Allen Gounty with the exception of Harper,
Bremer, Berthaud, and Gustin roads, which will be closed at the new highway.

The Preferred Alternative minimizes the potential for disproportionate impacts on the Hispanic
population. Alternative D-1 is located on the same alignment as existing US 24 within Noble
Township, requiring minimal right-of-way takes. Within the City of Defiance, Alternative D-1
will be constructed on undeveloped land and will not result in any displacements.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) will have minimal impact on the target communities.
The Preferred Alternative avoids the unnamed subdivision in the Village of Antwerp and the
Brentwood Court Mobile Home Park. While a regional transportation facility will not be located
within the immediate vicinity of these neighborhoods, the new facility will be accessible via the
local road system. The changes in travel patterns do not result in disproportionate impacts to the
neighborhoods.

The Preferred Alternative, as originally presented to the public in June 2002, would result in the
closure of both C-206 and C-216 near the Village of Cecil, thereby affecting direct east-west

3-78

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Mitigation

access through this targeted community. Based on input from the public and local agencies, C-
206 will be realigned to intersect with C-87 maintaining one of the two east-west routes serving
Cecil. Additionally, east-west access through the village will be improved by the new highway
which skirts the southern perimeter of the village, and therefore would not result in
disproportionate impacts to low-income persons and families residing within the community.

Within Defiance Township, the Preferred Alternative, as originally designed, requires the
displacement of mobile homes within the Bohiman Trailer Park. The original US 24/SR 424
interchange and relocation of SR 424 requires the acquisition of 2.43 hectares (6.0 acres) of
land, the displacement of 11 mobile homes (residences), and relocation of the trailer park
access road. Based on initial coordination with the property owner, there is ample vacant space
in the mobile home park to relocate the affected residential units. On September 18, 2002,
0DOT representatives met with the owner and 15 residents of the Bohiman Trailer Park. The
owner of the trailer park had requested that ODOT proceed with advanced acquisition of his
property. The purpose of the meeting was to inform the residents of the project status, advanced
acquisition proceedings, and ODOT's property acquisition and relocation process. In accordance
with ODOT’s policy on Environmental Justice, ODOT investigated potential design options for
the SR 424 interchange to avoid impacts on the community. Four conceptual designs were
developed for the SR 424 interchange and evaluated based on consistency with current design
standards, impacts to the local roadway system, farmland, wetlands, streams, displacements,
and sites with potential environmental concerns (hazardous materials) as well as impacts to the
Bohlman Trailer Park. Based on the evaluation of the conceptual interchange options, the
interchange at SR 424 was redesigned to avoid the displacement of residences in the Bohlman
Trailer Park. The eastbound exit and westbound entrance ramps for the interchange are shifted
to the west, impacting property associated with ODOT’s Defiance County Garage located between
US 24 and SR 424. In addition to the loss of 3.1 hectares (7.7 acres of land), four structures
located on the property will be displaced. ODOT will replace the affected facilities on-site.

Shifting the access ramps for the SR 424 interchange to the west to avoid the displacement of
residential units associated with the Bohiman Trailer Park results in changes in traffic-generated
noise levels at the trailer park. Additional noise analyses have been conducted to determine the
noise impacts on the trailer park. Based on noise measurements taken in April 2003, the
ambient existing noise level at the trailer park is approximately 59.2 dBA. The future noise level
is estimated to be 60.9 dBA for the No Build Condition and 69.2 with the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative D-1). As defined in 23 CFR 772, traffic noise impacts occur “when the predicted
traffic noise levels approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria or when then predicted traffic
noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels.” This is interpreted by ODOT to mean
noise levels within one dBA of the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) (i.e., 66 dBA for
exterior residential receivers) or a 10 dBA increase over existing noise levels. With the Preferred
Alternative, future traffic generated noise at the trailer park are predicted to exceed the FHWA
NAC for residential uses.

In accordance with ODOT’s noise policies, the feasibility of noise abatement has been considered
for the Bohlman Trailer Park. Because of the limited amount of land available between US 24
and the trailer park as well as the existing development patterns for the surrounding land uses,
several strategies for noise abatement are not feasible such as changes in the vertical and
horizontal geometry. Also, under current state regulations, ODOT cannot restrict traffic on US
24, limiting the feasibility of traffic management strategies. There is, however, sufficient areato
accommodate noise walls. The evaluation of noise walls indicates that a noise wall varying in
height from 2.4 meters (8 feet) to 3.7 meters (12 feet) and approximately 298 meters (978 feet)
in length will reduce noise levels by approximately 5.1 dBA. With an estimated construction
cost of $194,900, the cost per dwelling unitis $10,250, which is less than the reasonable cost
threshold of $25,000 per benefited receiver.

The development of the Feasible Alternatives was completed with the objectives of minimizing
impacts on the communities located within the study area and minimizing the number of
residential, business and other displacements. Consequently, the Feasible Alternatives have
limited potential to result in environmental justice impacts.
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3.2.4 Community
Cohesion/
Neighborhood Impacts

Existing Conditions

A number of design refinements have been made to the Preferred Alternative to avoid and/or
minimize impacts on environmental justice communities. These include the provision of grade-
separated crossings in Allen County, which address the Amish community transportation
concerns. Interchanges will be constructed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101;
grade-separated crossings will be provided all other crossroads in Allen County with the exception
of Harper, Bremer, Berthaud, and Gustin roads. In the Village of Cecil, C-206 will be realigned
to intersect with C-87, maintaining this existing east-west crossroad. The SR 424 interchange
has been redesigned to avoid the displacement of residential properties at the Bohiman Trailer
Park.

With the Preferred Alternative, future traffic-generated noise levels at the Bohlman Trailer Park
are predicted to exceed the FHWA NAC for residential uses. In accordance with ODOT’s noise
policies, the feasibility of noise abatement has been considered for the neighborhood. The
noise mitigation analysis indicates that a noise wall varying in height from 2.4 meters (8 feet) to
3.7 meters (12 feet) and approximately 298 meters (978 feet) in length will reduce noise levels
by approximately 5.1 dBA. With an estimated construction cost of $194,900, the cost per
dwelling unit is $10,250, which is less than the reasonable cost threshold of $25,000 per
benefited receiver.

Coordination with local community leaders will be maintained throughout the design studies on
the Preferred Alternative to assist in more refined identification of minority and special population
groups and families. Through the Relocation Assistance Program, additional investigations of
affected property owners will be undertaken to determine the likelihood for disproportionate
impacts on minority and low income communities. If warranted, additional design refinements
including alignment shifts and reroutes will be investigated to minimize and/or avoid impacts to
target groups and communities.

Community cohesion is defined as the connections between and within communities that are
essential for serving the needs of the residents (FHWA, 1991). Inarural area, it is important to
retain community structure while providing links to other rural communities. These links facilitate
access to public and private services such as access to a regional hospital, county library, retail
outlets, or secondary school serving a large area.

Transportation throughout the study area is essential in maintaining community cohesion.
Local transportation routes include roads that cross, run parallel to, or are in close proximity to
US 24. Atotal of 18 major highways are located in the project area: three US Routes and 15 State
Routes (four in Indiana and 11 in Ohio).

The study area is primarily a large expanse of rural farming communities. Within Allen County,
the study area covers the Cities of New Haven and Woodburn and Jefferson, Milan, and Maumee
townships. Within Paulding County, communities located within the study area are the Villages
of Cecil and Antwerp and Harrison, Carryall, Crane, and Emerald townships. Within Defiance
County, the study area includes the City of Defiance and Delaware, Defiance, and Noble
townships. Each community has its own cohesive characteristic. However, with the consolidation
of some community facilities and services (e.g., school districts, health care facilities, police,
fire and emergency response), many communities have developed strong interdependence.

Within the study area, the Village of Antwerp is the only incorporated municipality that is bisected
by US 24. Antwerp is the second largest incorporated community in Paulding County with
1,740 residents in 2000. Itis also bisected by SR 49, which runs south to north (perpendicular
to US 24). US 24 bisects the rural townships in the study area. US 24 also bisects the urbanized
development in the Cities of New Haven and Defiance, both located on the fringe of the study
area. In allthree settings, US 24 acts more as an economic link than a facility that is a barrier to
community cohesiveness.

The character of the City of New Haven, located at the western edge of the study area, has
changed significantly over the past decade as rapid suburbanization has taken place. It has
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Methodology

several distinct sub-areas, each with its own characteristics and dynamics. Collectively, these
sub-areas represent a quasi-independent growth center within the greater Fort Wayne urban
area. In Allen County, the study area covers two defined subareas - the River Greenway Area and
the Interstate Corridor Area. The River Greenway Area is located to the north of US 24. The
Interstate Corridor Area is located to the south of US 24 and west of Doyle Road. The major
geographical policy of the River Greenway is that New Haven will cooperate and coordinate at a
regional level for a greenway along the Maumee River and will disallow local development
within the greenway. Within the Interstate Corridor Area, large-scale, well designed mixed use
projects that take advantage of locational attributes of the corridor are promoted.

There are a variety of broad topical policies that are embodied in the City of New Haven
Comprehensive Plan. For community facilities, New Haven will provide infrastructure to support
existing development and shape new development within the Urban Service Area Boundary.
However, for the River Greenway area, New Haven will “avoid extending public facilities” through
this area (New Haven Comprehensive Plan, May 1990).

In addition to communities defined by municipal boundaries, there are a number of subdivisions
and neighborhoods located within the study area. These include four areas in Allen County
(Georgian Park, Havenwood Forest, and Edgerton Addition subdivisions and the Gar Creek
Area), three areas in Paulding County (Jarrett Wood subdivision, Newman’s Rolling Acres, and
Brentwood Motor Home Court, and an unnamed mobile home park in Antwerp), and two areas
in Defiance County (Bohlman Trailer Court and the Noble Heights subdivision). A new residential
subdivision, the Maumee River Crossing, is under construction in Noble Township. Phase |
construction consists of 71 single-family homes. Also, the expansion of the Noble Heights
subdivision is under construction.

Communities and neighborhoods were identified through a review of available documentation,
including:

» Greater Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce, 2000 Guide to Fort Wayne, Indiana
(Michiana Business Publications, 2000).

» Greater Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce, Business Information Guide 2000

(Michiana Business Publications, 2000).

Platbook of Defiance County (1993).

Highway Map of Paulding County, Ohio (1998).

Highway Map of Defiance County, Ohio (1998).

Defiance Area Chamber of Commerce Membership Directory and Consumer Guide

(1997-1998).

City of New Haven Comprehensive Plan (1990).

»  Paulding County Comprehensive Plan (1972).

 Defiance County Comprehensive Plan - Draft (1999).

* Defiance County Comprehensive Plan (2000).

The location of these resources were mapped and then verified through field reviews. Additional
information was also collected through interviews with local officials and planning agencies.

Project mapping depicting the Feasible Corridors and the Feasible Alternatives was overlain on
mapping depicting the locations of municipalities and neighborhoods. Those located within or
in close proximity to the Feasible Corridors were identified for impact evaluation. The mapping
was then reviewed to identify a wide variety of changes including:

Acquisition of property.

Acquisition of significant community resources.

Location of the alternatives relative to community/neighborhood boundaries.
Location of the alternatives relative to major topographical features (major roadways,
railroad corridors, and rivers).

Changes in access and in the local roadway system.

e (Changes in noise levels.
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Project Impacts

The development of the Feasible Alternatives was completed with an objective of minimizing
impacts on the communities within the study area and minimizing the number of residential,
business and other displacements. Impacts to community cohesiveness resulting from the
Feasible Alternatives are described in Table 3.45.

Alternative Y and the No Build Alternative would result in little physical change within the
communities. However, these alternatives would result in increased traffic congestion along US
24. Associated with increased traffic congestion are increased noise levels and increased
vehicular pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptors located within close proximity to US 24.
The noise analysis completed for this project shows that traffic-generated noise levels at most
properties located along US 24 now exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for
Category B land uses (i.e., residential development). Noise levels will continue to increase in
the future with either Alternative Y or the No Build Alternative. Also, Alternative Y and the No
Build Alternative do little to enhance access to key economic development areas in the study
area and therefore constrain economic growth in targeted areas.

Alternatives A through X and Z affect several communities, the primary impact being the
introduction of a new transportation corridor in rural areas. Comments received from citizens
and public officials indicate a preference for an alignment that is close to existing US 24 and
follows existing transportation corridors to minimize impacts on communities. Segments 1, 3,
8,11,12,13,14,19, and 20 are located in close proximity to existing US 24 and/or are located
along existing transportation corridors.

More specifically, comments received from citizens and public officials in Allen County indicate
a preference for the Feasible Alternatives that incorporate Segment 1 over those that follow
Segment 2. Segment 2 is considered to have a negative impact on the Gar Creek neighborhood.
The Feasible Alternatives which include Segment 1 are Alternative A through D and | through P

Within the study area, there are several natural and man-made features that act as barriers within
Allen County - the Maumee River, existing US 24, and the Maumee & Western Railroad corridor.
The construction of a highway on Segment 2 would result in the creation of another topographic
barrier within this portion of the study area. Segment 1, for most of its length (75 percent),
abuts the existing US 24 Corridor, thereby minimizing the creation of another physical barrier
affecting community cohesion. Only 12 percent of Segment 2 falls within or abuts the right-of-
way of US 24 and the Maumee & Western Railroad.

Comments received from citizens and public officials also indicate a preference for the Feasible
Alternatives that relocate US 24 to the north of the City of Woodburn (i.e., alternatives that
include Segment 8). Alternatives using Segment 7 would force the routing of northbound
traffic through the city creating congestion on the local roads. A component of this traffic is
heavy trucks associated with industrial businesses located to the north of Woodburn. Alternatives
| through X include Segment 7. US 24 is relocated to the north of the city with Alternatives A
through H, minimizing traffic impacts on Woodburn.

Alternatives A through X affect the Gar Creek neighborhood. One effectis a change in accessibility.
This impact is greater with Alternatives A through D and | through P because Berthaud Road is
closed at US 24. Alternatives E through H and Q through X would result in US 24 being relocated
much closer to the Gar Creek neighborhood, causing increases in noise levels at nearby sensitive
receptors. Future noise levels are not expected to exceed the FHWA NAC for Category B receptors.
In Paulding County, Alternatives A through X and Z include a bypass of the Village of Antwerp
and nearby residential subdivisions. Antwerp is the only incorporated community in Paulding
County bisected by US 24. The Paulding County Comprehensive Plan supports a bypass
around Antwerp, a goal that has been promoted by local officials and planning agencies during
project outreach activities.

Alternatives A through X would also impact the Village of Cecil. The Paulding County
Comprehensive Plan supports the relocation of US 24 from north of Cecil to south of Cecil,
which would be achieved by these alternatives. However, Alternatives A through H (exclusive of
Alternative D-1), M through P, and U through X require closure of local roadways providing east-
west access through the village. These alternatives result in the closure of both C-206 and C-
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216 on the outskirts of Cecil, eliminating east-west access to the village by way of these routes.
Adequate east-west accessis provided by the Feasible Alternatives, which include an underpass
at C-105. Alternatives A through X relocate US 24 closer to the Village of Cecil, thereby increasing
noise levels at sensitive noise receptors located in the area.

TABLE 3.45

IMPACTS TO COMMUNITIES/NEIGHBORHOODS

Affected Area

Alternative

Description of Impact

New Haven, Allen
County

A-X, No Build

No change (US 24 on existing alignment).

Y, No Build

Z

(
No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
No change (US 24 on existing alignment).

Jefferson Township,
Allen County

A-D, D-1,1-P, Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 on existing alignment, widening to the south of US 24).

E-H, -X

US 24 on new alignment through rural area.
Improved access to Casad East, Canal Place and Bandalier Economic
Development Areas.

Y, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

z

US 24 on existing alignment, widened to the south except at Ryan/Bruick
Road where relocated to the north of existing US 24.

Milan Township, Allen
County

A-D, D-1

US 24 on existing alignment between Doyle Road and Berthaud Road,
widening to the south of US 24.

From Berthaud Road to Maumee Township, US 24 on new alignment
through rural area.

US 24 on existing alignment between Doyle Road and Berthaud Road,
widening to the south of US 24.

From Berthaud Road to Maumee Township, US 24 on new alignment
through rural area.

US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Webster Road and
Maumee Township

E-H, Q-X

US 24 on new alignment through rural area.
US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Webster Road and
Maumee Township.

Y, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Z

No change (US 24 on existing alignment, widening to the south of US 24).

Maumee Township,
Allen County

A-X

US 24 on new alignment through rural area.

Y, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Z

No change (US 24 on existing alignment, widening to the south of US 24).

City of Woodburn,
Allen Gounty

A-H

US 24 relocated just to the north of Woodburn.
Improved access to city and Woodburn Industrial Park.

[-X

US 24 relocated just to the south of Woodburn.

Increased traffic traveling through city to access Woodburn Industrial Park
and existing US 24.

Brobst Road closed between Woodburn Road and Slusher Road.
Woodburn/Webster Road intersection is closed.

Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Harrison Township,
Paulding County

A-D, D-1

US 24 located on new alignment through rural area along northwest edge of
township.

[-X

US 24 located on new alignment through rural area, bisecting township.

Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Village of Antwerp,
Paulding County

A-H,Z

US 24 relocated away from commercial district just beyond southern village
boundary.

I-X

US 24 relocated on new alignment out of community.

Y, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Carryall Township,
Paulding County

A-H, Z

US 24 relocated on new alignment to southern section of township through
rural area.

[-X

US 24 relocated on new alignment through rural in southeast corner of
township.

Y, No-Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Crane Township,
Paulding County

A-H, M-P, U-X

US 24 on new alignment through rural area bisecting township.
US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between T-77 and C-87.

I-L, Q-T

US 24 on new alignment through rural area bisecting township.

Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
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TABLE 3.45 (CONTINUED)

IMPACTS TO COMMUNITIES/NEIGHBORHOODS

Affected Area

Alternative

Description of Impact

Viilage of Cecil,
Paulding County

A-H, M-P, U-X

US 24 relocated on new alignment through southern portion of village.
Both east-west access routes (C-206 and C-216) closed limiting travel
movements through municipality.

I-L, Q-T

US 24 relocated on new alignment south of the village.

D-1

US 24 relocated on new alignment through southern portion of village.
(-206 is re-aligned to intersect with G-87.

Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Emerald Township,
Paulding County

A-X

US 24 on new alignment through rural development bisecting northern
portion of township.

US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Crane Township and
Defiance County.

, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Delaware Township,
Defiance County

Y
AE LM, QU

US 24 on new alignment through rural development in very southeastern
portion of township.
(C-8 closed just west of T-153.

B,F,J,N,R V

US 24 on new alignment through rural development in very southeastern
portion of township.
(C-8 closed just west of T-153.

C,G KOS W

US 24 on new alignment through rural development in very southeastern
portion of township.
(C-8 closed just east of C-143.

D,HLPTX

US 24 on new alignment through rural development in very southeastern
portion of township.

C-8 closed just east of C-143.

US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Paulding County and
Defiance Township.

D-1

US 24 on new alignment through rural development in very southeastern
portion of township.

(C-8 re-aligned to intersect with C-143.

US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Paulding County and
Defiance Township.

Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Defiance Township,
Defiance County

A, CEGILKMOAQS,

U, W-X

US 24 on new alignment through rural area between Delaware Township
and existing US 24.

US 24 on new alignment north of commercial development on existing US
24 to City of Defiance (May Road).

B,F,J,NRV

US 24 on new alignment through rural area between Delaware Township
and City of Defiance (C-146).

Interchange at SR 424.

Displaces Bohlman Trailer Park.

D,H,LPTX

US 24 on new alignment through rural area between Delaware Township
and City of Defiance (C-146).

US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Delaware Township
and the City of Defiance.

Interchange at SR 424.

Displaces Bohlman Trailer Park.

D-1

US 24 on new alignment through rural area between Delaware Township
and City of Defiance (C-146).

US 24 parallels Maumee & Western Railroad between Delaware Township
and the City of Defiance.

Interchange at SR 424.

Y, Z, No Build

No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).

Noble Township,
Defiance County

A-X,Y, Z, No Build

US 24 on existing alignment.
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TABLE 3.45 (CONTINUED)
IMPACTS TO COMMUNITIES/NEIGHBORHOODS

Defiance County

Affected Area Alternative Description of Impact
A GCEGILKMO,QS, [US24o0nnew alignmentto north of existing US 24 through rural area west
uw of SR 424.
City of Defiance, US 24 on existing alignment east of SR 424.

B,D,D-1,F, H J,LN,P,

US 24 on new alignment to north of US 24 through commercial area west

Subdivision,
Noble Township,
Defiance County

R, T,V,X of SR 424.
US 24 on existing alignment east of SR 424.
Y, Z, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Georgian Park A-X US 24 on existing alignment, widening to the south of US 24.
Subdivision, Y, Z, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Jefferson Township,
Allen County
Havenwood Forest A-X US 24 relocated on new alignment to the south of the development.
Subdivision, Milan Y, Z, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Township, Allen
County
Gar Creek A-D, D-1, I-P Access affected due to closure of Berthaud Road at US 24.
Berthaud/Gar Creek E-H, Q-X Access affected due to closure of Bremer Road between Webster and
Roads, Rousey roads.
Milan T%WHShiD, Allen Y, Z, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
ounty
Edgerton Addition A-H US 24 relocated to the north of Woodburn.
Subdivisi I-X US 24 relocated to the south of Woodburn.
ubdivision, — -
City of Woodburn, Y, Z US 24 on existing ahgnme.nt. o
Allen County ' Woodburn/Webster Road mtqsgctmq is closed.
No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Jarrett Wood A-X, Z US 24 relocated on new alignment to the south of the development.
Subdivision, US 24, Y, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Carryall Township,
Paulding County
Unnamed Mobile A-X, Z US 24 relocated away from development.
Home Park, Y, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
US 24/T-43
Village of Antwerp,
Paulding County
Newman s Rolling A-X, Z US 24 relocated on new alignment to the south of the development.
Acres No. 2 Y, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Subdivision
Fort Wayne/Riverside
Drives
Crane Township,
Paulding County
Brentwood Mobile A-X US 24 relocated on new alignment to the south of the development.
Home Court, VA US 24 on existing alignment, widening to the south.
US 24/C-232, Y, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Emerald Township,
Paulding County
A CEG,ILKM,O,AQ,S, | US24relocated to the north of existing US 24.
Bohlman Trailer Park, uw
US 24/SR 424, B,D,F,HJ LN PR T, [ SR424interchange displaces neighborhood.
Defiance Township, V, X
Defiance County D-1 SR 424 interchange ramps abut western boundary of neighborhood.
Y, Z, No Build No change (US 24 follows existing alignment).
Noble Heights A-X, Y, Z, No Build No change (US 24 within existing right-of-way).
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

In Defiance County, Alternatives B, D, F H, J, L, N, P R, T, V, and X displace 21 residences in the
BohIlman Trailer Park, a target Environmental Justice community.

In the City of Defiance, the existing intersection of US 24 and West High Street will be closed as
a result of the construction of the Alternatives A through X and Z and the existing at-grade
intersection will be replaced with an overpass. West High Street will remain open to traffic with
an overpass constructed over West High Street. Public opinion is divided at West High Street.
Several residents and public officials have requested that an interchange be constructed at this
location to maintain access to US 24 at West High Street. Community representatives are
concerned that eliminating access to US 24 at West High Street would be detrimental to economic
development on the west side of the City of Defiance. Other citizens have stated that they do not
want an interchange at West High Street.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) follows essentially the same alignment as Alternative
D with the exception of shifts in Paulding and Defiance counties to minimize impacts to sensitive
resources. The Preferred Alternative also differs from Alternative D in Allen County in that it will
be constructed as a freeway with interchanges and grade-separated crossings. Interchanges
will be constructed at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, and SR 101. Grade-separated crossings
will be provided at all other crossroads in Allen County with the exception of Harper, Bremer,
Berthaud, and Gustin roads, which will be closed at the new highway.

Within Paulding County, Alternative D-1 differs from Alternative D with respect to local road
crossings. For Alternative D-1, interchanges will be constructed at SR 49 and US 127. Also,
the crossings at C-11 and T-43 will be constructed as grade-separated crossings. At-grade
crossings were proposed at the crossroads for Alternative D. Alternative D-1 results in the
closure of C-180, T-61, T-69, and C-224; at-grade intersections were proposed at these locations
for Alternative D. The crossings at C-33, T-83, and Powers Road (C-8), closed with Alternative
D, will be constructed as at-grade intersections.

The Preferred Alternative follows Segment 1 through Allen County. The City of New Haven and
Jefferson Township will not be affected by the changes as Segment 1 abuts the US 24 Corridor
within these two communities. Within Milan and Maumee townships, the Preferred Alternative
follows the US 24 Corridor to Berthaud Road where it deviates from the existing alignment. This
will minimize the barrier effect of the new facility. The alignment stays to the north of the Gar
Creek neighborhoood, minimizing effects on the neighborhood.

In the vicinity of Woodburn, the Preferred Alternative follows Segment 8, located to the south of
the municipality. Based on comments received from public and local officials, Segment 8 is
preferred over Segment 7 to minimize impacts to the local roadway system serving Woodburn.

In Paulding County, the Preferred Alternative passes to the south of the Village of Antwerp,
which is consistent with goals specified in the Paulding County Comprehensive Plan. Within
the Village of Antwerp, the crossing at T-43 will be constructed as a grade-separated crossing
to minimize impacts on local traffic movements, particularly traffic that will be generated by the
new Antwerp Schools complex on T-43.

The Preferred Alternative also passes to the south of the Village of Cecil. Unlike Alternative D,
the design of the Preferred Alternative proposes at-grade intersections at the crossings of G-206
and C-216. These are the only east-west routes providing direct access to the village. C-206
will be re-aligned to intersect with C-87 and an at-grade intersection will be constructed at the C-
216 crossing.

Between the Village of Cecil in Paulding County and Krouse Road in Defiance County, the
Preferred Alternative parallels the Maumee & Western Railroad corridor to the north, minimizing
impacts on communities and neighborhoods. From Ashwood Road to the junction of US 24/
SR 424, the Preferred Alternative traverses an area that is now targeted for economic development
by the county, thereby minimizing impacts to communities and neighborhoods in this area.

3-86

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Mitigation

Within Defiance Township, the Preferred Alternative, as originally designed, requires the
displacement of mobile homes within the Bohiman Trailer Park. The original US 24/SR 424
interchange and relocation of SR 424 requires the acquisition of 2.43 hectares (six acres) of
land, the displacement of 11 mobile homes (residences), and relocation of the trailer park
access road. Based on initial coordination with the property owner, there is ample vacant space
in the mobile home park to relocate the affected residential units. On September 18, 2002,
0DOT representatives met with the owner and 15 residents of the Bohiman Trailer Park. The
owner of the trailer park had requested that ODOT proceed with advanced acquisition of his
property. The purpose of the meeting was to inform the residents of the project status, advanced
acquisition proceedings, and ODOT's property acquisition and relocation process. Inaccordance
with ODOT’s policy on Environmental Justice, ODOT investigated potential design options for
the SR 424 interchange to avoid impacts on the community. Four conceptual designs were
developed for the SR 424 interchange and evaluated based on consistency with current design
standards, impacts to the local roadway system, farmland, wetlands, streams, displacements,
and sites with potential environmental concerns (hazardous materials) as well as impacts to the
Bohlman Trailer Park. Based on the evaluation of the conceptual interchange options, the
interchange at SR 424 was redesigned to avoid the displacement of residences in the Bohiman
Trailer Park. The eastbound exit and westbound entrance ramps for the interchange are shifted
to the west, impacting property associated with ODOT’s Defiance County Garage located between
US 24 and SR 424. In addition to the loss of 3.1 hectares (7.7 acres) of land, four structures will
be displaced from ODOT’s garage.

Shifting the access ramps for SR 424 interchange to the west to avoid the displacement of
residential units associated with the Bohiman Trailer Park results in changes in traffic-generated
noise levels at the park. With the Preferred Alternative, future traffic generated noise at the trailer
park are predicted to exceed the FHWA NAC for residential uses. In accordance with ODOT’s
noise policies, the feasibility of noise abatement has been considered for the Bohlman Trailer
Park. The noise mitigation evaluation indicates that a noise wall varying in height from 2.4 meter
(8 feet) to 3.7 meters (12 feet) and approximately 298 meters (978 feet in length) will reduce
noise levels by approximately 5.1 dBA. With an estimated construction cost of $200,500, the
cost per dwelling unitis $10,550, which is less than the reasonable cost threshold of $25,000
per benefited receiver.

In the City of Defiance, the existing intersection of US 24 and West High Street will be closed as
aresult of the construction of the Preferred Alternative and the existing at-grade intersection will
be replaced with an overpass. West High Street will remain open to traffic with an overpass
constructed over West High Street to carry the Preferred Alternative over it. As indicated in the
discussion on the Feasible Alternatives, public opinion is divided at West High Street. In
response to the public comments, a separate traffic study was conducted to determine the
secondary impacts on the local road network resulting from closing the US 24/Switzer Road/
West High Street intersection. The study is documented in a separate report entitled City of
Defiance, Ohio Traffic Study: Assessment of Traffic Impacts Due to the Proposed Grade
Separation of US 24 and West High Street (February 2003). The traffic study determined that
future capacity problems on the local roads will occur as a result of the increase in background
traffic as well as the increase in traffic generated by planned developments in the surrounding
area. Future capacity problems on local roads will occur regardless of the existence of an
interchange at US 24 and West High Street/Switzer Road. At this time, ODOT is not proposing
to construct an interchange at Switzer Road and West High Street as part of the US 24 project.
An interchange at this location is not recommended because it is less than 1.6 kilometers (one
mile) to the existing US 24/SR 15 interchange. According to ODOT’s Location and Design
Manual, interchanges within urban areas should not be spaced closer than an average of two
miles and a minimum distance of one mile.

The development of the Feasible Alternatives was completed with an objective of minimizing
impacts on the communities within the study area and minimizing the number of residential,
business, and other displacements.

Engineering refinements that further minimize impacts to local communities and neighborhoods
will be developed during preliminary and final design studies. Such refinements may include
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3.2.5 Community
Facilities and Services

Existing Conditions

horizontal and vertical alignment shifts; refinements to intersection and interchange designs;
construction of service roads where practical and feasible to minimize right-of-way acquisition;
and the design of and installation of signing to assist motorists traveling through the area.

Most of the study area is characterized by farmland and residences dotting the countryside with
afew businesses and churches scattered along rural highways. Most residential neighborhoods,
businesses, churches, and community services (e.g., medical facilities, volunteer fire
departments, post offices and elementary schools) are concentrated in the established towns
and villages. The larger municipalities, particularly Fort Wayne, Antwerp, Paulding, and Defiance,
have a broader range of services such as post-secondary schools and regional medical
complexes. Figure 3.12 shows those community facilities that are located within the study area.

Medical/Health Care

Medical facilities in Allen County are located within the City of Fort Wayne and are major regional
medical centers serving people in Indiana, Ohio and Michigan. Five hospitals are located in the
City of Fort Wayne: Parkview Hospital, Lutheran Hospital of Indiana, Lutheran Children’s Hospital,
St. Joseph Medical Center and the Veterans Affairs Medical Center. Parkview Hospital is located
in the northeastern section of the City of Fort Wayne and specializes in neonatal and maternity
services and trauma care. The Lutheran Hospital of Indiana is located in the southwest section
of the City of Fort Wayne. The facility provides specialized services in heart and lung transplants.
The Lutheran Children’s Hospital provides advanced care for children. St. Joseph Medical
Center is located in the center of the City of Fort Wayne. In addition to general services, the
hospital is the region’s burn center and wound care center. The hospital also specializes in
sleep disorders and gerontology. A regional Veterans Affairs Medical Center with 220 beds is
located in Fort Wayne and serves a 26-county area. Other specialized care centers located in the
Fort Wayne area include the Rehabilitation Hospital of Fort Wayne, and Charter Beacon Behavioral
System (psychiatric and substance abuse treatment) and Park Center (psychological and
psychiatric counseling services).

Several hospitals support Paulding County. The Paulding County Hospital is located in the
Village of Paulding, the only hospital located within the county. The Van Wert County Hospital,
located in Village of Van Wert, also serves Paulding County as do medical facilities in Defiance
County. Paulding County Hospital provides comprehensive medical, surgical and related care
services. The hospital has 57 beds, two extended care homes with a total of 100 beds, and
seven physicians and provides comprehensive medical services. The Van Wert County Hospital,
a 100-bed facility, also provides comprehensive services.

The principal health care facilities for Paulding and Defiance counties are located in Defiance.
There are two hospitals in Defiance with a total of 198 beds for medical, surgical, pediatric care,
and mental health services. The City of Defiance Hospital is planning to relocate from its
existing location on 2" Avenue to a new 16.6 hectares (41 acres) site at the intersection of US 24
and West High Street. The second hospital is the Community Memorial Hospital in Hicksville.
Fifty-three doctors practice in Defiance and there also are five extended care homes with a total
of 365 beds.

One of these community medical resources is located near the existing US 24 Corridor, the new
City of Defiance Regional Medical Center.

Fire/Police

The Allen County Fire Department consists of 24 volunteer fire departments located throughout
the county. There is one volunteer fire department station located in close proximity to the
Feasible Corridors, the Maumee Volunteer Fire Department Station in Woodburn.

In Allen County, continued development within the Urban Service Area Boundary of New Haven
will require the extension of utility systems and police and fire services. The minimum fire
protection standards for New Haven are:

»  Every part of the community must be within 3.23 kilometers (two miles) of an engine
and hose company.
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» Every part of the community must be within 4.84 kilometers (three miles) of a ladder
company.

One existing station currently serves the community of New Haven. According to the City of
New Haven Comprehensive Plan (1990), there is a need for two new fire stations, each to
accommodate an engine and hose company. One station should be located near 1-469 to
provide improved response time to the eastern part of the city. Another fire station should be
located in the eastern portion of the city along US 30/24 in the vicinity of Adams Center Road or
Hartzell Road. The ladder and hose company should be located in the center of the city. The
4.8-kilometer (three-mile) service radius would encompass most of the Urban Service Area.

There are four volunteer fire departments in Paulding County, located in Antwerp, Cecil,
Brunersburg, and Paulding. The Village of Antwerp Volunteer Fire Department is located near
the intersection of Cleveland and Daggett Streets within the village limits. The Cecil Volunteer
Fire Department is located in the Village of Cecil at the intersection of Duquesne Street and
Fourth Avenue.

The Defiance County Fire Department consists of 18 full-time personnel, 11 on-call volunteer
members, the chief and the assistant chief. Equipment includes four pumpers, one aerial ladder
truck, one heavy equipment truck, and two rescue vehicles. Eight of the 12 townships in the
county also are supported by volunteer fire departments. Of the three townships in the Defiance
County portion of the study area, only Noble Township has a volunteer fire department, which
is located at the intersection of SR 15 and SR 18. The fire departments maintain intra-county
mutual aid fire fighting agreements as well as inter-county cooperative agreements with
neighboring counties.

The Allen County Sheriff’s Department provides police service for most of the study area located
within Indiana. The sheriff’s department consists of 120 sworn offices and 113 volunteer
officers.

The Paulding County Sheriff and Police Department provides police protection for most of the
county. Many of the incorporated communities have police departments including Antwerp that
are supported by the county.

The City of Defiance Police Department is composed of 19 uniformed officers, two investigators,
and four dispatchers. The force operates 24 hours a day and has four patrol vehicles. A 911
emergency telephone system is in place.

The Ohio State Highway Patrol maintains a barracks in the City of Defiance. Officers assigned to
this post are responsible for the patrol and enforcement of motor vehicle regulations on
surrounding state highways including US 24.

There are several fire and police stations located within close proximity to the Feasible Alternatives,
as listed below and shown on Figure 3.12:

Maumee Township Volunteer Fire Department (in Woodburn).
Village of Cecil Volunteer Fire Department.

Village of Antwerp Volunteer Fire Department.

Ohio State Highway Patrol Station (Defiance Township).

Schools

Allen County has four public school districts encompassing the City of Fort Wayne and the Allen
County area. These districts include 53 elementary, 16 middle and 11 high schools. In addition,
there are 16 Catholic and 12 Lutheran schools in the county. Fort Wayne Community Schools
have an average student/teacher ratio of 27:1 with a per student investment of $3,913. The
Allen County ratio is approximately 17:1.

Higher education opportunities are excellent in the Fort Wayne area and include the Indiana
University - Purdue University at Fort Wayne (IPFW), Indiana Institute of Technology, International
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Business College, Michiana College, Indiana Wesleyan University, Taylor University, Ivy Tech
State College and St. Francis College. Also located in Fort Wayne are Concordia Theological
Seminary and Lutheran College of Health Professions.

There are six school districts within Paulding County — Antwerp Local Schools, Paulding
Exempted Village Schools, Wayne Trace Local Schools, Lincolnville Local Schools, Crestview
Local Schools and Van Wert City Schools. The Antwerp Local Schools currently consists of an
elementary school and a high school. The complex is located in the Village of Antwerp, one
block north of US 24. The Antwerp School System is currently constructing a new K-12
complex, which will be located on the southwest side of the village on T-43. The estimated cost
of the new facility is $14 to $16 million. The new complex will be located on the southwest side
of the village on T-43. The existing school facilities will be converted to provide other public
services. One parochial school (St. John the Baptist Roman Catholic Elementary School) is
located in the Village of Payne. Other educational facilities include the Vantage Vocational
School (in Van Wert) and the PARC Lane Training Center (in Paulding).

The Defiance Public School system has 20 public schools grouped into six school districts.
There are 12 elementary schools, two middle schools (grades 5 and 6), a junior high (grades 7
and 8), and five high schools. Sixty percent of Defiance County’s public educational facilities
are elementary schools, 15 percent are middle and junior high schools, and 25 percent are high
schools. The public school system enroliment is approximately 3,200 students. Defiance also
has four parochial schools: two Roman Catholic, one Lutheran, and one Church of God
School. The Defiance School Districts help support a separate Four County Joint Vocational
School District. Twenty-eight trade specialties are offered to high school juniors and seniors,
along with adult education in standard and custom-designed programs.

Northwest State Community College, an adjoining campus to the Vocational High School,
offers post-graduate and continuing education. Defiance College located within the city, is a
four-year liberal arts college with an enrollment of approximately 900 students. Defiance College
has established a cooperative education program with local business and industry. The college
offers accelerated Business Management Programs and a Masters Program in Education.
Additional higher education opportunities exist at Bowling Green State University, the University
of Toledo, and Tri-State University.

Several schools are located within or in close proximity to the Feasible Corridors, as listed below
and shown on Figure 3.12:

Woodlan Junior/Senior High School.

Woodburn School.

Woodburn Lutheran School.

Antwerp Elementary/High School.

We Care, God Cares Day Care facility.

Proposed site for the new Antwerp Schools Complex.

Churches

Fort Wayne has frequently been referred to as “the City of Churches.” There are 347 houses of
worship in the Fort Wayne area, representing all major faiths and most denominations. Within
Paulding County, there are 12 houses of worship. There are 46 places of worship serving the
City of Defiance and 36 additional places of worship located throughout the remainder of
Defiance County.

There are seven churches located near or within the Feasible Corridors, as listed below and
shown on Figure 3.12:

St. Paul Lutheran Church (Milan Township, Allen County).

Kingdom Hall of the Jehovah’s Witnesses (Carryall Township, Paulding County).
Mount Calvary Church (Village of Antwerp, Paulding County).

First Presbyterian Church (Village of Antwerp, Paulding County).

Antwerp United Methodist Church (Village of Antwerp, Paulding County).
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*  First Baptist Church (Village of Antwerp, Paulding County).
* Harvest Life Fellowship (Defiance Township, Defiance County).

Cemeteries

There are numerous cemeteries located throughout the study area. These vary in size, type,
association with religious faiths, and age. As shown on Figure 3.12, seven cemeteries are
located within or on close proximity to the Feasible Corridors:

St. Paul Lutheran Cemetery (Gar Creek, Milan Township, Allen County).
EV Mennonite Cemetery (Maumee Township, Allen County).

Riverside Cemetery (Village of Antwerp, Paulding County).

Lutheran Cemetery (Crane Township, Paulding County).

Rochester Cemetery (Crane Township, Paulding County).

St. Stephens Cemetery (Delaware Township, Defiance County).

Tuttle Cemetery (Noble Township, Defiance County, Ohio).

_ | Existing US 24 also provides access to several other cemeteries located throughout the study

area.
Government
As shown on Flgure 3.12, there are several government/community facilities located in the
study area:

 Village of Antwerp Administrative Offices.

e US Postal Service — Village of Antwerp Post Office.

»  (Carryall Township Hall (Village of Antwerp).

» Crane Township Hall (Village of Cecil).

e US Postal Service — Village of Cecil Post Office.

e 0DOT Defiance County Garage.
Public Utilities

There are several public utilities that provide electrical distribution, natural gas distribution,
telelcommunications, water distribution, and sewage collection services in the study area. These
include the American Electric Power (AEP), Ohio Power Company, Paulding-Putnam Electric
Cooperative, Toledo Edison, Ohio Gas Company, Adelphia Cable, MCIl/Worldcom, Alltel Ohio,
Inc., Verizon (GTE North), ANR Pipeline Company, Panhandle Eastern Pipeline, Defiance Water
Treatment, and the Village of Antwerp.

Several of these providers have major infrastructure in the study area. An electrical substation
owned and operated by AEP Power is located on Harper Road in Allen County. The station is
connected to the electric distribution system by way of an overhead transmission line that
crosses existing US 24. ANR Pipeline has three high pressure natural gas distribution pipelines
(two 30 inches in diameter and one 36 inches in diameter) that cross through the study area in
Defiance County. The Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Company has four high pressure natural gas
transmission lines connecting to the Defiance Number 1M&R Station located on US 24 in
Defiance County.

Railroads

There are three active rail lines located within the Feasible Corridors. These are the Norfolk
Southern (NS) Railroad in Allen County, the Maumee and Western Railroad in Defiance and
Paulding County, and the CSXT rail line in Defiance County.

The NS line extends from Woodburn, Indiana, through Paulding, Putnam, and Hancock counties,
terminating in Arcadia, Ohio. This rail line is one of NS’s east-west connectors in Ohio and is
part of the national system.

The Maumee & Western Railroad is a short-line railroad, which primarily serves customers
between Liberty Center, Ohio, and Woodburn, Indiana. Connections to larger lines are possible
at Woodburn (NS) and Defiance (CSXT). The rail line presently serves approximately 15
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Methodology

Project Impacts

customers along the route, shipping mainly locally grown agricultural products (i.e. grains),
sand, silica, and other bulk commaodities. Approximately 10 trains per week use the Maumee &
Western rail line. The short-line is a single-track operation and has undergone considerable
upgrades. Recently, $1.3 million was spent on track repairs needed to open the rail line for use.
Despite the upgrade, a 16.1-kph (10-mph) speed limit is imposed on the line due to the use of
jointed rail and the fact that the subgrade underlying ballast is poor. Currently, there are no plans
for expansion of this rail line through the study area. However, through coordination undertaken
for this project, the ORDC has indicated a preference to preserve the right-of-way for future rail
use (Letter from James F. Seney, ORDC, January 23, 2002).

CSXT operates a double-track line that extends from Defiance eastward through Ohio to
Youngstown. Itis one of the busiest rail lines in the state, carrying approximately 50 trains a day
through the study area. Connections from this line are also possible to other railroads in the City
of Defiance (Maumee & Western Railroad) and in Hamler in Henry County and to the Port of
Toledo at Deshler.

Other
The Cecil Community Grange is located within the Village of Gecil.

Community facilities were located through a review of available documentation including:

Greater Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce, 2000 Guide to Fort Wayne, Indiana.
Greater Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce, Business Information Guide 2000.
Platbook of Defiance County (1993).

Highway Map of Paulding County, Ohio (1998).

Highway Map of Defiance County, Ohio (1998).

Defiance Area Chamber of Commerce Membership Directory and Consumer Guide
(1997-1998).

City of New Haven Comprehensive Plan (1990).

Paulding County Comprehensive Plan (1972).

Defiance County Comprehensive Plan - Draft (1999).

Defiance County Comprehensive Plan (2000).

The information on location of community resources was mapped and then verified through
field reviews. Additional information was also collected through interviews with local officials
and planning agencies.

Public utilities were identified through coordination with INDOT’s and ODOT’s utility coordinators
and a review of listing and maps available through the Indiana and Ohio Utility Protection
Services. Additional coordination was undertaken in November 2001 with affected utilities to
getinformation on infrastructure present within the study area, planned expansion, and project-
related concerns and issues.

Project mapping depicting the Feasible Corridors and the Feasible Alternatives was overlain on
mapping depicting the locations of community facilities. Community facilities located within or
in close proximity to the Feasible Corridors were identified for impact evaluation. Directimpacts
are defined as impacts that require acquisition of all, or a portion of the property on which the
facility is located. Minor direct impacts are those where the function of the site on which the
community facility is located is not affected. Majorimpacts are those impacts that would impair
the function of the facility. Indirect impacts are defined as changes in access, noise level
impacts, vibration impacts, or other types of proximity impacts that may affect the provision of
services by the facility.

Several community facilities are located within or in close proximity to the Feasible Alternatives
as shown in Table 3.46 and on Figure 3.12. The majority of these community resources are
located along US 24. In general, community resources will be negatively affected by Alternative
Y and the No Build Alternative through increased traffic congestion and noise levels. Alternatives
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A through X, and Z affect a small number of community facilities by relocating US 24 closer to
these resources. These impacts do not substantially affect the function of these facilities and
therefore would result in minimal impacts.

TABLE 3.46

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Type of Facility & Location Alternative Description of Impact
Facility
Medical/ City of Defiance Regional Medical A-X, Z Improved access.
Health Care | Center Y, No Build | No change in access.
West High Street
City of Defiance, Defiance County
Police/Fire Milan Township Volunteer Fire A-X Improved access.
Department
Sampson Road
Milan Township, Allen County
Maumee Township Volunteer Fire A-X Improved access.
Department
SR-101
City of Woodburn, Allen County
Village of Antwerp Volunteer Fire A-X, Z US 24 relocated out of Antwerp.
Department
uS 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County
Village of Cecil Fire Department A-H, M-P, | Both east-west access routes (C-206 and C-216) closed
C-105 U-X affecting travel movement through municipality.
Village of Cecil, Paulding County D-1 Improved access.
Ohio State Highway Patrol, B, D, D-1, F, | Directimpact (right-of-way acquisition) associated with US
Defiance Post H,J,L, N, | 24/SR 424 interchange.
uS 24 P,R, T,V, | Does not affect buildings or access.
Defiance Township, Defiance County X, Z
Schools Woodlan High School Webster/Woodburn Roads intersection closed.
Woodburn Road Increased noise levels.
Milan Township, Allen County Y, No Build | Increased noise levels.
We Care, God Cares Day Care Y, No Build | Increased noise levels.
US 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County
Churches St. Paul Lutheran Church Berthaud A-D, D-1, Access affected due to closure of Berthaud Road at US 24.
Road I-P Increased noise levels.
Milan Township, Allen County E-H, Q-X Access affected due to closure of Bremer Road between
Webster and Rousey roads.
Increased noise levels.
Kingdom Hall of Jehovah s Witnesses A-X, Z Access changed by relocation of US 24
US 24 Decreased noise levels.
Carryall Township, Paulding County Y, No Build | Increased noise levels.
Mount Calvary Church A-X, Access changed by relocation of US 24.
US 24 Decreased noise levels.
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County Y, No Build | Increased noise levels.
VA Displaced.
First Presbyterian Church A-X Access changed by relocation of US 24.
US 24 /SR 49 Decreased noise levels.
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County Y Displaced.
JA Increased noise levels.
No Build Increased noise levels.
Harvest Life Fellowship VA Minor property acquisition, does not affect function of
US 24 and Krouse Road facility
Defiance Township, Defiance County
Cemeteries | St. Paul Lutheran Church Cemetery A-D, D-1, Access affected due to closure of Berthaud Road at US 24.
Berthaud Road [-P Increased noise levels.
Milan Township, Allen County
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TABLE 3.46 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Type of Facility & Location Alternative Description of Impact
Facility
Cemeteries | St. Paul Lutheran Cemetery E-H, Q-X Access affected due to closure of Bremer Road between
(Continued) | Berthaud Road Webster and Rousey Roads.
Milan Township, Allen County Increased noise levels.
EV Mennonite Cemetery Y, No Build | Increased noise levels.
US 24 Z Decreased noise levels.
Maumee Township, Allen County
Riverside Cemetery A-X Decrease in noise levels.
US 24 Changes in access (US 24 relocated to south of Antwerp).
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County Y, No Build | Increased noise levels.
VA Changes in access (US 24 relocated to south of Antwerp).
Increased noise levels.
Lutheran Cemetery A-H, M-P, | Location based on literature review and public comment;
C-206/C-87 U-X presence could not be verified by fieldviews.
Crane Township, Paulding County
Rochester Cemetery Y, Z, No Increased noise levels.
US 24 Build
Crane Township, Paulding County
St. Stephens Cemetery Y, Z, No Changes in access.
US 24 at Jacobs Road Build Increased noise levels.
Defiance Township, Defiance County
Tuttle Cemetery A C,E, G,I, | No directimpact, US 24/SR 424 interchange is located on
US 24 K, M, 0, Q, | adjacent property.
Noble Township, Defiance County S, U, W, X
US 24 relocated to north of cemetery.
Increased noise levels.
Z US 24 relocated to north of cemetery.
Increased noise levels.
No Build Increased noise levels.
Government | Crane Township Hall A-H, M-P, | Both east-west access routes (C-206 and C-216) closed
C-105 U-X affecting travel movement through municipality.
Village of Cecil, Paulding County D-1 Improved access.
Village of Cecil Post Office A-H, M-P, | Both east-west access routes (C-206 and C-216) closed
C-105 U-X affecting travel movement through municipality.
Village of Cecil, Paulding County D-1 Improved access.
0DOT Defiance County Garage B,D,F, H, | US 24/SR 424 interchange will require acquisition of
US 24 /SR 424 J,L,N, P, | property; function of site is retained.
City of Defiance, Defiance County R TV X
D-1 Acquisition of 3.1 hectares (7.7 acres).
Salt storage and brine mixing facilities affected.
Function of site retained through on-site replacement of
affected facilities.
Y, No Build | Increased traffic congestion.
Z Improved access.
Public AEP Substation A-X, Z Direct access from US 24 via Harper Road is eliminated;
Utilities Harper Road access is provided via Doyle Road.
New Haven, Allen County
Philadelphia Power Substation US 24 A-X Crossing of pipelines requiring reconstruction within the
Crane Township right-of-way.
Paulding County VA Displaced.
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TABLE 3.46 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Type of Facility & Location Alternative Description of Impact
Facility
Public ANR Pipeline A-Z Perpendicular crossing of the pipeline requiring
Utilities City of Defiance and Noble Township reconstruction within the right-of-way.
(Continued) | Defiance County
Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Company A-X All Alternatives cross pipeline.
Defiance No. 1 M&R Station & Natural Y No change.
Gas Pipeline Z Displaced.
US 24, Defiance Township
Defiance County
Railroads Norfolk Southern Railroad [-X Grade-separated crossing between Rousey and Sampson
Crossing at Jefferson, Maumee, Milan roads.
Townships, Allen County
Maumee & Western Raillroad A-H At-grade crossing between C-11 and C-21. To be removed
Various crossings in Paulding and when temporary sections of the Antwerp Bypass are
Defiance counties abandoned. At-grade crossing at T-69 to be removed when
temporary sections of Antwerp Bypass are abandoned.
C, D, D-1, | Grade-separated crossing between US 127 and C-115.
G H KL
0,P,S,T,
W, X
A E, I, M, | Grade-separated crossing west of C-153.
QU
B,F,J,N, | Grade-separated crossing east of C-153.
R,V
Grade-separated crossing between C-11 and C-21. Grade-
separated crossing at T-69.
CSX Transportation A-X, Z Grade-separated crossing to carry highway over railroad.
Crossing at US 24 near Ashwood Y, No Build | Crossing remains unchanged.
Road, Delaware Township Increased traffic volumes at crossing.
Defiance County Increased time delays for vehicles stopped by crossing
trains.
Other Cecil Community Grange A-H, M-P, | Both east-west access routes (C-206 and C-216) are closed
C-105 U-X affecting travel movement through community.
Village of Cecil, Paulding County

With Alternatives B, D, F, H, J, L, N, B R,T, V, X, and Z, the Ohio State Highway Patrol and the
0DOT Defiance County Garage Property will be affected by right-of-way acquisition; however,
the function of both facilities is not affected. The Harvest Life Fellowship will be affected
through right-of-way acquisition, possibly affecting the parking area under Alternative Z, but
the acquisition does not affect the building.

Alternatives Y and Z result in the displacement of community facilities as described below:

» The First Presbyterian Church, located along US 24 in Antwerp, is displaced by
Alternative Y.

» The Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Defiance M&R Station, located along US 24 in Defiance
County, will be displaced by Alternative Z.

» The Mt. Calvary Church in Antwerp will be displaced by Alternative Z.

» The Philadelphia Power Electrical Substation, located along US 24 in Paulding County,
will be displaced by Alternative Z.

The Lutheran Cemetery in Crane Township was identified through literature reviews and
comments received from local landowners. However, the exact location of burials could not be
determined through field reviews. According to the local landowners, the remains of four grave
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

markers from the cemetery were moved into a narrow wooded area located immediately outside
of the right-of-way limits for the Alternatives A through H, M through P, and U through X. There
is evidence of at least one pet burial nearby. Originally, the cemetery was associated with the
Lutheran Emmanuel Church of Cecil, which was built in Crane Township in the 1890’s. After
relocating its operations, the Lutheran Emmanuel Church abandoned the cemetery. Since then,
the cemetery has been referred to locally as the Stuart Farm Lutheran Cemetery, named after the
family who operated a farm on the property. While only relocated headstones have been
located, there is a potential for unmarked burials to be present within the right-of-way limits for
Alternatives A through H, M through P, and U through X.

All Feasible Alternatives affect transmission lines associated with the AEP substation at Harper
Road. Coordination with the utility identified one project-related concern, which is the need to
provide adequate vertical clearance for the transmission lines crossing US 24.

Alternatives A through X and Z also affect natural gas distribution operations associated with he
Panhandle Eastern’s Defiance No. 1 Station. Alternative Z displaces the distribution station
while Alternatives A through X result in the crossing of distribution lines. All Feasible Alternatives
affect the ANR Pipeline, a major natural gas pipeline that traverses western Defiance County.
The utilities expressed a preference for perpendicular road crossings. Project-related issues
include emergency access, depth of cover, expense of relocation, and potential disruption of
service during construction.

All Feasible Alternatives involve rail crossings. The number of rail crossings ranges from 1 with
Alternative Y to four with Alternatives A through H. A grade-separated crossing carrying US 24
over the NS line would be constructed for Alternatives | through X. All alternatives with the
exception of Alternative Y cross the Maumee & Western Railroad. Alternatives I through X cross
the rail line twice while three crossings would be constructed for Alternatives A through H. Two
of the crossings proposed with Alternatives A through H will be temporary crossings, constructed
at-grade, and to be removed when the Antwerp Bypass connectors are abandoned. Alternative
Z involves two crossings, also along the Antwerp Bypass. However, these crossings are
permanent and will be constructed as grade-separated crossings. All alternatives cross the
CSXT line in Defiance County. For Alternatives A through X and Z, an overpass will be constructed
to carry the highway over the rail. This will enhance safety as well as eliminate time delays of US
24 travelers who must stop for crossings trains. With Alternative Y, the crossing would remain
as an at-grade crossing. Increasing traffic volumes on US 24 could potentially diminish safety
at the rail crossings as well as increase travel times for motorists delayed by passing trains.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) has similar impacts to those reported for Alternative
D. No community facilities will be displaced by the Preferred Alternative.

The Ohio State Highway Patrol Post located just east of the US 24/SR 424 intersection in
Defiance will be affected by minor right-of-way acquisition; however, the function of the facility
will not be permanently affected by Alternative D-1.

There is the potential for unmarked graves associated with the Lutheran Cemetery to be located
within close proximity to the right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative.

The ODOT Defiance County Garage will be affected by construction of the US 24/SR 424
interchange for the Preferred Alternative. The eastbound entrance and exit ramps at the SR 424
interchange were shifted to the west to avoid the displacement of residences located in the
Bohlman Trailer Park. As aresult, the salt storage and brine mixing facilities at 0DOT’s Defiance
County Garage will be affected. The facilities will be replaced on-site, thereby retaining the
function of the property.

The Preferred Alternative also impacts the AEP transmission line crossing in Allen County as
well as pipelines owned and operated by the ANR Pipeline and Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
companies.

The Preferred Alternative crosses the Maumee and Western Railroad as well as the CSXT corridor.
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Mitigation

3.2.6 Parks/
Recreation Land/
Natural and Wildlife
Areas/Section 4(f) and
6(f) Resources

The crossings over the Maumee & Western line will be constructed at-grade as these are
considered to be temporary crossings and will be removed when the Antwerp Bypass connectors
are abandoned. The crossings should have little impact on traffic as the rail line is not a heavily
traveled line and there are currently no plans to expand service on the line. An overpass will be
constructed to carry Alternative D-1 over the CSXT line in Defiance County. This will enhance
safety as well as eliminate time delays of US 24 travelers who must stop for crossings trains.
Access to other community facilities will be changed through road closures and other changes
in the local road network.

Through coordination with local municipal officials, concerns have been raised on the need to
minimize conflicts between US 24 mainline traffic and traffic associated with school trips. In
particular, these comments have focused on two schools — Woodlan High School in Allen
County and the new Antwerp Local Schools complex in Paulding County. In response to the
comments received from local officials, the Woodburn Road crossing has been revised from an
at-grade intersection to a grade-separated crossing for the Preferred Alternative, minimizing the
conflicts between automobiles, busses, and pedestrians traveling to and from Woodlan High
School and US 24 mainline traffic. Similarly, the crossing at T-43 has been changed from an at-
grade intersection to a grade-separated crossing for the Preferred Alternative to minimize conflicts
between school-related traffic traveling to and from the Antwerp Local School complex recently
constructed east of T-43 and US 24 mainline traffic.

The displacement of or other negative impacts on community facilities or services provided
through such facilities is an undesirable effect of the project development. The Preferred
Alternative (Alternative D-1) does not result in the displacement of any community facilities, but
it does have the potential to affect access to services provided through community facilities.
Coordination will be undertaken with affected community service providers to avoid or minimize
the impacts on these facilities and services during preliminary and final design studies. The
efforts will address both short-term construction impacts as well as long-term permanent impacts.

Salt storage, brine mixing, and other affected facilities located on property associated with
0DOT’s Defiance County Garage will be replaced on site.

The US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 included a provision affording protection to
public parks and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl! refuges, and historic sites. Section
4(f), found in 23 CFR 771.135, stipulates that the FHWA will not approve any program or project
which requires the use of any publicly owned park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl
refuge, or any land from a historic site of national, state or local significance unless:

» There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use, and
» All possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use is included.

A “use” occurs when:

» Land subject to Section 4(f) is acquired for a transportation project;

» There is an occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation
purposes; or

» The effects of the transportation project on the Section 4(f) site, without acquisition of
land, are so great that the purposes for which the Section 4(f) site exists are substantially
impaired (referred to as “constructive use”).

Publicly owned land is considered to be a park, recreation area, or wildlife/waterfowl refuge
when the lands have been officially designated as such or when the official having jurisdiction
over the land determine that one of its major purposes or functions is for park, recreation or
refuge purposes. Incidental, secondary, occasional or dispersed recreational activities do not
constitute a major purpose. Generally, officials having jurisdiction are the officials of the agency
owning or administering the land.
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Existing Conditions

Consideration of Section 4(f) is not required when the officials having jurisdiction over a park,
recreation area or refuge determine that the entire site is not significant. Significance for the
purposes of Section 4(f) is determined by comparing the availability and function of the resource
with the park, recreational, and wildlife/waterfowl refuge objectives of the community. In the
absence of such a determination, the Section 4(f) land is presumed to be significant. Where
lands are managed for multiple uses, Section 4(f) applies only to those portions of such lands
which function for, or are so designated, and the significance of those lands shall be made by
the officials having jurisdiction over the lands.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA) of 1965 provided funding to be utilized for
the planning, acquisition, or development of approved outdoor public recreational resources.
Section 6(f) of the Act protects public recreational resources supported by LWCFA monies by
requiring approval of the Secretary of the Interior for conversion of the resource to a non-
recreational use and replacement of the resource. As with Section 4(f) resources, the Secretary
can only approve the conversion if no prudent or feasible alternative exists.

Parks, recreation lands, and natural/wildlife areas within the study area are identified on Figure
3.13. Only five such resources are located within the Feasible Corridors. These resources
include two parks, a rest area, Antwerp Schools proposed recreation area, and the Maumee
State Scenic and Recreational River. Of these five resources, only two are Section 4(f) resources:

* Maumee River Public Fishing Area.
* Riverside Park.

Neither of these resources qualifies for protection in accordance with Section 6(f) of the LWCFA.

Maumee River Public Fishing Area

This public resource is located along US 24 in Allen County approximately 914.6 meters (3,000
feet) east of the existing US 24/Webster Road intersection. The 0.6-hectare (1.5-acre) resource
consists of a gravel driveway with two access points intersecting US 24. The adjacent land is
grassland and forested areas. Steps providing access to the southern shore of the Maumee
River are also located on the site. The public fishing area is owned and operated by the IDNR,
Division of Fish and Wildlife. There are no restrictions on use by the public.

The park is not included in the Indiana 2000 Recreation Guide (IDNR, Division of State Parks
and Reservoirs) and is not included in the current listings of Public Fishing Areas maintained by
the IDNR, Fish and Wildlife Division.

The land associated with the Maumee River Public Fishing Area was recently donated to the
IDNR, Fish and Wildlife Division by Allen County. It was formerly designated as a local park.
Prior to ownership by Allen County, INDOT owned and operated the site as a rest area for
motorists traveling US 24.

IDNR, Fish and Wildlife Division is planning to improve the site through site grading, addition of
a paved parking area, and construction of a boat launch ramp. Construction was scheduled to
beginin 2001, pending approval of necessary permits (Telephone Interview with Gary Hudson,
IDNR, November 27, 2000).

Riverside Park

Riverside Park is located along US 24 on the eastern edge of the Village of Antwerp in Paulding
County. The park property is bordered to the west by Island Street, to the north by the Maumee
River, to the east by T-43, and US 24 to the south. The parkis owned and operated by the Village
of Antwerp.

The 3.6-hectare (8.9-acre) park contains several recreational amenities including a wellness
trail, picnic shelters and tables, horseshoe pits, children’s play equipment (swings, see-saws,
sand box, slides), half-court basketball and bathrooms. Pedestrian access to the Maumee River
is also provided. The park also contains a memorial dedicated to the memory of Antwerp’s
veterans. The park is open to the public 24 hours per day. Inthe past, the park was home to the

3-98

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



annual Chautauqua Heritage Review through which the surrounding public could participate in
plays and concerts. The parkis also known as the Veterans Memorial Park and Antwerp Village
Park.

Coordination with the ODNR, Real Estate and Land Management Office showed that no LWCFA
monies have been used in Paulding County (Telephone Interview with Steve Kloss, November
22, 2000).

Antwerp Local Schools Athletic Facilities

The Antwerp Local Schools is constructing new school facilities including the expansion of
recreational facilities on property bounded by SR 49 to the west, C-180 to the north, T-43 to the
east, and Waterworks Drive to the south. The new facilities will include indoor and outdoor
recreational amenities supporting interscholastic athletics. This resource has the potential to be
subject to Section 4(f); however, the Preferred Alternative will not affect this resource.

New Rochester Park

New Rochester Park is located north of the Village of Cecil in Paulding County. It is located
approximately 457.3 meters (1,500 feet) east of the US 24/C-105 intersection. The first county
seat was established in 1838 in New Rochester on the Maumee River, reportedly at this site. The
site is now a roadside rest area along US 24. The site is approximately 5.4 hectares (13.2 acres)
in size. Access to the rest area is not restricted at any time. The land is owned by the State of
Ohio, and operation and maintenance activities are overseen by ODOT. The primary function of
the resource is a safety rest area for motorists traveling on US 24. Improvements to the rest stop
(new rest rooms facilities and installation of new sewage system) have recently been constructed
on the site.

Paulding County does not recognize the resource as a public park under its jurisdiction. However,
the planning officials do recognize that local residents use the facility for passive recreational
activities. Also, the resource is noted as the New Rochester Park on the Paulding County, Ohio
Highway Map (1998). The land is deeded to the State of Ohio as the Rochester Park.

This resource is not designated as a Section 4(f) resource given that its primary function is not
recreational. The parcelis developed as a safety rest area, its primary function is to provide for
the safety and convenience of highway users. As noted in AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric
Dfesign of Highways and Streets (2001), a rest area is not intended to be used for active forms
of recreation.

A formal determination was made on January 18, 2001 regarding the New Rochester Park Rest
Area. Section 4(f) is not applicable to the site (see correspondence in Appendix 3.5 dated
January 18, 2001).

Maumee State Scenic and Recreational River

The Maumee River is a State Scenic and Recreational River, designated as such by the State of
Ohio on July 18, 1974. The scenic portion of the river starts at the Indiana/Ohio state line and
proceeds east for a distance of approximately 69.4 kilometers (43 miles) to the US 24 Maumee
River crossing. The section is characterized by a broad meandering floodplain with sharply
rising banks that distinctly contrast from much of the surrounding terrain. The recreational
portion of the river is 85.5 kilometers (53 miles) long and begins at the US 24 river crossing at
Defiance and continues east to the SR 20/25 bridge at Perrysburg and Maumee, Ohio.

In 1972, the river was reviewed for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System;
however, the river did not meet all criteria required for designation as a National Wild and Scenic
River.

Coordination with the ODNR concerning the applicability of Section 4(f) to the Maumee State
Scenic and Recreational River has been conducted for this project. ODNR is exempting the
resource from review under the provisions of Section 4(f) for this project (see correspondence
from ODNR dated June 18, 2001 in Appendix 3.4). Therefore, further consideration of the
Maumee River as a Section 4(f) resource is not required.
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Methodology

Project Impacts

Parks, recreation areas, and wildlife refuges were identified through review of available mapping
of the study area, review of websites dedicated to public recreation opportunities and facilities,
field views and review of project mapping. Resources within the Feasible Corridors were
located on project mapping in order to determine impacts resulting from the alternatives.

Two types of impacts are considered for Section 4(f) resources - direct impacts and indirect
impacts. Directimpacts occur when an alternative requires the acquisition of property, either in
whole or a portion of, associated with the Section 4(f) resource. Directimpacts can also occur
in association with temporary or permanent construction easements, if these adversely affect
the activities, features, attributes that are important to the purpose of the function of the property.
For park, recreational and wildlife/waterfowl refuge resources, the Section 4(f) boundaries are
consistent with current legal boundaries of the parcels on which the resources are located.
Indirect impacts include changes in ambient noise levels, changes in site access, and visual
impacts (changes in views of and from a Section 4(f) resource).

Impacts are evaluated based on the following criteria:

* Amount of land to be acquired of the total amount of land comprising the recreation
resource.

 Effect of impact on function of the resource.

» Changes in viewsheds, ambient noise levels, and access.

» Effect of proximity impacts on function of the resource.

Table 3.47 summarizes the impacts of the Feasible Alternatives on the five recreational resources
located within the study area. Alternative Y has the greatest impact directly affecting three
recreational resources. Alternative Z affects three resources, requiring property acquisition
from two of the three resources. Alternatives A through H also impact three resources.
Alternatives | through X indirectly impact two recreational resources.

Of these five resources, only two meet the criteria for Section 4(f) protection - the Maumee River
Public Fishing Area and Riverside Park. Alternative Y requires acquisition of property associated
with both Section 4(f) resources. Alternative Z requires acquisition from the Maumee River
Public Fishing Area.

Maumee River Public Fishing Area

The Maumee River Public Fishing Area will be directly affected by Alternatives Y and Z. These
impacts are limited to minor acquisition of right-of-way and reconfiguration of access to and
from US 24. Approximately 0.2 hectares (0.6 acres) of the 0.6 hectares (1.5 acres) comprising
the public resource is required for right-of-way for Alternative Y. Alternative Z requires acquisition
of 0.3 hectares (0.8 acres) for right-of-way. All other alternatives avoid the resource. Visual
impacts are not a factor affecting the function of the site; similarly changes in noise levels will
not impair the function of the site.

Antwerp Local Schools Athletic Facilities

The site on which Antwerp Local Schools is constructing new facilities will not be directly
affected by any of the alternatives. The site is in close proximity to Alternatives A through H.
The resource will not be subjected to substantial increases in noise levels as approximated by
Noise Analysis Site #L1. Noise levels will increase by two dBA from 62 dBA to 64 dBA. In
accordance with FHWA and ODOT noise impact guidelines, the future noise level at this site
does not exceed FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for Category B land uses and does not
meet impacts from substantial increases in noise levels.

Riverside Park

Riverside Park will be directly affected by Alternative Y. The impacts are limited to minor right-
of-way acquisition and reconfiguration of access driveways at intersections with US 24.
Approximately 0.2 hectares (0.4 acres) of the 3.6 hectares (8.9 acres) comprising the park is
required for right-of-way for Alternative Y. Minimal changes in the visual environment will
occur as a result of minor roadway improvements. The resource will be subjected to increased
noise levels for Alternative Y and the No Build Alternative. Noise levels would increase by eight
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dBA from 66 dBA to 74 dBA, as approximated by Noise Analysis Site #7. In accordance with
FHWA and ODOT noise impact guidelines, the future noise level at this site exceeds FHWA NAC.
The increased noise level may affect the quality of the recreational experiences, but does not
substantially impair the function of the resource. All other alternatives avoid the resource by
relocating US 24 south of the Village of Antwerp.

TABLE 3.47
IMPACTS TO RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

Property to be Percent of
R Meets Criteria Alternati Descriotion of | t acq;ured Total Area
esource for Section 4(f) ernative escription of Impac (:(‘:; rz;r:)s of Resource
Maumee River Minor property acquisition 0.2
Public Fishing Yes Y affecting frontage and driveways. (0.6) 38%
Area
Minor property acquisition 0.3
Z affecting frontage and driveways. (0.8) 55%
Riverside Park Reduced noise levels and traffic
Yes A-X, Z congestion as US 24 is relocated - 0%
out of Antwerp.
Property acquisition affecting
Y frontage and access roads. 0.2 5%
Increased traffic congestion. (0.4)
Increased noise levels.
Increased traffic congestion.
No Build Increased noise levels. - 0%
Antwerp Local Improved access.
Schools Athletic No A-H Increased noise levels. . 0%
Facilities
New Rochester US 24 Rest Area no longer _
Park No A-X located on US 24. 0%
Property acquisition. 0.6
Y Increased traffic congestion. (1.5) 11%
Increased noise levels.
Improved traffic flow.
VA Increased noise levels. _ 0%
Increased traffic congestion.
No Build Increased noise levels. . 0%
Maumee State
Scenic and No A-X Z New crossing over river. o .
Recreational
River

New Rochester Park

New Rochester Park will be directly affected by Alternatives A through Z. The impacts would be
limited to minor right-of-way acquisition and reconfiguration of driveways at the intersections
with US 24. Approximately 0.6 hectares (1.5 acres) of the 5.4-hectare (13.2-acre) rest area will
be required for right-of-way with Alternative Y. The resource will be subjected to increased
noise levels for Alternative Y and the No Build Alternative. Noise levels will increase by five dBA
from 74 dBA to 79 dBA, as approximated by Noise Analysis Site #10. In accordance with
FHWA and ODOT noise impact guidelines, the future noise level at this site exceeds FHWA NAC.
The increased noise level may affect the quality of the recreational experiences, but does not
substantially impair the function of the resource. For Alternatives A through X, US 24 will be
relocated off of the existing alignment at this location thereby significantly diminishing the
function of the resource as a safety rest area for motorists traveling US 24. The resource is not
a Section 4(f) resource.
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Coordination

Mitigation

Maumee State Scenic and Recreational River

The existing crossing of the Maumee River will be reconstructed under all alternatives with the
exception of the No Build alternative and Alternative Y. Also, a parallel structure will be constructed
upstream (west) of the existing structure. Reconstruction of the existing structure will likely
require placement of piers within the river channel. The impacts are located just to the west of
the boundary of the recreational portion of the river. Therefore, no direct impacts to recreational
activities are expected. Construction activities, however, will likely require the temporary
suspension of any recreational activities on the river at this location. The potential for visual
impacts is minimized by the construction of a parallel structure adjacent to the existing structure.
The Maumee State Scenic and Recreational River is not considered to be a Section 4(f) resource.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) does not impact any parklands or recreational
resources that qualify for Section 4(f) protection.

Reconstruction of the existing US 24 crossing over the Maumee River, including the construction
of a new parallel structure adjacent to the existing structure, is required for the Preferred
Alternative.

Alternative D-1 will be located to the south of the new Antwerp Local Schools complex. In
response to comments received from the Paulding County officials, the crossing at T-43 has
been redesigned as a grade-separated crossing to separate school traffic from traffic traveling
UsS 24.

Coordination was undertaken with the IDNR, Fish and Wildlife Division concerning the Maumee
River Public Fishing Area to determine the future use of the area as a recreational resource. The
land associated with the Maumee River Public Fishing Area was recently donated to the IDNR,
Fish and Wildlife Division by Allen County. The land was formerly designated as a local park by
the county. Prior to ownership by Allen County, INDOT owned and operated the site as a rest
area for motorists traveling US 24. IDNR, Fish and Wildlife Division is planning to improve the
site through site grading, addition of a paved parking area, and construction of a boat launch
ramp (Telephone Interview with Gary Hudson, IDNR, November 27, 2000).

Coordination has been undertaken with the ODNR for the Maumee State Scenic and Recreational
River. During the review of the preliminary corridors, as presented in the Preliminary Alternatives
Summary (July 1999) as part of Concurrence Point #1 coordination, ODNR indicated a
preference for maintaining the crossing over the Maumee River on its existing location. All
Feasible Corridors proposing a new crossing of the Maumee River at a new location were
eliminated from further study following Concurrence Point #1 coordination, thereby avoiding
impacts associated with a new crossing over the Maumee State Scenic and Recreational River.

Following development of the 26 Feasible Alternatives, additional coordination was undertaken
with ODNR concerning the applicability of Section 4(f) protection to the Maumee State Scenic
and Recreational River. In June 2001, ODNR indicated its concurrence in exempting the Maumee
State Scenic and Recreational River from Section 4(f) review given the agency’s responsibilities
for review and approval of final design plans for State Scenic River crossings as specified in the
Ohio Revised Code, Section 1517.6 (see correspondence from ODNR dated June 18, 2001 in
Appendix 3.4).

Compliance with the intent of the Section 4(f) regulations to protect recreational resources
involves implementing methods to avoid the resources. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative
D-1) avoids parklands and recreational areas that qualify for Section 4(f) protection. The Preferred
Alternative requires the reconstruction of the existing US 24 crossing of the Maumee River.
Impacts to the river are minimized by maintaining this crossing at its current location and will be
further minimized through the implementation of Best Management Practices for in-stream
activities, as requested by the ODNR. Review and approval of final plans by ODNR is required
under Section 1517.6 of the Ohio Revised Code.
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3.2.7 Economy and
Employment

Existing Conditions

In Allen County, the study area covers Jefferson, Milan, and Maumee townships and the
incorporated municipalities of New Haven and Woodburn. The portion of the study area in Ohio
contains three incorporated municipalities (the Villages of Antwerp and Cecil and the City of
Defiance) and Harrison, Carryall, Crane and Emerald townships in Paulding County and Delaware,
Defiance and Noble townships in Defiance County.

The Fort Wayne Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is a major economic center in the nation’s
Midwest. In 1997, Fort Wayne was named the number one most industry friendly city for its size
and ranked 11t for all cities across the nation. The City of Fort Wayne, the second largest city
in the state of Indiana, is located approximately 4.8 kilometers (three miles) to the west of the
study area. Several Fortune 500 and national companies are headquartered in Fort Wayne (i.e.,
Central Soya, Essex Group, Ltd., General Motors, North American Van Lines, Steel Dynamics,
Tokheim Corporation and Zollner Corporation).

The City of Defiance is located at the eastern end of the study area. The urban center consists of
the City of Defiance and portions of Defiance and Noble Townships. The industrial base is
concentrated within the city limits (Defiance County Comprehensive Plan - Draft, 1999). QOver
the past few decades, manufacturing, service, and retail trade have been the core industrial
sectors supporting the City of Defiance in terms of employment and annual payroll. In 2000, the
total employment of for all industries in Defiance County was 18,467 with the manufacturing
industry accounting for the largest percentage of jobs (Ohio Department of Development, 2002).
Major employers in the county include Defiance Board of Education, Defiance Hospital, Defiance
Metal Products, Defiance Precision Products, General Motors Corporation, Johns Manville
Corporation, and Meijer, Inc.

In Allen County, there were a total of 233,769 nonfarm jobs in 2000. The service industry
accounted for the greatest percentage of jobs (29.5 percent or 68,907 jobs). In Paulding
County, there were total of 6,920 nonfarm jobs in 2000. The split across industrial sectors was
24 percent in manufacturing, 22 percent in services, 19 percent in government, and 16 percent
in retail trade.

Even with close proximity of two major economic centers, agriculture development dominates
the land use and the economic base of communities located within the study area. The Bureau
Economic Analysis (BEA) reports that there were 1,058 farm-related jobs in 2000 in Defiance
County (www.stats.indiana.edu). Total cash receipts for the 940 farms operating in the county
in 2000 amounted to $43 million (Ohio Department of Development, 2002). In Paulding County,
the BEA reported 844 farm-related jobs in 2000. Cash receipts for 650 farms totaled $40.5
million in 1999 and Cooper Farms was reported as one of the largest employers in Paulding
County (Ohio Department of Development 2002). Farmland impacts are addressed in Section
3.1.7 of this DEIS.

As reported in Table 3.48, there are a number of major non-farming industrial entities located
throughout the study area.

Within Allen County, industrial operations within the study area include Pacesetter Finishing,
Superior Aluminum, Kwik Lok, Webster Lumber, Hanson Quarry, Uniroyal Goodrich, and
Midwest Tile and Concrete. With more than 1,300 employees, Uniroyal Goodrich is one of the
largest employers in Allen County (Indiana University-Purdue University at Fort Wayne,
Community Research Institute, 2002).

Within Paulding County, the majority of non-agricultural industrial entities are located within the
Village of Paulding, south of the study area. There are a total of 32 manufacturing operations in
the county (Paulding County Economic Development Corporation, February 1999), five of
which are located within the study area: Dana Corporation, Spec-Temp, Inc., Antwerp Tool &
Die, K&L Tool, Inc., and Steve Reiff, Inc. Dana Corporation and Spec-Temp, Inc. are two of the
largest employers in Paulding County.

Within Defiance County, the majority of industrial entities are located within the city limits.
Defiance Hospital, which recently relocated into the study area, is one of the largest employers
inthe county. Also located within the study area is Koester Corporation, which is major employer.
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TABLE 3.48

MAJOR INDUSTRIAL ENTITIES WITH OPERATIONS IN THE STUDY AREA

Industrial Entity Location Comments

Pacesetter Finishing Casad Industrial Park
Edgerton Road
Jefferson Township, Allen County

Superior Aluminum Casad Industrial Park Freight generator.
Edgerton Road
Jefferson Township, Allen County

Kwik Lok Edgerton and Ryan Roads
Jefferson Township, Allen County

Webster Lumber Edgerton Road Freight generator.
Jefferson Township, Allen County

Hanson Quarry us 24 Freight generator.

Milan Township, Allen County

Uniroyal Goodrich

us 24

Major traffic generator.

Fort Wayne Plant Milan Township, Allen County Freight generator.
Major employer in Allen County.
Midwest Tile and Webster and Woodburn Roads at US 24 | Freight generator.
Concrete Milan Township, Allen County
Antwerp Tool & Die uS 24 Freight generator.

Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

K&L Tools

us 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

Steve Reiff, Inc.

UsS 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

Dana Boston
Weatherhead

us 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

Major traffic generator.
Freight generator.
Largest employer in Paulding County.

Spec-Temp, Inc.

usS 24

Major traffic generator.

Village of Antwerp, Paulding County Freight generator.
Major employer in Paulding County.

Quarry Crane Township, Paulding County Freight generator.
Cement Plant Crane Township, Paulding County Freight generator.
Defiance Woodworking | SR 424
Machine Noble Township, Defiance County
Olson Electric Olson Industrial Park Major traffic generator.

City of Defiance, Defiance Gounty Freight generator.
Olson Cold Storage Olson Industrial Park Major traffic generator.

City of Defiance, Defiance County Freight generator.

Koester Corporation Fox Run Executive Park Major traffic generator.
West High Street Major employer in Defiance County.
Noble Township, Defiance County

Northwest Controls Fox Run Executive Park Major traffic generator.

West High Street
Noble Township, Defiance County

Defiance Hospital

SR 15
City of Defiance, Defiance County

Major traffic generator.
Emergency access needs.
Major employer in Defiance County.

There are also commercial districts in the study area, which are located in the City of Woodburn
in Allen County, and the Villages of Antwerp and Cecil in Paulding County. Woodburn and
Antwerp are the largest of these commercial districts and are very diversified in the type and
range of services provided to area residents and businesses. Outside of these commercial
districts, commercial and industrial development is concentrated along US 24.

A number of sites are being marketed for economic development within the study area. These
sites are listed in Table 3.49 and shown on Figure 3.14.
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TABLE 3.49

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SITES LOCATED IN THE STUDY AREA

. . - Owner/ .
Site/Location Description Operator Zoning

Doyle Road Industrial Site Undeveloped. Private Industrial
Doyle Road/ Edgerton Road/ Bandalier | Site is currently being used for agricultura
Road/ Dawkins Road purposes.
Jefferson Township, Allen County
Bandalier Economic Development Area | Partially developed. Private Industrial
Jefferson Township, Allen County Most of site is currently being used for

agricultural purposes.

Two industrial entities are utilizing space  Kwik

Lok and Webster Lumber.
Casad Industrial Park Site is developed with buildings and rail sidings. Private Industrial
Jefferson Township, Allen County Current tenants include Superior Aluminum and

Pacesetter Finishing.

Additional space available.
New Haven Industrial Site Undeveloped. Private Industria
Doyle Road/US 24/Berthaud Site is currently being used for agricultura
Road/Edgerton Road purposes
Jefferson Township, Allen County Area includes Canal Place EDA.
Canal Place Economic Development Undeveloped. Private Industrial
Area Site is currently being used for agricultural
Ryan Road/Edgerton Road/Webster purposes
Road/Dawkins Road
Jefferson Township, Allen County
Woodburn Industrial Park Currently undeveloped. Owned by City of Industrial
SR 101 12 lots available ranging in size from 1.2 Woodburn,
City of Woodburn, Allen County hectares (2.9 acres) to 13.3 hectares (32.8 Sponsored by US

acres), 3 phase development. Department of

Currently undeveloped. Agriculture
Antwerp Industrial Park Currently undeveloped. Antwerp CIC Industrial
T-43/C-180/T-51/C-176 Approximately 54.7-hectare (135-acre) site.
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County Phase 1 consists of eight parcels ranging in size

from 1.1 hectares (2.6 acres) to 4.7 hectares

(11.5 acres); Phase 2 consists of eight parcels,

ranging in size from 2.2 hectares (5.4 acres) to

8.7 hectares (21.6 acres).
Enterprise Park Undeveloped 303.6-hectare (750-acre) site. Private Industrial/
SR 424 Zoning supports mixed use. Commercial
City of Defiance, Defiance Gounty
Maumee River Crossing Development | Currently under development. Private Industrial/
West High Street Two phase development. Residential
Noble Township, Defiance County Phase 1 construction consists of 71 residential

units.
Olson Industrial Park Tenants include Olson Cold Storage, Sun Private Industrial
West High Street Management, Olson Electric, Defiance Engine
City of Defiance, Defiance County Rebuilders, Chief Supermarket (Corporate

Headquarters).
Fox Run Executive Park 9.1-hectare (22.5-acre) Executive Office Park Private Industrial
West High Street with two tenants - Northwest Controls and
Noble Township, Defiance County Koester Corporation.

Five lots for sale.
Defiance Hospital Regional medical facility. City of Defiance Industrial
SR 15 Site development recently completed.
City of Defiance, Defiance County

Modern transportation facilities are a key component in creating and maintaining a healthy and
robust economy. US 24 is the only major route through the study area and serves as an
economic link between Fort Wayne and Defiance in addition to many locations to the east and
west of the immediate study area. US 24 is one of several High Priority Corridors designated by
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Methodology

the United States Congress in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act of 1991 (ISTEA) which
recognizes corridors that are vital in supporting the nation’s economy. This designation was
made because of the highway’s direct connection between the Port of Toledo and the interstate
highway system.

One key strength of the region that is frequently cited in economic development marketing
materials is the region’s central location and accessibility to major market areas throughout the
country. US 24, as a major interregional connector, is an integral part of the infrastructure
supporting not only the local economies of Fort Wayne, Paulding County and Defiance, but is
also an integral part of the National Highway System (NHS). As noted elsewhere in this document,
more than 40 percent of the traffic traveling US 24 between Fort Wayne and Defiance is freight
traffic. A substantial percentage (43 percent) is through traffic traveling to and from other
communities outside of the study area. However, there are a number of entities operating within
the study area that generate a significant amount of freight traffic.

The study area for the economic analysis includes all of the communities located within or
adjacent to the Feasible Corridors. Economic conditions for the study area were defined through
a review of available documentation on the communities including:

*  Greater Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce, 2000 Guide to Fort Wayne Indiana (2000).

» Greater Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce, Business Information Guide 2000.

» Paulding County, Final Report: Retail/lndustrial Program Ohio Business Retention
and Expansion Program (No date).

» Paulding Chamber of Commerce, Industrial Directory (July 1998).

* Paulding County Economic Development Office, Economic and Demographic

Information (February 1999).

Paulding Progress, 1999 Paulding Area Guide.

Paulding County Comprehensive Plan (1972).

Defiance County Comprehensive Plan - Draft (April 1999).

Defiance County Comprehensive Plan (January 2000).

Defiance Area Chamber of Commerce, Membership Directory and Consumer Guide

1997-1998.

» Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating Council, 2025 Transportation Plan (May
2000).

*  City of New Haven Comprehensive Plan (May 1990).

» US 24 New Haven to Defiance Relocation Assistance Program Study (August 2000).

The information on location of businesses, industrial facilities and economic development sites
was mapped and verified through field reviews conducted in August 2000. Additional
information was also collected through interviews with local officials and planning agencies.

Project mapping depicting the Feasible Corridors for the 26 Feasible Alternatives was overlain
on mapping depicting the locations of businesses, industrial sites, and economic development
sites. Facilities located within or in close proximity to the Feasible Corridors were identified for
impact evaluation.

Direct impacts may occur in the form of the loss of businesses associated with right-of-way
acquisition. Business displacements were estimated as part of the US 24 New Haven to Defiance
Relocation Assistance Program Study (August 2000) and are summarized in the following
analysis. The impacts on these business displacements were analyzed based on the following
criteria:

* Type of business.
» Size of business.
* Likelihood of relocating within the study area.

The relocation of a roadway can result in impacts to existing businesses that are bypassed by a
new facility. There are no reliable predictive models that can be used to assess the impacts of

3-106

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Project Impacts

bypassing existing businesses. Inthe absence of reliable methodology, input from local officials,
planning organizations and economic development entities was used to assess the potential
impact on the business communities.

Indirect impacts such as acquisition of a portion of the property, changes in site access, and
changes in visibility were also evaluated through the use of map overlays. This approach was
used to evaluate the effect of the alternatives on major employers and economic development
sites. The impacts were classified based on the likelihood of improving business operations or
site marketability, negatively affecting operations and or site marketability, or no effect. The
information was tabulated and the alternatives were ranked for comparative analysis.

Construction of any of the alternatives would require a considerable amount of investment.
This investment would increase construction trade employment in the study area and other
areas. A 1999 report entitled Summary: Economic Impacts of Federal-Aid Highway Investment
(FHWA) summarizes recent studies completed for FHWA on the economic impacts of highway
investment. The results indicated that every $1 billion in highway investment supports between
42,100 and 44,709 full-time-equivalent jobs in the economy. These jobs include both “direct”
jobs for on-site workers and “indirect” jobs at firms supplying equipment, materials, and
administrative support. Construction also creates “induced” jobs. These are jobs created as a
result of on-site and off-site construction employees spending their earnings in the surrounding
economy.

Direct employment projections were calculated based on estimated construction costs exclusive
of right-of-way acquisition costs and relocation costs using the following multipliers (FHWA,
1999):

e Short-term on-site construction jobs: 7,900 jobs per billion dollars invested in
construction (exclusive of right-of-way costs).

»  Short-term off-site construction jobs: 19,700 jobs per billion dollars invested in
construction (exclusive of right-of-way costs).

e Short-term construction induced jobs: 14,500 jobs per billion dollars invested in
construction (exclusive of right-of-way costs).

The primary economic impact of a transportation project is the loss (displacement) of study area
businesses. Table 3.50 summarizes the total number of commercial and farm displacements,
number of farm operators affected, and the anticipated relocation costs for the Feasible
Alternatives.

The study area is predominantly rural in nature and agriculture is the predominant economic
industry operating within the study area. Alternatives O and P displace the greatest number of
farms; both alternatives displace 14 farms. Alternative Z results in the loss of one farm. The
actual number of farm operations affected ranges from 162 with Alternative V to 260 with
Alternative Z. Alternatives A, B, C, D, D-1, Y, and Z impact over 200 farm operations. Even
though these alternatives impact the most farm operations, they would do not cause the greatest
number of farm displacements.

Table 3.51 lists the commercial businesses and not-for-profit organizations affected by the 26
Feasible Alternatives under consideration. Alternative Z has the greatest number of commercial
displacements, resulting in the loss of 13 businesses and one church (not-for-profit organization).
Many of these businesses support the local and regional economies (i.e., Hoosier Propane,
Northern Indiana Fuel and Light, Marathon Gas Station, Mark Moats Ford, Volvo/GMC, Three
Rivers Garden Center, and Integrity Motor). It is likely that these businesses will be able to
relocate to other sites within the study area, but may not have the visibility associated with being
located on a major roadway.

Alternative Y ranks second with the displacement of seven businesses. AlternativesE, G, Q, S,
U, and W do not result in the displacement of any commercial businesses. None of the
commercial displacements are considered to be major employers within the study area.
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TABLE 3.50

COMMERCIAL AND FARM DISPLACEMENTS

Alternative Commercial Farm Affected Farm Relocation Costs
Displacements Displacements Operations
No Build 0 0 0 $0

A 1 10 206 $520,000
B 2 9 204 $490,000
C 1 11 214 $570,000
D 2 11 213 $590,000

D-1 2 10 214 $540,000
E 0 8 177 $400,000
F 1 7 175 $370,000
G 0 9 185 $450,000
H 1 9 184 $470,000
| 1 11 184 $570,000
J 2 10 182 $540,000
K 1 12 192 $620,000
L 2 12 191 $640,000
M 1 13 182 $670,000
N 2 12 180 $640,000
0 1 14 190 $720,000
P 2 14 189 $740,000
0] 0 7 166 $350,000
R 1 6 164 $320,000
S 0 8 174 $400,000
T 1 8 173 $420,000
U 0 9 164 $450,000
V 1 8 162 $420,000
W 0 10 172 $500,000
X 1 10 171 $520,000
Y 7 0 216 $490,000
VA 13 1 260 $1,460,000

TABLE 3.51

LISTING OF COMMERCIAL DISPLACEMENTS

Type of Business Alternative Affecting Business Total Relocation Payment
Sid's Dog & Cat Grooming A B,C,D,D-1,1,J,K L MN,DO,P $20,000
Mobile Home Office B,D,F,H IJ,LLN, P, T X $20,000
CCCS Insurance, Inc. D-1 $20,000
Laundromat (Antwerp) Y $20,000
Buckeye Pallets Y $250,000
Riverside Restaurant Y $35,000
Mister B s (Antwerp) Y $30,000
Office Building (Antwerp) Y $100,000
Miller Sales Y $35,000
Barber Shop (Antwerp) Y $20,000
Calvary Chapel of Defiance (NPO) Z $20,000
Hoosier Propane VA $20,000
Sanders Collision Repair YA $20,000
Northern Indiana Fuel & Light YA $20,000
Marathon Gas Station Z $125,000
Reagle Radiator & Air Z $20,000
Sanford Trucking Z $40,000
Mans Homes Unlimited Z $20,000
Mark Moats Ford Z $100,000
Volvo GMC yA $80,000
Stykemain Trucks Z $20,000
Three Rivers Garden Center YA $75,000
Carter Lumber Z $750,000
Integrity Motors Z $100,000
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The majority of the businesses impacted by Alternatives A through Y are small businesses.
Many would suffer without the visibility afforded by being located on a major roadway and will
likely go out of business if US 24 is relocated away from these businesses. The loss of these
businesses, however, will not result in the disproportionate impacts on the local economy or
local employment as none are major employers.

Alternatives A through X relocate US 24 onto new location and can therefore result in bypass
impacts to businesses located along US 24. Alternative Z relocates a portion of US 24 in the
vicinity of the Village of Antwerp. With these alternatives, existing US 24 will remain open to
traffic. The effect of bypassing a community or business is a function of many factors including
loss of visibility; changes in access; local, regional, and national economic conditions; and
support or opposition of the local business community. The impact is therefore difficult to
assess with any great degree of certainty.

The effect of bypassing businesses on US 24 is not considered to be a major impact. Within
Allen County, there are few businesses located along US 24 and therefore the impacts of
Alternatives A through X on US 24 businesses are considered to be minimal. However,
representatives of Allen Gounty and the NIRCC have expressed their support for those alternatives
that utilize the existing US 24 Corridor between I-469 and Ryan/Bruick Road.

The Paulding County Comprehensive Plan (1972) advocates the relocation of US 24 to the
south of its present alignment including a bypass of Antwerp. No changes to this long-standing
goal were communicated through the public involvement process. The Paulding County, Ohio
Economic Development Corporation Economic and Demographic Profile Information (1999)
notes the following:

» The Village of Antwerp is divided in half by US 24 and suffers from excessive car and
truck traffic congestion.

* |tis widely held that US 24 is dangerous and in need of realignment. However, the
route does serve as the connecting point for Paulding County industry and its residents
and does provide the county with necessary and critically needed transportation access.
Improvement of US 24 in Paulding County would add greatly to existing businesses
and communities and would offer enormous opportunities for growth.

» The Villages of Antwerp and Paulding have purchased land for industrial parks and
have located these sites as close to existing major transportation routes as possible to
enhance the marketability of these sites. Major transportation systems or lack of is a
major determining factor in the success or failure of attracting new business into the
county.

* The Villages of Antwerp, Paulding and Payne would be the biggest benefactors of a
realignment of US 24 should the realignment occur somewhere between Antwerp and
Paulding. These communities strongly support the realignment.

* The entire county would also benefit. With the proximity of I-69 in Indiana and US 30,
the placement of a four-lane highway in Paulding County would open the entire county
up for development. Paulding County is preparing for proper planning of development.

e Should the US 24 improvements not occur in Paulding County, the entire county
would be negatively impacted.

Given the past and present support to relocating US 24 on new alignment through Paulding
County, the impacts of Alternatives A through X and Z are considered to be minimal.

The Defiance County Comprehensive Plan (2000) notes that no location of US 24 has been
determined and that this was a major and mostly unknown factor during the development of the
updated comprehensive plan. Within Defiance County, the Feasible Alternatives make use of
the existing US 24 corridor between Keller Road and SR 15. A portion would be constructed on
new alignment with Alternatives A through X between the Paulding/Defiance county line and
Keller Road. Between Krouse Road and Keller Road, Alternatives A, C, E, G, [, K, M, 0,Q, S, U
and W would be located no more than 304.9 meters (1,000 feet) north of existing US 24.
Alternatives B, D, F H, J, L, N, P R, T, V and X would be located to the south of existing US 24
between the Paulding/Defiance county line and Keller Road. With respect to bypass effects,
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Alternatives A, C, E, G, I, K, M, 0, Q, S, U, and W would have the least negative effect given that
they are located closer to existing US 24 than the other alternatives. Local officials for Defiance
County and the affected municipalities have not presented objections to US 24 being relocated
on new alignment.

Although not displaced, many of the study area major employers and industrial sites would
experience varying levels of accessibility and visibility impacts with the Feasible Alternatives.
These impacts are summarized in Tables 3.52 and 3.53. To compare the effect of the Feasible
Alternatives on the businesses and economic development sites, the effects were classified by
general effect (positive, negative, or no change) for each site and the classifications were totaled
for each Feasible Alternative (Tables 3.52 and 3.53).

TABLE 3.52
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON LOCAL INDUSTRIAL ENTITIES
Industrial Entity Alternative Description of Impacts
Pacesetter Finishing A-D, D-1,1-P, Y, Z, No Build No change.
Casad Industrial Park E-H, Q-X Improved access.
Edgerton Road Distance to US 24 is reduced from 2865.9
Jefferson Township, Allen County meters to 1524.4 meters (9,400 feet to 5,000
feet).
Visibility.
Superior Aluminum A-D, D-1,1-P, Y, Z, No Build No change.
Casad Industrial Park
Jefferson Township, Allen County E-H, Q-X Improved access.
Distance to US 24 is reduced from 2865.9
meters to 1524.4 meters (9,400 feet to 5,000
feet).
Visibility.
Kwik Lok A-D, D-1,I-P, Y, Z, No Build No change.
Edgerton and Ryan Roads
Jefferson Township, Allen County E-H, Q-X Improved access.
Direct access to US 24, approximately 1554.9
meters (5,100 feet) north.
Webster Lumber A-D, D-1,I-P, Y, Z, No Build No change.
Edgerton Road
Jefferson Township, Allen County E-H, Q-X Improved access.
No direct access to US 24, but corridor is closer.
Hanson Quarry A-D, D-1 Decreased access.
US 24 Closest access route is Sampson Road (US 24
Milan Township, Allen County approximately five kilometers [3.1 miles]).
E-H Decreased access.
Closest access route is Sampson Road (US 24
approximately 6.13 kilometers [3.8 miles]).
I-P Decreased access.
Closest access point is at Webster Road where
ties into existing alignment.
Q-X Decreased access.
Closest access point is at Berthaud Road where
ties into existing alignment (US 24 approximately
5.16 kilometers [3.2 miles]).
Y, No Build Decreased access.
Severe congestion of US 24.
Z Improved access.
Reduced congestion on US 24.
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TABLE 3.52 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON LOCAL INDUSTRIAL ENTITIES

Industrial Entity

Alternative

Description of Impacts

Uniroyal Goodrich  Fort Wayne
Plant

usS 24

Milan Township, Allen County

A-D, D-1

Decreased access.
Closest access route is Sampson Road (US 24
approximately 4.03 kilometers [2.5 miles]).

E-H

Decreased access.
Closest access route is Sampson Road (US 24
approximately five kilometers [3.1 miles]).

[-X

Improved access.
Direct road into plant from US 24.

Y, No Build

Decreased access.
Severe congestion of US 24.

VA

Improved access.
Reduced congestion on US 24.

Antwerp Tool and Die
US 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

A-H

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 1737.8 meters
(5,700 feet) south.

-X

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 3567.1 meters
(11,700 feet) south.

Y, No Build

Decreased access.
Severe traffic congestion on US 24.

z

Increased access.
Improved traffic flow on US 24.

K&L Tools
US 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

A-H

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 1737.8 meters
(5,700 feet) south.

-X

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 3567.1 meters
(11,700 feet) south.

Y, No Build

Decreased access.
Severe traffic congestion on US 24.

z

Increased access.
Improved traffic flow on US 24.

Steve Reiff, Inc.
usS 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

A-H

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 1737.8 meters
(5,700 feet) south.

-X

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 3567.1 meters
(11,700 feet) south.

Y, No Build

Decreased access.
Severe traffic congestion on US 24.

Increased access.
Improved traffic flow on US 24.

Dana Boston Weatherhead
usS 24
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 1737.8 meters
(5,700 feet) south.

Decreased access.
US 24 located approximately 3567.1 meters
(11,700 feet) south.

Y, No Build

Decreased access.
Severe traffic congestion on US 24.

Z

Increased access.
Improved traffic flow on US 24.
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TABLE 3.52 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON LOCAL INDUSTRIAL ENTITIES

Industrial Entity Alternative Description of Impacts

Spec-Temp, Inc. A-H Decreased access.

uS 24 US 24 approximately 1737.8 meters (5,700 feet)

Village of Antwerp, Paulding County south.

I-X Decreased access.
US 24 approximately 3567.1 meters (11,700 feet)
south.
Y, No Build Decreased access.
Severe traffic congestion on US 24.
Z Increased access.
Improved traffic flow on US 24.

Quarry A-H, M-P, U-X Improved access.

Crane Township, Paulding County US 24 located 1097.6 meters (3,600 feet) north;
existing US 24 is 4054.9 meters (13,300 feet)
north.

I-L, Q-T Improved access.
US 24 located 1981.7 meters (6,500 feet) north;
existing US 24 is 4054.9 meters (13,300 feet
north).

Y, Z, No Build No change.

Cement Plant A-H, M-P, U-X Improved access.

Crane Township, Paulding County US 24 located 1097.7 meters (3,600 feet) north;
existing US 24 is 4054.9 meters (13,300 feet)
north.

I-L, Q-T Improved access.
US 24 located 1981.7 meters (6,500 feet) north;
existing US 24 is 4054.9 meters (13,300 feet)
north.
Y, Z, No Build No change.
Defiance Woodworking Machine A,CEG,I, K MO,QS, U W | Directaccess to regional highway system via
SR 424 interchange at SR 424.

City of Defiance, Defiance County

Interchange is approximately 3048.8 meters
(10,000 feet) from entrance.

B,D,D-1,FH,J,L N,P,R TV,
X

Direct access to regional highway system via
interchange at SR 424.

Interchange is approximately 1067.1 meters (3,500
feet) from entrance.

Site is bisected by alternative between Krouse and
Keller Roads affecting area not programmed for

development.
High visibility from US 24.
Y, Z, No Build No change.

Koester Corporation A-X, Z Slightly improved access with widening of US 24.
Fox Run Executive Park
West High Street Y, No Build No Change.
Noble Township, Defiance County
Northwest Controls A-X Z Slightly improved access with widening of US 24.
Fox Run Executive Park Y, No Build No Change.
West High Street
Noble Township, Defiance County
Olson Electric A-X Z Slightly improved access with widening of US 24.
Olson Industrial Park Y, No Build No Change.
City of Defiance, Defiance County
Olson Cold Storage A-X, Z Slightly improved access with widening of US 24.
Olson Industrial Park Y, No Build No Change.
City of Defiance, Defiance County
Defiance Hospital A-X, Z Slightly improved access with widening of US 24.
City of Defiance, Defiance County Y, No Build No Change.
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TABLE 3.53

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SITES

Economic Development
Site/Location

Alternatives

Description of Impacts

Doyle Road Industrial Site

Doyle Road/Edgerton
Road/Bandalier Road/Dawkins Road
Jefferson Township, Allen County

A-D, D-1,1-P, Y, Z, No Build

No change.

E-H, Q-X

Improved access.
US 24 is approximately 182.9 meters (600 feet)
closer to Doyle Road.

New Haven Industrial Site A-D, D-1,I-P, Y, Z, No Build No change.

Doyle Road/Edgerton E-H, Q-X US 24 bisects site.
Road/Bandalier Road/Dawkins Road Improved access at Ryan Road.
Jefferson Township, Allen County High visibility.

Casad Industrial Park Development A-D, D-1,I-P, Y, Z, No Build No change.

Area
Jefferson Township, Allen County

E-H, Q-X

Improved access.

Distance to US 24 is reduced from 2865.9 meters to
1524.4 meters (9,400 feet to 5, 000) feet.

Improved visibility.

Canal Place Economic Development
Area

Ryan Road/Edgerton Road/Webster
Road/Dawkins Road

Jefferson Township, Allen County

A-D,D-1,I-P,Y, Z No change.
No Build
E-H, Q-X Improved access.

Improved visibility.

Bandalier Economic Development
Area
Jefferson Township, Allen County

A-D, D-1,1-P, Y, Z, No Build

No change.

E-H, Q-X

Improved access.

Distance to US 24 is reduced from 2865.9 meters to
1524.4 meters (9,400 feet to 5, 000 feet).

Improved visibility.

Woodburn Industrial Park
SR 101
City of Woodburn, Allen County

Improved Access.

Distance to US 24 is reduced from 1981.7 to 914.6
meters (6,500 to 3,000 feet).

High visibility.

I-X

Distance to US 24 is slightly longer (2134.2 meters
[7,000 feet]).
High visibility.

Y, Z, No Build

No change.

Antwerp Industrial Park
T-43/C-180/T-51/C-176
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

A-H

Improved access.

US 24 borders site.

High visibility.

Small loss of area at southwest corner of site for
relocation of T-51.

Decreased access.

No direct access to US 24 on western side.

US 24 located 1646.3 meters (5,400 feet) south on
east.

Existing US 24 426.8 meters (1,400 feet) north on
west and 1158.5 meters (3,800 feet) north on east.

No change.

Enterprise Park

SR 424

City of Defiance
Defiance County

, Z, No Build
,C,E.G LK MO0,QSUW

Direct access to regional highway system via:
interchange at SR 424,

Interchange approximately 3048.8 meters (10,000
feet) from entrance.

B,D,D-1,F, H J,L,N,P,R, T,
V, X

Direct access to regional highway system via:
interchange at SR 424,

Interchange approximately 1067.1 meters (3,500
feet) from entrance.

Site is bisected by alternatives between Krouse and
Keller Roads affecting area not programmed for
development.

High visibility from US 24.

Y, Z, No Build

No change.
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TABLE 3.53 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SITES

Economic Development Alternatives Description of Impacts
Site/Location
Maumee River Crossing A-X, Z Slightly improved access with widening of US 24 to
Development the north.
West High Street Y, No Build No change.
Noble Township, Defiance County
Fox Run Executive Park A-X Slightly improved access with widening of US 24 to
West High Street the north.
Noble Township, Defiance County Y, No Build No change.
Olson Industrial Park A-X Slightly improved access with widening of US 24 to
City of Defiance, Defiance County the north.
Y, No Build No change.
Defiance Hospital A-X Slightly improved access with widening of US 24 to
SR 15 the north.
City of Defiance, Defiance County Y, No Build No change.

The analysis of existing industrial entities indicated the following:

Alternatives A through D will likely have a positive effect on eight industrial entities, a
negative effect on eight entities, and no effect on four entities.

Alternatives E through H will likely have a positive effect on 12 industrial entities and a
negative effect on eight entities.

Alternatives | through P will likely have a positive effect on nine industrial entities, a
negative effect on seven entities, and no effect on four entities.

Alternatives Q through X will likely have a positive effect on seven industrial entities and
a negative effect on 13 entities.

Alternative Y and the No Build Alternative have a negative effect on 14 industrial entities
and no effect on six entities.

Alternative Z has a positive effect on 14 industrial entities and no effect on six entities.

The comparison of the effect of the Feasible Alternatives on economic development sites indicated
the following:

Alternatives A through D will have a positive effect on six economic development sites
and no effect on four sites.

Alternatives E through H will have a positive effect on all 10 economic development
sites.

Alternatives I through P will have a positive effect on five economic development sites,
a negative effect on one site, and no effect on four sites.

Alternatives Q through X will have a positive effect on nine economic development
sites and a negative effect on one site.

Alternative Y and the No Build Alternative will have a negative effect on four economic
development sites and no effect on six sites.

Alternative Z will have a positive effect on four economic development sites and no
effect on six sites.

Construction of any Feasible Alternative would require a considerable amount of investment.
The estimated construction costs range from $66.9 million (Alternative Y) to $150.0 million
(Alternative E). Such investment will increase construction trade employment in the study area
and surrounding counties. These jobs include both “direct” jobs on-site workers, and “indirect”
jobs at firms supplying equipment, material and administrative support. Construction would
also create “induced” jobs. These are jobs created as a result of on-site and off-site construction
employees spending their earnings in the surrounding economy.

Construction-related employment projections are provided in Table 3.54. The No Build
Alternative would not generate any employment associated with construction activities. Alternative
Y, with the lowest construction cost, would likely generate the fewest construction-related
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employment opportunities which is estimated to be about 2,800 jobs. The other alternatives
would likely create approximately 3,000 more jobs. Alternative E would generate the greatest
number of construction-related employment opportunities, approximately 6,316 jobs in total.

TABLE 3.54
CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS
Jobs Created By Type
Alternative Construction Cost | pirect Indirect Induced Total
No Build $0 0 0 0 0

A $146,054,134 1,154 2,877 2,118 6,149
B $142,553,452 1,126 2,808 2,067 6,002
C $144,393,373 1,141 2,845 2,094 6,079
D $141,091,511 1,115 2,780 2,046 5,940
D-1 $204,971,652 1,619 4,038 2,972 8,629
E $150,015,850 1,185 2,955 2,175 6,316
F $146,515,168 1,157 2,886 2,124 6,168
G $148,355,089 1,172 2,923 2,151 6,246
H $145,053,227 1,146 2,858 2,103 6,107
I $146,490,744 1,157 2,886 2,124 6,167
J $142,990,062 1,130 2,817 2,073 6,020
K $144,829,983 1,144 2,853 2,100 6,097
L $141,528,121 1,118 2,788 2,052 5,958
M $146,824,968 1,160 2,892 2,129 6,181
N $143,324,286 1,132 2,823 2,078 6,034
0 $145,164,207 1,147 2,860 2,105 6,111
P $141,862,345 1,121 2,795 2,057 5,972
Q $144,870,385 1,144 2,854 2,101 6,099
R $141,369,703 1,117 2,785 2,050 5,952
S $143,209,624 1,131 2,821 2,077 6,029
T $139,907,762 1,105 2,756 2,029 5,890
U $145,204,609 1,147 2,861 2,105 6,113
V $141,703,927 1,119 2,792 2,055 5,966
W $143,543,848 1,134 2,828 2,081 6,043
X $140,241,986 1,108 2,763 2,034 5,904
Y $66,908,558 529 1,318 970 2,817
7 $128,959,036 1,019 2,540 1,870 5,429

Preferred Alternative
Impacts

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) will result in impacts similar to those resulting from
Alternative D. One local industrial sector, agriculture, is affected by the Preferred Alternative.
Impacts to the agricultural industry include the displacement of ten farms. Additionally, 214
farming operations will be affected by the Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) also results in the displacement of two businesses,
Sid’s Dog and Cat Grooming, located in Milan Township, Allen County; and CCCS Insurance,
Inc., located in the City of Defiance.

The impacts of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) on industrial entities operating within
the study area are mixed. Overall, the Preferred Alternative will have a positive effect on eight
industrial entities, a negative effect on eight entities, and no effect on four. The entities that will
be positively affected include an unnamed quarry and an unnamed cement plant, both operating
in Crane Township; Defiance Woodworking Machine; Koester Corporation; Northwest Controls,
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Mitigation

Olson Electric; Olson Cold Storage; and Defiance Hospital. The potential positive effects are
associated with improved access and/or visibility associated with US 24. Entities potentially
experiencing a negative effect include Hanson Quarry, Uniroyal Goodrich, Midwest Tile and
Concrete, Antwerp Tool and Die, K&L Tools, Steve Reiff, Inc., Dana Boston Weatherhead, and
Spec-Temp.Inc. The potential negative effects are associated with decreased access as US 24
would be relocated away from the operating sites. The four entities with no change are Pacesetter
Finishing, Superior Aluminum, Kwik Lok, and Webster Lumber.

Relative to economic development sites, the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) will have a
positive effect on six economic development sites and no effect on four development sites. The
Woodburn Industrial Park and Antwerp Industrial Park will experience improved access as US
24 is relocated closer to the sites. Access to the Enterprise Park will improve with direct access
to SR 424 provided by way of a full interchange. The Maumee River Crossing Development,
Fox Run Executive Park, Olson Industrial Park, and Defiance Hospital will experience slightly
improved access through reduction in congestion on US 24.

In the City of Defiance, the existing intersection of US 24 and West High Street will be closed as
aresult of the construction of the Preferred Alternative and the existing at-grade intersection will
be replaced with an overpass. West High Street will remain open to traffic with an overpass
constructed over West High Street to carry the Preferred Alternative over it. Public opinion is
divided at West High Street. Several residents and public officials have requested that an
interchange be constructed at this location to maintain access to US 24 at West High Street.
Community representatives are concerned that eliminating access to US 24 at West High Street
would be detrimental to economic development on the west side of the City of Defiance. Other
citizens have stated that they do not want an interchange at West High Street.

In response to the public comments, a separate traffic study was conducted to determine the
secondary impacts on the local road network resulting from closing the US 24/Switzer Road/
West High Street intersection. The study is documented in a separate report entitled City of
Defiance, Ohio Traffic Study: Assessment of Traffic Impacts Due to the Proposed Grade
Separation of US 24 and West High Street (February 2003). The traffic study determined that
future capacity problems on the local roads will occur as a result of the increase in background
traffic as well as the increase in traffic generated by planned developments in the surrounding
area. Future capacity problems on local roads will occur regardless of the existence of an
interchange at US 24 and West High Street/Switzer Road.

At this time, ODOT is not proposing to construct an interchange at Switzer Road and West High
Street as part of the US 24 project. Aninterchange at this location is not recommended because
itis less than 1.6 kilometers (one mile) to the existing US 24/SR 15 interchange. According to
0DOT’s Location and Design Manual, interchanges within urban areas should not be spaced
closer than an average of 3.2 kilometers (two miles) and a minimum distance of 1.6 kilometers
(one mile).

Construction of the Preferred Alternative is projected to create 8,629 construction-related jobs.
This includes 1,619 direct opportunities, 4,038 indirect opportunities, and 2,972 induced
opportunities. Alternative D-1 has a higher construction cost than the other alternatives given
the differences in design in Allen County (D-1 is a freeway with interchanges or grade-separated
crossings at most crossroads while the other Feasible Alternatives are designed as expressways
with at-grade intersections at most crossroads).

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, (Uniform
Relocation Act) (P. L. 91-646) was enacted by the federal governmentin 1971 to help residences
and businesses displaced by public agencies relocate without suffering a disproportionate
loss. Whenever federal funds are utilized in a project and business displacements occur as a
result of a project funded by the federal government, relocation advisory and financial assistance
must be offered to those occupants being displaced as a direct result of the project.

The Uniform Relocation Act contains certain inalienable rights for those property owners affected
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3.2.8 Municipal
Finances/Taxes

Existing Conditions

by a federally funded project. These rights include the right to just compensation for that
portion of property being acquired for the project.

Every displaced business, farm operation and non-profit organization is eligible to receive
advisory assistance in relocating personal property. These services and benefits would be in
addition to the compensation received by the property owner for the acquisition of real property.

Businesses, farm operations and non-profit organizations are entitled to compensation for the
relocation of their personal property, based on actual and reasonable cost. A displaced business
may also be entitled to reimbursement for miscellaneous expenses incurred for such items as
storage or searching for a replacement site. The Uniform Relocation Act also provides an option
to businesses to receive a payment in lieu of actual moving costs. This payment of up to
$20,000 is based on average annual net income of the operation for the two taxable years prior
to displacement. Displaced farming operations that also maintain a residence on the affected
parcel(s) will be eligible to receive both and business expenses to move the personal property
and re-establish the business (farm) and residential relocation benefits for replacement of the
residential dwelling.

The study area includes a number of rural farming communities. Within Allen County, the study
area covers the Cities of New Haven and Woodburn, and Jefferson, Milan, and Maumee
townships. Within Paulding County, Ohio, communities located within the study area include
the Villages of Cecil and Antwerp and Harrison, Carryall, Crane, and Emerald townships. Within
Defiance County, the study area includes the City of Defiance and Delaware as well as Defiance
and Noble townships.

The economy of Allen County generates various tax revenues, including:

5 percent State Sales Tax (exceptions are groceries and prescriptions).
1 percent County Food and Beverage Sales Tax.

0.6 percent County Residential Income Tax.

3.4 percent State Income Tax.

County Property Tax ($8.8353 per $100 of assessed valuation).

0.4 percent County Economic Development Income Tax.

Corporate Income Tax — various rate structures.

Corporate Supplemental Net Income Tax.

The economy of Paulding County generates various tax revenues, including:

6 percent State Sales Tax (exceptions are groceries).

0.5 percent County Sales Tax (exceptions are groceries).

1.3 percent Residential Income Tax (City of Defiance).

3.4 percent State Income Tax.

County Property Tax (37.732 mills per $1000 of assessed valuation for residential and
agricultural and 41.289 mills per $1000 of assessed valuation for commercial and
industrial).

* Local property taxes — various rates for affected municipalities and school districts.
* 0.4 percent County Economic Development Income Tax.

» 1.3 percent Corporate Income Tax.

The economy of Defiance County generates various tax revenues, including:

6 percent State Sales Tax (exceptions are groceries).

1.3 percent Residential Income Tax (City of Defiance).

3.4 percent State Income Tax.

County Property Tax (37.732 mills per $1000 of assessed valuation for residential and
agricultural and 41.289 mills per $1000 of assessed valuation for commercial and
industrial).

* 0.4 percent County Economic Development Income Tax.

» 1.3 percent Corporate Income Tax.
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Project Impacts

Impacts to municipal finance occur when land is acquired for conversion to public use, in this
case, the development of a transportation facility. The conversion of land results in the loss of
taxes collected on the privately owned property as well as the loss of personal income and
business income taxes associated with the displacement of residents and businesses.

The analysis of potential impacts of the Feasible Alternatives on municipal finances included a
review of displacement estimates for each alternative, as well as right-of-way acquisition estimates
calculated at the county level for each alternative.

The No Build Alternative does not require property acquisition or displacement of businesses
and residences. Therefore, this alternative will not result in any direct impact on tax revenues.

Alternatives A through X would have the greatest impact on property tax revenues as these
alternatives would result in the greatest land area being removed from the tax base. As shown
in Table 3.55, right-of-way needs range from 658.1 hectares (1,625.1 acres) for Alternative V to
693.5 hectares (1,713 acres) for Alternative K.

Of the Feasible Alternatives to be constructed on new alignment, Alternatives Q through W
require the least amount of land, 198.0 hectares (489.1 acres), from Allen County while
Alternatives A through D require the greatest amount of land, 223.2 hectares (551.3 acres).

Paulding County would experience the greatest impact, as it would lose the largest amount of
land to public right-of-way conversion. Alternatives C and G require the least amount of land,
approximately 353.4 hectares (828.2 acres), while Alternatives S and T all require more than
357.2 hectares (882.4 acres) of land for right-of-way within Paulding County.

In Defiance County, right-of-way impacts range from 117.8 hectares (291.0 acres) for Alternatives
B,F J,N, R, and Vto 134.9 hectares (333.1 acres) for Alternatives C, G, K, 0, S, and W.

Given the design features of Alternative Y, the total right-of-way requirements for this alternative
are approximately one-third of the requirements of the other Feasible Alternatives and therefore
have less impact on tax revenues drawn from property taxes. This alternative requires right-of-
way acquisition totaling 144.5 hectares (110.4 acres) for Allen County, 94.9 hectares (234.4
acres) for Paulding County, and 71.5 hectares (176.5 acres) for Defiance County.

Right-of-way requirements for Alternative Z are more similar to those required for Alternatives A
through X, totaling 630.4 hectares (1,557 acres). Estimated right-of-way acquisition is 173.1
hectares (427.5 acres) in Allen County, 274.9 hectares (679.2 acres) in Paulding County, and
182.4 hectares (450.4 acres) in Defiance County. Alternative Z requires more acreage for right-
of-way in Defiance County than any of the proposed four-lane alternatives.

The right-of-way estimates also include land to be acquired as a result of property being
landlocked by the Feasible Alternatives. The number of landlocked parcels ranges from 45 with
Alternative N to 81 with Alternative C. The impact of landlocking can be minimized through
selling or renting land parcels to neighboring farm operations as well as through the construction
of service roads to provide access.

The loss of property taxes from properties required for right-of-way would be offset by continued
economic development within the three counties included in the study area. The Feasible
Alternatives would improve access to key economic development areas in the three counties. In
some cases, Alternatives A through X would dramatically increase the visibility of the key economic
development areas, as well as making these development sites more marketable through
improved access.

Residential and business displacements associated with the Feasible Alternatives also affect
public and municipal finances through the loss of personal and business income taxes. A
summary of the residential, farming operations and commercial displacements is provided in
Table 3.56.
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TABLE 3.55

REQUIRED RIGHT-OF-WAY, BY COUNTY

Alternative Right-of-Way Required Right-of-Way Right-of-Way
Allen County Required Required
Hectares (Acres) Paulding County Defiance County
Hectares (Acres) Hectares (Acres)

A 223.2 337.4 130.2
(551.3) (833.4) (321.7)

B 223.2 337.9 117.8
(551.3) (834.5) (291.0)

C 223.2 335.4 134.9
(551.3) (828.3) (333.1)

D 223.2 335.6 124.1
(551.3) (828.8) (306.6)

D-1 218.6 344.7 103.7
(540.0) (851.4) (256.2)

E 222.9 337.4 130.2
(550.6) (833.4) (321.7)

F 222.9 337.9 117.8
(550.6) (834.5) (291.0)

G 222.9 335.4 134.9
(550.6) (828.3) (333.1)

H 222.9 335.6 124.1
(550.6) (828.8) (306.6)

I 201.4 359.3 130.2
(497.5) (887.4) (321.7)

J 201.4 359.78 117.8
(497.5) (888.6) (291.0)

K 201.4 357.2 134.9
(497.5) (882.4) (333.1)

L 201.4 357.4 124.1
(497.5) (882.9) (306.6)

M 201.4 355.1 130.2
(497.5) (877.0) (321.7)

N 201.4 355.5 117.8
(497.5) (878.2) (291.0)

0 201.4 353.6 134.9
(497.5) (871.9) (333.1)

P 201.4 353.2 124.1
(497.5) (872.5) (306.6)

Q 198.0 359.3 130.2
(489.1) (887.4) (321.7)

R 198.0 359.8 117.8
(489.1) (888.6) (291.0)

S 198.0 357.2 134.9
(489.1) (882.4) (333.1)

T 198.0 357.4 124.1
(489.1) (882.9) (306.6)

U 198.0 355.1 130.2
(489.1) (877.0) (321.7)

\ 198.0 355.5 117.8
(489.1) (878.2) (291.0)

W 198.0 353.0 134.9
(489.1) (871.9) (333.1)

X 198.0 353.2 124.1
(489.1) (872.5) (306.6)

Y 144.5 94.9 71.5
(110.4) (234.4) (176.5)

VA 173.1 274.9 182.4
(427.5) (679.2) (450.4)
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TABLE 3.56
RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND FARM DISPLACEMENTS

Alternative Residential Commercial Farm Farm Operations
Displacements Displacements Displacements Affected
A 51 1 10 206
B 69 2 9 204
C 47 1 11 214
D 67 2 11 213
D-1 51 2 10 214
E 38 0 8 177
F 56 1 7 175
G 34 0 9 185
H 54 1 9 184
| 46 1 11 184
J 64 2 10 182
K 42 1 12 192
L 62 2 12 191
M 53 1 13 182
N 71 2 12 180
0 49 1 14 190
P 69 2 14 189
Q 29 0 7 166
R 47 1 6 164
S 25 0 8 174
T 45 1 8 173
U 36 0 9 164
v 54 1 8 162
W 32 0 10 172
X 52 1 10 171
Y 14 7 0 216
YA 107 13 1 260

The No Build Alternative would not result in any displacements and therefore would have no
effect on personal or corporate income tax revenues.

The Feasible Alternatives would result in residential displacements ranging from 14 for Alternative
Y to 107 for Alternative Z (including the displacement of residences on farms). Based on
information collected for the Relocation Assistance Program Survey (2000), there is available
replacement housing within the study area to accommodate all residential displacements.
Therefore, the alternatives have minimal effect on personal income tax revenues.

Farm displacements range from one for Alternative Z to 14 for Alternatives O and P The number
of farm operations affected ranges from 162 with Alternative V to 260 with Alternative Z. These
impacts are likely to result in the loss of personal and corporate income taxes for displaced
farming operations.

The number of business displacements is low, ranging from zero to thirteen for Alternatives A
through Z. The displaced businesses are small businesses and their displacement should have
a nominal effect on personal income tax revenues (loss of employment) and corporate income
tax revenues (loss of business).

All of the Feasible Alternatives result in residential displacements. Based on information collected
for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance Relocation Assistance Program Survey (2000), there is
available replacement housing within the study area to accommodate all residential
displacements. Therefore, the alternatives would likely have no effect on personal income tax
revenues.

Similarly, all Feasible Alternatives result in business displacements. None of the affected
businesses are major employers. It is likely that most of these businesses would relocate to
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Mitigation

3.2.9 Visual Resources

Existing Conditions

other locations within the study area, being the only suppliers of a service or product within an
established market area. Therefore, the displacements should have a nominal effect on personal
income tax revenues (loss of employment) and corporate income tax revenues (loss of business).

The Preferred Alternatives (Alternative D-1) requires the acquisition of 218.6 hectares (540.3
acres) of land within Allen County, 344.7 hectares (851.4 acres) of land within Paulding County,
and 103.7 hectares (256.2 acres) of land in Defiance County for right-of-way. This acquisition
will remove land generating property tax revenues from the tax revenue streams for the affected
counties and municipalities.

A total of 41 parcels are potentially landlocked by construction of the Preferred Alternative,
resulting in the acquisition of more property than required for the highway right-of-way. The 41
parcels cover approximately 179.8 hectares (444 acres) of land. To minimize the number of
landlocked parcels, a Service Road Study was conducted to review the practicality and feasibility
of providing access to the parcels landlocked by the Preferred Alternative. The study is
documented in detail in a separate report entitled US 24 New Haven to Defiance Service Road
Study - Draft (December 2002).

Based on the evaluation, 11 service roads are justified, eliminating the need to purchase 80.6
hectares (199 acres) landlocked by the Preferred Alternative. Six of the service roads will be
constructed in Allen County, providing access to 45.3 hectares (112 acres) of land. Three
service roads are recommended in Paulding County, which will provide access to 3.6 hectares
(9.8 acres). In Defiance County, two service roads are proposed providing access to 31.2
hectares (77 acres).

Residential and business displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative will also have
a slight effect on municipal tax revenues. Alternative D-1 results in 51residential displacements,
including the displacement of 10 farms, and two business displacements. As there is available
replacement housing within the study area to accommodate all residential displacements, the
Preferred Alternative will likely have no effect on personal income tax revenues. The displaced
businesses are small businesses and their displacement should have a nominal effect on personal
income tax revenues (loss of employment) and corporate income tax revenues (loss of business).

Impacts on tax revenues could be mitigated by relocating displaced residents and businesses
within the same municipality in which they are currently living. Impacts can also be reduced
through the provision of service roads to provide access to landlocked parcels. Additionally
remnant right-of-way could be sold to adjacent property owners, returning ownership to private
entities. The economic benefits of a new facility could be enhanced if the municipalities continue
planning efforts that recognize the benefits and negative effects of a new facility as decisions on
location and design are made. Through adequate land use planning, the affected municipalities
could develop policies that encourage efficient development, stimulate employment and tax
revenue growth, sustain and/or enhance the quality of life, and protect sensitive natural and
community resources.

The National Environmental Policy Act maintains that it is the continuous responsibility of the
federal government to use all practicable means to assure for all Americans safe, healthful,
productive and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings. Other related policies and
regulations also reflect commitments to consider visual impacts of publicly funded projects and
minimize the adverse visual impacts of projects to the maximum extent possible.

The existing visual setting of the study area is predominantly rural in nature. In general, the
study area was planed by glaciers and the predominant landform in the study area is glacial till.
Hence, there is little difference in elevation of the land within the study area. Other landforms
such as mountains, hills and ridges, and valleys are absent. There is one location along US 24
that is the exception to this —the Hanson Quarry located along US 24 in Allen County. This man-
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made surface feature rises above the elevation of the surrounding area, and lacks vegetation.
The landform is in stark contrast to the rest of the study area.

Surface water resources are limited to small perennial and intermittent streams with the exception
of the Maumee and Tiffin rivers.

Vegetative land cover varies throughout the study area. The predominant vegetative cover is
cropland and discontinuous coniferous and deciduous woodlots. Within the existing US 24
corridor, mowed grassed areas and discontinuous swathes of woodland are the predominant
vegetative cover types.

Man-made development is very diverse within the study area. Within the Feasible Corridors
associated with the Feasible Alternatives on new alignment, man-made development is
sporadically spaced and includes agricultural development, industrial areas, institutional areas,
residential areas, cultural features, railroads, major utility corridors, and roadways. There is a
higher concentration of development located along existing US 24 including commercial centers,
residential development, industrial development, institutional development, cultural features,
parklands, parking storage yards, utility lines, billboards and signs, and open space.
Consequently, the Feasible Corridors for Alternatives Y and Z are characterized by higher
development densities than the corridors for the other alternatives.

The development in the vicinity of the Village of Antwerp is much denser than development
throughout the rest of the corridor. Within the Village, the type of development and the style and
form of architecture varies through the community. Also, to the east of the 1-469 interchange
and north of US 24 in Allen County are post-1950’s housing developments (subdivisions),
which are unique in terms of the type of development and style and the type of architecture when
compared to development found elsewhere in the study area.

Visual resources of the natural and cultural environments of the study area are presented in
Table 3.57. As shown in the table, there are few visual resources, natural or man-made in the
study area. There are two viewer groups that could be affected by the projects, those with a view
of the roadway (highway neighbors) and those traveling the roadway with a view of the area
surrounding the highway.

TABLE 3.57
VISUAL RESOURCES IN THE STUDY AREA

Setting Visual Resources in Study Area
Cropland/Pastureland

Woodlots

Maumee River

Tiffin River

Rural Development

Village Development (Antwerp, Woodburn)
Suburban Development (Defiance, New Haven)
Historic Resources

Natural Environment

Cultural Environment

Because of the length of the Feasible Alternatives, there are numerous viewsheds that would be
affected by the various alternatives. However, given the length of the Feasible Alternatives and
the varied development patterns of the study area, analysis of visual impacts for all impacted
viewsheds would be labor intensive. Therefore, a general analysis addressing potential impacts
on visual resources that are representative of much of the study area was completed with the
exception of a few site-specific visual resources potentially affected by the project. The site-
specific resources include the communities of Antwerp and Woodburn, suburban development
in New Haven, and historic resources. The historic resources are discussed in detail in this DEIS
(see Section 3.3.2, Historic Resources; and Appendix 4, Section 4(f) Evaluation).

The visual assessment methodology is based on procedures presented in Visual Impact
Assessment: A Six-Step Process for Evaluating Transportation Projects (Minnesota Department
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of Transportation, September 1992) and Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects (FHWA,
September 1990). The study area used for the visual impacts analysis is limited to the Feasible
Corridors.

The six steps used for the visual assessment are:

Identify affected visual resources.

Identify affected persons (viewers).

Define existing visual quality.

Analyze impacts to visual quality.

Summarize visual impacts by alternative.

Mitigate adverse visual impacts and enhance existing visual quality.

The identification of affected visual resources and viewers was completed through review of
aerial mapping and overlays of the alignments for the Feasible Alternatives as well as field
reviews. The inventory was completed for visual resources of the natural environment (land,
water, plants, animals), visual resources of the cultural environment (buildings, structures,
artifacts) and visual resources of the highway environment (geometrics, structures, fixtures).
Visual resources of the natural and cultural environments are presented in Table 3.57; visual
resources of the highway environment are presented in Table 3.58.

TABLE 3.58
VISUAL RESOURCES OF THE HIGHWAY ENVIRONMENT

Alternative

Visual Resources

Alternatives A -

H | Geometrics:
Four-lane facility with grassy median.
Structures:
Structures over rail crossings.
Grade-separated crossing at Sampson Road.
Major structure over CSXT railroad corridor.
Major structures over Maumee and Tiffin rivers.
Interchange at SR 424.

Alternatives | - X Geometrics:

Four-lane facility with grassy median.
Structures:

Structures over rail crossings.

Grade-separated crossing at Slusher Road.

Major structure over CSXT railroad corridor.

Major structures over Maumee and Tiffin rivers.

Interchange at SR 424.

Alternative D-1

Geometrics:
Four-lane facility with grassy median.

Structures:
Structures over rail crossings.
Interchanges at Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, SR 101, SR 49, US 127, and SR
424,
Grade-separated crossings at Doyle, Sampson, Woodburn, Bull Rapids, and State Line
roads, C-11, T-43, C-105/T-105, C-146 (Krouse Road), and C-42 (Switzer Road).
Major structures over Maumee and Tiffin rivers.
Major structure over CSXT railroad corridor.

Alternative Y Geometrics:
Two-lane facility with turning lanes and shoulders.
Alternative Z Geometrics:
Four-lane facility with grassy median.
Structures:

Structures over rail crossings.

Major structure over CSXT railroad corridor.
Major structures over Maumee and Tiffin rivers.
Interchange at SR 424.
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To define the existing visual quality of the study area, areas within the Feasible Corridors were
inventoried with respect to the following characteristics:

* Natural landforms.

» Waterresources.

» \egetative cover.

* Man-made development.

For the impact assessment, a rating scale was used to qualify the relative degree of potential
visual impact based on the importance of the viewpoint, the volume of viewer activity, and the
sensitivity of the viewer (Table 3.59). The assessment methodology is based on FHWA guidelines.
The assessment of potential visual impacts is based on two factors: 1.) evaluating the visual
components of the facility itself and how the facility relates to the surrounding environment, and
2.) evaluating the potential visual impact the facility could have on the visual experience of the
viewers. This involvement could range from no visual impact to a high visual impact. The visual
quality rating also took into account the orientation of the proposed facility as being at-grade, or
above-grade, from the perspective of a viewer at each viewpoint.

TABLE 3.59
VISUAL IMPACT RATINGS
Impact Rating Criteria
No Impact The project would not be visible to viewers, with the exception of those using the proposed facility.
Low Impact The view of the proposed facility would be limited from a viewpoint of limited importance, if the nature and

level of viewer activity is not affected, if there are dominating visual impacts in the viewshed from other
sources, or if there is a weak visual contrast between the proposed facility and the existing landscape unit.

Medium Impact

The view of the proposed facility would produce a medium impact to an existing viewshed if the facility
produces dominating visual impacts in the viewshed or if there is a moderate contrast between the
proposed facility and the existing landscape unit.

High Impact

The view of the proposed facility would produce a high impact to an existing viewshed if the proposed
facility would be located in close proximity and visible to viewers or if the facility resulted in a strong
contrast with the surrounding landscape unit. Also, the proposed facility would produce a high impact to
an existing viewshed if it were located within areas of visual diversity, or would involve substantial viewer
activity and sensitivity.

Project Impacts

No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative will not result in alterations to the viewshed and therefore would have
no visual impacts.

Alternatives A through X

Alternatives A through X would be constructed on new alignment. However, to minimize impacts,
on communities, farms, wetlands, woodlots, and other sensitive resources, the Feasible
Alternatives were designed to follow existing transportation corridors to the maximum extent
possible. For Alternatives A through X, the use of land within or abutting existing transportation
corridors accounts for 31 to 47 percent of the entire length of the alternatives. Also, Alternatives
A through X follow existing US 24 between the US 24/SR 424 intersection and the eastern
project terminus, which would be widened to a four-lane expressway. Consequently, the
introduction of a new visual element into the viewshed of the neighboring properties is minimized.
In most locations where the a new visual element is introduced into the setting, the Feasible
Alternatives are located more than 304.9 meters (1,000 feet) from residential areas and moderate
to high density land uses.

Alternatives A through D and I through P would alter the viewsheds for residential subdivisions
located north of US 24 in Milan Township. However, the impacts would be low to moderate as
the alternatives follow the alignment of existing US 24 and would not result in the introduction
of a new visual element into the viewshed.

Alternatives E through H and Q through X pass in close proximity to residences located in the Gar
Creek area of Milan Township, Allen County. The visualimpact on these residences is considered
to be high as these alternatives would result in the introduction of a new visual element into a
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rural setting; the roadway would be located in close proximity to the sensitive resources.

With Alternatives A through X, US 24 would be relocated closer to the residences located in the
Edgerton Addition subdivision. With Alternatives A through H, US 24 would be relocated to the
north of the neighborhood; Alternatives | through X relocate US 24 to the south of the
neighborhood. These alternatives are within the view of residential properties that are considered
to be visually sensitive. Therefore, the impact in this area is considered to be moderate to high.

With Alternatives A through X, US 24 would be relocated closer to the City of Woodburn. For
Alternatives A through H, US 24 would be relocated to the north of the community where much
of the industrial development is located. This area is not considered to be visually sensitive;
therefore, there would be no impact as a result of these alternatives. Alternatives | through X
relocate US 24 to the south of the community within the view of residential properties that are
considered to be visually sensitive. Therefore, the impact in this area is considered to be
moderate to high.

Alternatives A through X would result in US 24 being relocated to the south of the Village of
Antwerp. The area is predominantly agricultural in nature with some institutional and industrial
development. The impact is considered to be minimal given the development characteristics of
the viewshed.

Development in the area between the US 24/SR 424 intersection and the eastern project terminus
is mixed residential and commercial. The residential development to the north would be sensitive
to changes in the viewshed. With Alternatives A through X, US 24 would be widened to the
north. Moving the roadway approximately 45.7 meters (150 feet) closer to these resources,
most of the residences are setback from the roadway and would experience minimal impacts
since new visual elements are not introduced into the setting or the change does not resultin a
significant contrast to visual elements already comprising the viewshed. A few residences are
located in close proximity to US 24 in this area and would experience high visual impacts
because the roadway would be located in close proximity to the residences.

Sensitive resources associated with Alternatives A through X include several historic resources
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as described below:

Harper House — Alternatives A through D and | through P.
Meyer/Gallmeyer Farm — Alternatives A through D and I through P
Smith/Rich/Krug House — Alternatives A through H.

Amos Schlatter Farmstead — Alternatives | through X.

Six-Mile Reservoir Remants — Alternatives | through L and Q through T.
Inselmann House — Alternatives | through L and Q through T.

Chester House — Alternatives | through L and Q through T.

In the vicinity of the Harper House (an NRHP-eligible resource), Alternatives A through D and |
through P follow the existing US 24 alignment. The visual impact is expected to be low as the
alternatives are constructed on roughly the same elevation as existing US 24 and would be
shielded by existing trees growing along the south side of US 24 and on the Harper House
property.

Alternatives A through D and | through P would also affect the Meyer/Gallmeyer Farm, a NRHP-
eligible resource. In the vicinity of this resource, the residence is screened from the proposed
right-of-way by outbuildings and landscaping. Some vegetative screening is provided by trees
and brush growing along Gar Creek in addition to trees surrounding the property. The view of
the alternatives is also minimized by distance as the resource is situated approximately 152.4
meters (500 feet) from the proposed right-of-way. Therefore, the visual impact of these
alternatives is considered to be low.

The Smith/Rich/Krug House, a NRHP-eligible resource, is within the Area of Potential Effect for
Alternatives A through D. The alternatives would be located more than 365.9 meters (1,200
feet) from the resource. The roadway would be constructed at approximately the same elevation
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as the existing ground level. Also, there is existing vegetation and modern development that
would screen the view of the highway from the resource. Therefore, the visual impact is expected
to be low as there is sufficient distance between the farm and the roadway to minimize the
intrusion of additional travel lanes.

Alternatives I through X affect the Amos Schlatter Farmstead, a NRHP-eligible farmstead. Buildings
associated with the resource are located approximately 45.7 meters (150 feet) from the
alternatives. The roadway would be constructed at approximately the same elevation as the
existing ground level. The impact is considered to be moderate to high as the alternatives would
result in the introduction of a new visual element into the existing viewshed located in close
proximity to the resource.

Alternatives | through L and Q through T would be located within 304.8 meters (1,000 feet) of
the Six-Mile Reservoir Remnants, an NRHP-gligible resource. In addition to distance, the
alternatives would be screened by a wooded area on the north side of CR 180. Therefore, the
visual impact is considered to be low.

Alternatives | through L and Q through T would be located within 475.2 meters (1,500 feet) of
the Inselmann House, a NRHP-eligible resource. The impact is considered to be low to moderate
as the alternatives would result in the introduction of a new visual element into the viewshed, but
the effect is minimized by distance.

The Chester House, a NRHP-eligible resource, is located in close proximity to Alternatives |
through L and Q through T. The alternatives would be located within 350.5 meters (1,150 feet)
of the resource. The impact is considered to be moderate as the alternatives would result in the
introduction of a new visual element into the viewshed, but the effect is somewhat minimized by
distance.

Alternative Y

Visual impacts associated with Alternative Y are expected, in general, to be minimal as the
roadway design would not change very much when compared to the existing design. Residential
resources that are located within close proximity to the roadway and major intersections may
experience moderate to high visual impacts with the addition of turning lanes.

Sensitive resources associated with Alternative Y include the Village of Antwerp and several
historic resources that are located along US 24 in the Village of Antwerp. The alternative
proposes to add a turning lane to US 24, which will require the acquisition of property on both
sides of the facility. The visual impact of the widening is considered to be moderate to high as
many sensitive resources are located relatively close to US 24 with a limited buffer zone, which
would be reduced by the widening. Historic resources of concern located in the Village of
Antwerp include the Antwerp Norfolk and Western Railroad Depot (listed in the NRHP,
Higgenbotham House, Doering House, E.V. Gordon House and H.H. Gordon House. The
viewsheds of the resources would experience moderate to high visual impacts as an additional
travel lane (turning lane) would be constructed through Antwerp. The resources are now
located in relatively close proximity to US 24 and their frontage would be reduced for the
expansion of the existing road.

Other historic resources of concern are located along US 24 outside of the Village of Antwerp
include the Harper House, Meyer/Gallmeyer Farm, Armbruster Log Cabin, Villa Motel, Banks
Farmstead, Peffley Farmstead, Lone Tower, Simpson Farmstead, and Vagabond Village. Most
of these resources would experience low impacts as there is sufficient distance (30.5 meters
[100 feet] or more) between the highway and the structures so that the project would not
introduce new and/or highly contrasting elements into the viewshed. However, some resources
(i.e., the Villa Motel, Banks Farmstead, Lone Tower, and Vagabond Village) are less that 30.5
meters (100 feet) from existing US 24. The changes would be visible to viewers of the roadway.
Since the alternative would not result in the introduction of a new visual element, the impact is
considered to be moderate.
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Preferred Alternative
Impacts

Alternative Z

Visual impacts associated with Alternative Z are expected to vary. Alternative Z would alter the
viewsheds for residential subdivisions located along US 24. However, the impacts are expected
to be low to moderate as the alternatives follow the alignment of existing US 24 in most locations
and would not result in the introduction of a new visual element into the viewshed. In some
locations, US 24 would be relocated onto new alignment, namely the Antwerp Bypass. Several
of the historic resources of concern affected by Alternative Z would experience no changes to
existing viewsheds as the roadway would be relocated to the south of the village. These
resources include the Antwerp Norfolk and Western Railroad Depot, Higgenbotham House,
Doering House, E.V. Gordon House, H.H. Gordon House, Banks Farmstead and Peffley Farmstead.

Other historic resources located along US 24 outside of the Village of Antwerp limits would
experience low to moderate visual impacts and include the Harper House, Meyer/Gallmeyer
Farm, Villa Motel, Simpson Farmstead and Vagabond Village. The impacts are low as there is
sufficient distance (30.5 meters [100 feet] or more) between the highway and the structures so
that the project would not introduce new and/or highly contrasting elements into the viewshed.

Development along the section between the US 24/SR 424 intersection and the eastern project
terminus is mixed residential and commercial. The residential development to the north would
be most sensitive to changes in the viewshed. With Alternative Z, US 24 would be widened to
the north. Moving the roadway approximately 45.7 meters (150 feet) closer to these resources,
most of the residences are setback from the roadway and would experience minimal impacts
since new visual elements would not be introduced into the setting or the change would not
result in a significant contrast to visual elements already comprising the viewshed. A few
residences are located in close proximity to US 24 in this area and would experience high visual
impacts because the roadway would be located in close proximity to the residences.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) is similar to Alternative D with respect to its horizontal
and vertical alignment with the following exceptions:

* Interchanges provided Ryan/Bruick Road, Webster Road, SR 101, SR 49, US 127,
and SR 424.

* Grade-separated crossings at Doyle, Sampson, Woodburn, Bull Rapids, and State
Line roads, C-11, T-43, and Krouse Road in addition to the grade-separated crossings
proposed at C-105 and Switzer Road for Alternative D.

* Horizontal alignment shifted between US 127 and C-224 in Paulding County.

* Horizontal alignment shifted between Krouse Road and SR 424 in Defiance County.

These changes have little effect on the visual impacts for either Alternative D or Alternative D-1.
The Preferred Alternative will alter viewsheds for Georgian Park and Havenwood Forest residential
subdivisions located to the north of US 24 in Milan Township. As with Alternative D, these
impacts are considered to be low to moderate as the changes to the alignment in Allen County
have negligible impact on the viewsheds of residences located within these subdivisions.

Alternative D-1 will pass in close proximity to the Gar Creek and Edgerton Addition
neighborhoods. The visual impacts on nearby residences is considered to be high because a
new visual element is being introduced into the rural setting of the neighborhoods in close
proximity to sensitive resources.

Within the vicinity of Woodburn, Alternative D-1 will be located to the north of the community in
an area that is not considered to be visually sensitive because of the industrial nature of the
existing development. Therefore, the impact rating for this area is no impact.

The Preferred Alternative will be relocated to the south of Antwerp. Construction of SR 49 will
result in the introduction of a new visual element, which will be elevated above the existing
ground level. The area is predominantly agricultural in nature with some institutional and
industrial development. Given the development characteristics of this area, only minor visual
impacts are anticipated.
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Mitigation

3.3 CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Three historic resources are located within the Area of Potential Effect for AlternativeD-1, which
are the Harper House, the Meyer/Gallmeyer Farm, and the Smith/Rich/Krug House. Any visual
intrusions within the vicinity of these three resources is minimized through distance between the
resources and the highway as well as screening by existing vegetation. The visual impact of the
Preferred Alternatives on these properties is considered to be low.

In the vicinity of the Harper House (a NRHP-eligible resource), Alternative D-1 follows the existing
alignment of US 24. The visual impact is expected to be low the highway will be constructed on
roughly the same elevation as existing US 24. The view will be screened by existing trees
growing along the south side of US 24 and on the Harper House property.

Alternative D-1 also affects the Meyer/Gallmeyer Farm, a NRHP-eligible resource. In the vicinity
of this resource, the residence is screened from the proposed right-of-way by outbuildings and
landscaping. Some vegetative screening is provided by trees and brush growing along Gar
Creek in addition to trees surrounding the property. The view of Alternative D-1 is also minimized
by distance as the resource is situated approximately 152.4 meters (500 feet) from the proposed
right-of-way. Therefore, the visual impact of Alternative D-1 is considered to be low.

The Smith/Rich/Krug House, a NRHP-eligible resource, is within the Area of Potential Effect for
Alternative D-1. The alternative will be located more than 365.9 meters (1,200 feet) from the
resource. Alternative D-1 will be constructed on new alignment through active agricultural
lands. The vertical profile of the proposed highway, in general, will result in @ minimal rise in
elevation in relationship to the existing landscape, except for the proposed overpasses that will
carry Alternative D-1 over Woodburn Road, Sampson Road, and the NS Railroad. The new
highway will be elevated approximately 7.0 meters (23 feet), at its highest point, over these
existing rights-of-way. The Woodburn Road overpass, the closest of the three, will be located
approximately 670.7 meters (2,200 feet) west of the property. The potential for a direct visual
impact to the Smith/Rich/Krug House by the proposed overpasses is mitigated by distance,
existing vegetation, and modern development that will effectively screen the view of the facility
from the resource. Therefore, the visual impact of Alternative D-1 is considered to be low.

The quality of the view from the road and of the road are important considerations for this project
because the highway would serve as one of the principal means of transportation through the
study area. As such, an objective of the design of the Preferred Alternative will be to construct
a facility that would be visually compatible with the surrounding environment.

Mitigation may include but is not limited to the landscape design features such as wide medians
with island plantings, rounded slopes, and heavy plantings between the highway and sensitive
viewers, where feasible.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 requires the consideration of potential
impacts of federally funded projects on significant historic and archaeological properties. Section
106, 36 CFR Part 800 of the NHPA provides regulations for completing the identification of
significant historic sites and evaluating the impact a proposed action will have on these sensitive
resources.

The National Register for Historic Places (NRHP) was established as part of the evaluation
process to nominate significant resources in the fields of history, architecture, archaeology, and
engineering. The NRHP developed a set of criteria designed to be consistent with the Secretary
of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation. The criteria
states that historic buildings, sites, structures and objects may be included that possess
significance from their innate integrity and/or association with persons and/or events significant
in our past. Historic or prehistoric archaeological sites that have yielded or may be likely to yield
important information are also included.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) oversees the Section 106 process. To
facilitate the Section 106 review process, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) generally
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3.3.1 Archaeological
Resources

Existing Conditions

assumes the responsibility of the ACHP. As such, the SHPO is responsible for the review of
and concurrence with the determinations of eligibility recommendations, application of the
Criteria of Effects and Adverse Effects, and development of potential strategies that could be
used to minimize and/or mitigate the impacts on historic resources. In Ohio, the SHPO is
assigned to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO); in Indiana, the Indiana Department
of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation and Archeology (DHPA) represents the
SHPO.

Detailed investigations focusing on the identification of cultural resources are presented in the
separate technical reports listed in Appendix 6.

An archaeological resource, as adapted from 36 CFR Part 79 and defined in the OHPO’s
Archaeology Guidelines (1994) means any surface, subsurface, or submerged location which
contains material remains of prehistoric or historic human life or activities that are of
archaeological interest in the depositional environment in which they were interred or
accumulated.

Archaeological investigations were completed for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance project to
determine if any significant archaeological resources are present within the study area that
could be impacted by the project. The investigations consisted of the following tasks:
background research, development of an archaeological predictive model for the study area,
completion of field investigations within the proposed right-of-way limits for Alternatives C, D,
D-1 and the Antwerp Bypass Connectors, laboratory analysis of artifacts collected during field
surveys, and evaluation of the significance of recorded archaeological sites for NRHP eligibility.
The results of the archaeological investigations were submitted to the DHPA and OHPO for
review and approval.

Atotal of 542 archaeological sites have been previously recorded in the 1282 square kilometer
(500 square mile) study area. Of the 542 sites, 437 are located in Allen County, Indiana; 15
are located in Paulding County, Ohio; and 90 in Defiance County, Ohio. A recent survey in
Indiana recorded over 300 archaeological sites in proximity to the Maumee River. The unbalanced
distribution of recorded sites within the three counties is most likely a factor of differences in
the intensity of professional archaeological investigation within the study area. The majority of
the recorded sites represent prehistoric lithic scatters and isolates of unknown temporal
designation. However, many sites are temporally and/or culturally placed within the Lake Erie
drainage basin archaeological complexes. Three burial mounds and one village have been
professionally recorded within the study area, while at least one other mound and two historic
Indian villages are reported to exist (Mills, 1914) but have not been field verified.

Eleven of these previously recorded archaeological sites are in close proximity to the Feasible
Alternatives developed for US 24. These sites were identified by avocational and professional
archaeologists but have not been evaluated to determine site dimensions and cultural affiliation.
The majority of the sites were surface collected and contained minimal non-diagnostic cultural
material or isolated finds. Three sites are located near the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-
1), all located in Defiance County (33-DE-8, 33-DE-67, and 33-DE-147).

The Gronauer Lock Site (12-AL-1674), constructed as part of the Wabash and Erie Canal, is
located within the right-of-way of the existing US 24/1-469 interchange. The site was determined
to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP in 1991. Mitigation of adverse effects to the site were
completed in conjunction with the construction -469 interchange which included a Historic
American Engineering Record (HAER) on the lock and off-site preservation following data
recovery. Based on available information, a portion of the lock remains underneath US 24.
Through coordination with the DHPA, it has been determined that the unexcavated portion of
the lock may have the potential to yield additional information about the resource (see
correspondence in Appendix 3.4 dated May 16, 2003).

A predictive archaeological model was developed for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance study
area to identify areas with high probability for archaeological resources located within the
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Methodology

proposed right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1). Based on the predictive
model, much of the Preferred Alternative has a low probability for archaeological resources
given the low, flat, and poorly drained lake plain physiography of the study area.

Phase | field investigations were conducted on the proposed right-of-way for the Preferred
Alternative (D-1), including the Antwerp Bypass. A total of 107 sites were identified through
the Phase linvestigations completed on the proposed right-of-way for Alternative D-1. Twenty-
eight sites are located in Allen County, 32 in Paulding County, and 47 in Defiance County. Table
3.60 describes the type and size of the sites and the NRHP eligibility recommendations. Of the
107 sites surveyed, none were determined to meet the NRHP eligibility requirements.

Of the 28 sites recorded in Allen County, 21 sites were classified as prehistoric sites, six as
historic, and one as a multi-component site. Of the 32 sites recorded in Paulding County, 17
sites were classified as prehistoric sites, 14 as historic, and one as a multi-component site. Of
the 47 sites in Defiance County, 44 were classified as prehistoric sites and three as historic
sites.

In Allen County, twelve percent of the sites were recorded in low probability areas while 88
percent of the sites were recorded in high probability areas. The locations of the sites recorded
during the Phase | investigations are consistent with the predictive model developed for the
project.Fourteen percent of the sites recorded in Paulding and Defiance counties were located
in areas considered to have a low probability for archaeological resources while 86 percent of
the sites were located in high probability areas. The locations of the sites are consistent with
the predictive model developed for the project. Furthermore, the sites recommended for Phase
[l evaluation testing were located near drainages. This pattern is consistent with the prediction
that potentially eligible archaeological sites are more likely to be found on bluffs and terraces
near rivers and streams than in glacial lake plains.

Archaeological investigations were completed in accordance with the requirements of OHPO
and DHPA.

Background research was conducted to identify previously recorded sites in the study area
and patterns associated with these previously recorded sites as well as define areas of
archaeological potential based on previous studies, the regional geography and surrounding
environments. Research was conducted at the DHPA and OHPO as well as the Fort Wayne/
Allen County Historical Museum, the Canal Society of Indiana, Indiana-Purdue University
Department of Anthropology, the Little Turtle Archaeological Research Society, the Archives
Division of the Ohio Historical Society, the Local History Division of the Toledo/Lucas County
Library, the John Paulding Historical Society, the Center for Archival Collections at Bowling
Green State University, the Toledo Area Aboriginal Research Society, and the University of
Toledo Department of Anthropology.

A predictive archaeological model was developed for the US 24 New Haven to Defiance study
area to identify areas with high probability for archaeological resources located within the
proposed right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1). This project area—specific
model is based on a predictive archaeological model for the Lake Plains region of Northwest
Ohio developed by ODOT. The potential for prehistoric sites is based on environmental data
such as physiography, drainage, relief, soil characteristics, and data associated with previously
recorded sites. Data for historic sites is based mainly on cartographic information. The reliability
of the model was tested against the data recorded in the field investigations. The model was
used to predict the probability for the prehistoric and historic archaeological resources.

Using the predictive model, a sampling strategy was developed for the Phase | field investigations.
The corridor associated with the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1) was divided into 50
survey segments, which were designated as having either a high or low potential for
archaeological resources. All of the high probability areas were surveyed by surface survey or
shovel testing while only a sample of the low probability areas were tested, consisting of
surface survey in only those areas with sufficient ground visibility. In areas identified as having
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high probability for archaeological resources and good surface visibility (greater than 25 percent
in Indiana and greater than 50 percent in Ohio), surface transects were employed for field
investigations. Field surveys were completed using shovel tests in high probability areas with
poor ground surface visibility. In low probability sections with good ground visibility, surface
transects were used. In low probability areas with poor ground visibility, pedestrian walkovers

were employed.

TABLE 3.60
SITES RECORDED THROUGH ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS FOR ALTERNATIVE D-1
Site Number Survey Method Site Type NRHP Eligibility
12-AL-898 Surface Lithic and historic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2013 Surface Historic canal related site Not Eligible
12-AL-2014 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2015 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
12-AL-2016 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2017 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2018 Surface Historic canal-related site Not Eligible
12-AL-2019 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2020 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2021 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2022 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2023 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2024 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2025 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2026 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
12-AL-2027 Surface Historic canal-related site Not Eligible
12-AL-2028 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2029 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
12-AL-2030 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2031 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2032 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2033 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2034 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
12-AL-2035 Surface Historic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2036 Surface Historic scatter Not Eligible
12-AL-2037 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-142 Shovel-test Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-143 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-144 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-145 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-PA-146 Surface Historic canal-related site Not Eligible
33-PA-147 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-148 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-149 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-150 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-151 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-152 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-153 Surface Historic canal-related site Not Eligible
33-PA-154 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-155 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-156 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
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TABLE 3.60 (CONTINUED)
SITES RECORDED THROUGH ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS FOR ALTERNATIVE D-1

Site Number Survey Method Site Type NRHP Eligibility
33-PA-157 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-158 Surface Historic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-159 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-160 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-161 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-162 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-163 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-164 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-PA-165 Surface Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-PA-166 Surface Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-PA-167 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-168 Surface Historic dump Not Eligible
33-PA-169 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-170 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-171 Surface Historic dump Not Eligible
33-PA-172 Surface Historic structure location Not Eligible
33-PA-173 Surface Lithic and historic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-323 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-324 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-329 Shovel test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-330 Shovel-test Historic dump Not Eligible
33-DE-331 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-332 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-333 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-334 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-335 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-336 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-337 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-338 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-339 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-340 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-341 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-342 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-343 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-344 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-345 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-346 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-347 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-348 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-349 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-350 Shovel-test Historic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-351 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-352 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-353 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-354 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
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TABLE 3.60 (CONTINUED)

SITES RECORDED THROUGH ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS FOR ALTERNATIVE D-1

Site Number Survey Method Site Type NRHP Eligibility
33-DE-355 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-356 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-357 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-358 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-359 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-360 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-361 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-362 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-363 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-364 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-365 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-369 Shovel-test Historic dump Not Eligible
33-DE-370 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-371 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-372 Surface Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-378 Shovel-test Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-379 Shovel-test Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-380 Surface Lithic isolate Not Eligible
33-DE-381 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible
33-DE-382 Surface Lithic scatter Not Eligible

In locations where artifacts were discovered, additional transects and/or shovel tests were
completed. The distribution of artifacts was mapped, and soil characteristics and stratigraphy
recorded for each site. All artifacts were collected from prehistoric sites. For historic sites, all
diagnostic artifacts and representative samples of non-diagnostic were collected. All required
data were recorded on archaeological inventory forms. Collected cultural materials were washed
sorted, cataloged, and analyzed.

For the Phase Il surveys, intensive field surveys of the sites were completed. For sites located
within actively farmed agricultural field, timed-controlled surveys were employed. For those
sites with low surface visibility, shovel tests were used with samples taken at 5-meter (16.4-
foot) intervals. Artifacts collected through field surveys were recorded on site maps and used
to determine artifact concentration and density. The original site boundaries were modified for
those sites where artifact densities from the Phase Il surveys indicated discrepancies. Protocols
for subsurface investigations were developed based on the results of the field surveys. The
percentage of the sites excavated for the Phase Il surveys depended upon the results of the
field survey but was generally between five and ten percent of the total site area as defined by
the field survey. Excavation units were placed in both areas with high and low artifact densities
to define artifact boundaries and activity areas. In agricultural fields and areas subjected to
plowing, series of hand excavated units were used to determine plowzone depths and vertical
artifact densities. Mechanical excavations were completed at locations identified as having
potential for intact cultural features. In smaller sites and those areas that had not been plowed,
all test units were hand-excavated. Excavated artifacts were washed, sorted and analyzed.
Detailed tabulations were developed for each of the nine sites. Building from information
collected during the Phase | surveys, specific research hypotheses were developed for the
nine sites. Common research questions focused on subsistence strategies, settiement patterns,
site function, chronology, and cultural changes over time. In addition to the examination of
sites individually, hypotheses focusing on regional interpretations were also evaluated. The
research hypotheses were used to evaluate the significance of the sites and their eligibility for
inclusion in the NRHP.

US 24 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-133



The sites were evaluated for their potential eligibility according to NRHP criteria. Eligibility is
determined by assessing site significance using the NRHP eligibility criteria. A site would be
eligible for the NRHP under one or more of the following criteria:

« That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

« That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

« Thatembody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction,
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or

» That have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.” (36 CFR 63)

In general, archaeological remains not found within the depositional environments in which
they were interred or accumulated (i.e., found in a grossly disturbed environment such as
agricultural field or developed areas) are not likely yield to information that advances or
contributes to the understanding of past human behavior.

Adverse effects on archaeological resources include, but are not limited to: physical destruction
to all or part of the property, alteration of a property including hazardous materials remediation,
and transfer, lease or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s
historic significance (36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(2)).

Three separate reports were prepared to document results of the Phase | archaeological surveys,
as listed below.

* Phase I Archaeological Report of the US 24 Improvements in Maumee, Milan and
Jefferson Townships, Allen County, Indiana (April 2002).

* Phasel Archaeological Report of the PAU/DEF 24-0.00/0.00 PID 18904 Improvements
in Noble, Delaware, and Defiance Townships, Defiance County and Emerald, Crane,
Carryall and Harrison Townships, Paulding County, Ohio (2 Volumes) (December
2001).

»  Addendum Report: Phase | Archaeological Reconnaissance of the PAU/DEF 24-0.00/
0.00 (PID 18904) Improvements in Defiance County, Ohio (July 2002).

The reports were submitted to DHPA and OHPO for review and concurrence on recommendations
for additional studies. The DHPA concurred with the findings presented in the April 2002
report; the OHPO concurred with the findings in the December 2001 and July 2002 reports.
Summaries of the agency comments on the Phase | archaeological surveys are provided in
Section 5.3.5; copies of the agency comment letters are provided in Appendix 3.4.

Phase Il archaeological investigations were completed for two sites in Allen County (12-AL-
898 and 12-AL-2034). The investigations are documented in detail in a separate report entitled
Phase Il Archaeological Report of the PAU/DEF 24-0.00/0.00 PID 18904 Improvements at
Sites 12-AL-898 and 12-AL-2034, Milan and Maumee Townships, Allen County, Indiana
(January 2003). The Phase Il archaeology report was submitted to DHPA for review and
concurrence. The agency concurred that the two sites do not meet the eligibility requirements
for inclusion in the NRHP and no further investigation of the sites is required. A summary of
the agency comments is provided in Section 5.3.6; a copy of the agency comment letter is
provided in Appendix 3.4

The Phase Il archaeological investigations completed on nine sites in Defiance County are
documented in a report entitled Phase Il Archaeological Report of the PAU/DEF 24-0.00/0.00
PID 18904 Improvements in Noble, Delaware, and Defiance Townships, Defiance County and
Emerald, Crane, Carryall and Harrison Townships, Paulding County, Ohio (June 2002). The
report was submitted to OHPO for review and concurrence on the study findings. The agency
concurred that the nine sites are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further
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archaeological investigations are required. A summary of the agency comments on the Phase
[l archaeological surveys are provided in Section 5.3.6; a copy of the agency comment letter is
provided in Appendix 3.4.

A total of 107 sites were recorded during the archaeological investigations of the proposed
right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-1). Twenty-eight sites were identified
in Allen County, 32 in Paulding County, and 47 in Defiance County. Of the 107 recorded sites,
all sites were found to lack sufficient integrity and associated historical significance required to
meet the NRHP eligibility criteria. Also, the Gronauer Lock Site is located within the existing
right-of-way of the US 24/1-469 interchange.

A plan for the proposed archaeological documentation for the unexcavated portion of the
Gronaeur Lock Site (12-AL-1674) will be prepared and submitted to the DHPA for review and
comment. Upon approval of the work plan, a qualified archaeologist will record the remaining
portion of lock during construction.

If future design studies result in changes in the proposed footprint of the Preferred Alternative
affecting previously unsurveyed areas, additional archaeological investigations will be undertaken
to determine the potential impact on archaeological resources.

If any unanticipated archaeological sites or human remains are uncovered during construction,
construction activities will be temporarily suspended and the discovery will be reported to the
SHPO. Within the State of Indiana, SHPO notification will be made within two days in accordance
with state regulations (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and 29).

A historic property is defined as a site, building, structure, or object significant in American
history, architecture, engineering, archaeology, or culture. Historic resources are distinguished
from archaeological resources as being located above ground.

Within the US 24 New Haven to Defiance study area, there are 475 previously recorded historic
sites. The majority of these sites represent residential properties clustered in small villages
and towns. Other historic resources include cemeteries, ghost towns, canal-related structures,
Indian villages, and bridges. The bridges located in the Ohio portion of the study area are
cleared by a programmatic agreement between ODOT and OHPO.

0Of the 475 sites, only six properties in Ohio are listed in the NRHP, and only one is located
within the Feasible Corridors (the Antwerp Norfolk and Western Railroad Depot is located with
the Area of Potential Effect for Alternative Y). These NRHP-listed resources are presented in
Table 3.61.

Within the Feasible Corridors, field surveys identified 131 structures over 40 years old in Allen
County, Indiana and 192 structures over 50 years old in Paulding and Defiance counties, Ohio.
The surveyed properties can be grouped into five general categories:

* Vernacular upright and wing, gabled ell and gable front farmhouses dating from 1830-
1920.

» Mass-produced one to two story houses associated with the bungalow, Cape Cod
cottage and early ranch types common in the 1905-1950 period.

» Stand alone agricultural outbuildings or farmsteads of several outbuildings lacking a
surviving associated house.

* Roadside commercial properties, such as restaurants and motels associated with
early automobile related tourism.

» Cemeteries and parks.
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TABLE 3.61

HISTORIC RESOURCES LISTED ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

Name

Location Description

Antwerp Norfolk and Western Railroad Depot

Built ca. 1880 on Wabash, St. Louis and Pacific
Railroad.

503 River Street,
Village of Antwerp, Paulding County

Paulding County Court House

Built from 1886-88 and designed by E.O. Fallis and
Co. Architects. The Romanesque Revival building
was modeled after the Adrian, MI courthouse.

Courthouse Square,
Paulding County

Round Barn Township Road 168 near County Built around 1911 and part of thematic nomination for
Road 123, Paulding County Round Barns in the Black Swamp of Northwest Ohio.
Paulding County Library 205 S. Main Street, This Carnegie library was builtin 1916 and was the

first library funded by Andrew Carnegie to serve an
entire county.

Paulding County

St. Paul’s Episcopal Church

Built ca. 1873 in Gothic Revival style, reportedly
second oldest building in Hicksville.

High Street, Hicksville,
Defiance County

Dey Road Bridge

County Road 42
crossing over the Tiffin River,
Defiance County

Pratt Through Truss built in 1906 by the Toledo
Massillon Bridge Company.

Of these inventoried properties, 20 have been determined to be eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP. Table 3.62 identifies listed and eligible resources; Figure 3.15 depicts their location.
The remaining inventoried properties were determined to be ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP
due to a lack of architectural integrity and/or historical association. More specifically, these
structures have undergone extensive renovation that generally included altered footprints and
additions, reconfigured fenestration, application of synthetic siding, and/or removal of associated
period farm outbuildings. This lack of architectural integrity is complemented by the absence
of discernible documented historical events or family association.

In general, the extant residential architecture of rural locales in the study area is predominantly
the vernacular upright and wing and gabled ell farmhouse. The vast majority of these buildings
have undergone significant alterations and additions, almost completely masking the original
footprint and massing of the building. The incorporated areas, such as the City of N