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ADDENDUM  
 

US 50 – North Vernon Corridor Planning and Environmental Study 
Jennings and Jackson Counties and the City of North Vernon, Indiana 

Des. No. 0401401, 0401402 
 

May 1, 2008 
 
The purpose of this Addendum is to document revisions to the US 50 North Vernon Corridor Planning and 
Environmental Study Preliminary Alternatives and Screening Report dated February, 2008.  The report will not be 
revised; however, the items contained in this Addendum shall serve as updates to the document. The updates 
contained in this Addendum are based on public and agency comments received during the report comment period 
which ended on April 4, 2008.  The following updates should be considered part of the US 50 North Vernon 
Corridor Planning and Environmental Study Preliminary Alternatives and Screening Report. 

1.    The FHWA transmittal letter dated February 26, 2008 that distributed the US 50 North Vernon Corridor 
Planning and Environmental Study to the federal resource agencies stated that the Preliminary Alternatives 
Screening Report has been completed and is enclosed for review and comment.  The report cover for this 
document dated February, 2008 was titled “Final Report.”  Wherever the title of “Final Report” appears in the 
document (including cover page) it should be “Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report.”  The Preliminary 
Alternatives Screening Report documents the results of the analysis, evaluation and screening of the 
Preliminary Alternatives considered for the study and presents the findings and recommendations for this 
phase and subsequent phases of project development.  Subsequent phases of the project will build on the 
recommendations of this Preliminary Report.   

2.   Preliminary Alternative D has been eliminated from further consideration.  This alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration due to impacts to the natural environment, cost, and public and resource agency 
comments.  Preliminary Alternative D had the highest total right-of-way (718 acres), the highest farmland 
impacts (451 acres), the highest forest impacts (216 acres), the highest wetland impacts (9.9 acres), the 
highest number of streams crossed (21), and the highest floodplain impacts (14 acres).  It was also the most 
expensive alternative at $212.1 million dollars.  Resource agency comments were generally in favor of 
eliminating Preliminary Alternative D because of its impacts to the natural environment.  Public comments also 
favored eliminating Preliminary Alternative D because of farmland impacts and fragmentation.   

 
3.   An additional Western Alternative similar to Alternative W has been added to the range of Western Section 

Preliminary Alternatives for further study in the EIS.  It includes improvements to existing US 50 in combination 
with the Transportation Management System (TSM) Alternative. This alternative was added to the other 
preliminary alternatives (Preliminary Alternatives W1, W2 and W3) as alternatives recommended to be carried 
forward for additional NEPA analysis due to financial concerns and impacts to the natural environment related 
to the project. 

 
4.    In discussions regarding Preliminary Alternative W2 and wetland and forest impacts, on pages 6-21 and 6-53 of 

the report, the reference to reducing these impacts at the US 50 crossing of Sixmile Creek should be the US 50 
crossing of Storm Creek. 

 
5.    On page 6-51 of the report in the Conclusion discussion regarding Preliminary Alternative E, the fifth sentence, 

“It was the lowest of this grouping and only higher than Preliminary Alternative C in truck traffic diversion” 
should be removed.  The sixth sentence, “This is largely due to the industrial areas being located north of North 
Vernon” should be moved so that it follows the second sentence.  The beginning of the paragraph should now 
read: 

 
 “A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as 

summarized in Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative is a good traffic performer 
related to total traffic and truck traffic diversion and has relatively low impacts to the natural 
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environment, it has high impacts to the human environment, potential Section 4(f) impacts and 
traffic-related concerns related to significant adverse impact on other roadways drawing 
additional traffic down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of North Vernon to existing US 50 
and southward to the alternative.  This is largely due to the industrial areas being located north 
of North Vernon.  Regarding traffic performance, this alternative will require further 
improvements to the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 to improve the LOS of the 
intersection.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative was grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of total traffic and was 
grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.    
This alternative was also grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to average daily 
traffic volumes…….” 
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1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
 
The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) is preparing a Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the 
US 50 corridor from US 31 in Jennings County eastward to near the Jennings/Ripley County line.  This 
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment builds upon the previous Task 1 Report – Identification of 
Existing and Future Conditions and Issues (Revised June 2007) and the Task 2 Report – Definition of 
Purpose and Need and Identification of Preliminary Alternatives (June 2007).  The Task 1 Report set forth 
existing and future transportation conditions, growth assumptions and documented the need for 
transportation improvements in the year 2030 based on the Study Area’s anticipated growth.  The 
information contained in the previous versions of the Task 1 Report has again been updated as 
necessary and has been incorporated in it’s entirety in Chapters 1 – Project Introduction, and Chapter 2 – 
Existing and Future Traffic Conditions, of this Report.  The Task 2 Report set forth the purpose and need 
for the project and also identified a range of reasonable potential solutions to the transportation needs in 
the Study Area.  The information contained in the previous version of the Task 2 Report has been 
updated as necessary and has been incorporated in it’s entirety in Chapters 3 – Purpose and Need, and 
Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives, of this Report.  Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives, discusses the 
traffic, social, economic and environmental impacts of the Preliminary Alternatives developed for this 
study.  Chapter 6 – Evaluation of Alternatives, discusses the methodology of the two-phase evaluation of 
alternatives utilized to narrow the number of preliminary alternatives under consideration for further 
analysis and also discusses the process by which the preliminary alternatives were evaluated and 
screened to a range of potential alternatives to be carried forward in subsequent NEPA studies.  Chapter 
7 – Public Outreach, Comments and Coordination, discusses the public and agency involvement process 
that this study followed throughout its duration. 
 
1.1 Project Study Area 

As shown in Figure 1.1, the US 50 North Vernon improvement corridor is approximately 18 miles long.  It 
extends through a small portion of eastern Jackson County and through Jennings County to near the 
Jennings/Ripley County line.  The Study Area encompasses approximately 138 square miles, both north 
and south along US 50, beginning near the eastern corporate limits of Seymour in Jackson County and 
includes the City of North Vernon and the surrounding area in Jennings County.   

Seymour is located in Jackson County, and according to 2005 US Census Bureau data, has a population 
of approximately 19,000 residents.  In addition to US 50, it is served by I-65, US 31, SR 11 and SR 258.  
In recent years, there has been an increase in commercial and industrial development in Seymour and 
use of US 50 has continued to increase.  A large distribution center (Wal-Mart) is located east of 
Seymour, near the I-65 and US 50 interchange, as well as other developing industrial parks near the 
interchange.  Jackson County Industrial Development Corporation is currently advertising for several 
large parcels near US 50 in this area that are available for large industrial operations or distribution 
centers.  The City of Seymour is referred to as the “Crossroads of Southern Indiana” due to its location 
and access to major highways.  

Jennings County (28,427 persons in the year 2005) is surrounded by Ripley County to the east, Jackson 
County to the west, Bartholomew County and Decatur County to the north and Scott County and 
Jefferson County to the south.  North Vernon is located in the center of the Study Area with a population 
of approximately 6,500; it is the only incorporated city in Jennings County. North Vernon is served by US 
50, SR 7 and SR 3.  US 50 currently runs through the center of the city creating problems for through 
traffic that must negotiate bends in the roadway, reduced traffic speeds, and cross at-grade railroad 
tracks. With trucks comprising roughly 20% of the vehicular traffic along US 50, congestion is not 
uncommon. The Jennings County seat is the town of Vernon, located just south of North Vernon, with a 
population of approximately 300 people. Vernon is the only incorporated town in Jennings County.  
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Much of the growth in North Vernon is occurring north of the city along SR 3 and SR 7 (Figure 1.2).  The 
North Vernon Municipal Airport and several industrial parks are located directly north of town on the east 
side of SR 3.  The North Vernon Industrial Park along SR 3 includes several large industries including a 
large distribution center (Lowe’s Home Improvement).  The Jennings County Economic Development 
Corporation is currently advertising several large parcels in this area that are available for large industrial 
operations or distribution centers. 

The Study Area has an abundance of recreational and natural areas including National Wildlife Refuges, 
county and city parks, a State Nature Preserve, a State Fish and Wildlife Refuge and a State Forest.  
North of US 50 near Butlerville is the Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC), an area encompassing 
approximately 1,000 acres and is operated by the Office of Homeland Security.  This site was once a 
State hospital, but is currently being redeveloped as an urban training center facility for the Indiana 
National Guard.  In its first year of operation, MUTC has been utilized by over 16,000 people from military, 
government and private agencies. It is continually expanding training capabilities for future needs and 
improvements to US 50 that would improve access to the MUTC would be very beneficial to this 
development. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1.1: US 50 – North Vernon Study Area 
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Figure 1.2: City of North Vernon 
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1.2 Study Purpose 
 
The purpose and objectives of the study are to determine the feasibility of transportation 
needs/improvements of the US 50 corridor in the Study Area; assess the feasibility of improvements; and 
seek other alternatives for improving mobility and alleviating congestion in the general project vicinity 
(with a particular emphasis inside the urban area boundary of North Vernon).  
 
In general, a feasibility study should answer three basic questions: 
 

• The degree to which a preferred alternative, traffic management strategy or roadway design is 
economically justified 

 
• The degree to which an alternative is considered preferable from an environmental and a social 

perspective 
 

• The degree to which eventual construction and operation of the preferred alternative can be 
financed and managed 1 

 
Another goal of this study is to involve key decision-makers in the study process, provide information to 
build consensus and to “buy in” to the best solution.  The major steps of this feasibility study are to: 
 

• Establish a steering committee and public outreach program 
 

• Inventory existing conditions (traffic conditions, accident analysis and land use trends analysis) 
 

• Initiate environmental streamlining activities (alert resource agencies to the project, define project 
“purpose and need”, and develop and screen alternatives for resource agency review) 

 
• Evaluate the alternatives to identify the most viable (prudent and feasible) alternative(s) based on 

achievement of project “purpose and need”, traffic impacts, economic development impacts, 
environmental impacts, and public input 

 
• Document the results of the study 

 
It should be noted that the results of this study will recommend Alternative(s) that will be carried forward 
for subsequent National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) studies.  This recommendation may 
consist of projects of independent utility and may consist of short-term and long-term solutions.  
Regardless of the study recommendations, additional environmental studies will be required prior to 
design and construction activities.  
 
The traffic considerations prompting this corridor planning and environmental assessment study include: 
 

• High through traffic volumes (especially trucks) on US 50 through downtown North Vernon 
 

• High crash frequency along US 50 from US 31 to the east urban boundary of North Vernon 
 

• Access to existing and potential commercial and industrial economic growth areas 
 

• Statewide and regional transportation system mobility 
 

• Development of Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) east of North Vernon near 
Butlerville 

                                                 
1 Procedural Guidelines for Highway Feasibility Studies; U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration; September 1998. 
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The US 50 North Vernon Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Project will analyze the No-
Build Alternative as well as a full range of build alternatives ranging from transportation system 
management improvements to major capital investments on existing and new alignment.  Each 
alternative will be evaluated as both short-term and long-term solutions.  Possible alternatives will include 
the No-Build (Do Nothing) Alternative which is represented by the existing roadway network plus 
programmed major roadway improvements in the study area.  This alternative serves as the baseline for 
comparing any “build” alternatives. 

An essential aspect of defining alternatives is a preliminary environmental analysis that identifies “must 
avoid” resources.  Information on sensitive environmental areas (i.e., parks, managed forests, wetlands, 
floodplains, historic structures and districts, etc.) from an environmental resource map and the location of 
community facilities will help to determine the corridors for any new alignment bypass alternatives north 
and south of North Vernon and may influence the nature of the major widening on the existing US 50 
alignment or one-way pair alternatives through North Vernon.  A review of existing environmental 
conditions in North Vernon and Jennings County leads to the following concerns/issues: 
 

• East of US 31, US 50 transverses the north boundary of the Muscatatuck National Wildlife 
Refuge 

 
• The CSX railroad parallels the north side of US 50 through much of Jennings County 
 
• Numerous archaeological sites and potential historic structures are scattered throughout 

Jennings County 
 

• Historic districts in Vernon and North Vernon with scattered sites along US 50 throughout the 
corridor and within the Study Area 

 
• Numerous managed lands, wetlands, lakes, rivers and streams within Study Area 

 
• All alternatives involve a major crossing of the Muscatatuck River and its floodplain 

 
• The Muscatatuck County Park, Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area and Cali State Nature Preserve are 

located south of US 50 near North Vernon 
 

• Industrial parks, the North Vernon Airport and Selmier State Forest are located north of US 50 
near North Vernon 

 
• Residential homes, commercial businesses, schools, churches, and cemeteries along US 50 and 

throughout Jackson County and Jennings County in the vicinity of the Study Area 
 
In conclusion, significant human and natural environmental features will be considered in the 
development of improvement alternatives for US 50.  To the extent possible these features will be 
avoided in the development of improvement alternatives.  If any feature cannot be avoided, a concerted 
effort will be made to minimize the impacts and mitigate adverse impacts as required.  Chapter 5 – 
Analysis of Alternatives, identifies and discusses many of the natural and socio-economic resources 
within the Study Area. 
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1.3 Project History 
 
A prior US 50 Corridor Analysis was completed in 1992 that investigated the feasibility of improvements 
to US 50 from US 31, eastward through North Vernon to the eastern city limits.  This study concluded that 
there were no existing “serious safety or capacity problems at this time on the corridor”.  “Therefore, 
INDOT will periodically monitor the number of accidents and the level-of-service on this US 50 corridor to 
conclude whether the existing road system will need to be revised to better handle future traffic”. 
 
The INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRP) lays out a strategy for the future of the state 
highway system. This extended planning period provides a long range vision of how the state 
jurisdictional highway system will develop in the future. Because US 50 is identified as a Statewide 
Mobility Corridor, there is a greater goal to be achieved in the improvement of US 50 (more than just 
addressing local traffic concerns). Statewide Mobility Corridors serve as the connection 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 high-type design standards, such as 
multiple travel lanes, railroad and highway grade separations, and bypasses of congested areas.  
 
Within the limits of the Study Area for this project, the INDOT Major Moves highway plan identifies added 
travel lanes in Jackson County for the portion of US 50 from US 31 to the west side North Vernon’s urban 
area boundary in the fiscal year 2014 (Des. No. 0401401). Also identified as a part of the INDOT Major 
Moves highway plan is added travel lanes in Jennings County for the portion of US 50 from the west side 
of North Vernon’s urban area boundary to the east side of North Vernon’s urban area boundary in the 
fiscal year 2015 (Des. No. 0401402).  
 
The INDOT also has previously programmed projects along the US 50 corridor within the Study Area, 
including the replacement of the US 50 Bridge over Indian Creek and intersection improvements in North 
Vernon on US 50 at Hayden Pike, Poplar Street and Norris Avenue, on SR 3 at North Madison Street, 
and on SR 7 at Franklin Street, Washington Street/O & M Avenue and Hayden Pike. 
 
The INDOT initiated this Corridor Planning/EA in 2006.  This US 50 – North Vernon Corridor Planning/EA 
Study will adhere to all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and guidelines including, but not 
limited to, the following: 
 

• NEPA 
 

• SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 requirements – Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  SAFETEA-LU is the Federal Surface 
Transportation Act that authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, 
highway safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009 

 
• FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, “Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental 

and Section 
 

• 4(f) Documents” (1987) 
 

• FHWA regulations 
 

• Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 
 

• INDOT’s Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies (2003) 
 

• Indiana’s Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 2001) 
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An Early Coordination Letter was sent to resource agencies on January 31, 2007.  The Task 1 Report – 
Identification of Existing and Future Conditions and Issues, was made available for review and comment 
on February 8, 2007, and a Public Open House to discuss the Task 1 Report was held on the same day.  
A second Early Coordination letter inviting various agencies to become Participating Agencies for the 
project was sent on June 8, 2007.  The Task 2 Report – Definition of Purpose and Need and Identification 
of Preliminary Alternatives, was made available for review and comment on July 26, 2007, and a Public 
Open House to discuss the Task 2 Report was held on the same day.  The Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
prepare a Corridor Planning/EA Study was published in the Federal Register on June 29, 2007.  Chapter 
7 of this document further describes the agency and public involvement efforts related to the project.   
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2. EXISTING AND FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

2.1  Existing Facilities 
 
2.1.1  Functional Class 
 
See Figures 2.1 through 2.3 for functional classification maps of the Study Area.   
 
2.1.1.1  Interstates/Freeways/Expressways 
 
Freeways and expressways are the highest category of arterial streets and serve the major portion of the 
through-traffic entering and leaving a metropolitan area (i.e., inter-urban traffic).  They carry the longest 
trips at the highest speeds, and are designed to carry the highest volumes.  In metropolitan areas, intra-
urban traffic (such as between the central business district and outlying residential areas and between 
major inner-city communities or major urban centers) may also be served by streets of this class.  
Freeways are facilities characterized by full control of access, divided facilities with multi-lanes that are 
grade-separated from all intersecting transportation facilities including other roadways and railroads.  
Freeways include the nation’s Interstate Highway System (consisting of approximately 45,000 miles) and 
any other route with full control of access.  Interstate 65 is the only freeway (Interstate or otherwise) within 
the Study Area.  Expressways are partially-controlled access facilities that may have occasional at-grade 
intersections.  There are no Interstates/freeways/expressways in Jennings County. 
 
2.1.1.2  Principal Arterials 
 
Principal Arterials (sometimes termed Other Principal Arterials under the federal functional classification 
system) are the highest category of arterial streets without grade separation.  This functional class 
complements the freeway/expressway system in serving through-traffic entering and leaving the 
metropolitan area.  Within the metropolitan area, major intra-urban trips are served between the central 
business district and suburbs, and between major suburban activity centers.  Although Principal Arterials 
may lack access control, some level of access control is highly desirable such as the minimum spacing of 
intersections with public roads and the control of driveway entrances.  For Principal Arterials, maintaining 
traffic carrying capacity for through-traffic is more important than providing access to abutting properties.  
Examples of Urban Principal Arterials in Jennings County include State Road (SR) 3, SR 7 and US 50.  
The only Rural Principal Arterial in Jennings County is US 50 (see Figures 2.1 through 2.3). 
 

• US 50.  US 50 is a two-lane Rural Principal Arterial that runs east-west through Jackson County 
and the middle of Jennings County from the Jackson County line to the Ripley County line.  US 
50 is an Urban Principal Arterial through the North Vernon Urban Area Boundary (UAB). 

 
• SR 3.  SR 3 is a two-lane/four-lane Urban Principal Arterial that runs north-south through the 

North Vernon UAB. 
 

• SR 7.  SR 7 is a two-lane/four-lane Urban Principal Arterial that runs from northwest of North 
Vernon to SR 3.  From this intersection, SR 7 follows SR 3 to just south of Vernon. 

 
2.1.1.3  Minor Arterials 
 
Minor Arterials, the lowest category of arterial streets, serve trips of moderate length and offer a lower 
level of mobility than Principal Arterials.  This class augments the Principal Arterials by distributing traffic 
to smaller geographic areas and linking cities and towns to form an integrated network providing 
interstate highway and inter-county service.  Minor Arterials provide urban connections to rural collectors.  
Examples of Rural Minor Arterials in Jennings County include SR 3 (north of North Vernon) and SR 7.  
Examples of Urban Minor Arterials in North Vernon include Madison Avenue, 5th Street and Norris 
Avenue (see Figure 2.1 through Figure 2.3). 
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2.1.1.4  Collector Streets 
 
Collector streets serve as the link between local streets and the arterial system.  These streets provide 
both access and traffic circulation within residential, commercial and industrial areas.  Moderate to low 
traffic volumes are characteristic of these streets.  In rural areas, the Major Collectors provide service to 
county seats, larger towns (2,500 or more persons) and other major traffic generators that are not served 
by arterials.  These roads serve the most important intra-county corridors.  Rural Minor Collectors link 
local roads in rural areas and serve the smallest rural communities (fewer than 2,500 persons).  
Examples of Rural Major Collectors in Jennings County include SR 3 (south of Vernon), SR 250 and CR 
500 E.  Examples of Rural Minor Collectors include CR 350 N, CR 500 S and CR 275 W.  Urban 
Collectors include such streets as Hayden Pike, 4th Street, Brownstown Road and CR 150 in North 
Vernon (see Figure 2.1 through Figure 2.3). 
 
2.1.1.5  Local Streets 
 
Local streets are composed of all streets not designated as collectors or arterials.  Primarily serving 
abutting properties, local streets provide the lowest level of mobility and, therefore, exhibit the lowest 
traffic volumes.  Through-traffic on local streets is deliberately discouraged.  This class of street is not part 
of any town or county thoroughfare network, and is not eligible for federal aid with the exception of 
bridges and bikeway/walkway facilities. 
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Figure 2.1: Study Area Urban Functional Classification 
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Figure 2.2: Study Area Rural Functional Classification 
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Figure 2.3: North Vernon Functional Classification 
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2.1.2  Mobility Class 
 
The INDOT 25-Year Transportation Plan established a planning-level corridor hierarchy for State-
maintained roadways of three mobility categories.  The highest category is Statewide Mobility Corridors, 
which connect major metropolitan areas in Indiana and neighboring states, provide macro-level 
accessibility to cities and regions around the state, and play a vital role in the economic development of 
the state.  The Statewide Mobility Corridors encompass facilities in the Interstate System and the National 
Highway System plus a few additional Principal Arterials.  In the Study Area, US 50 is classified as a 
Statewide Mobility Corridor (see Figure 2.4). 
 
The second category is Regional Mobility Corridors, which connect smaller cities and regions, feed traffic 
to Statewide Mobility Corridors and provide regional accessibility. This category includes the balance of 
the Principal Arterials and most Minor Arterials.  State Road 7 in Jennings County is classified as a 
Regional Mobility Corridor (see Figure 2.4).  The characteristics of a Regional Mobility Corridor are:  
 

Mid-level design standards 
• High to moderate speed. 
• Free-flow to the extent practicable in rural areas. 
• Serves medium distance trips. 
• Carry medium distance commuter traffic. 
• Moderate through volumes of traffic. 
• Moderate commercial vehicle flows. 
• Potential for heavy local traffic volumes. 
• Typically, at-grade intersections with highways and railroads, with consideration for railroad grade 

separation. 
• High-level two-lane or multi-lane. 
• Partial access control desirable. 
• Conventionally routed through cities and towns. 
• Moderate interaction with non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians.1 

 
The lowest category in the corridor hierarchy are Local Access (Sub-Regional Mobility) Corridors, which 
serve intra-county and inter-county short distance trips, provide access to local residences and 
businesses, and provide access to rural areas and small towns.  This category includes the balance of 
the state-maintained roadways and includes SR 3 in Jennings County and US 31 in Jackson County (see 
Figure 2.4).  The characteristics of a Sub-Regional Mobility Corridor are: 
 

Lower-level design standards 
• Moderate to low speed. 
• At-grade intersections with highways and railroads. 
• Minimal access control. 
• Short distance trips. 
• Low through traffic volumes. 
• Moderate local traffic volumes. 
• Typically two-lane with multi-lane exceptions. 
• Frequent interaction with non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians. 
• Routed through cites and towns. 1 
 

                                                 
1 INDOT Twenty Five Year Plan, November 2003, page 101. 
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Figure 2.4: Study Area Mobility Corridors 
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2.1.3  Existing US 50 Geometric Characteristics 
 
Table 2.1 below summarizes the general geometric characteristics of US 50 through Jennings County.    
 
Through all of Jennings County, including North Vernon, US 50 is a two-lane undivided highway.  In the 
rural areas of Jennings County, beyond the North Vernon Urban Area Boundary, US 50 has twelve-foot 
lanes with three-foot paved shoulders, and total right-of-way widths ranging from 70 to 90 feet.  From 
Hayden Pike to Poplar Street, US 50 has twelve foot lanes with a 53 foot total right-of-way width.  From 
Poplar Street to SR 3/SR 7 (State Street), US 50 has twelve foot lanes with a 53 foot total right-of-way 
and a center two-way left-turn lane.  From State Street to Madison Avenue, the total right-of-way is 78 
feet with a center two-way left-turn lane and parking on both sides of the street.  From Madison Avenue to 
11th Street, US 50 has twelve foot lanes with a 54 foot total right-of-way and a center left-turn lane near 
the US 50/Madison Avenue intersection.  Between 11th Street and the Ripley County Line, US 50 has 
twelve foot lanes.  The total right-of-way is 54 feet from 11th Street and Greensburg Road, 62 feet from 
Greensburg Road to Deer Creek Road, 90 feet from Deer Creek Road to Brush Creek Road and 70 feet 
from Brush Creek Road to the Ripley County Line. 
 

Table 2.1: US 50 Geometric Characteristics 
 

Route Termini Number 
of Lanes

Lane 
Width (ft.)

Right-of-Way 
Width (ft.)

Median 
Treatment

Jackson Co. Line to 
Hayden Pike 2 12 80 None

Hayden Pike to
Poplar Street 2 12 53 None

Poplar Street to
SR 3/SR 7(State St.) 2 12 53 LT Lane*

SR 3/SR 7 (State St.) to 
Madison Ave. 2 12 78 LT Lane*/

Parking**
Madison Ave. to
11th St. 2 12 54 LT Lane*

11th St. to
Greensburg Rd. 2 12 54 None

Greensburg Rd. to
Deer Creek Rd. 2 12 62 None

Deer Creek Rd. to
Brush Creek Rd. 2 12 90 None

Brush Creek Rd. to
Ripley Co. Line 2 12 70 None

Source: INDOT Roadway Information System
Notes: * LT Lane = center left-turn lane.   ** Parking = parking on both sides.

US 50

 
 
 
2.1.4  Other Transportation Considerations 
 
2.1.4.1  Traffic Control 
 
Figure 2.5 shows traffic control signals within Jennings County.  With the exception of the traffic signal 
located at US 31 and US 50 in Jackson County, all are located in North Vernon.  Within the City of North 
Vernon (Table 2.2), traffic signals are concentrated in downtown North Vernon on the principal arterials of 
SR 3, SR 7 and US 50. 
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Table 2.2: North Vernon Traffic Control Signal Summary 
 

Madison Avenue
SR 7

Franklin Street
Poplar Street
Norris Avenue

SR 3/SR 7 (State Street)
Jackson Street

Madison Avenue

SR 3/SR 7 (State St.)

SR 3

US 50

 
                 Source: Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

 
2.1.4.2  Access Control 
 
There is no access control anywhere along US 50 in Jennings County.  Partial access control on US 50 
begins at US 31 and runs westward to I-65. 
 
2.1.4.3  On-Street Parking 
 
The only location along US 50 in North Vernon with on-street parking is between SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) 
and Madison Avenue. 
 
2.1.4.4  Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Muscatatuck County Park, managed by the Jennings County Parks and Recreation Department, in North 
Vernon, is home to an eight mile hiking trail and mountain biking trails.  The River Trail is 2.5 miles with a 
scenic view of the river and gentle hills.  The Ridge Trail is 2.6 miles including a bridge, switchbacks, bluff 
trails, a waterfall and a marsh.  The Dogwood Trail is a flat one-mile trail bordering the forest.  The History 
Trail is a half-mile trail that passes the Vinegar Mill Site, Canyon Creek Ridge Stone Shelter and the 
Walnut Grove Schoolhouse.  Muscatatuck County Park works with DINO (Do Indiana Off-Road) and 
modifies and upgrades the bicycle trails accordingly.  Selmier State Forest, the former estate of business 
man Frank Selmier, has self-guided trails. 
 
2.1.4.5  Public Transportation 
 
A public transportation system, Catch-A-Ride, began operation in Jennings County in the Vernon and 
North Vernon area on May 14, 2007.  It is a shared ride service providing regular pick up and drop off 
points in designated areas, as well as individually scheduled service.  Catch-A-Ride’s system of regular 
routes combined with individually scheduled service is specifically designed to serve small towns and 
rural counties.  For the Jennings County and Vernon and North Vernon area, Catch-A-Ride offers a Point 
Deviation Service.  A Point deviation route operates within the more highly populated area of Vernon and 
North Vernon on an established directional route pattern with four (4) designated check points for pick up 
and drop off.  Scheduled pick ups along the point deviation route can be requested.  The rider will be 
picked up at the requested location and taken to their destination along the route.  Riders can also board 
the vehicle at any of the check points without reservations and be transported to any destination along the 
route.  The regularly scheduled route in Vernon and North Vernon operates Monday through Friday, 
8:00am – 4:00pm with a single vehicle traveling counterclockwise with stops at the top of the hour at JC 
Plaza & Wal-Mart (North SR 3), at 15 minutes past the hour at St. Vincent Jennings Hospital (Henry 
Street), at 30 minutes past the hour at the Courthouse (Vernon on SR 7) and at 45 minutes past the hour 
at the Senior Center (Buckeye Street).  Transportation is also available for Jennings County areas not 
listed on the Vernon and North Vernon route by calling the Catch-A-Ride office and scheduling an 
individual pick up. 
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Figure 2.1: City of North Vernon Traffic Signals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.5: North Vernon Traffic Signals 
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2.2  Existing Traffic Patterns and Conditions 
 
2.2.1  Average Daily Traffic 
 
Daily vehicle counts were gathered from a number of sources, including the Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT) and the Southern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (SIRPC).  Whenever 
possible, 48-hour vehicle classification counts were used for this study.  These counts are completed 
during weekdays, and then averaged for a daily vehicle count.  When more than one count was available 
at the same general location, the most recent count was used. 
 
For a vehicle classification count, all vehicles that cross the counting location are separated into thirteen 
categories, as defined by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  There are three classifications of 
personal automobile (including cars, pick-up trucks, and motorcycles), four classifications of single-unit 
trucks, and six classifications of combination trucks.  Combination trucks are those trucks, like semi-
tractor trailers, in which the vehicle is made up of separate components, such as a cab and a trailer.  
Single-unit trucks are trucks, such as local delivery trucks, that cannot be disconnected into separate 
pieces.   
 
A variety of data sources have been utilized for this project to determine the daily traffic volumes inside 
the Study Area.  These sources include: 
 

• 1998 INDOT County flow maps 
 

• 2000 INDOT actual counts (including truck volumes) (see Figures 2.7 & 2.8) 
 

• 2001 INDOT County flow maps.  (see Figure 2.6) 
 

• 2006 Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. actual traffic counts (including truck volumes) 
 
A summary of the traffic counts can be found in Table 2.3.   
 
The magnitude of daily traffic volumes correlates to the functional class of the roadways.  Interstate 65, 
just west of the Jennings/Jackson County line, carries daily traffic volumes (year 2000) ranging from 
28,700 ADT to 34,500 ADT and daily truck volumes ranging from 8,900 ADT to 12,000 ADT.  The 
following urban principal arterials handle the next level of daily traffic volumes: 
 

• US 50 within the North Vernon Urban Area Boundary (UAB) ranging from 11,700 ADT to 19,000 
ADT in 2000 and 8,900 ADT to 13,100 ADT in 2006 with trucks volumes around 1,600 ADT in 
2000 and ranging from 900 ADT to 2,200 ADT in 2006. 

 
• SR 3 from the North Vernon southern boundary to CR 350 North ranging from 12,400 ADT to 

29,000 ADT and around 500 trucks per day in year 2000.  Counts taken in year 2004 range from 
13,900 ADT to 29,000 ADT. 

 
• SR 7 north of SR 3 through the North Vernon urban area ranging from 15,600 ADT to 17,700 

ADT with truck volumes around 400 ADT.  Counts taken in 2004 range from 14,200 ADT to 
15,700 ADT. 
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Rural principal arterials and rural minor arterials handle the next level of daily traffic volumes: 
 

• US 50 ranging from 3,400 ADT to 10,600 ADT with truck volumes ranging from 900 ADT to 2,100 
ADT in year 2000 and 3,500 ADT to 10,700 ADT in 2006. 

 
• SR 3 ranging from 2,400 ADT to 14,700 ADT with truck volumes around 500 ADT.  Counts taken 

in 2004 range from 3,300 ADT to 9,900 ADT with truck volumes between 700 ADT and 800 ADT. 
 

• SR 7 ranging from 3,300 ADT to 14,900 ADT with truck volumes ranging from 300 ADT to 1,800 
ADT.  Counts taken in 2004 range from 3,900 ADT and 10,600 ADT with truck volumes between 
400 ADT and 1,200 ADT. 
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Figure 2.2: Year 2001 INDOT Traffic Flows 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 2.6: Year 2001 INDOT Traffic Flows 
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Figure 2.7: Jennings County Traffic Counts Used in Base Year Network 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
 
 

Chapter 2 – Existing and Future Traffic Conditions 
Section 2.2 - Existing Traffic Patterns and Conditions 

2-15

 
Figure 2.8: North Vernon Traffic Counts Used in Base Year Network 
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Table 2.3 presents the daily traffic volumes on US 50 through Jennings County.  INDOT counts are 
included from the year 2000 along with counts taken by Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.  
INDOT County Flow Map traffic counts are also listed for 1998 and 2001.  The table shows a total vehicle 
count and a truck count.  Trucks include both single-unit trucks (including buses) and combination-unit 
(semi-tractor trailer) trucks.  Single-unit trucks are used for short-distance trips for freight distribution; 
whereas, combination-unit trucks are used for long-distance trips to move freight between metropolitan 
areas. 
 
In the year 2000, the statewide percent of truck traffic was 17.9% for rural principal arterials and 8.6% for 
urban principal arterials.  While the percent of truck traffic on the rural portion of US 50 west of North 
Vernon is comparable to other rural principal arterials, the percent of truck traffic through North 
Vernon and east of North Vernon to Ripley County exceeds that statewide for urban and rural 
principal arterials. 

 
 
 

Table 2.3: Jennings County Existing Daily Traffic Volumes on US 50 
 

1998 2001

Trucks Percent
Trucks

All
Vehicles Trucks Percent

Trucks
All

Vehicles
All

Vehicles
All

Vehicles
Jackson Co. Line to
CR 900 W 1942 19.1% 10148 1823 17.1% 10673 11090 9500

CR 900 W to
CR 700 W 1813 18.9% 9582 11090 9500

CR 575 W to
CR 265 W 1169 11.0% 10634 11090 9500

CR 265 W to
Middle School Dr. 1620 13.9% 11650 1613 17.6% 9174 11090 9500

Brownstown Rd. to
Poplar St. 1856 15.2% 12230 18050 14050

Poplar St. to
SR 3/SR 7 (State St.) 2193 16.8% 13056 18050 14050

SR 3/SR 7 to
Jennings St. 1272 15.1% 8422 16640 12920

Jennings St. to
Short St. 1526 18.4% 8276 13780 11200

Short St. to
Vernon St. 1120 12.6% 8909 9730 8140

Greensburg St. to
CR 75 E. 2069 25.2% 8206 916 13.4% 6832 9730 8140

CR 280 E to
CR 425 E 1293 24.4% 5295 5920 4770

CR 425 E to
CR 300 N 1228 25.5% 4808 5920 4770

CR 540 N to
Ripley Co. Line 940 27.6% 3405 906 26.0% 3482 4040 3380

Source: INDOT Roadway Information System, INDOT Traffic Flow Maps and Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates.

INDOT Flow Map

Route Termini

2000
INDOT Actual Counts

2006
BLA Counts

US 50
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2.2.2  Level of Service 
 
2.2.2.1  Intersections 
 
A capacity analysis was performed for fourteen intersections along US 50 in the Study Area beginning at 
US 31 east of Seymour and ending at Main Street in Butlerville and encompassing all the signalized and 
other major unsignalized intersections.  The intersection capacity analysis results in an evaluation of level 
of service (LOS).  The LOS is an estimation of the delay experienced by drivers using transportation 
facilities, such as intersections and roadways.  The LOS is defined using the letters A through F.  LOS A 
represents the best level of service and generally describes free flow traffic operation with very low delay.  
LOS F represents the worst operating conditions in which there is considerable congestion and delay.  
More complete descriptions of the different LOS designations follow in Table 2.4 and Table 2.5, 
respectively for signalized and unsignalized intersections.  The INDOT Roadway Design Manual 
guidelines state that LOS B is desirable and LOS C is the minimum acceptable in rural and suburban 
areas, while LOS C is desirable and LOS D is the minimum in intermediate and built-up urban 
environments.     
 
All signalized intersections along US 50 within the Study Area have an acceptable LOS in the 2006 base 
year under the existing conditions.  The intersection at US 50 and Norris Avenue has an overall LOS B.  
The intersections of US 50 with US 31, SR 3/SR 7, and Madison Street all have an overall LOS C.  Table 
2.6 shows the overall LOS of these four intersections and the LOS of each approach.  However, the 
blocks approaching the Madison Street intersection experience a LOS E due to the density of traffic 
associated with the short blocks and proximity of adjacent traffic signals.  
 
There are ten unsignalized intersections along US 50 through Jennings County.  These intersections are 
free-flow for US 50 traffic and stop conditions for the intersecting roadway traffic.  At two-way stop-
controlled intersections such as these, it is common for the traffic on intersecting roadway to have 
difficulty finding gaps to pull-out onto the free-flow roadway, increasing average delay for the intersecting 
roadway.  For all ten of these unsignalized intersections the left-turn movements off of US 50 onto the 
intersecting roadway operate at LOS A.  Three of the ten intersections have intersecting roadways with 
an approach LOS that is deficient.  Table 2.7 shows the LOS of approaches to these intersections. 
 
The first of these three intersections experiencing deficient LOS is the US 50 and CR 900 W intersection.  
The northbound approach at this intersection operates at a LOS D.  The other approaches operate at an 
acceptable LOS with the southbound approach operating at LOS C and the eastbound and westbound 
approaches operating at LOS A. 
 
The second of these three intersections experiencing deficient LOS is the US 50 and CR 700 W 
intersection.  The northbound approach at this intersection operates at LOS D.  The other approaches 
operate at an acceptable LOS with the southbound approach operating at LOS C and the US 50 
approaches operating with very little delay and a LOS A. 
 
The third of these three intersections experiencing deficient LOS is the US 50 and Brownstown Road 
intersection on the west side of North Vernon.  The southbound approach at this intersection is the only 
unsignalized intersection approach within the Study Area that currently operates at LOS E.  The other 
approaches at this intersection operate at an acceptable LOS with the eastbound approach operating at 
LOS A. 
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 Table 2.4: Level of Service Definition for Signalized Intersections 
 

Level of Service (LOS) for signalized intersections is defined in terms of delay, which is a measure of 
driver discomfort and frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel time.  LOS is defined by the 
average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds, and graded as follows: 

Level of Service 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Stopped Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 
< or = 10.0 
> 10.0 and < or = 20.0 
> 20.0 and < or = 35.0 
> 35.0 and < or = 55.0 
> 55.0 and < or = 80.0 
> 80.0 

Characterization 
very low delay 
low delay 
moderate delay 
significant delay 
limit of acceptable delay 
unacceptable delay 

The definition for the vehicle delay grades are: 
 

• LOS A describes operations with very low delay, up to 10 seconds per vehicle.  This level of 
service occurs when progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the 
green phase.  Most vehicles do not stop at all.  Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low 
delay. 

• LOS B describes operations with delay greater than 10 seconds and up to 20 seconds per 
vehicle.  This level generally occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both.  
More vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher levels of average delay. 

• LOS C describes operations with delay greater than 20 seconds and up to 35 seconds per 
vehicle.  These higher delays may result from fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or both.  
Individual cycle failures (i.e., not all vehicles waiting at the intersection are able to get through 
on a cycle) may begin to appear at this level.  The number of vehicles stopping is significant 
at this level, though many still pass through the intersection without stopping. 

• LOS D describes operations with delay greater than 35 seconds and up to 55 seconds per 
vehicle.  At level D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable.  Longer delays 
may result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high v/c 
(i.e., volume-to-capacity) ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not 
stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures (i.e., not all vehicles waiting at the intersection are 
able to get through on a cycle) are noticeable. 

• LOS E describes operations with delay greater than 55 seconds and up to 80 seconds per 
vehicle.  This level is considered by many agencies to be the limit of acceptable delay.  
These high delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c 
(i.e., volume-to-capacity) ratios.  Individual cycle failures (i.e., not all vehicles waiting at the 
intersection are able to get through on a cycle) are frequent occurrences. 

• LOS F describes operations with delay in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle.  This level, 
considered unacceptable by most drivers, often occurs with oversaturation, that is, when 
arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection.  It may also occur at high v/c (i.e., 
volume-to-capacity) ratios below 1.0 with many individual cycle failures (i.e., not all vehicles 
waiting at the intersection are able to get through on a cycle).  Poor progression and long 
cycle lengths may also be major contributing causes to such delay levels. 

 
 
Sources: Highway Capacity Manual (Special Report 209, 4th Edition); Transportation Research Board, National 
Research Board; Washington, D.C.; 2000; pg.16-2.  Signal 94/TEAPAC: Signalized Intersection Analysis and Design; 
Strong Concepts; Northbrook, IL. (LOS “+” grading) 
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Table 2.5: Level of Service Definition for Unsignalized Intersections 
 

Level of Service (LOS) for unsignalized intersections is defined in terms of delay, which is a measure 
of driver discomfort and frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel time.  LOS is based on gap 
acceptance theory, is defined by the average total delay per vehicle measured in seconds, and 
graded as follows for two-way or all-way stop intersections: 

Level of Service 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Stopped Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 
< or = 10.0 
> 10.0 and < or = 15.0 
> 15.0 and < or = 25.0 
> 25.0 and < or = 35.0 
> 35.0 and < or = 50.0 
> 50.0 

    Characterization 
very low delay 
low delay 
moderate delay 
significant delay 
limit of acceptable delay 
unacceptable delay 

 
 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual (Special Report 209, 4th Edition); Transportation Research Board, National 
Research Board; Washington, D.C.; 2000; pg.17-2.   

 

 
Table 2.6: Level of Service for Signalized Intersections 

 

Turning Movement
Count Location Number Delay LOS

TM 1 US 50/US 31 Overall 25.5 C
Northbound 31.6 C
Southbound 31.7 C

Eastbound 26.6 C
Westbound 15.7 B

TM 8 US 50/Norris Ave Overall 18.9 B
Northbound 27.7 C
Eastbound 18.2 B

Westbound 16.0 B

TM 9 US 50/SR 3/7 Overall 25.0 C
Northbound 27.0 C
Southbound 30.3 C

Eastbound 21.6 C
Westbound 18.8 B

TM 10 US 50/Madison St/Short St/5th St Overall 22.0 C
Northbound 22.6 C
Southbound 20.6 C

Eastbound 22.6 C
Westbound 21.0 C

Intersection/Approach

 Existing Year (2006)
PM Peak Hour

 
Source: Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
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Table 2.7: Level of Service for Unsignalized Intersections 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
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2.2.2.2  Roadway Segments 
 
The LOS for roadway segments was calculated using assigned daily volumes (trucks versus autos) from 
the Base Year (year 2000) Conditions in the Jennings County Sub-area Travel Demand Model (TDM). 
The Jennings County Sub-area Model was developed by extracting Jennings County (Indiana) from the 
Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) – version 4.0.  Roadway network was added to the 
ISTDM network in Jennings County to include all Rural Minor Collectors and high volume Rural Local 
Roads, and in and around the City of North Vernon to include all Urban Collectors.  The ISTDM travel 
analysis zones (TAZs) in Jennings County were also disaggregated to support the more extensively 
modeled roadway network.  Thus, the TAZ demographic database from the 2000 US Census and 
address-specific employment database from the Indiana Department of Workforce Development 
“Employment Securities” (ES 202) were re-aggregated for the more extensive TAZ system of the Sub-
area Model.  Additional vehicle classification counts were added in Jennings County from INDOT and the 
Southern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (SIRPC).  Next, external trip tables were extracted for 
trucks and autos from the ISTDM for the Jennings County Sub-area TDM, and the Origin-Destination 
Matrix Estimation (ODME) technique was used to adjust assigned daily truck and auto volumes to vehicle 
classification counts.  Adjustments were made to the speeds on some roadway segments and the 
location of centroid connectors to improve the Sub-area model performance.  Finally, a comparison of 
assigned daily traffic volumes from the Sub-area model was made to vehicle classification counts to 
validate the Sub-area TDM as a traffic-forecasting tool. 
 
LOS conditions from the Jennings County Sub-area TDM are presented in Figure 2.9 and Figure 2.10.  
The Jennings County Subarea TDM reports LOS using two methods -- the Highway Capacity Manual 
2000 (HCM) traffic density technique and the Highway Capacity Manual 1997 Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) 
ratio technique.  The former produces more accurate LOS results for rural roadways; whereas, the V/C 
ratio technique produces more accurate LOS results for urban roadways.  Thus, the LOS results from 
HCM traffic density are used for the Jennings County map, and the LOS results from the V/C ratio 
technique are used for the City of North Vernon map. 
 
For the purposes of roadway segment LOS evaluation, the INDOT Roadway Design Manual guidelines 
state that LOS B is desirable and LOS C is the minimum acceptable in rural and suburban areas, while 
LOS C is desirable and LOS D is the minimum in intermediate and built-up urban environments.  Based 
on the INDOT standard, the rural roadways with LOS deficiencies (below LOS C) in the year 2000 
(referring to Figure 2.9) are: 
 

• US 50 from US 31 to East County Avenue in Jackson County. 
• US 50 from East County Avenue in Jackson County to CR 900 West in Jennings County. 
• US 50 from CR 700 West to CR 15 North in Jennings County. 
• SR 7 from CR 575 West to CR 600 North. 
• SR 7 from CR 350 West to just north of CR 300 North. 
 

Referring to Figures 2.9 and 2.10, there are a few urban roadways with LOS concerns (below LOS C) in 
the year 2000 for the City of North Vernon.  The Volume-to-Capacity Ratio method used to determine 
LOS in Figure 2.10 shows only small segments of US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 that even have a LOS C.  SR 7 
from just north of CR 200 North to Country Squire Boulevard is the longest stretch of urban roadway with 
a LOS C.  In order to check the LOS results in the urban area, the alternate Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) Density method was used.  This evaluation (see Figure 2.10) resulted in a substandard LOS E on 
US 50 (Walnut Street) from Jackson Street to east of 5th Street and LOS F on the Madison Street/Short 
Street one-way pair from Walnut Street to Poplar Street due to the high concentration traffic and proximity 
of traffic signals. Thus, there is congestion in the vicinity of the intersection of US 50 (Walnut Street) at 
Monroe Street/Short Street/5th Street (see photo insert on Figure 2.10) due the concentration of traffic in 
the blocks approaching this intersection.  Portions of SR 7 to the northwest of North Vernon and US 50 to 
the east are experiencing congestion with LOS D.  There are no roadways with LOS E in Jennings 
County; however, US 50 east of US 31 in Jackson County is at a LOS E. 
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Figure 2.9: Jennings County Base Year 2000 Roadway and 2006 Intersection LOS 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
 
 

Chapter 2 – Existing and Future Traffic Conditions 
Section 2.2 - Existing Traffic Patterns and Conditions 

2-23

 
Figure 2.10: North Vernon Base Year 2000 Roadway and 2006 Intersection LOS 
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2.2.2.3  Traffic Flow Impediments 
 
Traffic flow impediments are anything that can be considered a hindrance to the free-flow of through 
traffic.  This can include but is not limited to vehicles entering and exiting a facility at driveways and 
intersecting street approaches, traffic signals, no passing zones on a two-lane roadway, steep roadway 
grades, roadway geometry (sharp curves that may be difficult to maneuver), etc.  Along with traffic 
entering and exiting US 50 at numerous private drives and intersecting streets and roadway geometric 
conditions, numerous traffic signals also hinder the movement of traffic, particularly trucks, on principal 
arterials in the City of North Vernon, including (see Figure 2.5 for traffic signal locations): 
 

• At SR 3 and Madison Avenue 
• At SR 3 and SR 7 
• At SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) and Franklin Street 
• At SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) and Poplar Street 
• At US 50 and Norris Avenue 
• At US 50 and SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) 
• At US 50 and Jackson Street 
• At US 50 and Madison Avenue 

 
2.2.3  Crash Analysis 
 
The Highway Crash Data by County for Indiana report was released in September 2006 by the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT).  The report contains crash data summaries for all 92 counties in 
Indiana.  The data is from 2003 through 2005 and focuses on fatality and injury rates.  The report ranks 
all counties in Indiana based on four different rates and a combined ranking.  The rates are: 
 

• FRvmt – fatality rate per vehicle miles traveled. 
• FRpop – fatality rate per population. 
• IRvmt – injury rate per vehicle miles traveled. 
• IRpop – injury rate per population. 
• CR – combined ranking 

 
Jennings County ranked in the bottom fourth quartile (least safe end of the spectrum) for all five rates.  
Jackson County also ranked in the bottom fourth quartile for the combined ranking, but was in the lower 
middle (one ranking above the bottom fourth quartile) in the other four rates.  Rankings for Jackson and 
Jennings County are shown in Table 2.8. 
 

Table 2.8:  Highway Crash Data Report Rankings 
 

Rate Jennings Rank 
(out of 92) 

Jackson Rank 
(out of 92) 

FRvmt 87 55 
FRpop 74 65 
IRvmt 84 51 
IRpop 82 66 

CR 91 70 
Note:  Ranking of 1 is safest; ranking of 92 is least safe. 
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INDOT also released the Highway Safety Improvement Program Indiana “5 Percent Report”.  This report 
describes at least five percent of Indiana’s highway locations exhibiting the most severe safety needs.  
One roadway segment in Jennings County was listed in the report.  SR 7 from 0.04 miles south to 0.69 
miles north of CR 330 S was identified as one of the most severe safety needs in the state.  This segment 
is not included within the Study Area. 
 
INDOT provided a Microsoft Access database file for crash analysis that provided detailed crash data for 
both Jennings and Jackson counties for years 2003 through 2005.  The data included latitude and 
longitude fields which were used to create an ArcView point layer.  Due to discrepancies in latitude and 
longitude numbers within the Access database file, not all points could be located.  Out of 3,145 crashes 
within the database for Jennings County, 2,054 could be located in ArcView.  For Jackson County, 3,376 
crashes could be located out of 4,286 in the database.  Some of the missing records included crashes 
along US 50 in the Study Area (US 31 in Jackson County to the Ripley/Jennings County boundary).  
Some of these records were located in ArcView based on the location descriptions found in the database. 
 
The point layer was used to analyze the number of crashes at several intersections and road segments in 
the Study Area.  The intersections and segments are listed in Table 2.9.  The total number of crashes at 
these locations were tabulated for 2003, 2004 and 2005.  The intersections with the most crashes along 
US 50 in the Study Area are at US 31, with as many as 30 crashes in 2004, and at SR 3/SR 7, with as 
many as 24 crashes in 2005.   
 
The average number of crashes over the three-year period and the traffic volumes entering the 
intersections (based on year 2000 and 2004 traffic volumes) were used to calculate the number of 
crashes per million vehicles at the fifteen intersections.  Rates of 2.00 or higher are considered high crash 
locations.  The calculations revealed that the US 50 intersections with US 31 and CR 900 W both had 
rates above 2.00 crashes per million vehicles.  Other intersections of note are Brownstown Road and SR 
3/SR 7 (see Table 2.9). 
 
The average crashes and traffic volumes, along with the roadway length, were used to calculate crashes 
per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) along four segments.  This calculation revealed that the 
segment of US 50 through North Vernon was less safe than the segments east and west of North Vernon 
or between US 31 and the Jennings/Jackson County line (see Table 2.9).  The average number of 
crashes per 100 million VMT for the state of Indiana between 2003 and 2005 were: 
 

• Statewide – 281.48 crashes per 100 million VMT. 
• Interstates – 76.04 crashes per 100 million VMT. 
• US Highways – 185.48 crashes per 100 million VMT. 
• SR Highways – 264.11 crashes per 100 million VMT. 
• Local Roadways – 404.50 crashes per 100 million VMT. 

 
The index of crash frequency (Icf) equation from the Guidelines for Roadway Safety Improvements2 
report was used to calculate Icf rates for intersections and segments in the Study Area.  The Icf equation 
takes into consideration the traffic controls at intersections (signalized, two-way stops, or all way stops) 
and the roadway type (urban or rural; two-lane, multilane or interstate).  An Icf value greater than 2.00 
standard deviations indicates a high crash location where the crashes are not merely associated with 
random probabilities.  Using this calculation, the intersection of US 50 and US 31 is again revealed as a 
high crash location.  The next highest Icf is at the intersection of US 50 and SR 3/SR 7, but it is below 
2.00 (see Table 2.9 and Figures 2.11 and 2.12). 
 
The Icf calculation also revealed that the segment of US 50 through North Vernon is a high crash 
segment.  The segment of US 50 between US 31 and the Jennings/Jackson County line was also near 
the 2.00 rate.   

                                                 
2 Guidelines for Roadway Safety Improvements, Tarko, Andrew P., et al. 2006, Purdue University. 
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Table 2.9: US 50 Crash Rates 
 

 

US 50 Intersections 2003 2004 2005
3-yr
Tot

Crashes per
Million Vehicles Icf

Crashes per
Million Vehicles Icf

US 31s 19 30 16 65 2.29 2.20 2.31 2.22
CR 1250 E (Jackson) 5 9 5 19 1.63 -0.29 1.53 -0.38
CR 1300 E (Jackson) 6 10 8 24 2.11 0.10 1.97 -0.02
CR 900 W 6 12 8 26 2.42 0.35 2.32 0.27
CR 700 W 4 5 6 15 1.29 -0.57 1.20 -0.64
Hayden Rd 4 8 5 17 1.12 -0.73 1.44 -0.44
Brownstown Rd 6 7 7 20 1.06 -0.80 1.78 -0.16
Poplar St 2 7 2 11 0.78 -1.00 0.59 -1.18
Norris Aves 0 5 3 8 0.54 -0.39 0.41 -0.58
SR 3/SR 7s 17 21 24 62 1.68 1.39 1.64 1.34
Madison / 5th / Shorts 5 8 3 16 1.15 0.49 1.15 0.48
7th St 1 0 2 3 0.27 -1.43 0.22 -1.47
Greensburg St 0 2 1 3 0.37 -1.33 0.34 -1.35
Deer Creek Rd 4 5 2 11 1.27 -0.55 1.19 -0.62
Main St (Butlerville) 1 1 0 2 0.34 -1.33 0.28 -1.40

US 50 Segments Miles 2003 2004 2005
3-yr
Tot

Crashes per
100 Million VMT Icf

Crashes per
100 Million VMT Icf

US 31 to Jennings/Jackson Co Liner 2.13 18 22 19 59 255.83 1.93 235.52 1.78
Jennings/Jackson Co Line to CR 15r 7.99 47 48 51 146 175.73 0.93 166.36 0.85
CR 15 to Muscatatuck Riveru 3.17 61 113 81 255 630.53 2.04 628.16 2.03
Muscatatuck River to Ripley/Jennings Co Liner 10.02 29 29 22 80 166.28 0.18 146.71 0.06

r - rural two-lane road segment
u - urban two-lane road segment

Based on Yr 2000 Counts Based on Yr 2004 CountsCrashes

s - signalized intersection (all others are two way stops)
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Figure 2.11: Study Area US 50 Crash Frequencies 
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Figure 2.12: North Vernon US 50 Crash Frequencies 
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2.3  Committed Projects 
 

2.3.1  State Projects 
 
The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Major Moves Program and the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program for FY 2006 - FY 2008 were examined for any current or future 
roadway projects in Jennings County.  These documents describe the project, list the funding period, the 
length of the project in miles, and the anticipated cost of the project.   

 
The 10-year Major Moves highway plan was finalized in May 2006.  Referring to Table 2.10, this 10-year 
highway improvement program lists new construction (“capacity expansion’), major preservation 
(“capacity preservation”) and resurfacing projects for each county in Indiana.  Two new construction 
projects are listed for Jennings County.  These two projects involve added travel lanes on US 50 from US 
31 in Jackson County to the west UAB (urban area boundary) of North Vernon and from the west UAB to 
the east UAB of North Vernon.  There are no major preservation or resurfacing projects listed for 
Jennings County. 
 
The Indiana Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (INSTIP) lists different projects for each 
county over a three-year period.  The INSTIP for FY 2006 – FY 2008 includes 19 projects in Jennings 
County.  The projects are located throughout Jennings County and include bridge replacement or 
rehabilitation, pavement replacement, intersection improvements, road rehabilitation and added travel 
lanes.   
 
Table 2.11 gives a short description and the phase and cost of each project in the INSTIP for Jennings 
County.  In addition to the added travel lanes on US 50 from US 31 to the west UAB of North Vernon, 
there are several intersection safety improvements in North Vernon, including US 50 at Hayden Pike, US 
50 at Norris Avenue, SR 3 from the Muscatatuck County Park to US 50, SR 3 at Madison Street, SR 7 at 
Franklin Street, SR 7 at Hayden Pike, and SR 7 at Washington Street/O & M Avenue.  The rehabilitation 
of SR 7 from SR 3 to US 31 is also programmed for year 2007. 

 
 

Table 2.10: “Major Moves” Projects 
 

Source: Indiana Department of Transportation 

Project Type Route Description Start Estimated Cost
New

Construction US 50 From West UAB of North Vernon to East UAB of North Vernon 2015 $27,216,073
New

Construction US 50 From US 31 to the West UAB of North Vernon 2014 $20,759,781
$47,975,854
$47,975,854Total:

Sub-Total:
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Table 2.11: INSTIP Projects 

Source: Indiana Department of Transportation 
 

2.3.2  Local Projects 
 
Included among the 19 INSTIP projects in Jennings County are four local projects.  The City of North 
Vernon has three pavement replacement projects listed.  The first is on Hayden Pike from US 50 to SR 
3/SR 7.  The second and third pavement replacement projects are on Greensburg Street from SR 3/SR 7 
to Woodlawn Drive (phase 1) and from Woodlawn Drive to US 50 (phase 2).  The fourth local project is a 
bridge replacement on CR 575 W at the north edge of Scipio. 

Project # Sponsor Project Description/Location Phase Program/Cost

0088490 Jennings 
County

County Road, Bridge Replacement
Bridge #25 over Sand Creek on CR 575W, at N edge of Scipio PE Local Bridge/$75,000

0088870 North 
Vernon

City Street, Pavement Replacement
Hayden Pike from US 50 to SR 3/7, to Jennings to Main St PE Group III/$177,000

0400049 North 
Vernon

City Street, Pavement Replacement
Greensburg St, from SR 3/7 to Woodlawn Dr (phase 1) PE Group III/$36,000

0400023 North 
Vernon

City Street, Pavement Replacement
Greensburg St, from Woodlawn Drive to US 50 (phase 2) PE Group III/$35,000

9786870 Jennings 
County

County Road, Bridge Replacement
Bridge #51 over N fork of Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River on CR 1220N

PE
CN Local Bridge/$754,000

9786880 Jennings 
County

County Road, Bridge Replacement
Bridge #76 over Big Graham Creek on CR 800S

PE 
CN Local Bridge/$715,000

0201343 INDOT SR 3, Intersection Improvement
From Muscatatuck County Park to US 50

PE 
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$40,000

0201360 INDOT SR 3, Intersection Improvement
At Madison Street in North Vernon

PE
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$20,000

0400325 INDOT SR 3, Bridge Rehabilitation
Bridge over CSX RR, 0.30 miles N of US 30 PE Bridge Preservation/

$35,000

0100753 INDOT SR 7, Intersection Improvement
At Franklin Street in North Vernon

PE
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$60,000

0100754 INDOT SR 7, Intersection Improvement
At State Rd/Hayden Pike in North Vernon

PE 
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$60,000

0100755 INDOT SR 7, Intersection Improvement
At Washington Street/O&M Ave in North Vernon

PE 
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$60,000

0014810 INDOT SR 7, Road Rehabilitation
From SR 3 to US 31

PE
RW 

Non-Interstate 
Preservation/$6,270,000

0401401 INDOT US 50, Added Travel Lanes
From US 31 to W UAB of North Vernon

PE
RW 

Expansion/Major 
Improvements/$3,900,000

0014590 INDOT US 50, Intersection Improvement
At Hayden Pike

PE 
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$100,000

0201184 INDOT US 50, Bridge Replacement
Bridge over Indian Creek, 3.01 miles W of SR 3

PE 
RW 

Bridge 
Preservation/$63,000

0201308 INDOT US 50, Intersection Improvement
At Norris Ave in North Vernon

PE
RW 

Safety 
Improvements/$25,000

0200011 INDOT SR 250, Bridge Replacement
Bridge over Crooked Creek, 5.28 miles W of SR 3

PE 
RW 

Bridge Preservation/
$7,000

011880 INDOT County Road, Pavement Replacement
CR 300S from SR 3 to SR 7 RW

Co-op Recreational 
Access Roads/

$50,000



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
 
 

Chapter 2 – Existing and Future Traffic Conditions 
Section 2.4 – Projected Growth 

2-31

2.4   Projected Growth 
 
2.4.1  Summary of Socio-Economic Information 
 
In the year 2000, the City of North Vernon had a population of 6,515, which made up 23.6 percent of the 
Jennings County’s total population.  In the year 2005, the City of North Vernon’s estimated population 
decreased to 6,433 persons, making up 22.6 percent of the county’s total population.  Population 
estimates for North Vernon have remained relatively constant from 2000 to 2005.  The population in 
Jennings County has also remained relatively constant from 2000 to 2005, growing from 27,697 persons 
in 2000 to an estimated 28,427 persons in 2005. 
 
In the year 2000, 3,579 more people commuted out of Jennings County than into the county, and in 2004, 
the number of people commuting out of the county was 3,632 more than those commuting into the 
county. 
 
2.4.1.1  Population Characteristics of North Vernon and Jennings County 
 
The population in Jennings County and the City of North Vernon has been increasing over the past 100 
years.  The county’s population decreased from 15,757 persons in the year 1900 to 11,800 persons in 
1930; however, since 1930, the population has been increasing and was at an estimated 27,554 persons 
in 2000.  The city’s population grew from 2,823 persons in 1900 to 3,084 persons in the year 1920 and 
decreased to 2,989 persons in the year 1930; however, the population increased from 1930 to 1980 
(5,768 persons).  From 1980 to 1990, the population decreased, but rose to 6,515 in 2000.  While the 
State of Indiana grew 9.7% between the year 1990 and 2000, Jennings County grew 16.4% and the City 
of North Vernon grew 22.7%. 
 
The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2005 estimate was 28,427 persons for Jennings County and 6,433 persons 
for North Vernon.  Between the year 2000 and 2005, the population grew 3.15% in the State of Indiana 
and 3.17% in Jennings County; however, North Vernon lost 1.58% of its population.  Jennings County 
ranked 74th in per capita personal income at $24,342 in 2004 (about 80.6% of the statewide average of 
$30,204) and 54th in median household income at $41,330 in 2004 (about 95.6% of the statewide average 
of $43,217).  For the year 2005, the unemployment rate at 6.7% in Jennings County exceeded the 
statewide rate of 5.4%.  
 
Population forecasts from the Indiana Business Research Center (IBRC) and the Complete Economic 
and Demographic Data Source (CEDDS) by Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. were reviewed.  Both 
sources provide data for Jennings County; however, Woods and Poole do not provide data for North 
Vernon.  The IBRC forecasts to the year 2040 are based on a regression analysis of historical population 
counts; whereas, Woods and Poole forecasts to 2030 are based on economic forecasts of the U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.  The IBRC estimates a slower increase in population through 2040 than 
Woods and Poole, estimating 34,457 persons for the year 2030.  Woods and Poole estimates a faster 
increase in population to 37,999 persons in the year 2030.  While the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand 
Model (ISTDM) used an estimate of 34,552 (comparable to the IBRC forecast) for Jennings County, the 
Jennings County Subarea Travel Demand Model uses a higher forecast of 39,665.  This higher 
population forecast reflects the increased population that would reside in Jennings County as a result of 
the development of the Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) and the Honda Plant in Greensburg 
in the immediate future.  This higher growth rate is comparable to that experienced in Jennings County in 
the decade of the 1990’s.    
 
Based on information provided by the Indiana National Guard, the MUTC is expected to have 4,000 to 
5,000 permanent employees at the base.  Based on the commuting travel times in Jennings County, 
about 30% of these employees would reside in Jennings County.  This translates to an additional 1,500 
households in Jennings County, and generates another 797 household-supportive jobs and another 797 
households.  These 2,297 additional households result in another 5,113 people residing in Jennings 
County compared to the ISTDM forecast.  
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Name Location Number of Employees
Lowe's Distribution Center North Vernon 800
Nac, Inc. North Vernon 350
Metaldyne North Vernon 312
Martinrea Industry Group North Vernon 300
Dave O'Mara Contractor, Inc. North Vernon 250
Sonoco Products Company North Vernon 240

2.4.1.2  Household Characteristics of North Vernon and Jennings County 
 
Jennings County had 11,469 housing units in the year 2000, 574 of which were for seasonal, recreational 
or occasional use.  There were 10,134 households in the county according to the 2000 U.S. Census.  
Jennings County had a 7.0 percent vacancy rate in 2000 (if the seasonal, recreational and occasional use 
housing units were excluded).  This rate is slightly higher than the 5.4 percent rate reported in the 1990 
U.S. Census in Jennings County.  
 
The City of North Vernon had 2,909 housing units in 2000, 28 of which were for seasonal, recreational or 
occasional use.  There were 2,686 households in North Vernon in 2000.  If the seasonal, recreational and 
occasional use housing units were excluded, the city had a 6.8 percent vacancy rate in 2000.  This rate is 
also higher than the 4.8 percent rate reported in the 1990 U.S. Census for North Vernon.   
 
From 1990 to 2000, there was an increase of 2,340 housing units and 1,783 households in Jennings 
County; however, there were only 1,326 new housing permits issued in Jennings County, excluding 
mobile homes.  Thus, 43% of the change in housing units is attributable to mobile homes in the past 
decade.  
 
2.4.1.3  Employment Characteristics of North Vernon and Jennings County 
 
Census data from the year 2000 showed that Jennings County attracted 1,659 employees from 
surrounding counties.  Most of these workers were coming in from Jefferson County (428 employees) and 
Jackson County (305 employees).  Just over 5,300 Jennings County residents commuted to other 
counties for work, the majority of which traveled into Bartholomew County (2,947 employees) and 
Jackson County (1,413 employees). 
 
Data was used from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) to calculate the total number of 
employees for Jennings County in the year 2000, about 11,120 non-farm jobs.  For travel analysis zones, 
the Jennings County Subarea Travel Demand Model uses the address specific Indiana Department of 
Workforce Development employment securities database (ES 202) for the year 2000 that was used in the 
development of the ISTDM; this yielded 11,260 non-farm jobs comparable to the BEA data. 
 
The Jennings County Economic Development website has an industry directory listing major employers in 
the county (see Table 2.12).  The largest employer in Jennings County is the Lowe’s Distribution Center, 
located in North Vernon, with 800 employees.  Nac, Inc., Mataldyne, and Martinrea Industry Group, all 
located in North Vernon, are the second through fourth largest employers, respectively.  Nac, Inc. 
employs 350 people, Metaldyne employs 312 people and Martinrea Industry Group employs 300 people.  
Other major employers include Dave O’Mara Contractor, Inc. and Sonoco Products Company that employ 
250 and 240 people respectively. 
 

Table 2.12: Major Employers 
 

Source: Jennings County Economic Development 
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2.4.2  Countywide Historical and Forecasted Household and Employment 
 
Referring to Table 2.13, the 2000 U.S. Census reports a population of 27,554 for Jennings County and 
estimates for 2005 from the U.S. Census show a 3.2 percent increase to 28,427 persons.  The Woods & 
Poole population forecast for the year 2030 is 37,999 people in contrast the ISTDM forecast of 34,552 
persons and the IBRC forecast of 34,457.   The Woods & Poole employment forecast for the year 2030 is 
17,130 non-farm jobs compared to ISTDM forecast of 14,100 non-farm jobs. 
 
The socio-economic forecasts from the Jennings County Subarea TDM appear in Table 2.14.  These 
forecasts add to the ISTDM forecasts 5,000 permanent employees at MUTC with 797 generated jobs 
(272 retail, 52 finance/insurance/real estate, 230 services and 242 public administration jobs) and 2,297 
generated households in Jennings County.  Thus, the resulting population is 39,665 persons, 15,689 
households, 15,016 non-farm jobs, and 20,780 total jobs (5,095 military and 669 farm jobs).  The Subarea 
TDM locates 5,000 permanent military jobs at the MUTC to generate home-to-work trips within Jennings 
County and to surrounding counties.     
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Table 2.13: Socio-Economic Summary from Census and Woods & Poole 
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Table 2.14: Jennings County Travel Model Forecasts 

 
2.4.3  Household and Employment Change by TAZ 
 
Travel Analysis Zones (TAZs) were created for Jennings County for the purpose of modeling travel 
patterns.  The TAZ database included socio-economic data for the County from the year 2000 US Census 
and address-specific employment information from the Indiana Department of Workforce Development 
ES 202 database for year 2000.  After creating the year 2000 TAZ database, the same TAZ boundaries 
were used for the future year with 2030 socio-economic data. 
 
2.4.3.1  Methodology 
 
The first step was to create the year 2000 Travel Analysis Zones (TAZs) for Jennings County.  The TAZs 
started from the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) year 2000 TAZ system.  The ISTDM 
TAZs were used along with a statewide road network to create a model for the entire State of Indiana.  
For the purpose of this study, more detail was needed than that of the ISTDM TAZs.  Thus, the ISTDM 
TAZs were split into smaller zones to support the more detailed roadway network of the Jennings County 
Sub-area Travel Demand Model (that added Rural Minor Collectors in Jennings County and Urban 
Collectors in the City of North Vernon to the ISTDM roadway network) and to better reflect natural 
features of the County including streams and lakes that affect travel paths.   
 
After the more detailed Sub-area Travel Demand Model TAZ system was created, demographic 
information was reported for these zones.  Year 2000 US Census data at the Block and Block Group 
levels was aggregated by TAZ geography.  Block level data included population, households and group 
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quarter population.  Household population and average household size for each TAZ could then be 
calculated from this data.  Block Group data included aggregate workers, aggregate household income 
and aggregate vehicles.  Workers per household, mean household income and vehicles per household 
were then calculated from this data. 
 
Employment information was also aggregated by TAZ for the Sub-area Travel Demand Model.  Address-
specific employment data from the Indiana Employment Security Agency (commonly referred to as ES202 
data) was matched by geocoding to the TAZs.  Geocoding creates a point within the TAZ based on the 
business address from the ES202 data.  Total employment was generated for each TAZ, as well as an 
employment breakdown into the ten major business sectors (industries): agricultural services, mining, 
construction, manufacturing, transportation/communication/public utilities, wholesale, retail, 
finance/insurance/real estate, services and government.  The employment by geo-coded point was 
factored so that the total for each business sector was equal to the countywide control total from the 
ISTDM. 
 
The next step was to create the year 2030 TAZ database.  The TAZ system has the same geography in 
the year 2030 as the year 2000.  Forecasted numbers for population, households, income and 
employment were calculated for the year 2030 to create the 2030 TAZ database using the countywide 
control totals for the Jennings County Travel Model (Table 2.15), that reflect the ISTDM plus growth 
associated with 5,000 jobs at MUTC.  The demographic component of the year 2030 TAZ database 
included population, households, group quarters, aggregate vehicles and aggregate household income.  
Household population, average household size, vehicles per household and mean household income was 
then calculated from this information for the year 2030.   
 
Households were first forecasted on the basis of historic US Census trends and the availability of vacant 
land by TAZ from the review of 2005 aerial photography.  For TAZs that lost households between 1990 
and 2000, the ten-year household loss was limited to not more than one more decade over the 30-year 
period between 2000 and 2030.  For TAZs that gained households between 1990 and 2000, the ten-year 
pace was assumed to continue over the next three decades between 2000 and 2030 for urbanizing 
areas.  The countywide household total by TAZ was then adjusted by TAZ to match the Jennings County 
Subarea TDM countywide control total in Table 2.15. The 30-year change in households is depicted in 
Figure 2.13 for Jennings County and Figure 2.14 for the City of North Vernon. 
 
The employment component of the 2030 TAZ database included total employment and employment by 
each of the 10 business sectors.  The increase in employment for Jennings County between the years 
2000 and 2030 was the change in employment over the 30-year period from the ISTDM plus growth 
associated with 5,000 jobs at MUTC.  Commercial employment was placed in regional commercial areas. 
The industrial employment was disaggregated to the TAZs in Jennings County based on the identification 
of the inventory of industrial parks and commercial properties of the Jennings (County) Economic 
Development Corporation (found at www.jenningsedc.com).   The 30-year change in employment is 
depicted in Figure 2.15 for Jennings County and in Figure 2.16 for the City of North Vernon. 
 
2.4.3.2  Results 
 
The results of the household and employment forecasts are summarized in Table 2.14, and the forecasts 
by TAZ appear in Table 2.15. Figures 2.13 through 2.16 show both Jennings County and North Vernon 
TAZ 30-Year household and employment changes. 
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Table 2.15: TAZ Household and Employment for Years 2000 and 2030 

 
 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 
 

Chapter 2 – Existing and Future Traffic Conditions 
Section 2.4 – Projected Growth 

2-38 

 
Figure 2.13: Jennings County TAZ 30-Year Household Change 
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Figure 2.14: North Vernon TAZ 30-Year Household Change 
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Figure 2.15: Jennings County TAZ 30-Year Employment Change 
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Figure 2.16: North Vernon TAZ 30-Year Employment Change
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2.5  Future Traffic Patterns and Conditions 
 
2.5.1  US 50 Sub-area Travel Demand Model  
 
The US 50 Sub-area Travel Demand Model (TDM) was created from the Indiana Statewide Travel 
Demand Model (ISTDM version 4) with a base year of 2000 and future year of 2030.  The ISTDM 
includes all of the State of Indiana and portions of surrounding States extending to I-57 in Illinois, I-94 in 
Michigan, I-75 in Ohio, and the Western Parkway and I-71 in Kentucky.  The ISTDM network 
encompasses most urban and rural arterials and Rural Major Collectors.  The Sub-area TDM covers all of 
Jennings County and the portion of Jackson County east of US 31 and I-65.  In Jennings County, the 
ISTDM network was expanded to include all Rural Minor Collectors throughout the county and Urban 
Collectors in the City of North Vernon.  In eastern Jackson County, the roadways added the ISTDM 
network in Jennings County were extended to US 31 and the I-65 interchanges.  The ISTDM Travel 
Analysis Zone (TAZ) system was disaggregated to support the additional roadway network and to better 
reflect the influence of major geographic barriers (such as lakes) on traffic patterns.  (The TAZ geography 
contains the socio-economic databases that generate trips loaded unto the surrounding roadway network 
that is being modeled.)  Truck traffic counts were added to the ISTDM network.  Next, the Sub-area TDM 
was extracted from the ISTDM by clipping out the expanded roadway network and TAZ system, and by 
extracting trip tables for trucks and automobiles to create the external trip matrices for the Sub-area TDM.   
The Sub-area TDM external trip matrices were adjusted to match truck counts in the Sub-area.  Finally, 
the Sub-area TDM daily auto and truck assignments for the year 2000 were compared to actual traffic 
counts and minor adjustments were made to validate the Sub-area TDM.   
 
As previously described, the future growth pattern reflected in the disaggregated ISTDM TAZ socio-
economic database for the year 2030 was updated to reflect the most recent population and employment 
forecasts for Jennings County with the addition of anticipated employment at the Muscatatuck Urban 
Training Center.   Within these new countywide population and employment forecasts for the year 2030, 
the household and employment forecasts for individual TAZs were generated on the basis of historic 
housing growth, new housing permits, new residential subdivisions, and the Jennings County Economic 
Development agency’s industrial directory of major employers and business sites actively being marked 
and being development.   
 
Finally, to better reflect anticipated truck traffic in the year 2030, special truck traffic generators were 
added to the ISTDM and the Jennings County Sub-Area TDM for:  
 

• The Wal-Mart Distribution Center located at the I-65 and US 50 Interchange in Jackson County, 
 

• The Lowe’s Distribution Center located on SR 3 on the north side of North Vernon, 
 

• The Honda Plant located approximately 25 miles north of North Vernon near Greensburg in 
Decatur County, 

 
The generation of future traffic forecasts for the No-Build and Build Alternatives, the ISTDM is first run to 
reflect potential shifts of travel patterns outside the Sub-area.  Then, the Jennings County Sub-area TDM 
is run to generate sub-area traffic forecasts with the unique external trip tables from the ISTDM 
associated with each alternative. 
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2.5.2  2030 No-Build Level of Service  
 
The Jennings County Sub-area TDM was used to calculate traffic conditions in 2030.  For the 2030 No-
Build Condition, the traffic flow conditions were examined for the year 2030 socio-economic forecasts by 
TAZ assuming no “capacity expansion” (through lane additions) improvements were made in the County.  
The Existing Roadway Network and No Build Roadway Network are the same for travel modeling 
purposes because the proposed “capacity expansion” projects involve the improvement of US 50 from US 
31 to east of North Vernon that are the subject of this study.  While intersection improvements are 
proposed at some intersections, the nature of these improvements is not known and cannot be reflected 
in the Subarea TDM. 
 
2.5.2.1  Future Intersection Level of Service 
 
Using the annual compound growth of the Sub-Area TDM traffic assignments between years 2000 and 
2030, year 2006 turning movements were factored up to the year 2030 at the major signalized and 
unsignalized intersections being examined along US 50.  Evening peak-hour intersection capacity 
analyses were then performed again for the year 2030 for these intersections.  The 24-year traffic growth 
along US 50 was 73% at US 31, 50% to 61% between CR 900 W and Hayden Pike, 63% at the Middle 
School/High School Entrance and Brownstown Road, 57% at Poplar Street, 51% to 55% between Poplar 
Street and SR 7, 63% at the Monroe/Short/5th Street intersection, 59% to 90% from 7th Street to Deer 
Creek Road, and 106% in Butlerville.   
 
Table 2.16 and Table 2.17 records the future LOS for key intersections along US 50. Three of the ten 
unsignalized intersections had intersecting roadway approaches with unacceptable conditions (LOS D or 
E) in the year 2006.  In the year 2030 this is projected to increase to eight of the ten unsignalized 
intersections experiencing unacceptable conditions with five of these intersections having LOS F).  In the 
year 2006, all four signalized intersections on US 50 had an acceptable LOS; however, all four 
intersections on US 50 experienced LOS E or F conditions in the year 2030.  The HCM Traffic Density 
LOS also shows that the signalized intersections along SR 3/SR 7 (at US 50, Poplar Street, Franklin 
Street and the SR 3/SR 7 split in the north end of North Vernon) all experience LOS D and E in the year 
2030.  
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Table 2.16: Future Level of Service for Signalized Intersections 
 

 
Source:  Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
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Table 2.17: Future Level of Service for Unsignalized Intersections  

 
Source: Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 
 

Chapter 2 – Existing and Future Traffic Conditions 
Section 2.5 – Future Traffic Patterns and Conditions 

2-46 

2.5.2.2  Future Segment Level of Service 
 
The roadway LOS is based on the assigned daily traffic of the Jennings County Sub-area TDM, the traffic 
volume density for rural roadways and the volume-to-capacity ratio for urban roadways.  The rural 
roadways with LOS deficiencies (below LOS C) in the year 2030 (referring to Figure 2.17): 
 

• US 50 from US 31 to the west UAB of North Vernon (about CR 15N), experiencing LOS E from 
US 31 to CR 700W and a LOS D from CR 700W to CR 15N. 

 
• US 50 from the east UAB of North Vernon (Muscatatuck River) to CR 500N near Butlerville with a 

LOS D. 
 

• SR 3/SR 7 through Vernon with a LOS D. 
 

• SR 3 from SR 7 to CR 500N with LOS D. 
 

• SR 7 from CR 300N to the Jennings/Bartholomew County Line with LOS D. 
 
Referring to Figure 2.18, the City of North Vernon urban roadways with LOS concerns (below LOS C) in 
the year 2030 Baseline Growth Forecast are: 
 

• Two-lane US 50 from CR 15N to 7th Street with LOS D and some segments near the Middle 
School/High School Entrance and Monore/Short/5th Street intersection with LOS E. 

 
• Two-lane SR 3/SR 7 from Greenburg Street to south of US 50 with LOS D. 

 
• Four-lane SR 3/SR 7 from Poplar Street to Franklin Street with LOS D. 

 
• Two-lane SR 7 north of SR 3 to north of CR 300N with LOS D. 

 
In addition to the congestion problems in North Vernon shown in Figure 2.17 and Figure 2.18, the HCM 
Traffic Density map (Figure 2.17) and the Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio map (Figure 2.18) show major 
problems at traffic signals throughout the city, including US 50 at Poplar Street and Norris Avenue with 
LOS E, US 50 from Norris Avenue to 7th Street with LOS D, SR 3/SR 7 at Poplar Street with LOS D, SR 
3/SR 7 at Franklin Street with LOS E, the SR 3/SR 7 split on the north side with LOS E.  This confirms the 
LOS E and F evening peak-hour capacity analyses at signalized intersections along US 50 in North 
Vernon. 
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Figure 2.17: Study Area Year 2030 Roadway and Intersection LOS 
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Figure 2.3: City of North Vernon – Year 2030 LOS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 Figure 2.18: North Vernon Year 2030 Roadway and Intersection LOS 
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2.5.2.3  Future Truck Traffic  
 
Table 2.18 summarizes the daily truck traffic volumes from the Jennings County Sub-area TDM for key 
intersections along US 50 in Jennings County.  Consistent with national and statewide trends, truck traffic 
is growing faster than auto traffic in Jennings County.  While total traffic increases 66% to 147% between 
years 2000 and 2030, truck traffic is forecasted to grow 111% to 300%.  Thus, the percent of truck traffic 
on US 50 through Jennings County and the City of North Vernon significantly exceeds that of a typical 
statewide rural or urban principal arterial in the year 2030.  Between years 2000 and 2030, daily truck 
volumes on US 50 increase from a high of 1,754 trucks to a high of 5,584 trucks between US 31 to the 
west edge of North Vernon, from a high of 2,109 trucks to 4,352 trucks through North Vernon, and from a 
high of 1,303 trucks to 3,471 trucks east of North Vernon to the Jennings/Ripley County Line. 
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Table 2.18: Future Daily Truck Traffic (Sub-Area TDM)  

 
Source:  Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
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2.6  Traffic Issues 
 
2.6.1  Traffic Concerns 
 
A review of existing traffic and future traffic conditions in North Vernon and Jennings County leads to the 
following conclusions: 
 

1) While the signalized intersections on US 50 and SR 3/SR 7 through North Vernon function at an 
acceptable LOS as individual intersections in the year 2006, the HCM Traffic Density LOS shows 
(Figure 2.9) that the intersection of US 50 at Monroe/Short/5th Street is experiencing LOS E due 
to heavy traffic concentrations and short distance between signals. 

   
2) While three of the ten unsignalized intersections along US 50 experienced unacceptable 

conditions (LOS D or E) in the year 2006 (due to the difficulty of entering onto US 50), seven of 
the ten unsignalized intersections are forecasted to experience unacceptable conditions in the 
year 2030, five having LOS F. 

 
3) While the four signalized intersection along US 50 operate at an acceptable LOS as individual 

intersections in the year 2006, all four signalized intersections experience LOS E or F conditions 
in the year 2030. 

 
4) The HCM Traffic Density LOS shows (Figure 2.17) that signalized intersections along SR 3/SR 7 

(at US 50, Poplar Street, Franklin Street and the SR 3/SR 7 split in the north end of North 
Vernon) all experience LOS E and F in the year 2030. 

 
5) In the year 2000, several segments of US 50 show unacceptable conditions (below LOS C) – US 

31 to East County Avenue (LOS E), East County Avenue to CR 900W (LOS D) and CR 700W to 
CR 15N (LOS D). 

 
6) In the year 2000, SR 7 from CR 350W to CR 300N and CR 575W to CR 600N experiences a 

LOS D. 
 
7) In the year 2030, much of US 50 through Jennings County has an unacceptable LOS (Figure 

2.17 and 2.18): US 31 to CR 700W (LOS E), CR 700W to CR 15N (LOS D), CR 15N through 
North Vernon to 7th Street (LOS D – minimum acceptable) with segments through the 
intersections at the Middle School/High School Entrance and at Monroe/Short/5th Street 
experiencing LOS E, and the Muscatatuck River to CR 500N near Butlerville (LOS D). 

 
8) In the year 2030, several segments of SR 3/SR 7 show deficiencies: through Vernon to south of 

US 50 (LOS D), and Poplar Street to Franklin Street (LOS D). 
 

9) In the year 2030, SR 3 also shows deficiencies from SR 7 to CR 500N with LOS D. 
 

10) In the year 2030, SR 7 from north of SR 3 to the Jennings/Bartholomew County Line shows LOS 
D and E. 

 
11) In the years 2000 and 2006, the percent of truck traffic on US 50 through North Vernon and from 

North Vernon to the Jennings/Ripley County Line exceeded statewide averages for urban and 
rural principal arterials.  

 
12) Between the years 2000 and 2030, truck traffic on US 50 is forecasted to grow 111% to 300% 

increasing the percentage of trucks.  Between years 2000 and 2030, daily truck traffic increases 
from 1,754 trucks to 5,584 trucks west of North Vernon, 2,109 to 4,352 trucks through North 
Vernon, and 1,303 trucks to 3,471 trucks east of North Vernon. 
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13) The proposed Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) will add up to 5,000 permanent 
employees at the facility, adding 5,797 jobs, 2,297 households and 5,113 residents to previous 
socio-economic forecasts of the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM).  Yet, this 
forecast is only 4% (1,666 persons) higher than forecasts by Woods & Poole Economic, Inc., and 
is comparable to the growth rate experienced in Jennings County in the 1990’s. 

 
14) Finally, the MUTC will train an additional 3,000 to 4,000 military personnel on a continual basis.  

While these personnel will be temporarily housed at the base and will not leave the base during 
training, they will arrive in convoys one weekday of each week.  During an eight-hour period of 
one weekday, convoys of 11 to 20 vehicles with heavy equipment will arrive and depart the base 
on 5 to 10 minute intervals.  This equates to between 500 and 2,000 convoy vehicles one-day per 
week.  There is a high probability that traffic signals will be pre-empted as convoys pass through 
North Vernon during this eight-hour period.  During this weekday, traffic flow through North 
Vernon will experience ever increasing unacceptable traffic conditions as convoy traffic begins in 
the year 2007 and increases through the year 2013.  In view of the fact that signalized 
intersections on US 50 and SR 3/SR 7 will operate at LOS E and F in the year 2030 without the 
imposition of further delays associated with convoy traffic, the accommodation of convoy traffic 
appears to be impractical with the existing roadway system unless the convoys are dispersed 
throughout the week during night hours.  
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3. PURPOSE AND NEED 

3.1 Overview  
 
Setting the foundation for this corridor planning and environmental assessment study are traffic concerns 
in and around the City of North Vernon and along the US 50 corridor from US 31 in Jackson County to 
Butlerville in Jennings County.  These concerns include: 

 
• High through traffic volumes (especially trucks) on US 50 through downtown North Vernon. 
 
• High crash frequency along US 50 from US 31 to the east urban boundary of North Vernon. 
 
• Access to existing and potential commercial and industrial economic growth areas. 

 
• Statewide and regional transportation system mobility. 

 
• Development of Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) east of North Vernon near 

Butlerville. 
 

Based on examination of existing and future traffic conditions and on the community and environmental 
setting (refer to Chapter 2 – Existing and Future Traffic Conditions), these traffic concerns were translated 
into five preliminary “purpose and need statements” (project goals): 
 

• Reduce traffic congestion on US 50 in Jennings County and through the City of North Vernon, 
especially by facilitating the movement of trucks. 

 
• Improve safety on US 50, particularly at elevated crash frequency locations at intersections and 

along roadway segments. 
 

• Facilitate access to existing and potential employment concentrations in the City of North 
Vernon and Jennings County. 

 
• Ensure consistency with statewide and regional transportation plans. 

 
• Enhance national security objectives. 

 
As the study progresses, these five “purpose and need” statements are subject to refinement on the basis 
of public and resource agency comment.  These statements are elaborated in the following sections. 
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3.2  Purpose 1 – Reduce Traffic Congestion 
 
US 50 is a two-lane principal arterial through rural eastern Jackson County, Jennings County and through 
urban North Vernon.  While the travel lanes are 12-foot in width, the shoulders are only 3-foot in width in 
rural areas, and do not exist in the curb-and-gutter section of the urban area of North Vernon.  The facility 
has exclusive left-turn lanes only at a few major intersections -- US 31, CR 700W, Norris Avenue, SR 
3/SR 7, and Madison Avenue/Short Street/5th Street.  Only the segment of US 50 between Poplar Street 
and Madison Avenue through downtown North Vernon has as an auxiliary lane – a center two-way left-
turn lane.  In the rural section of US 50 from US 31 to CR 15W (at the west edge of North Vernon urban 
area), the curves and hills along US 50 limit opportunities for passing vehicles.      
 
All traffic on US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 passes through one intersection near downtown North Vernon – US 
50 (Walnut Street) at SR 3/SR 7 (State Street). This is because SR 3/SR 7 is the only facility with an 
overpass of the busy mainline of the CSX Railroad (running between St. Louis and Cincinnati).   
 
The Jennings County Sub-area Travel Demand Model (TDM) was created from the Indiana Statewide 
Travel Demand Model (ISTDM Version 4, March 2005) with a base year of 2000 and future year of 2030.  
The ISTDM includes all of the State of Indiana and portions of surrounding States extending to I-57 in 
Illinois, I-94 in Michigan, I-75 in Ohio, and the Western Parkway and I-71 in Kentucky.  The ISTDM 
includes most Rural Major Collectors and Rural and Urban Minor and Principal Arterials in Indiana, and 
the travel analysis zones (4,720 in total) approximate Census Tracts.   The Sub-area TDM encompasses 
all of Jennings County and the portion of Jackson County east of US 31 and I-65.  In Jennings County, 
the ISTDM network was expanded to include all Rural Minor Collectors throughout the county and Urban 
Collectors in the City of North Vernon. In eastern Jackson County, roadways added to the ISTDM network 
in Jennings County were extended to US 31 and interchanges with I-65.  The ISTDM Travel Analysis 
Zone (TAZ) system was disaggregated to support the additional roadway network and to better reflect the 
influence of major geographic barriers (such as lakes) on traffic patterns.  (The TAZ geography contains 
the socio-economic databases that generate trips loaded onto the surrounding roadway network that is 
being modeled).  Truck traffic counts were added to the ISTDM network.  Next, the Sub-area TDM was 
extracted from the ISTDM by clipping out the expanded roadway network and TAZ system, and by 
extracting trip tables for trucks and automobiles to create the external trip matrices for the Sub-area TDM.   
The Sub-area TDM external trip matrices were adjusted to match truck counts in the Sub-area.  Finally, 
the Sub-area TDM daily auto and truck assignments for the year 2000 were compared to actual traffic 
counts, and minor adjustments were made to validate the TDM.  
 
Next, the future growth pattern reflected in the disaggregated ISTDM TAZ socio-economic database for 
the year 2030 was updated to reflect the most recent population and employment forecasts for Jennings 
County with the addition of anticipated employment at the MUTC.   Within these new countywide 
population and employment forecasts for the year 2030, the household and employment forecasts for 
individual TAZs were generated on the basis of historic housing growth, new housing permits, new 
residential subdivisions, and the Jennings County Economic Development agency’s industrial directory of 
major employers and business sites actively being marked and being development.   
 
Finally, to better reflect anticipated truck traffic in the year 2030, special truck traffic generators were 
added to the ISTDM and the Jennings County Sub-Area TDM for:  
 

• The Wal-Mart Distribution Center located at the I-65 and US 50 Interchange in Jackson County, 
 

• The Lowe’s Distribution Center located on SR 3 on the north side of North Vernon, 
 

• The Honda Plant located approximately 25 miles north of North Vernon near Greensburg in 
Decatur County, 
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In brief, modeling more roadway network with a higher number of smaller travel analysis zones results in 
a more accurate travel demand model that can provide data on a much smaller scale.  This expanded 
travel demand model was developed to provide more accurate traffic assignments for eastern Jackson 
and Jennings Counties while maintaining the balance of the ISTDM outside of these two counties.  The 
performance and accuracy of the US 50 Corridor Travel Demand Model was checked against actual 
traffic counts within the US 50 study area and its accuracy in replicating auto and truck counts met or 
exceeded the ISTDM. 
 
To establish the No-Build condition, the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan and transportation 
improvement program for INDOT was reviewed to identify both the major roadway improvement projects 
completed since the year 2000 as well as those projects currently programmed for future completion, 
excluding major improvements to US 50.  The addition of both the major roadway improvement projects 
completed since the Year 2000 as well as those projects currently programmed for future completion to 
the roadway network of the Year 2000 creates the existing-plus-committed roadway network.  This 
existing-plus-committed roadway network represents the No-Build Alternative for the future year 2030 that 
will serve as the baseline when comparing the effectiveness and potential impacts of other alternatives 
throughout the study. 
 
In generating traffic forecasts for the No Build and Build Alternatives, the ISTDM is first run to reflect 
potential shifts in travel patterns outside the Sub-Area.  Next, the Jennings County Sub-area TDM is run 
to generate sub-area traffic forecasts with the unique external trip tables from the ISTDM associated for 
each alternative.  In this way, changes in travel time resulting from roadway improvements inside the sub-
area not only influence travel patterns with the sub-area, but only may influence travel patterns outside 
the sub-area.  In light of the fact that US 50 is the highest functional class facility between I-70 and I-74 to 
the north and I-64 to the south, major improvements to US 50 have the potential to alter travel patterns on 
these interstates as well as other major State roadways outside the sub-area. 
 
Traffic operating conditions are described by Level-of-Service (LOS) ratings. The LOS rating scale is a 
qualitative method for describing traffic conditions that is similar to the school grading system of A through 
F.  LOS F (or failure) represents a breakdown in traffic flow and is clearly unacceptable.  LOS E (i.e. 
unstable flow) equates to traffic flow at capacity, and is undesirable.  LOS D (i.e. approaching unstable 
flow) is considered the minimum acceptable level for urban areas.  LOS C (i.e. stable flow) is the 
desirable level for urban areas and the minimum acceptable level for rural areas.  LOS B (i.e. reasonable 
free flow) is desirable for rural areas.  LOS A is free flow.  

The United States Census Bureau has established a definition of urban and rural that is used uniformly 
through the nation and has been utilized for this project.  An Urbanized Area (UA) or Urban Cluster (UC) 
consists of core Census Block Groups or Census Blocks with at least 1,000 persons per square mile and 
surrounding Census Blocks that have an overall density of at least 500 persons per square mile.  All 
territory located outside UAs or UCs is classified as rural.  This definition may be found on the US Census 
Bureau website under “Census 2000 Urban and Rural Classification”.  Except for the segment thru North 
Vernon, from CR 15 N to the Muscatatuck River, the US 50 corridor is considered rural, where a LOS “C” 
is the minimum acceptable and any level below that is unacceptable.  Within the Urban Area boundary of 
North Vernon and Vernon, the minimum acceptable traffic flow condition is LOS “D”. 

3.2.1  Congested Intersections 
 
As a result of the growth in daily traffic volumes to the year 2030, traffic congestion on US 50 from US 31 
to the west side of North Vernon in the year 2000 becomes traffic congestion on US 50 from US 31 
through North Vernon to Butlerville in the year 2030.  With an increase in daily traffic volumes of around 
80% by the year 2030, a few intersections along US 50 with operational problems in year 2006 become 
many intersections with operational problems in the year 2030 (Tables 3.1-3.2 and Figures 3.1-3.4): 
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• While the four signalized intersections along US 50 operate at an acceptable LOS as individual 
intersections in the year 2006, the approaches to the intersection of US 50 at Madison 
Avenue/Short Street/5th Street are experiencing LOS E due to heavy traffic concentrations on 
short blocks and the short distance between traffic signals. 

 
• All four signalized intersections experience unacceptable conditions (LOS E or F) in the year 

2030. 
 
• Traffic densities and delays show the approaches of all signalized intersections along SR 3/SR 7 

(at US 50, Poplar Street, Franklin Street and the SR 3/SR 7 split in the north end of North 
Vernon) experience LOS E and F in the year 2030. 

 
• While three of the ten major unsignalized intersections along US 50 experienced unacceptable 

conditions (LOS D or E) in the year 2006 (due to the difficulty of entering onto US 50), seven of 
the ten unsignalized intersections are forecasted to experience unacceptable conditions in the 
year 2030, five having LOS F. 

 
 
 
Table 3.1: Existing and Future Level of Service for Signalized Intersections 

 
 

Note: Delay is shown as seconds/vehicle. Source:  Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Turning Movement
Count Location Number Intersection/Approach Delay LOS Delay LOS

TM 1 US 50/US 31 25.5 C 168.5 F
Northbound 31.6 C 194.8 F
Southbound 31.7 C 228.2 F

Eastbound 26.6 C 209.5 F
Westbound 15.7 B 25.1 C

TM 8 US 50/Norris Ave 18.9 B 62.1 E
Northbound 27.7 C 29.6 C
Eastbound 18.2 B 36.2 D

Westbound 16.0 B 115.4 F

TM 9 US 50/SR 3/7 25.0 C 129.1 F
Northbound 27.0 C 223.1 F
Southbound 30.3 C 118.4 F

Eastbound 21.6 C 113.1 F
Westbound 18.8 B 72.4 F

TM 10 US 50/Madison Ave/Short St/5th St 22.0 C 71.7 E
Northbound 22.6 C 160.3 F
Southbound 20.6 C 24.5 C

Eastbound 22.6 C 26.0 C
Westbound 21.0 C 22.1 C

 Future Year (2030)
PM Peak Hour

 Existing Year (2006)
PM Peak Hour
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Table 3.2: Existing and Future Level of Service for Unsignalized Intersections  

    Source: Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
 

Turning Movement
Count Location Number Intersection/Approach Delay LOS Delay LOS

TM 2 US 50/CR 900W
Northbound 29.3 D 184.2 F
Southbound 21.2 C 67.7 F

Eastbound 8.3 A 9.6 A
Westbound 9.0 A 11.1 B

TM 3 US 50/CR 700W
Northbound 27.3 D 140.8 F
Southbound 22.0 C 86.4 F

Eastbound 8.4 A 9.6 A
Westbound 8.6 A 10.0 A

TM 4 US 50/Hayden Pk
Southbound 16.6 C 116.4 F

Eastbound 9.2 A 12.4 B

TM 5 US 50/Middle School/High School Rd 20.1 C 57.7 F
Northbound 11.3 B 16.0 C

Westbound Left 8.2 A 9.3 A

TM 6 US 50/Brownstown Rd
Southbound 36.8 E 287.4 F

Eastbound 8.4 A 9.6 A

TM 7 US 50/Poplar St
Southbound 14.3 B 41.3 E

Eastbound Left 9.3 A 13.0 B

TM 11 US 50/7th St
Northbound 17.5 C 46.6 E
Southbound 17.9 C 49.1 E

Eastbound 8.2 A 9.4 A
Westbound 8.6 A 10.1 B

TM 12 US 50/Greensburg St
Northbound 15.8 C 33.8 D
Southbound 15.7 C 26.9 D

Eastbound 8.2 A 9.1 A
Westbound 8.3 A 9.4 A

TM 13 US 50/Deer Creek Rd
Northbound 13.1 B 23.2 C
Southbound 11.5 B 14.8 B

Eastbound 7.9 A 8.9 A
Westbound 7.9 A 8.7 A

TM 14 US 50/Main Street
Northbound 11.3 B 16.9 C
Southbound 10.4 B 12.4 B

Eastbound 7.7 A 8.6 A
Westbound 7.7 A 8.5 A

 Existing Year (2006)
PM Peak Hour

 Future Year (2030)
PM Peak Hour
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Figure 3.1: Study Area Base Year 2000 Roadway and 2006 Intersection LOS 
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Figure 3.2: North Vernon Base Year 2000 Roadway and 2006 Intersection LOS 
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Figure 3.3: Study Area Year 2030 Roadway and Intersection LOS 
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Figure 3.4: North Vernon Base Year 2030 Roadway and Intersection LOS 
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3.2.2  Congested Roadway Segments 
 
As a result of the growth in daily traffic volumes to the year 2030, traffic congestion on US 50 from US 31 
to the west side of North Vernon in the year 2000 becomes traffic congestion on US 50 from US 31 
through North Vernon to Butlerville in the year 2030.  In the year 2030, SR 7 has congestion problems 
from SR 3 into Bartholomew County, and SR 3 has congestion problems from SR 7 to CR 500N (Figures 
3.1-3.4): 

• In the year 2000, several segments of US 50 show unacceptable conditions (below LOS C) – US 
31 to East County Avenue (LOS E), East County Avenue to CR 900W (LOS D) and CR 700W to 
CR 15N (LOS D). 

• In the year 2000, SR 7 from CR 350W to CR 300N and CR 575W to CR 600N experiences a 
LOS D. 

• In the year 2030, much of US 50 through Jennings County has an unacceptable LOS: US 31 to 
CR 700W (LOS E), CR 700W to CR 15N (LOS D), CR 15N through North Vernon to 7th Street 
(LOS D) with segments through the intersections at the Middle School/High School Entrance and 
at Madison Avenue/Short Street/5th Street experiencing LOS E, and the Muscatatuck River to CR 
500N near Butlerville (LOS D). 

• In the year 2030, several segments of SR 3/SR 7 show deficiencies:  through Vernon to south of 
US 50 (LOS D), and Poplar Street to Franklin Street (LOS D) (Figure 3.3). 

• In the year 2030, SR 3 also shows deficiencies from SR 7 to CR 500N with LOS D. 

• In the year 2030, SR 7 from north of SR 3 to the Jennings/Bartholomew County Line shows LOS 
D and E. 

3.2.3  Heavy Truck Traffic in North Vernon and Jennings County 
 
The percent of truck traffic on US 50 exceeds statewide rates for urban and rural principal arterials 
because US 50 is the only rural principal arterial across Indiana between I-64 and I-70.  The Wal-Mart 
Regional Distribution Center on the southwest quadrant of I-65 and US 50 and the Lowe’s Home Supply 
Regional Distribution Center off SR 3 on the north side of North Vernon contribute to this heavy truck 
traffic.  The anticipated development of the new Honda Plant in Greensburg (IN), the industrial parks on 
the north side of North Vernon and the MUTC near Butlerville will contribute to the growth in truck traffic in 
Jennings County and through downtown North Vernon.    

• In the years 2000 and 2006, the percent of truck traffic on US 50 through North Vernon and from 
North Vernon to the Jennings/Ripley County Line exceeded that statewide for urban and rural 
principal arterials. The statewide percent of truck traffic was 17.9% for rural principal arterial and 
8.6% for urban principal arterials in the year 2000 (Table 3.3). 

• Between the years 2000 and 2030, truck traffic on US 50 is forecasted to grow 111% to 300%. 
Between years 2000 and 2030, daily truck traffic increases from 1,754 trucks to 5,584 trucks west 
of North Vernon, 2,109 to 4,352 trucks through North Vernon, and 1,303 trucks to 3,471 trucks 
east of North Vernon (Table 3.4). 

• Through trucks on US 50 (from US 31 to the Jennings/Ripley County Line) amounted to about 
600 trucks  per day in the year 2000 (ranging from 34% of the trucks near the Jackson/Jennings 
County Line to 33% of the trucks through North Vernon and 52% of the trucks near the 
Jennings/Ripley County Line) and increased to about 1,930 trucks per day in the year 2030 
(ranging from 35% of the trucks near the  near the Jackson/Jennings County Line to 61% of the 
trucks through North Vernon and 56% of the trucks near the Jennings/Ripley County Line)1. 

 
                                                 
1 Based on a select link analysis with the sub area travel model 
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• In the year 2000 for all State routes crossing the Jennings County Line, through trucks on US 50 
amounted to 630 trucks per day west of SR 3/SR 7 and 660 trucks per day each of SR 3/SR 7 
(ranging from 39% of the trucks near the Jackson/Jennings County Line to 34% of the trucks 
through North Vernon and 58% of the trucks near the Jennings/Ripley County Line).  Of the 
through trucks on US 50 from other State routes, 60 trucks per day came via SR 7 from 
Bartholomew County, 20 trucks per day came via SR 3 from Decatur County, 13 trucks per day 
came via SR 7 from  Jefferson County and 2 trucks per day came via SR 3 from Jefferson 
County2. 

• In the year 2030 for all State routes crossing the Jennings County Line, through trucks on US 50 
(from) amounted to 2,140 trucks per day west of SR 3/SR 7 and 2,065 trucks per day east of SR 
3/SR 7 (ranging from 38% of the trucks near the Jackson/Jennings County Line to 65% of the 
trucks through North Vernon and 60% of the trucks near the Jennings/Ripley County Line).  Of 
the through trucks on US 50 from other State routes, 106 trucks per day came via SR 7 from 
Bartholomew County, 191 trucks per day came via SR 3 from Decatur County, 39 trucks per day 
came via SR 7 from  Jefferson County and 7 trucks per day came via SR 3 from Jefferson 
County.   This reveals the most dramatic growth in truck traffic is on SR 3 from Decatur 
County through North Vernon via US 50 to I-65 near Seymour 2. 

• An examination of the intersection of US 50 (Walnut Street and Buckeye Street) at Madison 
Avenue/Short Street/Fifth Street reveals that trucks must travel at a very slow rate of speed 
through the intersection because of the tight turn on US 50 (Walnut Street and Buckeye Street).  
The curve of US 50 (Walnut Street/Brownstown Road) at Norris Avenue also slows truck flow. 

 
Table 3.3: Existing Daily Traffic and Truck Volumes on US 50 

 

1998 2001

Trucks Percent
Trucks

All
Vehicles Trucks Percent

Trucks
All

Vehicles
All

Vehicles
All

Vehicles
Jackson Co. Line to
CR 900 W 1942 19.1% 10148 1823 17.1% 10673 11090 9500

CR 900 W to
CR 700 W 1813 18.9% 9582 11090 9500

CR 575 W to
CR 265 W 1169 11.0% 10634 11090 9500

CR 265 W to
Middle School Dr. 1620 13.9% 11650 1613 17.6% 9174 11090 9500

Brownstown Rd. to
Poplar St. 1856 15.2% 12230 18050 14050

Poplar St. to
SR 3/SR 7 (State St.) 2193 16.8% 13056 18050 14050

SR 3/SR 7 to
Jennings St. 1272 15.1% 8422 16640 12920

Jennings St. to
Short St. 1526 18.4% 8276 13780 11200

Short St. to
Vernon St. 1120 12.6% 8909 9730 8140

Greensburg St. to
CR 75 E. 2069 25.2% 8206 916 13.4% 6832 9730 8140

CR 280 E to
CR 425 E 1293 24.4% 5295 5920 4770

CR 425 E to
CR 300 N 1228 25.5% 4808 5920 4770

CR 540 N to
Ripley Co. Line 940 27.6% 3405 906 26.0% 3482 4040 3380

Source: INDOT Roadway Information System, INDOT Traffic Flow Maps and Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates.

INDOT Flow Map

Route Termini

2000
INDOT Actual Counts

2006
BLA Counts

US 50

 
                                                 
2 Based on a select link analysis for all state routes entering county 
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Table 3.4: Future Daily Truck Traffic (Sub-Area TDM) 

 
Source:  Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
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3.2.4  Traffic Flow Impediments 
 
Traffic flow impediments are anything that hinders the free-flow of traffic.  As traffic (particularly truck 
traffic) grows to the year 2030, impediments to traffic flow have a greater impact on the LOS of traffic 
operations.  The proximity of the Jackson Street and Madison Avenue traffic signals adversely affects the 
flow of traffic compared to operation as independent traffic signals.  The tight curves on US 50 at the 
Madison Avenue and Norris Avenue intersections also slow truck flow beyond the delay of a signalized 
intersection. Finally, while there are occasional trains on the City of Madison Port Authority Railroad 
through the intersection of US 50 at Madison Avenue/Short Street/Fifth Street to serve industries north of 
O&M Avenue, the potential exists that these activities may increase in future years as businesses grow. 
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3.3  Purpose 2 -- Improve Safety 
 
For the years 2003 through 2005, Jennings County fell among the highest ten counties with respect to 
fatalities and injuries per vehicle-mile of travel, and was ranked as the second highest county in Indiana 
for a composite ranking of fatalities and injuries.  One segment of State roadway in Jennings County (i.e., 
SR 7 north of Grahams Creek) was among the top five percent crash locations in the State; however, this 
location is outside the US 50 Project Study Area.  The US 50 intersections with the greatest number of 
crashes in the Study Area were US 31 with 30 crashes in 2004 and SR 3/SR 7 with 24 crashes in 2005.  
Using crash data for years 2003 through 2005, the index for crash frequency (ICF) was calculated for 
major intersections and roadway segments along US 50 (Table 3.5 and Figures 3.5- 3.6).  An ICF value 
greater than 2.00 standard deviations indicates a high crash location where the crashes are not merely 
associated with random probabilities.  Those locations exceeding an ICF value of 2.00 were: 
 

• The US 50 intersection with US 31 (ICF = 2.22). 
 
• The segment of US 50 from CR 15 through North Vernon to the Muscatatuck River (ICF = 2.03). 

 
Those locations with an ICF value less than 2.00 and greater than 1.00 were: 
 

• The US 50 intersection with SR 3/SR 7 (ICF = 1.34). 
 
• The segment of US 50 from US 31 to the Jackson/Jennings County Line (ICF = 1.78). 

 
The intersection of US 50 with CR 700W at Hayden was recently reconstructed to provide separate left-
turn lanes on US 50 to improve traffic flow and safety.  INDOT has scheduled intersection improvements 
in the immediate future on US 50 at Hayden Pike and at Norris Avenue, SR 3 from Muscatatuck Park 
Road to US 50 and at Madison Avenue, and SR 7 at Hayden Pike and Washington Street/O & M Avenue 
that should also improve safety at these locations.  
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Table 3.5: US 50 Crash Rates  

US 50 Intersections 2003 2004 2005
3-yr
Tot

Crashes per
Million Vehicles Icf

Crashes per
Million Vehicles Icf

US 31s 19 30 16 65 2.29 2.20 2.31 2.22
CR 1250 E (Jackson) 5 9 5 19 1.63 -0.29 1.53 -0.38
CR 1300 E (Jackson) 6 10 8 24 2.11 0.10 1.97 -0.02
CR 900 W 6 12 8 26 2.42 0.35 2.32 0.27
CR 700 W 4 5 6 15 1.29 -0.57 1.20 -0.64
Hayden Rd 4 8 5 17 1.12 -0.73 1.44 -0.44
Brownstown Rd 6 7 7 20 1.06 -0.80 1.78 -0.16
Poplar St 2 7 2 11 0.78 -1.00 0.59 -1.18
Norris Aves 0 5 3 8 0.54 -0.39 0.41 -0.58
SR 3/SR 7s 17 21 24 62 1.68 1.39 1.64 1.34
Madison / 5th / Shorts 5 8 3 16 1.15 0.49 1.15 0.48
7th St 1 0 2 3 0.27 -1.43 0.22 -1.47
Greensburg St 0 2 1 3 0.37 -1.33 0.34 -1.35
Deer Creek Rd 4 5 2 11 1.27 -0.55 1.19 -0.62
Main St (Butlerville) 1 1 0 2 0.34 -1.33 0.28 -1.40

US 50 Segments Miles 2003 2004 2005
3-yr
Tot

Crashes per
100 Million VMT Icf

Crashes per
100 Million VMT Icf

US 31 to Jennings/Jackson Co Liner 2.13 18 22 19 59 255.83 1.93 235.52 1.78
Jennings/Jackson Co Line to CR 15r 7.99 47 48 51 146 175.73 0.93 166.36 0.85
CR 15 to Muscatatuck Riveru 3.17 61 113 81 255 630.53 2.04 628.16 2.03
Muscatatuck River to Ripley/Jennings Co Liner 10.02 29 29 22 80 166.28 0.18 146.71 0.06

r - rural two-lane road segment
u - urban two-lane road segment

Based on Yr 2000 Counts Based on Yr 2004 CountsCrashes

s - signalized intersection (all others are two way stops)
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Figure 3.5: Jennings County US 50 Crash Frequencies 
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Figure 3.6: North Vernon US 50 Crash Frequencies
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3.4  Purpose 3 -- Facilitate Access to Employment Concentrations 
 
While downtown North Vernon remains a viable commercial area, major regional commercial (grocery 
stores, pharmacies and restaurants) uses are concentrated at the intersection of SR 3 and SR 7 on the 
northwest side of North Vernon.  The Jennings County School Corporation is one of the largest 
employers, and its greatest employment is concentrated at the Jennings School Complex (Jennings 
County High School, Jennings County Middle School and North Vernon Elementary School) on the 
southeast side of US 50 near Hayden Pike.  Five of the six largest industrial employers are located on the 
north side of North Vernon in an area bounded on the west by Madison Avenue and SR 3, on the south 
by O & M Avenue, on the east by CR 75W and on the north by CR 350N  -- Lowe’s Distribution Center 
(800 employees), Nac, Inc. (350 employees making auto door and truck latches), Metaldyne (312 
employees in metal forging), Martinrea Industry Group (300 employees making auto and truck fuel 
tubes),), and Sonoco Products Company (240 employees making plastic gaps).  The sixth major 
employer, Dave O’Mara Contractor, Inc. (250 employees in roadway construction) is located on the east 
end of O & M Street (north of the CSX Railroad on the east end of the city).  
 
According to the Jennings County Economic Development Corporation website (www.jenningsedec.com), 
the City of North Vernon and private developers are marketing numerous sites for industrial development 
in Jennings County:  Aspley Site (84 acres), Biehle Site (117 Acres), Burbrink Site (350 acres), City of 
North Vernon Site (60 acres), Montrow Site (60 acres), North Vernon Industrial Park (only 8 acres 
available) and North Vernon Municipal Airport Site (200 acres).   The Aspley Site is located between US 
50 and the CSX Railroad east of the Muscatatuck River, and the Biehle Site is located between US 50 
and the CSX Railroad on the east side of CR 900W.  The balance of the sites are located on the north 
side of North Vernon between SR 3 and CR 75W from Industrial Drive to CR 500N.   The final major 
employment growth area is the MUTC located northwest of Butlerville on the north side of US 50 with the 
possibility of 4,000 to 5,000 permanent employees at full build-out.  Figures 3.7 and 3.8 show the 
forecasted change employment to the year 2030 based on the Jennings County Subarea Travel Demand 
Model travel analysis zones (TAZs).  Table 3.6 reports the change in employment for TAZs in North 
Vernon.  The 30-year change in employment is 8,647 jobs (see to Figure 3.7), including 5,000 jobs at the 
MUTC, 2,238 jobs in North Vernon and the remaining 1,409 jobs in the balance of Jennings County.  
 

Table 3.6: North Vernon Employment Growth 

TAZ 2000 2000- 2030 2030 TAZ 2000 2000- 2030 2030 
4000201 544 443 977     
4000202 40 244 284 4000409 240 6 246 
4000203 10 0 10 4000410 47 0 47 
4000205 748 0 748 4000411 9 0 9 
4000206 985 0 985 4000412 883 355 1238 
4000301 10 5 15 4000413 408 100 508 
4000306 1254 270 1524 4000414 230 80 310 
4000307 972 60 1032 4000419 22 0 22 
4000401 308 208 516 4000424 331 10 341 
4000402 1181 65 1246 4001001 207 20 227 
4000404 33 0 33 4001004 75 50 125 
4000405 146 87 233 4001007 216 10 226 
4000406 0 0 0 4001008 785 15 800 
4000407 85 70 155 4001009 34 10 44 
4000408 0 0 0 4001902 290 140 430 

    Total 10093 2238 12331 

Source:  Bernardin ▪ Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. from Jennings County Subarea Travel Demand Model. 
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Figure 3.7: Jennings County 30-Year Employment Change by TAZ 
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Figure 3.8: North Vernon 30-Year Employment Change by TAZ 
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3.5  Purpose 4 – Ensure Consistency with Transportation Plans 

3.5.1  State Transportation Plan 
 
The INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (INDOT, 2007) established a planning-level corridor 
hierarchy for State-maintained roadways of three mobility categories.  The highest category is Statewide 
Mobility Corridors that generally corresponds to the National Highway System and includes US 50.  
Because Statewide Mobility Corridors connect major metropolitan areas, provide macro-level accessibility 
to cities and regions around the state and play a vital role in the economic development of the state, 
these facilities have upper level design standards: 
 

• High speed. 
 
• Free flowing conditions. 
 
• Serving long-distance trips. 
 
• Handling large through volumes of traffic. 
 
• Serving heavy commercial vehicle flows. 
 
• Carrying longer distance commuter traffic. 
 
• Generally multi-lane, divided. 
 
• Full access control desirable, no less than partial access control. 
 
• Railroad and highway grade separations desirable. 
 
• Desirable to by-pass congested areas. 
 
• No non-motorized vehicle/pedestrian interaction. 
 
• Major river crossings. 
 

In 2003, the State Transportation Plan called for added travel lanes or new construction to establish a 
high-design standard facility for traffic on US 50 across the State of Indiana.  Between I-65 and I-275 
around Cincinnati, US 50 is currently a four-lane divided facility from SR 101 (east of Versailles) to 
Lawrenceburg.  As part of INDOT’s Major Moves (the State’s 10-year roadway construction program), 
new roadway construction is proposed on US 50 from US 31 to the east urban area boundary of North 
Vernon.  An environmental and engineering assessment study is currently underway to investigate the 
improvement of US 50 through Lawrenceburg. 

3.5.2  Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan 
 
The Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan was adopted as part of the Jennings County Comprehensive 
Plan (November 1, 1994).   The Thoroughfare Plan recommends the relocation of US 50 as a four-lane, 
limited-access facility around the north side of North Vernon.  Three alternative routes were shown in the 
Thoroughfare Plan (Jennings County Comprehensive Plan, Appendix D): 
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• Far North -- Leaving US 50 in the vicinity of CR 450W, angling northeast to cross SR 7 near CR 
300N, following CR 350N from SR 3 along the north side of the Selmier State Forest to the 
Muscatatuck River, and angling southeast to US 50 near CR 300E. 

 
• Near North – Leaving US 50 in the vicinity of CR 450W, angling northeast to cross SR 7 near CR 

300N, following the alignment of CR 250N from SR 7 along the south side of the Selmier State 
Forest to the Muscatatuck River, and southeast to US 50 near Deer Creek Road. 

 
• South -- Leaving US 50 just north of CR 15N, passing eastward through the north edge of the 

Muscatatuck County Park to cross SR 3/SR 7 and Muscatatuck River, and angling northeast 
along the east side of the Deer Creek Road to US 50. 

 
Consideration was given to these three alternatives in the development of preliminary alternatives for this 
corridor study.   
 
Because SR 3 is expected to continue to function as the primary industrial corridor for the area, a 
northern route linking SR 3 and SR 7 to US 50 is favored because it will reduce traffic in downtown North 
Vernon and provide access to industrial development on the north side of North Vernon.  
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3.6  Purpose 5 – Enhance National Security 
 
Improving access to the MUTC has national security implications because of its potential as a regional 
training center for urban warfare (Figure 3.9).  The proposed MUTC development will add up to 5,000 
permanent employees at the facility. It will also augment 5,797 jobs, 2,297 households and 5,113 
residents to previous socio-economic forecasts of the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) 
for Jennings County.  [This forecast is only 4% (1,666 persons) higher than forecasts by Woods & Poole 
Economic, Inc., and is comparable to the growth rate experienced in Jennings County in the 1990’s.] 
 
At full build-out, the MUTC will train an additional 3,000 to 4,000 military personnel on a continual basis.  
While these personnel will be temporarily housed at the base and will not leave the base during training, 
they will arrive in convoys one weekday of each week.  During an eight-hour period of one weekday, 
convoys of 11 to 20 vehicles with heavy equipment will arrive and depart the base on 5 to 10 minute 
intervals.  This equates to a total of approximately 500 to 2,000 vehicles per day.  There is a high 
probability that traffic signals will be pre-empted as convoys pass through North Vernon during an eight-
hour period.  During this weekday, traffic flow through North Vernon will experience increasing traffic 
conditions. Because signalized intersections on US 50 and SR 3/SR 7 will operate at LOS E and F in the 
year 2030, the accommodation of convoy traffic appears to be impractical with the existing roadway 
system unless the convoys are dispersed throughout the week during night hours.  The US 50 Project 
Management Team, consisting of representatives of INDOT, the Federal Highway Administration and the 
consulting engineering firm of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc., will coordinate with the Indiana 
National Guard, the United States Department of Defense and the United States Department of 
Homeland Security to ensure that national security is enhanced and to maximize accessibility to the 
MUTC site.  
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Figure 3.9: National Security 
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3.7  Performance Evaluation  
 
The performance of any proposed transportation improvements to US 50 from US 31 to the 
Jennings/Ripley County Line (i.e., Build Alternatives) is evaluated on the basis of achieving the 
predefined project goals (i.e., purpose and need statements), traffic considerations, community and 
environmental impacts, agency considerations, and public input.  Accordingly, these five evaluation 
categories are used in the screening of Alternatives to arrive at the preferred improvement option. 

3.7.1  Achievement of Purpose and Need 
 
The extent to which any transportation improvement alternative achieves project goals (i.e., purpose and 
need statements) is crucial in the evaluation and screening of improvement options.  To remain a viable 
transportation improvement option, alternatives will be evaluated, or screened, with respect to the 
Purpose and Need Statement for this project.  Build Alternatives must achieve Purpose 1 (Reduce Traffic 
Congestion) and Purpose 2 (Improve Safety), and must partially achieve Purpose 3 (Facilitate Access to 
Employment Concentrations), Purpose 4 (Ensure Consistency with Transportation Plans) and Purpose 5 
(Enhance National Security).   Alternatives that fail to meet the project’s Purpose and Need are dismissed 
in the initial screening process and their performance is not examined in the other evaluation categories – 
traffic considerations, community and environmental impacts, agency considerations, and public input.   
 
Alternatives will not be eliminated solely on their ability to meet the fourth (Ensure Consistency with 
Transportation Plans) and fifth (Enhance National Security) purpose and need items.  As previously 
discussed, US 50 has been designated a Statewide Mobility Corridor by INDOT’s 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  Statewide Mobility Corridors connect major metropolitan areas in Indiana and 
neighboring states, provide macro-level accessibility to cities and regions around the state, and play a 
vital role in the economic development of the state.  As such, the objectives of the US 50 alternatives are 
to provide safe, free-flowing, high-speed connections with characteristics consistent with the Statewide 
Mobility Corridor designation.  
 
Specific objectives and performance measures have been developed for each of the identified “purpose 
and need” statements to measure achievement for the Build Alternatives compared to the No-Build 
Alternative.  These performance measures are identified as primary consideration (necessary to satisfy 
the project goal) or secondary consideration (desirable but not necessary to satisfy this project goal).  The 
five purposes of the project and the performance measures for each are listed below: 
 
Purpose 1 (Congestion):  Reduce traffic congestion on US 50 in Jennings County and through the 
City of North Vernon, especially by facilitating the movement of trucks. 
 
Performance Measures: 
 

• Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 2030 for the fourteen key intersections 
(four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 50 corridor is a primary 
consideration.   An improvement of the LOS at signalized intersections along SR 3 and SR 7 
through North Vernon is of secondary consideration. 

 
• Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban segments 

in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line is a primary 
consideration. An improvement of the LOS along SR 3 and SR 7 and through North Vernon is of 
secondary consideration. 
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• Reduction in “through” (without an origin or destination in Jennings County) truck traffic in the 
year 2030 on US 50 through North Vernon is of secondary consideration.  The reduction of 
“through” truck traffic on SR 3 and SR 7 through North Vernon may be considered a benefit, but 
is not necessary to satisfy this project goal.  

 
• The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 

signals and at-grade railroad crossings) is of secondary consideration. 
 
Purpose 2 (Safety):  Improve Safety on US 50, particularly at elevated crash frequency locations at 
intersections and along roadway segments. 

 
Performance Measures: 
 

• The extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher 
crash rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates (using the NET_BC travel 
model post-processor) is a primary consideration.  

 
• The reduction in crashes of the improvement option over the No Build for US 50 Subarea Travel 

Demand Model Area (using the NET_BC travel model post-processor) is a primary consideration. 
 

• The reduction in total truck traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 as an indication of the 
associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries through downtown, may be considered a 
benefit, but is not necessary to satisfy this project goal.  

 
Purpose 3 (Facilitate Access):  Facilitate access to existing and potential employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County. 
 
Performance Measures: 
 

• Improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to 
North Vernon is a primary consideration.  

 
• Improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial 

employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings 
County along US 50 (including the MUTC) is a primary consideration. 

 
Purpose 4 (Consistency with Transportation Plans):  Ensure consistency with statewide and 
regional transportation plans. 
 
Performance Measures: 
 

• The extent to which the improvement option achieves the design standards for a “statewide 
mobility corridor” (as set forth in the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan) is a primary 
consideration. 

 
• The extent to which the improvement option contributes to improvement of US 50 across the 

State of Indiana (as set forth in the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan) is a secondary 
consideration. 

 
• The extent to which the improvement option achieves the recommendation of a four-lane, limited 

access facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the 
Jennings County Comprehensive Plan) is a secondary consideration. 

 
Project alternatives will not be required to meet these items in order to satisfy purpose and need. 
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Purpose 5 (Enhance National Security):  Enhance national security objectives. 
 
Performance Measures: 
 

• The reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division 
Naval Surface Warfare Center and MUTC is a primary consideration. 

 
• Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 2030 for the fourteen key intersections 

(four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 50 corridor is a primary 
consideration.   

  
• Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban segments 

in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line is a primary 
consideration.  

 
• The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 

signals and at-grade railroad crossings) is of secondary consideration. 
 

• The provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to the MUTC is a secondary 
consideration. 

3.7.2  Traffic Considerations 
 
Traffic considerations address the impacts of the improvement options (Build Alternatives) in improving 
traffic flow for the existing and proposed roadway network.  Many of the traffic considerations are 
common to the performance evaluation measures of the project goals (purpose and need statements); 
however, traffic considerations may be broader in geographic area and scope.  Typical traffic 
considerations may include: 
 

• Improving the LOS for all major intersections on arterial routes entering and passing through the 
City of North Vernon, in addition to achieving an acceptable LOS for fourteen key intersections 
along the US 50 corridor. 

 
• Improving the LOS on all arterial roadways in Jennings County, not just those entering and 

passing through the City of North Vernon. 
 

• Assessing the amount of daily auto and truck traffic attracted to the improvement options.  The 
greater the amount of traffic attracted, the better the performance of the option. 

 
• Determining the affect on local circulation resulting from the improvement options – avoiding 

unintended traffic increases on lower functional class facilities and minimizing adverse travel 
crossing the proposed improvement. 

3.7.3  Community and Environmental Impacts 
 
Community and environmental impacts are always a consideration in the evaluation of improvement 
options (Build Alternatives).  Improvement options that avoid/minimize adverse impacts are preferable to 
those that have impacts and require mitigation actions. 
 
Typical community impacts are relative to achieving community economic and development goals as 
expressed in adopted economic development strategies and adopted comprehensive plans and land use 
zoning.  Depending upon the nature of the improvement projects, community concerns may range from 
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community facilities and services affected through community cohesion to economic impacts on existing 
businesses.   
 
Environmental impacts cover effects on the socio-economic and natural environment.  Socio-economic 
impacts, impacts on the human environment, typically involve the number of residences and businesses 
that may be potentially taken for right-of-way, and the potential affect on historic structures and 
archeological sites.  Impacts on the natural environment may include affects on water resources (lakes, 
rivers, streams, floodplains and groundwater), wetlands, prime agricultural lands, wildlife habitats, 
managed lands and forests, and hazardous material sites. 

3.7.4  Agency Considerations 
 
Agency considerations are those of transportation implementing agencies.  Typical concerns are the cost-
effectiveness of the investment, maintenance of traffic during construction, constructability and long-term 
maintenance costs.  The NET_BC travel model post-processing tool will be used to identify travel user 
benefits (reduction in travel time, vehicle-operation costs and crashes) compared to the total cost of the 
project over time.  This will be an important measure in determining the feasibility of the project.  The 
ability to maintain traffic during construction is a consideration when improvement options utilize existing 
roadway alignments or cross existing roadways.  Constructability is the ability to construct the proposed 
facilities to current INDOT Design Standards relative to curves, grades, interchange and intersection 
spacing, etc.  Long-term maintenance costs are of concern to INDOT due to the statutory limitation on the 
number of roadway miles that can be maintained by INDOT.  Transportation improvements on new 
alignment may require INDOT to relinquish (pass on) the existing alignment maintenance responsibility to 
local jurisdictions.     
 
As a part of this study, information will be generated so that INDOT can compare this project to other 
major transportation investments in the State of Indiana.  There are five INDOT Planning Oversight 
Committee (IPOC) policies that may have relevance to any major transportation improvement -- 
transportation efficiency, safety, economic development, bypass and urban revitalization.   
 
The IPOC “transportation efficiency” criterion includes five components: 
 

• Cost-Effectiveness Index – This index is derived from calculating measures of direct economic 
value to the users, including the benefit-cost ratio.    

 
• Corridor Completion – This criterion evaluates how much an individual project contributes to 

finishing the overall planning corridor.  
  

• Road Classification – This factor is based on the importance of the roadway in providing 
connectivity and in serving particular functions.   

 
• Mobility – This factor measures the extent the project will reduce traffic congestion and improve 

travel reliability considering the average daily truck traffic in year 2000, the average daily auto 
traffic in the year 2000, the existing volume-to-capacity ratio in the year 2000, and the 
improvement in the LOS with the project in the year 2030. 

   
• Intergovernmental Agreement – Projects with executed intergovernmental agreements for project 

funding and for acceptance of relinquished roadway receive higher scores.   
 
The IPOC “safety” criterion is based on the potential to reduce crashes based on the existing crash 
density, severity index and fatality rate ratio. 
 
To measure a roadway improvement project’s influence on future economic development, the project is 
scored by IPOC on the basis of job creation, job retention, level of investment, cost-effectiveness (project 
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cost compared to the number of jobs created), and economic distress.  Any economic development or job 
creation must be certain and documented, and cannot be based on speculation according to IPOC 
protocols.  In fact, IPOC requires documentation on the intent of businesses to locate, invest, or create 
employment contingent upon the construction of the proposed roadway improvement.  This feasibility 
study will provide an assessment of economic impact based on the improvement of accessibility to 
existing and marketed economic development areas.  Relative to economic distress, Jennings County’s 
unemployment rate of 6.7% was 24% above the statewide rate of 5.4% in the year 2005. 3       
 
The IPOC bypass project selection criterion includes: 
 

• The amount of daily traffic diverted from the existing route.  
 

• Impediments – The number of impediments is the number of recurring congestion points on the 
current facility that would be avoided by traveling on the proposed bypass.  Impediments include 
congested signalized and unsignalized intersections, reductions in roadway or shoulder width 
below standard such as at bridges, a drawbridge or a non-grade separated railroad crossing with 
high train traffic.  

  
• Volume to Capacity Ratio – This is the volume-to-capacity ratio averaged over the length of the 

existing facility.   
 

• Community Size – The larger the population of the incorporated area being bypassed, the higher 
the score.  Communities with 25,000 or more persons receive the highest score. Population is 
based on the most recent Decennial Census. 

 
The IPOC scoring system awards additional points for projects that support reinvestment in an urban core 
by attracting economic development into the city or helping a city to retain existing jobs.  Currently, US 50 
passes through downtown North Vernon which has an active downtown commercial area, and through 
the Walnut Street Historic District and the North Vernon Downtown Commercial Historic District. 

3.7.5  Public and Agency Input 
 
The input of the public and resource agencies is always important in the development of a possible 
improvement project.  Accordingly, public and agency input is necessary to determine the degree to 
which an alternative is considered preferable from an environmental and social perspective.  The study 
conformed to INDOT’s Streamlined EIS Procedures and the new SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 
requirements.  These outreach efforts are described in Chapter 7 of this report. 

                                                 
3 www.stats.indiana.edu 
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4. DEFINITION OF ALTERNATIVES 

4.1   Development of Preliminary Alternatives  
 
The development of the alternatives for the US 50 – North Vernon Corridor Planning and Environmental 
Assessment Study began with a broad examination of potential solutions to the transportation needs in 
the US 50 corridor.  The current transportation system, existing and projected traffic conditions, and the 
mobility needs for the State of Indiana and the Project Study Area were examined in determining the 
purpose and need for the project. The major concerns were high through traffic volumes (especially 
trucks) on US 50 through downtown North Vernon, high crash frequency along US 50 from US 31 to the 
east urban boundary of North Vernon, access to existing and potential commercial and industrial 
economic growth areas, poor statewide and regional transportation system mobility, and development of 
Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) east of North Vernon near Butlerville. The Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan was reviewed to ensure 
consistency of the proposed improvements to US 50. 

 
The potential solutions to the transportation needs in the US 50 corridor that were initially developed for 
this project and are further discussed in this document include: 
 

• No-Build Alternative 
 
• Travel Demand Management (TDM) Alternatives 

 
• Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives 

 
• Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Applications 

 
• Mass Transit Alternatives 

 
• Highway Build Alternatives 

 
Following the publication of the Task 1 Report – Identification of Existing and Future Conditions and 
Issues in March 2007, and the Task 2 Report – Definition of Purpose and Need and Identification of 
Preliminary Alternatives in June 2007, there were several meetings held to discuss the Preliminary 
Alternatives.  These meetings are further detailed in Section 6.2, Project Milestones and Associated 
Public Outreach Program, and included the following: 
 

• Community Advisory Committee (CAC) – March 22, 2007 
 

• Section 106 Consulting Parties – March 22, 2007 
 

• Elected Officials Briefing – June 26, 2007 
 

• Public Information Meeting in North Vernon – June 26, 2007 
 

• Resource Agency – June 29, 2007 
 
In addition to information and comments received at the meetings, numerous written comments and 
comments from the project’s website were received.  The study team continued to collect and analyze 
data related to social and environmental impacts for each of the preliminary alternatives.  A team of 
engineers developed proposed lane configurations, intersecting roadway access locations and 
configurations, more accurate proposed right-of-way limits and preliminary construction cost estimates for 
each of the alternatives.  As the data and comments were analyzed and preliminary engineering and 
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environmental analysis further developed, a more accurate measure of social and environmental impacts 
of each of the alternatives was determined.  A review of these social and environmental impacts raised 
concerns within the Project Management Team.  Concerns focused around both socioeconomic and 
environmental impacts. 
 
The Project Management Team made a commitment to respond to comments received from the public, 
elected officials, involved resource agencies, and consulting parties. This was exhibited during the course 
of the study as new alternatives and modifications to alternatives were continually investigated.  The goal 
of the development of new alternatives and alternative modifications was to avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to the environment, residents, businesses and historic properties.  The following sections provide 
a general description of the new and modified alternatives that were developed.  Additionally, the 
socioeconomic and environmental impacts of each of the modified alternatives have been compared with 
the impacts of the original alternatives. Lastly, a recommendation regarding utilization of the original 
alternative or modified alternative for the remainder of the study is provided. 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 
 

 

 
Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives 
Section 4.2 – Description of Preliminary Alternatives 

4-3

4.2   Description of Preliminary Alternatives 
 
4.2.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build (No Action or Do Nothing) Alternative is represented by the existing roadway network plus 
programmed major roadway improvements in the Project Study Area. By definition, the “No-Build” 
Alternative excludes any major investment in US 50.  This alternative is the baseline for comparing “build” 
alternatives; its inclusion as an alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA). 
 
4.2.2 Travel Demand Management (TDM) Alternatives 

 
Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies involve actions to spread the peak hours of travel or to 
encourage the shift to alternative modes of travel to the single-occupancy vehicle.  Actions to encourage 
motorists to shift trips to non-peak hour periods include flexible work hours, flexible workdays, subsidy of 
alternative modes of transportation and road pricing (toll collection).  Actions to encourage shift to 
alternative modes of travel include trip-reduction ordinances, employer-based trip reduction programs, 
vanpooling/carpooling, improved transit services and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  A trip-
reduction ordinance is a legal mechanism that requires the developer of non-residential uses to reduce 
the typical trips generated by the proposed development through actions to increase vehicle occupancy 
and to facilitate alternative modes.  Employer-based trip reduction programs include: 

 
• Parking management strategies to restrict the number of on-site parking spaces available to 

employees or charging employees for the use of on-site parking spaces. 
 
• Financial incentives to use alternative modes through the subsidy of vanpooling or carpooling or 

transit fare subsidies. 
 
• Flexible work schedules (flexible hours, four-day workweek) and flexible work locations 

(telecommunicating or dispersal to the work site from remote assembly sites). 
 
 

4.2.3 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives 
 

Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies involve low-cost capital investments to reduce 
congestion, improve traffic flow, and measures to optimize performance of the existing transportation 
infrastructure. These strategies involve intersection improvements, signal coordination and timing, lane 
control (reversible lanes) and one-way pair separating the eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic on 
parallel streets through North Vernon. 

 
4.2.4 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Applications 

 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) options include a variety of technology-based programs to actively 
manage the roadway system.  The most common systems provide travel information on roadway 
conditions to daily commuters via message boards.  This enables commuters to adjust travel routes to 
changing travel conditions.  Incident management programs are also part of the ITS toolbox to reduce the 
effect of accidents and vehicle breakdowns on traffic flow. 

 
4.2.5 Mass Transit Alternatives 

 
Mass transit alternatives include rail, both passenger and freight, or bus service along the US 50 corridor 
and in North Vernon. 
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4.2.6 Highway Build Alternatives 
 

Highway “build” alternatives were examined on existing and new alignments: 
 
• US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing Alignment. 
 
• US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing and/or New Alignments with New Alignments around 

North Vernon. 
 
In the development of preliminary alternatives for this project, the Study Area was divided into two 
sections, a Western Section from US 31 eastward to CR 575 W, and an Eastern Section from CR 575 W 
to the eastern terminus of the project near the Jennings and Ripley County Line.  As preliminary 
alternatives were developed, CR 575 W became a logical section dividing line as CR 575 W is the 
location where the western limits of preliminary bypass alternatives around North Vernon began.  This 
division of the Study Area into western and eastern sections is consistent with the INDOT Major Moves 
Program (see Chapter 2.3 – Committed Projects) that also divides the US 50 corridor within the Study 
Area into two projects.     
 
4.2.6.1 Western Section Preliminary Alternatives 
 
The Western Section of the Study Area is the portion beginning at the western terminus of the project at 
US 31 and continuing eastward to CR 575 W, where the Eastern Section begins.  This section is 
considered a rural section as shown in the rural typical section in Figure 4.1.  In this segment, the rural 
typical section will consist of a four-lane limited access facility with two-lanes in each direction.  It will have 
an 84-foot wide depressed median consisting of 76 feet of grass and 4-foot paved inside shoulders on 
each side, 11-foot outside shoulders (10-foot paved), on a total of approximately 300 feet of limited 
access right-of-way, with a design speed of 70 mph and posted speed limit of 60 mph or less.  In areas 
within this segment exhibiting more rolling terrain this limited access right-of-way was increased as 
necessary up to a maximum width of 500 feet.  Separate left and right-turn lanes would be provided at 
intersections, as required. 
 
For the rural Western Section Preliminary Alternatives, access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be 
purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways 
would be provided where possible and practicable.  Based on access design criteria for Statewide 
Mobility Corridors like US 50, intersecting roadways would have full-movement access with at-grade 
intersections unless the intersecting roadway is located within 730 feet of an intersection presently or 
anticipated to be signalized.  If within 730 feet of a signalized intersection, the intersecting roadway would 
be restricted to right-in/right-out traffic movements only.  The desired spacing for signalized intersections 
for intersecting roadways is not less than ½ mile.  If intersecting roadways fall within the ½ mile spacing, 
they would not be signalized and traffic movements would be restricted to avoid the need for 
signalization.  These restrictions could include measures such as no left-turns from US 50 to the 
intersecting roadway, restricted cross movements across US 50 from the intersecting roadway, or 
permitting right-in/right-out only traffic movements at the intersecting roadway.  For Major Commercial 
Developments, driveways would be allowed if the property owner has no reasonable alternative access 
and joint-use driveways and frontage roads are infeasible.  For all other driveways where alternative 
access, joint-use driveway or frontage roadway are infeasible, access would be restricted to right-in/right-
out only (although left-turn access into driveways may be conditionally approved).  For the rural sections 
of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives that would be new terrain (away from the existing US 50 
corridor), the facility would be limited access with access restricted to full-movement intersecting 
roadways.  Full-movement intersecting roadways would generally not be spaced closer than ½-mile and 
may be signalized when warranted.  Intersecting roadways spaced at less than ½-mile would be 
restricted and permit right-in/right-out only traffic movements with possible left-turn access from US 50 to 
the intersecting roadway on a ¼-mile spacing.  Where alternative access, joint-use driveways or frontage 
road are infeasible, property access would be restricted to right-in/right-out only (although left-turn access 
into driveways may be conditionally approved). 
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In this Western Section of the Study Area, two preliminary alternatives were initially developed.  Referring 
to Figure 4.2, the first preliminary alternative, Preliminary Alternative W, consists of the addition of travel 
lanes to existing US 50 with minor realignment of existing US 50 to correct for substandard horizontal and 
vertical curves where required.  The second preliminary alternative, Preliminary Alternative W1, consists 
of the addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section west of CR 800 W and a new terrain 
alternative either north or south of existing US 50 in the section east of CR 800 W.  In response to 
comments received from the public, elected officials, involved resource agencies, and consulting parties, 
two additional preliminary alternatives, Preliminary Alternatives W2 and W3, were added to the range of 
preliminary alternatives in this section resulting in a total of four including Preliminary Alternatives W, W1, 
W2 and W3 (see Figure 4.2).  Preliminary Alternatives W2 and W3 are similar to Preliminary Alternative 
W1 in that they consist of the addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 in sections and a new terrain 
alternative either north or south of existing US 50 in other sections.  For Preliminary Alternative W2, the 
addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 would be in the section from US 31 to east of Mutton Creek, 
approximately 1-mile east of US 31, and the new terrain section would be in the section from east of 
Mutton Creek, approximately 1-mile east of US 31, to CR 575 W.  For Preliminary Alternative W3, the 
addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 would be in the section west of CR 900 W and the new terrain 
section would be in the section east of CR 900 W. 
 
A fifth Western Section preliminary alternative was suggested in comments from the public and involved 
agencies.  These comments focused on an alternative that would be north of and parallel to existing US 
50.  It would begin at a new interchange location at I-65 and continue eastward to North Vernon where it 
would connect to any of the northern North Vernon bypass alternatives.  This alternative would also be a 
rural, new terrain facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  INDOT policy regarding interchange spacing in rural 
areas requires a minimum of 3 miles between interchanges making this alternative a minimum of 3 miles 
north of existing US 50.  This fifth western section preliminary alternative was evaluated and it was found 
that this alternative did not provide connectivity to US 50 west of I-65 as it would relocate US 50 
approximately 3 miles north of the existing US 50 continuing west of I-65.  It would also have significantly 
higher environmental impacts and associated construction and maintenance costs as it would be the only 
alternative under consideration that would include a new interchange location at I-65.  For these reasons, 
this alternative was not added to the range of alternatives being considered for this project. 
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Figure 4.1: Rural Typical Section 
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Figure 4.2: Western Section Preliminary Alternatives W, W1, W2 and W3 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W 
 

 
 

Figure 4.3: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W 
 
 
Preliminary Alternative W consists of the addition of travel lanes along existing US 50.  In general, this 
alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound lanes and future westbound 
lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  A majority of the new right-
of-way required for this alternative would be along the north side of existing US 50; however, some 
sections of this alternative would require additional new right-of-way along both the north and south sides 
of existing US 50.   
 
The alternative begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson 
County and follows the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National 
Wildlife Refuge property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so 
that the existing US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening 
associated with the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, 
this northern shift of the corridor would be maintained to a point approximately 0.5 miles east of the 
Jackson and Jennings County Line where the alternative would shift southward to the existing US 50 
location.  The alternative continues eastward generally following the existing US 50 alignment and 
terminates at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 
discussed below.  This alternative would be a rural facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  It would include new 
bridges over Mutton Creek at the existing US 50 bridge location, new bridges over Storm Creek at the 
Jackson and Jennings County Line at the existing US 50 bridge location and new bridges over Sixmile 
Creek the existing US 50 bridge location.  The alternative is approximately 6.4 miles in length. 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W1 
 

 
Figure 4.4: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W1 

 
Preliminary Alternative W1 consists of the addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section east 
of CR 800 W and a new terrain alternative either north or south of existing US 50 in the section west of 
CR 800 W.  In sections, this alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound 
lanes and future westbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  
Other sections would depart the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain corridor.  When 
following the alignment of existing US 50, a majority of the new right-of-way required for this alternative 
would be along the north side of existing US 50; however, some sections of this alternative would require 
additional new right-of-way along both the north and south sides of existing US 50.   
 
The alternative begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson 
County and follows the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National 
Wildlife Refuge property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so 
that the existing US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening 
associated with the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, 
this northern shift of the corridor is maintained to CR 800 W where the alternative would shift southward, 
leaving the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain facility.  As the alternative continues 
eastward, it parallels and is located approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 50 corridor, and 
terminates at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 
discussed below.  This alternative would be a rural facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  It would include new 
bridges over Mutton Creek at the existing US 50 bridge location, new bridges over Storm Creek at the 
Jackson and Jennings County Line at the existing US 50 bridge location and new bridges over Sixmile 
Creek at a location approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 50 bridge location.  The alternative is 
approximately 7.0 miles in length. 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W2 

 
Figure 4.5: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W2 

 
Preliminary Alternative W2 consists of the addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section west 
of Mutton Creek and a new terrain alternative either north or south of existing US 50 in the section east of 
Mutton Creek.  In sections, this alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound 
lanes and future westbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  
Other sections would depart the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain corridor.  When 
following the alignment of existing US 50, a majority of the new right-of-way required for this alternative 
would be along the north side of existing US 50; however, some sections of this alternative would require 
additional new right-of-way along both the north and south sides of existing US 50.   
 
The alternative begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson 
County and follows the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National 
Wildlife Refuge property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so 
that the existing US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening 
associated with the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, 
this northern shift of the corridor is maintained to east of the Mutton Creek crossing (approximately 1 mile 
east of US 31), where it takes a northeasterly turn and departs the existing US 50 corridor becoming a 
new terrain facility.  The alternative continues northeasterly to near the Jackson and Jennings County 
Line where it makes an easterly turn and parallels the south right-of-way line for the CSX railroad.  The 
alternative continues eastward, paralleling the south right-of-way for the CSX railroad, to a point 
approximately ½ mile west of CR 700 W, near Hayden, where the alternative makes a southeasterly turn.  
It continues southeasterly, crossing existing US 50 at the existing US 50 crossing of Sixmile Creek and 
then makes an easterly turn and continues eastward, paralleling existing US 50 and located 
approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 50 corridor.  The alternative terminates at CR 575 W where 
it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed below.  This alternative 
would be a rural facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  It would include new bridges over Mutton Creek at the 
existing US 50 bridge location, new bridges over Storm Creek at the Jackson and Jennings County Line 
at a location approximately ¾ mile north of the existing US 50 bridge location and new bridges over 
Sixmile Creek at the existing US 50 bridge location.  The alternative is approximately 7.2 miles in length. 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W3 

 
Figure 4.6: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W3 

 
Preliminary Alternative W3 consists of the addition of travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section east 
of CR 900 W and a new terrain alternative either north or south of existing US 50 in the section east of 
CR 900 W.  In sections, this alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound 
lanes and future westbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  
Other sections would depart the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain corridor.  When 
following the alignment of existing US 50, a majority of the new right-of-way required for this alternative 
would be along the north side of existing US 50; however, some sections of this alternative would require 
additional new right-of-way along both the north and south sides of existing US 50.   
 
The alternative begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson 
County and follows the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National 
Wildlife Refuge property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so 
that the existing US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening 
associated with the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, 
this northern shift of the corridor is maintained to near CR 900 W where it takes a northeasterly turn and 
departs the existing US 50 corridor becoming a new terrain facility.  The alternative continues 
northeasterly to approximately ½ mile west of CR 800 W where it makes an easterly turn and parallels the 
south right-of-way line for the CSX railroad.  The alternative continues eastward, paralleling the south 
right-of-way for the CSX railroad, to a point approximately ½ mile west of CR 700 W, near Hayden, where 
the alternative makes a southeasterly turn.  It continues southeasterly, crossing existing US 50 at the 
existing US 50 crossing of Sixmile Creek and then makes an easterly turn and continues eastward, 
paralleling existing US 50 and located approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 50 corridor.  The 
alternative terminates at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed below.  This alternative would be a rural facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  It would 
include new bridges over Mutton Creek at the existing US 50 bridge location, new bridges over Storm 
Creek at the Jackson and Jennings County Line at the existing US 50 bridge location and new bridges 
over Sixmile Creek at the existing US 50 bridge location.  The alternative is approximately 7.2 miles in 
length. 
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4.2.6.2 Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 
 
The Eastern Section of the Study Area begins at the eastern terminus of the Western Section of the 
Study Area at CR 575 W and continues eastward either through or around the North Vernon area to the 
eastern terminus of the project near the Jennings and Ripley County Line.  Portions of this Eastern 
Section are considered rural and a portion is considered urban.  The portion of this Eastern Section from 
CR 575 W, eastward to the West Urban Boundary of North Vernon at CR 15 N, as well as the portion 
from the East Urban Boundary of North Vernon at the Muscatatuck River eastward to the Jennings and 
Ripley County Line, are considered a rural section as shown in the rural typical section in Figure 4.1.  In 
these segments, the rural typical section will consist of a four-lane limited access facility with two-lanes in 
each direction.  It will have an 84-foot wide depressed median consisting of 76 feet of grass and 4-foot 
paved inside shoulders on each side, 11-foot outside shoulders (10-foot paved), on a total of 
approximately 300 feet of limited access right-of-way, with a design speed of 70 mph and posted speed 
limit of 60 mph or less.  In areas within this segment exhibiting more rolling terrain this limited access 
right-of-way was increased as necessary up to a maximum width of 500 feet.  Separate left and right-turn 
lanes would be provided at intersections, as required. 
 
For the portions of the rural Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives that are along the existing US 50 
corridor, access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be purchased where necessary or alternative 
access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways would be provided where possible and 
practicable.  Based on access design criteria for Statewide Mobility Corridors like US 50, intersecting 
roadways would have full-movement access with at-grade intersections unless the intersecting roadway 
is located within 730 feet of an intersection presently or anticipated to be signalized.  If within 730 feet of a 
signalized intersection, the intersecting roadway would be restricted to right-in/right-out traffic movements 
only.  The desired spacing for signalized intersections for intersecting roadways is not less than ½ mile.  If 
intersecting roadways fall within the ½ mile spacing, they would not be signalized and traffic movements 
would be restricted to avoid the need for signalization.  These restrictions could include measures such 
as no left-turns from US 50 to the intersecting roadway, restricted cross movements across US 50 from 
the intersecting roadway, or permitting right-in/right-out only traffic movements at the intersecting 
roadway.  For Major Commercial Developments, driveways not less than ½ mile from existing crossroads 
would be allowed if the property owner has no reasonable alternative access and joint-use driveways and 
frontage roads are infeasible.  For all other driveways where alternative access, joint-use driveway or 
frontage roadway are infeasible, access would be restricted to right-in/right-out only (although left-turn 
access into driveways may be conditionally approved).  For rural sections of the Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternatives that would be new terrain (away from the existing US 50 corridor), the facility 
would be limited access with access restricted to full-movement intersecting roadways.  Full-movement 
intersecting roadways would generally not be spaced closer than ½-mile and may be signalized when 
warranted.  Intersecting roadways spaced at less than ½-mile would be restricted and permit right-in/right-
out only traffic movements with possible left-turn access from US 50 to the intersecting roadway on a ¼-
mile spacing.  Where alternative access, joint-use driveways or frontage roads are infeasible, property 
access would be restricted to right-in/right-out only (although left-turn access into driveways may be 
conditionally approved). 
 
For the segment thru North Vernon, from the Western Urban Boundary at CR 15 N to the East Urban 
Boundary at the Muscatatuck River, the US 50 corridor is considered urban.  Two preliminary alternatives 
were developed that utilize the existing US 50 corridor through North Vernon.  These included the Added 
Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative and the One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative.  
Five North Vernon “bypass” alternatives were also developed for the Eastern Section of the Study Area 
consisting of four northern bypass alternatives, Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and D, and one southern 
bypass alternative, Preliminary Alternative E. 
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative (see Figure 4.7) consists of adding travel 
lanes (major widening) along existing US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon.  In this segment, 
the urban typical section, as shown in Figure 4.8, consists of a four-lane facility with two-lanes in each 
direction.  It will have a 14-foot paved median that will be utilized as a two-way left turn-lane, concrete 
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curb and gutter along the outside edges of pavement, a 4-foot grass utility strip separating the curb from 
the 6-foot concrete sidewalk, on a total of approximately 110 feet right-of-way, with a design speed of 35 
mph.  For this alternative, there would be no change in driveway access control in the section of existing 
US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon. 
 
The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative (see Figure 4.9) consists of separating the existing 
US 50 eastbound and westbound traffic onto separate parallel streets through the urban area of North 
Vernon.  The system of one-way pair roadways would begin on the west side of greater downtown North 
Vernon area near the US 50 (Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection.  The system of one-way pair 
roadways would terminate on the east side of the greater downtown North Vernon area near the existing 
US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and Short/Madison Street intersection.  The eastbound US 50 travel 
lanes would be maintained along the existing US 50 (Walnut Street) alignment and the existing roadway 
would likely be utilized with minor modifications to pavement markings, signing and traffic signals to 
accommodate the one-way traffic.  For this alternative, the westbound US 50 travel lanes would be 
relocated north to Poplar Street and the urban typical section, as shown in Figure 4.11, would be utilized.  
It will consist of a two-lane one-way facility with additional lanes for parking on both sides.  It will have 
concrete curb and gutter along the outside edges of pavement, a 4-foot grass utility strip separating the 
curb from the 6-foot concrete sidewalk, on a total of approximately 80 feet right-of-way, with a design 
speed of 35 mph.  For this alternative, in the section of existing US 50 through the urban area of North 
Vernon, there will be no change in driveway access control except where new right-of-way is required for 
the transitions from Poplar Street back to US 50 which would be limited access.   
 
In addition to these two through-town preliminary alternatives, five preliminary bypass alternatives around 
North Vernon (Alternatives A through E) were identified (see Figure 4.11).  The five preliminary limited-
access alternatives that were evaluated in the Eastern Section include: 

 
• Four northern alternatives (Alternatives A, B, C, and D) 
 
• One southern alternative (Alternative E) 

 
It should be noted that the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan was adopted as part of the Jennings 
County Comprehensive Plan (November 1, 1994) and identified three alternative North Vernon bypass 
routes.  Consideration was given to these three alternatives in the development of preliminary alternatives 
for this corridor study.  Preliminary Alternative A closely represents the Far North bypass alternative 
identified in the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan.  Preliminary Alternative B closely represents the 
Near North bypass alternative identified in the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan.  Preliminary 
Alternative E closely represents the South bypass alternative identified in the Jennings County 
Thoroughfare Plan. 
 
For the sections of the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives that would be new terrain (away from the 
existing US 50 corridor), the facility would be limited access with access restricted to full-movement 
intersecting roadways.  Full-movement intersecting roadways would generally not be spaced closer than 
½-mile and may be signalized when warranted.  Intersecting roadways spaced at less than ½-mile would 
be restricted and permit right-in/right-out only traffic movements with possible left-turn access from US 50 
to the intersecting roadway on a ¼-mile spacing.  Where alternative access, joint-use driveways or 
frontage roads are infeasible, property access would be restricted to right-in/right-out only (although left-
turn access into driveways may be conditionally approved). 
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Eastern Section Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 4.7: Eastern Section Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon 
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The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative consists of adding travel lanes (major 
widening) along existing US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon.  The alternative would begin as a 
rural four-lane facility (see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W, where it would connect to any of the Western Section 
Preliminary Alternatives discussed above.  It would follow the existing US 50 alignment eastward to the 
West Urban Boundary for North Vernon at CR 15 N.  This rural section of the alternative would utilize the 
location of the existing US 50 corridor and would include widening on both the north and south sides of 
the existing roadway.  It will have an 84-foot wide depressed median consisting of 76 feet of grass and 4-
foot paved inside shoulders on each side, 11-foot outside shoulders (10-foot paved), on a total of 
approximately 300 feet of right-of-way, with a design speed of 70 mph and posted speed limit of 60 mph 
or less.  In areas within this segment exhibiting more rolling terrain this right-of-way was increased as 
necessary up to a maximum width of 500 feet.  Separate left and right-turn lanes would be provided at 
intersections, as required.  New right-of-way would be required in this section along both the north and 
south sides of existing US 50.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be purchased where 
necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways would be 
provided where possible and practicable.  
 
The section from the West Urban Boundary for North Vernon at CR 15 N to the East Urban Boundary for 
North Vernon at the Muscatatuck River would be considered an urban five-lane facility (see Figure 4.8).  
In this urban section, the alternative would follow the existing US 50 corridor and would include widening 
on both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  New right-of-way would be required in this 
section along both the north and south sides of existing US 50.  There would be no change in driveway 
access control in the section of existing US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon, from the US 50 
(Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection to the US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and Short/Madison 
Street intersection.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 outside of the urban area of North Vernon 
would be purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use 
driveways would be provided where possible and practicable.   
 
The section from the East Urban Boundary of North Vernon at the Muscatatuck River eastward to just 
east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 will also be a rural, four-lane facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  In the 
section west of CR 175 E, the alternative would utilize the location of the existing US 50 corridor and 
would include widening on both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  In the section east of 
CR 175 E, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize 
the location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative 
would be constructed south of the existing roadway.  A majority of the new right-of-way required in this 
section of the alternative would be along the south side of existing US 50, parallel and adjacent to the 
CSX railroad southern right-of-way; however, some areas would require additional new right-of-way along 
both the north and south sides of existing US 50.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be 
purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways 
would be provided where possible and practicable.   
 
This alternative would include improvements to numerous unsignalized and signalized intersections, new 
bridges over the Muscatatuck River at the existing US 50 bridge location and would retain the at-grade 
crossing of the railroad at the US 50 and Madison Avenue/Short Street/5th Street intersection.  The 
alternative is approximately 11.6 miles in length. 
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Figure 4.8: Urban Typical Section, Eastern Section Added Travel Lanes  
Through North Vernon 
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Eastern Section One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.9: Eastern Section One-Way Pair Through North Vernon 
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The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative consists of separating the existing US 50 
eastbound and westbound traffic onto separate parallel streets through the urban area of North Vernon.  
The alternative would begin as a rural four-lane facility (see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W, where it would 
connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed above.  It would follow the 
existing US 50 alignment eastward to the West Urban Boundary for North Vernon at CR 15 N.  This rural 
section of the alternative would utilize the location of the existing US 50 corridor and would include 
widening on both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  Separate left and right-turn lanes 
would be provided at intersections, as required.  New right-of-way would be required in this section along 
both the north and south sides of existing US 50.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be 
purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways 
would be provided where possible and practicable.  
 
The section from the West Urban Boundary for North Vernon at CR 15 N to the beginning of the one-way 
pair at the US 50 (Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection would be considered an urban five-lane 
facility (see Figure 4.8).  In this urban section, the alternative would follow the existing US 50 corridor and 
would include widening on both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  New right-of-way 
would be required in this section along both the north and south sides of existing US 50.  Access for 
properties adjacent to US 50 would be purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing 
frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways would be provided where possible and practicable. 
 
The system of one-way pair roadways would begin on the west side of the greater downtown North 
Vernon area near the US 50 (Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection.  The system of one-way pair 
roadways would terminate on the east side of the greater downtown North Vernon area near the existing 
US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and Short/Madison Street intersection.  The eastbound US 50 travel 
lanes would be maintained along the existing US 50 (Walnut Street) alignment beginning at Norris 
Avenue, following US 50 (Walnut Street) through the greater downtown North Vernon area, and terminate 
at Short/Madison Street.  The existing roadway would likely be utilized with minor modifications to 
pavement markings, signing and traffic signals to accommodate the one-way traffic.  New right-of-way 
would likely not be required and on-street parking along Walnut Street (existing US 50), which exists 
today between State Street and Madison Street, will remain unchanged.  For the existing three-lane 
section of Walnut Street from Norris Avenue to State Street, on-street parking may be added on one 
side.  The westbound US 50 travel lanes would be redirected northward to Poplar Street.  This redirection 
would begin just east of the US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) intersection with Short/Madison Street and 
would require the realignment of westbound US 50 in this area to provide a better angle of intersection 
with westbound US 50 and the Madison Railroad grade crossing.  Westbound US 50 would then follow 
Poplar Street through the greater downtown North Vernon area and would terminate at the existing US 50 
(Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection, just west of Norris Avenue.  For the westbound lanes, 
Poplar Street would likely require reconstruction so that the pavement would be able to withstand the 
increased traffic volumes and additional truck loadings.  For Poplar Street, the urban typical section, as 
shown in Figure 4.11, will consist of a two-lane one-way facility with additional lanes for parking on both 
sides.  It will have concrete curb and gutter along the outside edges of pavement, a 4-foot grass utility 
strip separating the curb from the 6-foot concrete sidewalk, on a total of approximately 80 feet of right-of-
way, with a design speed of 35 mph. There would be no change in driveway access control in the section 
of existing US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon, from the US 50 (Walnut Street) and Poplar 
Street intersection to the US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and Short/Madison Street intersection.  The 
existing right-of-way may be adequate in many portions of Poplar Street to accommodate the new 
roadway; however, new right-of-way would be required in the realignment sections and in other locations.     
 
The section from the East Urban Boundary of North Vernon at the Muscatatuck River eastward to just 
east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 will also be a rural, four-lane facility as shown in Figure 4.1.  In the 
section west of CR 175 E, the alternative would utilize the location of the existing US 50 corridor and 
would include widening on both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  In the section east of 
CR 175 E, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize 
the location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative 
would be constructed south of the existing roadway.  A majority of the new right-of-way required in this 
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section of the alternative would be along the south side of existing US 50, parallel and adjacent to the 
CSX railroad southern right-of-way; however, some areas would require additional new right-of-way along 
both the north and south sides of existing US 50.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be 
purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways 
would be provided where possible and practicable.   
 
This alternative would include improvements to numerous unsignalized and signalized intersections, new 
bridges over the Muscatatuck River at the existing US 50 bridge location and would retain the at-grade 
crossing of the railroad at the Walnut Street and Madison Avenue/Short Street/5th Street intersection for 
eastbound US 50 traffic and would have an additional at-grade crossing of the railroad at the Walnut 
Street and Madison Avenue/Short Street/5th Street intersection for westbound US 50 traffic.  The 
alternative is approximately 12.2 miles in length. 
 
During the development of this alternative, the Project Management Team investigated the possibility of 
utilizing other parallel roadways through North Vernon as potential one-way pair systems.  In general, a 
system of one-way pair roadways will function more effectively and has better connectivity if the parallel 
roadways are in close proximity to each other, typically separated by no more than a block or two.  The 
Madison Railroad that runs north and south along Short Street; the CSX railroad that runs east and west, 
paralleling existing US 50, O&M Avenue and a portion of Hayden Pike; as well as the presence of 
National Register Historic Districts (NR) in the downtown area introduced difficulties with the development 
of many of the potential one-way pair facilities.  In general, the other one-way pair options that were 
investigated tended to be farther away from existing US 50 (Walnut Street) than is desired.   
 
A one-way pair option was considered that consisted of a combination of Hayden Pike and O&M Avenue 
for westbound US 50 traffic and existing US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) for eastbound traffic that would 
begin at the US 50 and Hayden Pike intersection on the west side of North Vernon.  From this point 
eastward, eastbound US 50 traffic would follow existing US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and westbound 
traffic would follow Hayden Pike.  As Hayden Pike approaches the CSX railroad, the westbound lanes 
would depart Hayden Pike and cross the CSX railroad with an at-grade crossing and follow O&M Avenue 
eastward and cross the CSX railroad with an at-grade crossing near the intersection of O&M Avenue and 
North Greensburg Street.  It would then terminate at existing US 50 (Buckeye Street).  (See Figure 4.10)  
For this one-way pair option, the location of the CSX railroad separating the potential one-way pair 
roadways not only added to the difficulties of connectivity between the eastbound and westbound lanes, 
but also introduced two additional at-grade railroad crossings to westbound traffic.  O&M Avenue is 
located in very close proximity to the CSX railroad.  Due to this, the at-grade railroad crossings would be 
at an angle of intersection that would provide poor sight distance for drivers looking down the railroad and 
would introduce safety issues at the crossings.  To correct this sight distance problem, a major relocation 
of O&M Avenue at both crossing locations would be required.  The addition of at-grade railroad crossings 
would also introduce additional delays in westbound traffic flow when trains were moving through town.  
There are also difficulties with access to SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) related to the railroad overpass and 
significant impacts to the NR North Vernon Downtown Commercial Historic District associated with this 
option.  Due to these reasons, the one-way pair system consisting of existing US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye 
Street) for eastbound traffic and Hayden Pike and O&M Avenue for westbound traffic was not considered.  
 
Another one-way pair option that was considered consisted of a combination of Hayden Pike and Short 
Street for westbound traffic and existing US 50 (Walnut Street) for eastbound traffic that would begin at 
the US 50 and Hayden Pike intersection on the west side of North Vernon.  From this point eastward, 
eastbound US 50 traffic would follow existing US 50 (Walnut Street) and westbound traffic would follow 
Hayden Pike to Short Street where it would turn south and terminate at the US 50 (Walnut Street) 
intersection with Madison Street/Short Street/ 5th Street.  While this option would eliminate the at-grade 
crossings of the CSX railroad associated with the O&M Avenue option, it would retain the existing at-
grade railroad crossing at Madison Street/Short Street/5th Street, would be separated by several blocks 
and lack connectivity and would have significant impacts to the NR North Vernon Downtown Commercial 
Historic District.  Due to these reasons, the one-way pair system consisting of existing US 50 (Walnut 
Street) for eastbound traffic and Hayden Pike and Short Street for westbound traffic was not considered. 
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Figure 4.10: Additional One-Way Pair Options Considered
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Figure 4.11: Urban Typical Section, Eastern Section One-Way Pair through 
North Vernon (Poplar Street (WB US 50)) 
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Eastern Section Preliminary Bypass Alternative Around North Vernon 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.12: Eastern Section Preliminary Bypass Alternatives  
Around  North Vernon (Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C, D and E) 
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative A, Options 1 and 2 
 

 
Figure 4.13: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative A, Options 1 and 2 

 
Preliminary Alternative A is a northern bypass alternative that was initially developed as shown in 
Figure 4.13 as Option 1.  In response to comments received from the public, elected officials, involved 
resource agencies, and consulting parties, Option 2 (see Figure 4.13) was developed.  For Preliminary 
Alternative A, Option 2 was only different from Option 1 in the section between CR 575 W and SR 3.  In 
this section, Option 2 essentially consists of the alignment for Preliminary Alternatives B, C and D 
connecting to Preliminary Alternative A, Option 1.  An initial comparison of Options 1 and 2 for Preliminary 
Alternative A was completed early in the development and modification of alternatives.  This comparison 
only involved the section of Preliminary Alternative A between CR 575 W and SR 3 where the options 
were on different alignments.  The goal of this initial comparison was to modify the alternative as 
necessary in an attempt to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the environment, residents, businesses and 
historic properties.   
 
Option 1 is approximately 6.5 miles in length and begins at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of 
the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a 
northeasterly turn and bridge over the existing US 50 pavement and the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a 
northeasterly direction to SR 7 where the alternative transitions to an urban section (see Figure 4.8).  The 
alternative crosses SR 7 between CR 300 N and CR 350 N, makes an easterly turn, and follows existing 
CR 350 N across SR 3 to a point where it would connect to Option 2.   
 
Option 2 is approximately 6.3 miles in length and also begins at CR 575 W where it would connect to any 
of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a 
northeasterly turn and bridge over the existing US 50 pavement and the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a 
northeasterly direction, paralleling the north right-of-way for the CSX railroad, to O&M Avenue where it 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 
 

Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives 
Section 4.2 – Description of Preliminary Alternatives 

4-24 

makes a northerly turn.  It continues north to a point north of CR 200 N where it makes a northeasterly 
turn and transitions to an urban section (see Figure 4.8).  It continues northeasterly crossing SR 7 just 
south of CR 300 N and crossing SR 3 just south of CR 350 N.  It then makes an easterly turn and follows 
existing CR 350 N to a point where it would connect to Option 1. 
 
Since the location of Options 1 and 2 for Preliminary Alternative A were in relative close proximity (see 
Figure 4.14), differences in traffic performance and safety improvements for each option were determined 
to be negligible, although with its closer proximity to North Vernon, Option 2 would better serve North 
Vernon.  An analysis and evaluation of socio-economic and environmental impacts associated with each 
option was completed and the results are summarized in Table 4.1. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4.14:  Option 1 and Option 2 for Preliminary Alternative A 
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Table 4.1:  Socio-Economic/Environmental Impact Summary Table for  
Preliminary Alternative A, Option 1 and Option 2 

 

Preliminary Alternative A 
Socio-Economic/Environmental Measure 

Option 1 Option 2 

Construction Costs (Mil. Of $) (2015 Dollars) $54.6 $52.9 
New ROW (acres) 270.0 267.0 
Relocations   

Residences Acquired 64 9 
Residences Loss of Access 5 1 

Businesses Acquired 3 1 
Businesses Loss of Access 0 0 

Farmland (acres) 110 173 
Forests (acres) 126 56 
Wetlands Total (NWI) (acres) 1.5 4.4 
Floodplains (acres) 6 0 
Historic Properties * 0 0 

 
* Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Contributing, Notable and Outstanding 

Sites and bridges from Dr. Cooper’s books 
 
 
 

Option 1 
 
Advantages: 
 

• This option impacts approximately 63 acres less of farmland than Option 2 
 

• It impacts approximately 2.9 acres less of NWI wetlands than Option 2 
 
Disadvantages: 
 

• It has associated estimated construction costs that are approximately $1.7 million more than 
Option 2 

 
• It would require 55 more residential relocations than Option 2 

 
• It would require 4 more residential losses of access than Option 2 

 
• It would require 2 more business relocations than Option 2 

 
• It impacts approximately 71 acres more forests than Option 2 

 
• It impacts approximately 6 acres more floodplains than Option 2 
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Option 2 
 
Advantages: 
 

• This option has associated estimated construction costs that are approximately $1.7 million less 
than Option 1 

 
• It would require 55 less residential relocations than Option 1 

 
• It would require 4 less residential losses of access than Option 1 

 
• It would require 2 less business relocations than Option 1 

 
• It impacts approximately 71 acres less forests than Option 1 

 
• It impacts approximately 6 acres less floodplains than Option 1 

 
Disadvantages: 
 

• It impacts approximately 63 acres more of farmland than Option 1 
 

• It impacts approximately 2.9 acres more of NWI wetlands than Option 1 
 
Given the higher construction costs, residential relocations and loss of access, business relocations, 
forest impacts and floodplain impacts, Option 1 was not recommended to be utilized in this section of 
Preliminary Alternative A.  All subsequent reference to Preliminary Alternative A will include 
Option 2.  
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative A 

 
Figure 4.15:  Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative A 

Preliminary Alternative A is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
(see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the 
existing US 50 roadway and the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the 
north right-of-way for the CSX railroad, to O&M Avenue where it makes a northerly turn.  It continues 
north to a point north of CR 200 N where it makes a northeasterly turn and transitions to an urban five-
lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.8).  It continues northeasterly crossing SR 7 just south of CR 
300 N and crossing SR 3 just south of CR 350 N.  It then makes an easterly turn and follows existing CR 
350 N easterly to CR 75 W where it transitions to a rural four-lane, limited access facility.  The alternative 
continues eastward to the eastern edge of Selmier State Forest where it makes a southeasterly turn and 
crosses the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  It continues in a southeasterly direction, and bridges 
the CSX Railroad and existing US 50 pavement just west of CR 300 E.  The alternative then makes a 
northeasterly turn and rejoins the existing US 50 alignment approximately ¼ mile west of the MUTC 
entrance where it remains a rural four-lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.1).  It continues 
northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 to just east of the MUTC 
entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 50.  In the eastern 
section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to 
the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes 
and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed south of the existing roadway.  A 
majority of the new right-of-way required in this section of the alternative would be along the south side of 
existing US 50.  The alternative would include new bridges over the Muscatatuck River and new bridges 
over existing US 50 and the CSX railroad at two separate locations, one west of North Vernon near CR 
450 W and the other east of North Vernon near CR 300 E.  The alternative is approximately 14.0 miles in 
length. 
 
It should be noted that the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan was adopted as part of the Jennings 
County Comprehensive Plan (November 1, 1994) and identified three alternative North Vernon bypass 
routes.  Preliminary Alternative A closely represents the Far North bypass alternative identified in the 
Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan.   
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative B 

 
Figure 4.16: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative B 

Preliminary Alternative B is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
(see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the 
existing US 50 roadway and the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the 
north right-of-way for the CSX railroad.  It makes a northerly turn at O&M Avenue, and continues north to 
approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N where it makes an easterly turn and transitions to an urban 
five-lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.8).  It continues east crossing SR 7 and then SR 3 
approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N.  East of SR 3 the alternative transitions to a rural four-lane, 
limited access facility.  It continues eastward to just east of CR 20 W (N. Base Road) where it makes a 
southeasterly turn, and bridges the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River and the CSX Railroad.  The 
alternative makes an easterly turn and bridges the CSX Railroad and existing US 50 pavement and joins 
existing US 50 just east of Deer Creek Road where it remains a rural four-lane, limited access facility (see 
Figure 4.1).  It continues northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 to 
just east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 50.  
In the eastern section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be parallel 
and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future 
westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed south of the 
existing roadway.  A majority of the new right-of-way required in this section of the alternative would be 
along the south side of existing US 50.  The alternative would include new bridges over the Muscatatuck 
River and new bridges over existing US 50 and the CSX railroad at two separate locations, one west of 
North Vernon near CR 450 W and the other east of North Vernon near Deer Creek Road.  The alternative 
is approximately 12.6 miles in length. 
 
It should be noted that the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan was adopted as part of the Jennings 
County Comprehensive Plan (November 1, 1994) and identified three alternative North Vernon bypass 
routes.  Preliminary Alternative B closely represents the Near North bypass alternative identified in the 
Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan.   
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative C 
 

 
Figure 4.17: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative C 

 
Preliminary Alternative C is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
(see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the 
existing US 50 roadway and the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the 
north right-of-way for the CSX railroad.  It makes a northerly turn at O&M Avenue, and continues north to 
approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N where it makes a northeasterly turn and transitions to an urban 
five-lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.8).  It continues northeast crossing SR 7 approximately 0.5 
mile north of CR 200 N then crosses SR 3 just south of CR 350 N where it transitions to a rural four-lane, 
limited access facility.  It continues northeasterly, crossing CR 450 N, and then turns in an easterly 
direction just north of the North Vernon Airport.  It continues easterly to just east of CR 150 E where it 
makes a southerly turn and crosses the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  It continues southerly 
bridging the CSX Railroad and existing US 50 just west of CR 300 E.  The alternative then makes a 
northeasterly turn and rejoins the existing US 50 alignment approximately ¼ mile west of the MUTC 
entrance where it remains a rural four-lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.1).  It continues 
northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 to just east of the MUTC 
entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 50.  In the eastern 
section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to 
the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes 
and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed south of the existing roadway.  A 
majority of the new right-of-way required in this section of the alternative would be along the south side of 
existing US 50.  The alternative would include new bridges over the Muscatatuck River and new bridges 
over existing US 50 and the CSX railroad at two separate locations, one west of North Vernon near CR 
450 W and the other east of North Vernon just west of CR 300 E.  The alternative is approximately 15.0 
miles in length. 
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative D 

 
Figure 4.18: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative D 

 
 
Preliminary Alternative D is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
(see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the 
existing US 50 roadway and the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the 
north right-of-way for the CSX railroad.  It makes a northerly turn at O&M Avenue, and continues north to 
approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N where it makes a northeasterly turn and transitions to an urban 
five-lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.8).  It continues northeast crossing SR 7 approximately 0.5 
mile north of CR 200 N then crosses SR 3 just south of CR 350 N where it transitions to a rural four-lane, 
limited access facility.  It continues northeasterly to a point approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 650 N and 
approximately 0.5 mile west of CR 300 E where it turns in an easterly direction.  It continues easterly just 
north of the Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center (SEPAC) and the MUTC, crosses the Vernon Fork of 
the Muscatatuck River just west of CR 600 E, and then makes a southeasterly turn just east of CR 600 E.  
It continues southeasterly again crossing the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River near CR 750 E and 
bridging the CSX Railroad and existing US 50 just west of CR 830 E.  The alternative then makes an 
easterly turn, rejoins existing US 50 approximately ½ mile west of the Ripley/Jennings County Line and 
terminates at the Jennings/Ripley County Line.  The alternative would include new bridges over the 
Muscatatuck River at two separate locations, one just west of CR 600 E and the other near CR 750 E.  It 
would also include new bridges over existing US 50 and the CSX railroad at two separate locations, one 
west of North Vernon near CR 450 W and the other east of North Vernon just west of CR 830 E.  The 
alternative is approximately 18.8 miles in length.   
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative E, Options 1 and 2 

 
 
 

Figure 4.19: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative E, Options 1 and 2 
 
Preliminary Alternative E is a southern bypass alternative that was initially developed as shown in 
Figure 4.19 as Option 1.  In response to comments received from the public, elected officials, involved 
resource agencies, and consulting parties, Option 2 (see Figure 4.19) was developed.  For Preliminary 
Alternative E, Option 2 was only different from Option 1 in the section from approximately 1-mile west of 
SR 3 to approximately 0.5 miles east of SR 3.  In this section, Option 2 essentially consists of a slight 
northward shift in the alignment of Preliminary Alternative E, Option 1, in the vicinity of the Muscatatuck 
County Park.  An initial comparison of Options 1 and 2 for Preliminary Alternative E was completed early 
in the development and modification of alternatives.  This comparison only involved the section of 
Preliminary Alternative A from approximately 1-mile west of SR 3 to approximately ½ mile east of SR 3 
where the options were on different alignments.  The goal of this initial comparison was to modify the 
alternative as necessary in an attempt to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the environment, residents, 
businesses and historic properties, particularly in the Muscatatuck County Park area.   
 
Since the location of Options 1 and 2 for Preliminary Alternative E were in relative close proximity (see 
Figure 4.20), differences in length, construction costs, traffic performance and safety improvements for 
each option were determined to be negligible.  An analysis and evaluation of socio-economic and 
environmental impacts associated with each option was completed and the results are summarized in 
Table 4.2. 
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Figure 4.20:  Option 1 and Option 2 for Preliminary Alternative E 

 
 

 
 

Table 4.2:  Socio-Economic/Environmental Impact Summary Table for  
Preliminary Alternative E, Option 1 and Option 2 

 

Preliminary Alternative E 
Socio-Economic/Environmental Measure 

Option 1 Option 2 

New ROW (acres) 111.0 96.0 
Relocations   

Residences Acquired 19 19 
Residences Loss of Access 6 0 

Businesses Acquired 1 1 
Businesses Loss of Access 0 0 

Grassland/Herbaceous (acres) 23 14 
Floodplains (acres) 10 5 
Historic Properties * 2 1 
Potential Section 4(f) Properties ** 2 1 

 
* Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Contributing, Notable and Outstanding 

Sites and bridges from Dr. Cooper’s books 
** See Chapter 5 for Discussion of Section 4(f) Properties 
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Option 1 
 

Disadvantages: 
 

• It would require 6 more residential losses of access than Option 2 
 

• It impacts approximately 9 acres more grasslands/herbaceous than Option 2 
 

• It impacts approximately 5 acres more floodplains than Option 2 
 

• It impacts 1 more potentially Historic Property than Option 2 
 

• It impacts 1 more Potential Section 4(f) Property than Option 2 
 
 
Option 2 
 
Advantages: 
 

• It would require 6 less residential losses of access than Option 1 
 

• It impacts approximately 9 acres less grasslands/herbaceous than Option 1 
 

• It impacts approximately 5 acres less floodplains than Option 1 
 

• It impacts 1 less potentially Historic Property than Option 1 
 

• It impacts 1 less Potential Section 4(f) Property than Option 1 
 
An evaluation of the impacts associated with Option 1 and Option 2 in Table 5.2 and summarized in the 
advantages and disadvantages above showed that the modifications made to Alternative E in Option 2 
were advantageous for socio-economic/environmental impacts.  Given the higher number of residential 
losses of access, grassland/herbaceous impacts, floodplain impacts, potentially Historic Property impacts 
and Potential Section 4(f) Property impacts, Option 1 was not recommended to be utilized in this 
section of Preliminary Alternative E.  All subsequent reference to Preliminary Alternative E will 
include Option 2.  
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative E 

 
 

Figure 4.21:  Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative E 

Preliminary Alternative E is a southern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
(see Figure 4.1) at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed above.  At CR 575 W it would make a northeasterly turn and continue 
northeasterly to just east of CR 400 W where it would make an easterly turn and rejoin the existing US 50 
alignment.  It would follow the existing US 50 alignment eastward to CR 250 W where it departs existing 
US 50 and makes a slight northeasterly turn, just south of the North Vernon Junior/Senior High School 
complex.  The alternative continues in a northeasterly direction to South Norris Avenue where it makes an 
easterly turn and continues easterly along the north edge of the Muscatatuck County Park.  It crosses SR 
7/SR 3 and continues in an easterly direction crossing the Madison Railroad with an at-grade crossing 
and bridging the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  It continues easterly for approximately 1-mile 
and then makes a northeasterly turn.  The alternative continues northeasterly and rejoins the existing US 
50 alignment near CR 175 E where it remains a rural four-lane, limited access facility (see Figure 4.1).  It 
continues northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 to just east of 
the MUTC entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 50.  In the 
eastern section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be parallel and 
adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future 
westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed south of the 
existing roadway.  A majority of the new right-of-way required in this section of the alternative would be 
along the south side of existing US 50.  The alternative would include new bridges over the Muscatatuck 
River, Indian Creek and an unnamed ditch.  The alternative is approximately 11.4 miles in length. 
 
It should be noted that the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan was adopted as part of the Jennings 
County Comprehensive Plan (November 1, 1994) and identified three alternative North Vernon bypass 
routes.  Preliminary Alternative E closely represents the South bypass alternative identified in the 
Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan. 
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5. ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
5.1  Introduction 
 
This chapter discusses the traffic, social, economic and environmental impacts of the Preliminary 
Alternatives developed for this study as directed by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA).  A detailed description of the alternatives developed for this project can be found in Chapter 4 – 
Definition of Alternatives.  A summary of the Preliminary Alternatives discussed in Chapter 4 includes: 
 

• A No-Build Alternative that establishes the benchmark for the evaluation of Build Alternatives 
and is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 

 
• Travel Demand Management (TDM) Alternatives which involve actions to spread the peak 

hours of travel or to encourage the shift to alternative modes of travel to the single-occupancy 
vehicle 

 
• Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives which involve low-cost capital 

investments to reduce congestion, improve traffic flow, and measures to optimize performance of 
the existing transportation infrastructure 

 
• Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Alternatives which include a variety of technology-

based programs to actively manage the roadway system 
 

• Mass Transit Alternatives which include rail, both passenger and freight, or bus service along 
the US 50 corridor and in North Vernon 

 
• Highway “Build” Alternatives on existing and new alignments which may include: 

 
o US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing Alignment 

 
o US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing and/or New Alignments with New Alignments 

around North Vernon 
 
For analysis and evaluation purposes, the Study Area was divided into two sections, a Western Section 
from US 31 eastward to CR 575 W, and an Eastern Section from CR 575 W to the eastern terminus of the 
project.  The dividing line of the two sections, CR 575 W, is the area where the preliminary bypass 
alternatives around North Vernon begin.  For the analysis of impacts related to each of the Preliminary 
Alternatives, each preliminary alternative was analyzed as either a Western Section or an Eastern 
Section Preliminary Alternative.  Chapter 6 – Evaluation of Alternatives, evaluates/screens the impacts of 
the Western and Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives and recommends alternative(s) that require 
additional NEPA studies in both sections.  Based on these Western and Eastern Preliminary 
Alternative(s) recommendations, the impacts of any Western Section Preliminary Alternative can be 
added to the impacts of any Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative to determine a summary of impacts 
for the entire corridor for any Western and Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative pair.   
 
Figure 5.1 shows the four different Western Section Preliminary Alternatives, Preliminary Alternatives 
W, W1, W2 and W3, that consist of preliminary alternatives ranging from added travel lanes along 
existing US 50 to varying combinations of added travel lanes along US 50 and new alignments essentially 
paralleling US 50.  Figures 5.2 through 5.4 show the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives consisting 
of Added Travel Lanes along existing US 50 Preliminary Alternative thru North Vernon (see Figure 
5.2) and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives through North Vernon (see Figure 5.3), four northern 
bypass alternatives (Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and D) and a southern bypass alternative 
(Preliminary Alternative E) (see Figure 5.4).  Refer to Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives, for 
additional information related to the preliminary alternatives. 
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Figure 5.1:  Western Section Preliminary Alternatives 

(Alternatives W, W1, W2 and W3) 
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Figure 5.2: Eastern Section Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon
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Figure 5.3: Eastern Section One-Way Pair Through North Vernon 
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Figure 5.4:  Eastern Section Preliminary Bypass Alternatives  

Around North Vernon (Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C, D and E) 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 

Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives 
Section 5.2 – Transportation Considerations 

5-6 

5.2  Transportation Considerations 
 
5.2.1  Summary of Transportation Performance Measures 
 
The Jennings County Sub-area Travel Demand Model (TDM) was used to forecast year 2030 daily traffic 
for the highway Build Preliminary Alternatives for comparison with the No Build Alternative.  Significant 
changes in travel patterns occur with the Build Preliminary Alternatives: 
 

• While all the Build Preliminary Alternatives result in greater daily traffic volumes in the improved 
US 50 corridor than the No Build condition, the amount of diversion from other State routes 
outside Jennings County and other routes within Jennings County varies with the Build 
Preliminary Alternative.  The four northern new terrain options (Preliminary Alternatives A 
through D) attract more traffic than the southern new terrain option (Preliminary Alternative E).  
In turn, the southern new terrain option attracts more traffic than the Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives. 

 
• Providing additional traffic carrying capacity through downtown North Vernon, the Added Travel 

Lanes (Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives attract additional traffic on 
State Street (SR 3/7) both north and south of existing US 50 (Walnut Street) over the No Build 
condition.  Whereas, the four northern new terrain options (Preliminary Alternatives A through 
D) reduce traffic on State Street (SR 3/7) both north and south of existing US 50 (Walnut Street) 
compared to the No Build condition. 

 
• The southern new terrain option (Preliminary Alternative E) results in the greatest increase of 

traffic on State Street (SR 3/7) from the SR 3/7 junction on the north side of North Vernon to 
existing US 50 (Walnut Street) and on Norris Avenue from Walnut Street to the new facility. 

 
• Due to its circuitous alignment, Preliminary Alternative C draws the least traffic on the new 

terrain portion, and is the least effective of the new terrain options in diverting traffic from existing 
US 50 through downtown North Vernon. 

 
The transportation performance aspects of the preliminary alternatives are elaborated below. 
 
5.2.2  Intersection Level of Service 
 
Traffic operating conditions are described by Level-of-Service (LOS) ratings. The LOS ratings are similar 
to the school grading system of A through F. LOS F represents a breakdown in traffic flow (or failure), and 
is clearly unacceptable. LOS E equates to traffic flow at capacity (i.e. unstable flow), and is undesirable. 
LOS D is considered the minimum acceptable level for urban areas (i.e. approaching unstable flow). LOS 
C is the desirable level for urban areas and the minimum acceptable level for rural areas (i.e. stable flow). 
LOS B is desirable for rural areas (i.e. reasonable free flow). LOS A is free flow. Thus, LOS C or better 
reflects desirable traffic flow operations.  
 
The traffic impacts to existing US 50 resulting from the preliminary alternatives on four key signalized 
intersections and ten key unsignalized intersections were examined.  The forecasted daily traffic 
assignments for the year 2030 were compared to that for the year 2000 to derive an annual compound 
growth rate for each of the intersections for the No Build and Build Preliminary Alternatives.   The annual 
compound growth rate for each intersection for each of the preliminary alternatives was applied to the 
2006 PM peak-hour turning movement counts at each intersection to derive the turning movements for 
the year 2030.  Highway Capacity Manual Software for signalized and unsignalized intersections was 
used to obtain the LOS for the year 2030 for each of the preliminary alternatives as reported in Table 5.1. 
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Table 5.1: Intersection LOS (Signalized and Unsignalized) 
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Focusing on the overall LOS (the composite LOS for all approaches) for each of the four signalized 
intersections along existing US 50, the following observations are made: 

• Preliminary Alternative B is the only build preliminary alternative that diverts sufficient traffic 
from US 50 to achieve an acceptable LOS at all four signalized intersections.   

• The remaining build preliminary alternatives (Added Travel Lanes (Widening), One-Way Pair, 
Preliminary Alternatives A, C, D and E) achieve an acceptable LOS for three of the four 
signalized intersections including US 50 at US 31, Norris Avenue and Madison Street/Short 
Street/5th Street.  They have one signalized intersection with a substandard LOS:  US 50 at SR 
3/SR 7.  In order to bring this intersection’s LOS to an acceptable level, intersection 
improvements would be required that may include signal timings, added southbound through 
lanes, added left-turn lanes would be required.  Many of these intersection improvements would 
require right-of-way from all four quadrants.     

• The No-Build Alterative does not add through traffic-carrying capacity and therefore fails to 
address the existing signalized intersections.  Traffic operating conditions will continue to 
deteriorate in the future to where the No-Build Alternative will have a failing LOS at all four 
intersections.   

Unsignalized intersection LOS analysis does not produce an overall LOS rating like the signalized 
intersection analysis discussed above.  Since all ten unsignalized intersections are two-way stop control 
with US 50 being the through movement and the intersecting roadway being a stop condition, a LOS was 
calculated for the US 50 left-turn movement as well as the northbound and southbound intersecting 
roadway approaches.  For the ten unsignalized intersections along existing US 50, the following 
observations are made: 

• The build preliminary alternatives add through travel lanes along US 50.  The US 50 median in 
rural areas and the two-way center left-turn lane in urban areas will enable left-turn movements 
from north-south intersecting roadways to be accomplished in two steps.  This would be 
accomplished by providing adequate median width to store a vehicle so that it can cross one 
direction of US 50 traffic, temporarily stop in the median, and then cross the other direction of US 
50 traffic.  Without this median width, intersecting roadways would be required to cross US 50 in 
one step where gaps in the US 50 traffic would have to exist both eastbound and westbound on 
US 50 at the same time. 

• The eastbound and westbound left-turn movements from existing US 50 to the intersecting 
roadway at all ten unsignalized intersections will operate at acceptable LOS for all build 
preliminary alternatives. 

• Where the preliminary alternatives have different alignments, the difference in LOS for the 
unsignalized intersections depends on the effectiveness in diverting traffic from the existing US 
50 corridor. 

o The No-Build Alterative does not add through traffic-carrying capacity and therefore fails 
to address the existing unsignalized intersections.  Traffic operating conditions will 
continue to deteriorate in the future to where the No-Build Alternative will have seven of 
the ten unsignalized intersections where at least one of the intersecting roadway 
approaches will have a substandard LOS. 

o The US 50 intersections at CR 900 W and CR 700 W have a substandard approach for 
all build Preliminary Alternatives and the No-Build Alternative.  Additional 
intersection analysis at these locations would be required to determine specific 
improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS. 

o The Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternative has four intersections 
where at least one of the intersecting roadway approaches has a substandard LOS, 
including CR 900 W, CR 700 W, Hayden Pike and Poplar Street.  The US 50 and Hayden 
Pike intersection results in an unacceptable LOS F despite a significant reduction in 
delay. 
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o The One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative has three intersections where at least one of 
the intersecting roadway approaches has a substandard LOS including CR 900 W, CR 
700 W and Hayden Pike. 

o Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and D have three intersections where at least one of 
the intersecting roadway approaches has a substandard LOS including CR 900 W, CR 
700 W and Brownstown Road. 

o Preliminary Alternative E has two intersections where at least one of the intersecting 
roadway approaches has a substandard LOS including CR 900 W and CR 700 W. 

 
Only the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative with the lowest through traffic volumes achieves a LOS 
E or better at all 10 unsignalized intersections.  The Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary 
Alternative and Preliminary Alternative E achieve a LOS E or better at 9 of 10 unsignalized 
intersections.  The northern new terrain preliminary alternatives achieve a LOS E or better at 8 of the 10 
unsignalized intersections.  Additional intersection analysis at the intersection locations with substandard 
LOS would be required to determine specific improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS. 
 
5.2.3  Segment Level of Service 
 
Table 5.2 summarizes the LOS for major roadway segments for the No Build and Build Preliminary 
Alternatives in the Study Area.  When a traffic signal exists within or at the end of a particular roadway 
segment, traffic flow conditions are dedicated by the LOS of the traffic signal, and the LOS analysis for 
traffic signals should be consulted to assess the impacts of the preliminary alternatives.  Existing US 50 
was broken into 18 segments.  Other significant roadways in the project area were analyzed as well 
including the segment of SR 3/7 from Vernon to the SR3 and SR 7 intersection on the north side of North 
Vernon, a segment along SR 3 north of North Vernon, a segment along SR 7 north of North Vernon, the 
segment of Norris Avenue south of existing US 50 and two segments of Poplar Street from Brownstown 
Road to Madison Street/Short Street/5th Street.  The following observations are made: 
 

• The No-Build Alterative does not add through traffic-carrying capacity and therefore fails to 
address a majority of the segments that have an unacceptable LOS in the year 2006.  Traffic 
operating conditions will continue to deteriorate in the future to where the No-Build Alternative 
will have seven segments of US 50 with substandard LOS.  Four of these segments are located 
in the western portion of the project area, from US 31 to Hayden Pike.  One segment is within 
North Vernon, between Poplar Street and Norris Avenue.  Two segments are located east of 
North Vernon between Greensburg Street and CR 425 E.  Additionally, in the year 2030, many 
segments of SR 3 and SR 7 will experience substandard LOS.  This includes the segment of SR 
3/SR 7 through North Vernon from Franklin Street to the SR 3/SR 7 split on the north side of 
North Vernon.    It also includes segments of SR 7 north of North Vernon from north of SR 3 to 
the Jennings/Bartholomew County line and segments of SR 3 from SR 7 to CR 500 N. 

• Preliminary Alternative D is the only alternative where all 18 segments of existing US 50 
operate at acceptable LOS. 

 
• Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and E have one segment of US 50 with substandard LOS:  

Main Street in Butlerville to the Ripley County Line (approximately 4.5 miles).  This is a result of 
these alternatives transitioning from a four-lane to a two-lane facility and terminating west of 
Butlerville.  While the 2030 daily traffic is estimated to be higher when compared to the No-Build 
Alternative, the alternatives retain the existing alignment, do not add through traffic-carrying 
capacity and therefore do not divert any traffic off of existing US 50 in this segment.   

 
• The One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative, Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary 

Alternative, and Preliminary Alternative E each have two segments of US 50 with substandard 
LOS:  CR 425E to Main Street in Butlerville (approximately 1.2 miles) and Main Street to the 
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Ripley County Line (approximately 4.5 miles).  This is a result of these alternatives transitioning 
from a four-lane to a two-lane facility and terminating west of Butlerville.  While the 2030 daily 
traffic is estimated to be higher when compared to the No-Build Alternative, the alternatives retain 
the existing alignment, do not add through traffic-carrying capacity or divert any traffic off of 
existing US 50 in this segment. 

 
• For the segments of SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) analyzed, the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 

Preliminary Alternative, One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative E 
draw more traffic down SR 7 than the other alternatives.  This additional traffic results in 
substandard LOS for two segments including the segment from Poplar Street northward to 
Franklin Street and from Franklin Street northward to SR 3. 

 
• For SR 3 from SR 7 (State Street) to Madison Street, the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 

Preliminary Alternative, One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative E 
draw more traffic down SR 3 than the No-Build condition and result in a substandard LOS in this 
segment of SR 3.  Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and D reduce traffic on this segment of SR 
3 and have an acceptable LOS.   

 
• For the segment of Norris Avenue and the two segments of Poplar Street analyzed, all 

alternatives have an acceptable LOS.  Preliminary Alternative E is the only preliminary 
alternative that has an adverse affect along Norris Avenue from Walnut Street (existing US 50) 
southward to Gum Street that results in a 74% increase in traffic in this segment of Norris Street 
over the No-Build condition.  This is a result of traffic accessing the north side of North Vernon 
being drawn southward down SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) to existing US 50, following existing US 
50 from State Street to Norris Avenue and continuing southward down Norris Avenue to the south 
new terrain preliminary alternative location. 

 
In conclusion, the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternative, One-Way Pair 
Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative E options have the most significant adverse 
impact on other roadways drawing additional traffic down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of North 
Vernon to existing US 50.  In the case of Preliminary Alternative E, traffic also increases by 74% on 
Norris Avenue from existing US 50 to the new terrain facility location.  
  
Preliminary Alternative E is the only Build Preliminary Alternative that has the potential to affect traffic 
patterns in historic Vernon.  Creating a new crossing of the Muscatatuck River north of Vernon, traffic on 
SR 3/7 has the potential to shift from the existing route entering the northwest side of Vernon to the 
northeast side of Vernon via Deer Creek Road and Pike Street.  It is anticipated that approximately 30% 
of the traffic (approximately 4,000 vehicles per day) would shift from SR 3/7 to Deer Creek Road and Pike 
Street between the new terrain facility and Jackson Street.  This shift in traffic may pose concerns relative 
to the physical and functional condition of Deer Creek Road and Pike Street as well as the Deer Creek 
Road Bridge over the Muscatatuck River.  However, due to physical limitations on Deer Creek Road and 
the Deer Creek Road Muscatatuck River Bridge, this diversion may not occur.  Nevertheless, through 
auto and truck traffic may have to be discouraged from using Deer Creek Road and Pike Street as a short 
cut. 
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Table 5.2: Segment LOS 
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5.2.4  Traffic Diversion 
 
The traffic patterns in and around North Vernon will change differently depending on the preliminary 
alternative being considered.  New terrain alternates will divert a certain portion of vehicles from the 
existing facility to the new facility.  For this study, the diversion of total traffic and the diversion of truck 
traffic from existing US 50 related to each of the preliminary alternatives was analyzed and is described 
below. 
 
5.2.4.1  Total Traffic Diversion 
 
Table 5.3 shows the percent of change of total year 2030 traffic volumes along existing US 50 compared 
to the No-Build condition assuming construction of a particular preliminary alternative.  It also shows the 
projected 2030 traffic along existing US 50 for the No-Build condition as well as assuming construction of 
a particular preliminary alternative.  This table reveals the following related to total traffic diversion from 
existing US 50: 

• The One-Way Pair and Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternatives retain the 
existing alignment through town and therefore do not divert any traffic off existing US 50.  Since 
these alternatives increase the traffic capacity of the existing corridor, the 2030 daily traffic is 
estimated to be higher when compared to the No-Build Alternative. 

• While the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative reduces traffic (autos and trucks) on existing 
US 50 (Walnut Street) through North Vernon between Poplar Street and 7th Street, the 
combination of traffic for both directions – Walnut Street for eastbound and Poplar Street for 
westbound US 50 traffic – for the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative results in more traffic 
through downtown North Vernon than the No-Build condition. 

• All Build Preliminary Alternatives attract additional traffic to the US 50 Corridor over the No Build 
Condition.  However, the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternative, One-Way 
Pair Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative E draw less additional traffic 
throughout the area than the north new terrain preliminary alternatives through the corridor. 

For the new terrain preliminary alternatives, the effectiveness in diverting total traffic from existing US 50 
varies.  Based on the percent diversion of daily traffic from existing US 50 from CR 265 W to Norris 
Avenue, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternative E was the best performer related to total traffic diversion with reductions 
in each of the individual segments ranging between 45% and 55% diversion.   

• Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D performed similarly in their effectiveness in diverting total 
traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 25% 
less traffic diverted than Preliminary Alternative E. 

•  Preliminary Alternative C consistently performed worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
total traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 
10% less traffic diverted than the grouping of Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D.   

Based on the percent diversion of daily traffic from existing US 50 through North Vernon from Norris 
Avenue to CR 425 E, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternative B was the best performer related to total traffic diversion with reductions 
in each of the individual segments averaging between 50% and 60% diversion.   

• Preliminary Alternatives A, D and E performed similarly in their effectiveness in diverting total 
traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 15% 
less traffic diverted than Preliminary Alternative B. 

• Preliminary Alternative C consistently performed worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
total traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 
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10% to 15% less traffic diverted than the grouping of Preliminary Alternatives A, D and E.  This 
is due to the circuitous route of Preliminary Alternative C around North Vernon. 

When the percent diversion of daily traffic from existing US 50 through North Vernon from CR 265 W to 
CR 425 E is weighted by vehicle-miles of travel, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternative E (-46%) and Preliminary Alternative B (-42%) were the best 
performers related to total traffic diversion. 

• Preliminary Alternative A (-38%) and Preliminary Alternative D (-34%) performed similarly in 
their effectiveness in diverting total traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions 
that averaged approximately 8% less traffic diverted that Preliminary Alternatives E and B. 

• Preliminary Alternative C (-24%) performed the worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
total traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 
12% less traffic diverted than the grouping of Preliminary Alternatives A and D.  This is due to 
the circuitous route of Preliminary Alternative C around North Vernon. 

Based on the percent diversion of daily traffic from existing US 50 from CR 425 E to the Jennings/Ripley 
County line, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and E transition from a four-lane to a two-lane facility and 
terminate west of Butlerville.  While the 2030 daily traffic is estimated to be higher when 
compared to the No-Build Alternative, the alternatives retain the existing alignment, do not add 
through traffic-carrying capacity and therefore do not divert any traffic off of existing US 50 in this 
segment. 

• Only Preliminary Alternative D is effective in reducing traffic on existing US 50 through 
Butlerville with total traffic reductions ranging between 60% and 75%.  This is due to the route of 
Preliminary Alternative D on new terrain around the north side of Butlerville. 

    
5.2.4.2  Truck Traffic Diversion 
 
Table 5.4 shows the percent of change of year 2030 truck traffic volumes along existing US 50 compared 
to the No-Build condition assuming construction of a particular preliminary alternative.  It also shows the 
projected 2030 truck traffic along existing US 50 for the No-Build condition as well as assuming 
construction of a particular preliminary alternative.  This table reveals the following related to truck traffic 
diversion from existing US 50: 
 

• Existing truck traffic along US 50 through North Vernon and from North Vernon to the 
Jennings/Ripley County Line exceeds statewide averages for similar urban and principal arterials 
(17.9% in rural and 8.6% in urban areas).  For the No-Build Alternative in the year 2030, truck 
traffic on US 50 is forecasted to grow between 111% and 300%, increasing the percentage of 
trucks on the corridor. 

• The One-Way Pair and Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternatives retain the 
existing alignment through town and therefore do not divert any truck traffic off existing US 50. 

For the new terrain preliminary alternatives, the effectiveness in diverting truck traffic from existing US 50 
varies.  Based on the percent diversion of daily truck traffic from existing US 50 from CR 265 W to Norris 
Avenue, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternative E was the best performer related to truck traffic diversion with reductions 
in each of the individual segments ranging between 75% and 80% diversion.   

• Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D performed similarly in their effectiveness in diverting truck 
traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 10% 
less truck traffic diverted than Preliminary Alternative E. 
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• Preliminary Alternative C consistently performed worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
truck traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 
20% less truck traffic diverted than the grouping of Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D.   

Based on the percent diversion of daily truck from existing US 50 through North Vernon from Norris 
Avenue to CR 425 E, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D performed similarly and were the best performers related 
to truck traffic diversion in each of the individual segments with reductions in each of the 
individual segments averaging between 60% and 80% diversion.   

• Preliminary Alternative E performed slightly worse in its effectiveness in diverting truck traffic in 
each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 30% less truck 
traffic diverted than the grouping of Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D.  This indicates that 
three of the four northern new terrain preliminary alternatives are more effective than the southern 
new terrain preliminary alternative in serving truck traffic to the industrial and regional commercial 
areas on the north side of North Vernon. 

• Preliminary Alternative C consistently performed worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
truck traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 
20% less truck traffic diverted than Preliminary Alternative E.  This is due to the circuitous route 
of Preliminary Alternative C around North Vernon. 

When the percent diversion of daily truck from existing US 50 through North Vernon from CR 265 W to 
CR 425 E is weighted by vehicle-miles of travel, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternative B (-73%), Preliminary Alternative D (-72%), Preliminary Alternative 
A (-70%) and Preliminary Alternative E (-69%) performed similarly and were the best 
performers related to truck traffic diversion.  Preliminary Alternative E is the least effective of 
these at 69%, due to its distance from the industrial and regional commercial areas on the north 
side of North Vernon.  This indicates that three of the four northern new terrain preliminary 
alternatives are more effective than the southern new terrain preliminary alternative in serving 
truck traffic to the industrial and regional commercial areas on the north side of North Vernon. 

• Preliminary Alternative C (-45%) performed the worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
truck traffic in each of the individual segments.  This is due to the circuitous route of Preliminary 
Alternative C around North Vernon. 

Based on the percent diversion of daily truck from existing US 50 from CR 425 E to the Jennings/Ripley 
County line, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and E transition from a four-lane to a two-lane facility and 
terminate west of Butlerville.  While the 2030 truck traffic is estimated to be essentially the same 
as or slightly higher when compared to the No-Build Alternative, the alternatives retain the 
existing alignment, do not add through traffic-carrying capacity and therefore have a negligible 
effect related to diversion of truck traffic off of existing US 50 in this segment. 

• Only Preliminary Alternative D is effective in reducing truck traffic on existing US 50 through 
Butlerville with total traffic reductions of approximately 80%.  This is due to the route of 
Preliminary Alternative D on new terrain around the north side of Butlerville. 

 
5.2.4.3  Traffic Diversion Summary 
 
The One-Way Pair and Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternatives retain the existing 
alignment through town and therefore do not divert any traffic off existing US 50.  Since these alternatives 
increase the traffic capacity of the existing corridor, the 2030 daily traffic is estimated to be higher when 
compared to the No-Build Alternative.  Preliminary Alternatives B and E perform slightly better than but 
very similar to Preliminary Alternatives A and D when considering total traffic diversion.  When 
considering truck traffic diversion, Preliminary Alternatives A, B, D and E perform similarly.  It should be 
noted that Preliminary Alternative E is not as effective as Preliminary Alternatives A and B in diverting 
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traffic on existing US 50 between Norris Avenue and State Street (SR 7) because Preliminary 
Alternative E draws increased traffic from the north side of North Vernon through downtown to the south 
new terrain preliminary alternative location.  Preliminary Alternative C clearly performs the worst and 
diverts the least amount of total traffic and truck traffic when compared to the other new terrain 
preliminary alternatives. 
 

Table 5.3: Daily Traffic on Existing US 50 
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Table 5.4: Trucks on Existing US 50  



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
 
 
 

Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives 
Section 5.2 – Transportation Considerations 

5-17

5.2.5  Traffic Flow Impediments 
 
Traffic flow impediments are anything that hinders the free-flow of traffic such as traffic signals, tight 
curves, steep grades and at-grade railroad crossings.  For the No-Build Alternative, traffic flow 
impediments will not be reduced or eliminated and will include: 

• Delays at traffic signals on US 50 at US 31, Norris Avenue, State Street (SR 3/7), Jackson Street 
and Madison/Short/5th Street. 

• Delays at traffic signals on SR 3 at Madison Street for traffic accessing the existing and actively 
marketed industrial areas on the north side of North Vernon. 

• Delays at traffic signals on SR 7 at SR 3, Franklin Street, and Poplar Street for traffic accessing 
regional retail and industrial employment concentrations on the north side of North Vernon. 

• Reduced operating speeds below the posted speed limits on US 50 at the hill east of Sixmile 
Creek, near CR 600 W, and curves along US 50 at Norris Avenue and Madison Street. 

• Occasional delays from trains on the Madison Railroad at the US 50 and Madison/Short/5th Street 
intersection. 

The Added Travel Lanes (Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives will have a slight 
impact on traffic flow impediments.  They will address reduced operating speeds associated with hills and 
curves; however, they will not address impediments associated with traffic signals or an at-grade railroad 
crossing (approximately 2 trains per day). 
 
Modest improvements related to traffic flow impediments are shown for the southern new terrain 
preliminary alternative, Preliminary Alternative E.  While traffic signals located at the US 31, Norris 
Avenue and SR 3/7 intersections will still be present, two existing traffic signals will be eliminated.  There 
will be one at-grade railroad crossing (approximately 2 trains per day) located on the east approach of the 
US 50 and SR 7/SR 3 intersection for traffic diverted from existing US 50.  Additionally, increased traffic 
from the north side of North Vernon along SR 3/7 from Madison Street to existing US 50 (Walnut Street), 
along existing US 50 from State Street to Norris Avenue and along Norris Avenue from existing US 50 
(Walnut Street) to the new terrain preliminary alternative will result in greater delays. 
 
The northern new terrain preliminary alternatives, Preliminary Alternatives A through D, will have the 
greatest improvement to traffic flow impediments.  For these preliminary alternatives, traffic signals 
located at the US 31, SR 7 and SR 3 intersections will still be present; however, two existing traffic 
signals will be eliminated and there will be no at-grade railroad crossings for traffic diverted from existing 
US 50 to the alternatives.  The diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic to the new terrain preliminary 
alternatives from north of the alternatives will also reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 and 
SR 7 north of existing US 50. 
 
5.2.6  Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
The average daily traffic volumes for the No Build and Build Preliminary Alternatives appear in Table 5.5.  
In the case of the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative, the eastbound daily traffic volumes on Walnut 
Street and the westbound daily traffic volumes on Poplar Street have been combined (highlighted in 
green).  For the new terrain preliminary alternatives, the new alignment components are shaded in yellow.  
Through North Vernon, the daily traffic volumes on the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) and One-Way 
Pair Preliminary Alternatives exceed that of the No Build condition.  Preliminary Alternative C carries 
the lowest daily traffic volumes, shows the weakest traffic attraction of the new terrain preliminary 
alternatives from SR 3 to US 50 on the east side of North Vernon, and drops under 5,000 vehicles per 
day as it crosses the Muscatatuck River.  The other new terrain preliminary alternatives perform similarly 
with Preliminary Alternative B appearing to carry slightly higher average daily volumes, followed by 
Preliminary Alternatives E, A and D.  From US 50 on the west side of North Vernon to SR 3, 
Preliminary Alternative A carries greater traffic than the other new terrain preliminary alternatives. 
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Table 5.5: Preliminary Alternative Daily Traffic Volumes 
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5.2.7  Safety 
 
Because all build preliminary alternatives result in limited access facilities with lower crash rates on all or 
a portion of the route, crash rate frequencies are lower for Build Preliminary Alternatives than the No Build 
condition.  In the case of the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary 
Alternatives, the portion of the preliminary alternatives from Hayden Pike to Greensburg Street will not 
be subject to limited access control.  On the other hand, the new terrain preliminary alternatives are 
anticipated to have limited access control throughout, and attract greater traffic volumes than the Added 
Travel Lanes (Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives from lower functional class 
facilities with higher crash rates or the same functional class without access control.  The Build 
Preliminary Alternatives all attract 3 to 4 percent vehicle-miles of travel from lower functional class 
facilities compared to the No Build Condition.  Preliminary Alternative A attracts the greatest vehicle-
miles of travel from lower functional class facilities, followed by Preliminary Alternative D, Preliminary 
Alternative C, Preliminary Alternative E, Preliminary Alternative B, Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 
and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives.   
 
Based on the Net Benefit-Cost Analysis tool (Net_BC) used in conjunction with the US 50 Sub-area 
Travel Demand Model (holding the total trips in the Sub-area constant for comparison to the No Build), 
the ranking of the Build Preliminary Alternatives in reducing crashes for a 30 year period after the opening 
of the facility over the No-Build Condition (1,055 crashes) is Preliminary Alternative E (964 crashes), 
Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternative (981 crashes), Preliminary Alternative D 
(987 crashes), One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative (988 crashes), Preliminary Alternative B (991 
crashes), Preliminary Alternative C (991 crashes), and Preliminary Alternative A (1,001) crashes.  
Preliminary Alternative E is clearly the most effective Build Preliminary Alternative, and the other build 
preliminary alternatives differ one percent or less between each other in crash reduction.  If crash rates 
are considered (crashes divided by annual vehicle miles of travel), the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 
Preliminary Alternative has the lowest crash rate followed by Preliminary Alternative E, Preliminary 
Alternative D, One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative, Preliminary Alternative C, Preliminary 
Alternative A and Preliminary Alternative B.   However, when traffic diverted into the US 50 Sub-area 
is considered, the lowest crash rate shifts to Preliminary Alternative E followed by Preliminary 
Alternative D, Preliminary Alternative C, Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternative, 
Preliminary Alternative A, One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative B. 
 
Referring to Tables 5.4 and 5.5, all Build Preliminary Alternatives attract additional truck traffic to the US 
50 corridor.  However, the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary 
Alternatives attract the additional truck traffic to existing US 50 through downtown North Vernon.  Thus, 
the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) and One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternatives not only fail to 
reduce hazardous material deliveries through downtown North Vernon; they increase such deliveries 
through downtown.  On the other hand, the new terrain preliminary alternatives all reduce hazardous 
material deliveries through downtown North Vernon.  From Hayden Pike to Greensburg Street, 
Preliminary Alternative B is the most effective in diverting truck traffic, followed by Preliminary 
Alternative D and Preliminary Alternative A.  Preliminary Alternative E is less effective than 
Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D because the greater truck traffic diversion west of Norris Avenue is 
offset by lesser truck traffic diversion east of Norris Avenue.   Further, Preliminary Alternative E draws 
additional truck traffic down the SR 3/7 corridor from the north side of North Vernon to the southern new 
terrain route.  Preliminary Alternative C is the least effective of the new terrain preliminary alternatives in 
diverting hazardous material delivers through downtown North Vernon. 
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5.3  Community and Environmental Considerations 
This section provides information on community and environmental features of the Study Area as well as 
estimated construction cost estimates, potential human impacts and potential natural environment 
impacts that may result from transportation options developed for the project.  The evaluation of the 
community and environmental impacts of the transportation options is an important part of the ultimate 
selection of alternative(s) recommend for further NEPA Studies.  Table 5.6 summarizes the construction 
cost estimates, socio-economic and environmental impacts for each the preliminary alternatives under 
study. 
 
5.3.1  Preliminary Cost Estimates 
 
For preliminary construction cost estimates for the preliminary alternatives in this phase of the project, the 
roadway typical section for each section of each preliminary alternative was utilized as described in 
Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives.   The assumed typical sections were used and incorporated into the 
INDOT Project Costing Tool appropriately.  Minor revisions were then made to the INDOT Project Costing 
Tool to better represent the field conditions in the Study Area.  Factors for utility relocation, maintenance 
of traffic, and mobilization were included.  The INDOT Project Costing Tool estimates construction costs 
in year 2002 dollars so costs were inflated by approximately 43%, based on historical construction cost 
data, to determine current year 2007 costs.  The current year 2007 construction costs were then inflated 
by 3.5% per year, as directed by INDOT, to determine construction year 2015 costs utilized for 
comparison of preliminary alternatives in this study.   
 
For the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives the construction cost estimates for Preliminary 
Alternatives W1, W2 and W3 were essentially the same (within 2% of each other) while Preliminary 
Alternative W was approximately 10% less.  When ranking the construction cost estimates for the 
preliminary alternatives, Preliminary Alternative W2 has the highest associated estimated construction 
costs (2015 dollars) at $59.7 million, followed by Preliminary Alternative W3 at $59.3 million, 
Preliminary Alternative W1 at $58.2 million and Preliminary Alternative W at $53.7 million.  For the 
Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives, construction cost estimates for the Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) Preliminary Alternative, One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary 
Alternatives E were within 12% of each other and had the lowest estimated construction cost.  
Preliminary Alternatives A and B were essentially the same (within 4% of each other) while 
Preliminary Alternatives C and D were within 17% of each other and had the highest estimated 
construction cost estimates.  The lowest estimated construction cost grouping of preliminary alternatives 
was approximately 17% lower than the mid-range preliminary alternatives which were in turn 
approximately 22% lower than the highest estimated construction cost grouping of preliminary 
alternatives.  All preliminary alternatives had construction cost estimates that fell within a 64% range from 
lowest to highest.  When ranking the construction cost estimates for the preliminary alternatives, 
Preliminary Alternative D has the highest associated estimated construction costs (2015 dollars) at 
$169.5 million, followed by Preliminary Alternative C at $145.1 million, Preliminary Alternative A at 
$131.6 million, Preliminary Alternative B at $126.9 million, the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative 
at $115.5 million, Preliminary Alternative E at $113.8 million and the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 
Preliminary Alternative at $103.9 million.   
 
For preliminary right-of-way cost estimates for the preliminary alternatives in this phase of the project, the 
roadway typical section for each section of each preliminary alternative was utilized as described in 
Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives.   The assumed typical sections were used and incorporated into the 
INDOT Right-of-Way and Utility Cost Estimating Guide appropriately.  Minor revisions were then made to 
the INDOT Right-of-Way and Utility Cost Estimating Guide to better represent the field conditions in the 
Study Area.  The INDOT Right-of-Way and Utility Cost Estimating Guide estimates right-of-way costs as a 
cost per mile in year 2006 dollars using representative costs from actual INDOT projects completed within 
a three year period.  It recommends costs to be inflated by 3.0% per year to determine construction year 
2015 costs utilized for comparison of preliminary alternatives in this study.  It should be noted that the 
estimated preliminary right-of-way costs utilized for this project are not based on actual field data.   
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For the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives the right-of-way cost estimates for Preliminary 
Alternatives W1, W2 and W3 were essentially the same (within 3% of each other) while Preliminary 
Alternative W was approximately 80% higher.  When ranking the right-of-way cost estimates for the 
preliminary alternatives, Preliminary Alternative W1 has the lowest associated estimated right-of-way 
costs (2015 dollars) at $9.1 million, followed by Preliminary Alternatives W2 and W3 at $9.4 million and 
Preliminary Alternative W at $16.7 million.   
 
For the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives, right-of-way cost estimates for Preliminary 
Alternatives A, B and C were within 20% of each other and had the lowest estimated right-of-way cost.  
Preliminary Alternatives D and E were within 15% of each other while Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) Preliminary Alternative and the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative were within 10% of 
each other and had the highest estimated right-of-way cost estimates.  The lowest estimated right-of-way 
cost grouping of preliminary alternatives was approximately 27% lower than the mid-range preliminary 
alternatives which were in turn approximately 25% lower than the highest estimated right-of-way cost 
grouping of preliminary alternatives.  All preliminary alternatives had right-of-way cost estimates that fell 
within an 80% range from lowest to highest.  When ranking the right-of-way cost estimates for the 
preliminary alternatives, the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative has the highest associated 
estimated right-of-way costs (2015 dollars) at $31.1 million, followed by the Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) Preliminary Alternative at $28.5 million, Preliminary Alternative D at $25.6, Preliminary 
Alternative E at $22.3 million, Preliminary Alternative C at $20.6 million, Preliminary Alternative A at 
$18.9 million and Preliminary Alternative B at $17.1 million. 
 
Preliminary Engineering (design) cost estimates were developed for this study as being 10.0% of the 
construction cost estimate for each associated preliminary alternative. 
 
Total Costs were calculated by summing the estimated construction cost, right-of-way costs and 
Preliminary Engineering (design) costs for each of the preliminary alternatives. It should be noted that 
the Total Costs associated with each preliminary alternative do not include costs associated with 
local and/or State roadway improvements associated with the preliminary alternatives or any 
mitigation measures associated with the project.  Costs associated with these items will be developed 
as the project moves to the next phase and more detailed information becomes available. 
 
Table 5.6 summarizes the cost estimates for each the preliminary alternatives under study.  For the 
Western Section Preliminary Alternatives the estimated Total Costs associated with the preliminary 
alternatives fell within a 4% range from lowest to highest.  Preliminary Alternative W has the highest 
associated Total Costs (2015 dollars) at $75.8 million, followed by Preliminary Alternative W2 at $75.1 
million, Preliminary Alternative W3 at $74.6 million and Preliminary Alternative W1 at $73.1 million.  
For the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives, Total Cost estimates for the Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative E were essentially the same (within 
4% of each other) and had the lowest estimated Total Cost.  The One-Way Pair Preliminary 
Alternative, Preliminary Alternatives A and B were essentially the same (within 5% of each other) 
while Preliminary Alternatives C and D had the highest estimated Total Cost estimates.  The lowest 
estimated Total Cost grouping of preliminary alternatives was approximately 10% lower than the mid-
range preliminary alternatives which were in turn approximately 23% lower than the highest estimated 
Total Cost preliminary alternative.  All preliminary alternatives had Total Cost estimates that fell within a 
49% range from lowest to highest.  When ranking the Total Cost estimates for the preliminary 
alternatives, the Preliminary Alternative D has the highest associated Total Costs (2015 dollars) at 
$212.1 million, followed by Preliminary Alternative C at $180.2 million, Preliminary Alternative A at 
$163.7 million, the One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative at $158.2 million, Preliminary Alternative B 
at $156.7 million, Preliminary Alternative E at $147.5 million and the Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 
Preliminary Alternative at $142.8 million.   
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Table 5.6: Transportation Considerations, Socio-Economic and Environmental 
Impact Summary 

 
Western Section Preliminary 

Alternatives Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 

Western Alternatives Through Town 
Alternatives Bypass Alternatives   

Socio-Economic/ 
Environmental Measure 

W W1 W2 W3 
One-
Way 
Pair  

Added 
Travel 
Lanes 

A B C D E 

TOTAL COSTS1    (Mil. of $) 75.8 73.1 75.1 74.6 158.2 142.8 163.7 156.7 180.2 212.1 147.5 

Construction Costs 
(Mil. of $) 53.7 58.2 59.7 59.3 115.5 103.9 131.6 126.9 145.1 169.5 113.8 

Prelim. Engineering Costs2 
 (Mil. of $) 

5.4 5.8 6.0 5.9 11.6 10.4 13.2 12.7 14.5 17.0 11.4 

Right-of-Way Costs 
(Mil. of $) 16.7 9.1 9.4 9.4 31.1 28.5 18.9 17.1 20.6 25.6 22.3 

Length (miles) 6.4 7.0 7.2 7.2 12.2 11.6 14.0 12.6 15.0 18.8 11.4 

TRANSPORTATION 
CONSIDERATIONS3 

           

Meets Purpose and Need YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Total Traffic Diversion 

Thru North Vernon L M H H N/A N/A M H L M H 

Truck Traffic Diversion 
Thru North Vernon L M H H N/A N/A H H L H H 

Daily Traffic Volume M M M M H H M M L M M 

Crash Reduction L M H H M M M M M M H 

RELOCATIONS            

Residences Acquired 42 14 11 17 67 63 43 66 33 41 52 

Apartment Units Acquired 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Residences Lost Access 4 1 1 1 20 20 9 6 1 2 17 

     Farms Acquired 1 2 2 3 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 

Businesses Acquired 11 7 5 7 59 47 6 16 5 0 5 

Businesses Lost Access 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 2 0 0 1 

NEW ROW (acres) 240 252 244 242 300 296 492 448 552 718 401 

DEVELOPED LAND (acres) 30 11 8 10 111 105 27 64 12 8 50 

DEVELOPED LAND, OPEN 
SPACE4 (acres) 

119 65 36 55 112 111 55 81 47 42 62 

FARMLAND (acres)      62 148 150 144 25 28 251 215 357 451 156 

GRASSLAND/ 
HERBACEOUS (acres) 1 0 0 0 1 1 5 0 0 0 17 

FOREST (acres) 28 28 50 33 51 51 153 87 136 216 156 

OPEN WATER (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 

WETLANDS TOTAL (NWI) 
(acres) 5 4.2 14.8 5.6 0 0 5.5 0.8 7.4 9.9 0 

Emergent (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.7 0.3 0 

Scrub/Shrub(acres) 0.2 0.2 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.6 0.8 0 

Forested (acres) 4.8 4 14.8 5.4 0 0 4.9 0.8 6.1 8.8 0 
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Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 

Western Alternatives Through Town 
Alternatives Bypass Alternatives   

Socio-Economic/ 
Environmental Measure 

W W1 W2 W3 
One-
Way 
Pair  

Added 
Travel 
Lanes 

A B C D E 

STREAMS CROSSED 
(USGS) 5 7 10 9 11 11 12 13 16 21 12 

FLOODPLAINS (IDNR 
DFIRM) (acres) 20 23 16 20 4 4 10 3 6 14 8 

TES RECORDED AREA5 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 4 

KARST FEATURES (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES6 3 2 1 1 6 4 1 3 1 4 1 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS7 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 

RECORDED 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO 

CEMETERIES (USGS) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

FEDERAL REFUGE LANDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

STATE FOREST LANDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

NATURE PRESERVES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CITY/COUNTY PARKS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

OTHER PUBLIC LANDS 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 

CLASSIFIED FORESTS & 
WILDLANDS 0 0 2 1 1 1 3 0 4 6 1 

CONSERVATION RESERVE 
PROGRAM (CRP) LANDS   0 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 2 4 2 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
(WHIP) LANDS   

0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 

PARTNERS FOR FISH & 
WILDLIFE LANDS       0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

POTENTIAL SECTION 4F 
PROPERTIES8 

1 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 0 0 1 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 
SITES 3 1 0 1 19 16 0 0 0 0 0 

 
1      All costs are in Year 2015 dollars.  See Section 5.3.1 – Preliminary Cost Estimates – for project cost development information.  

Total Costs were calculated by summing the estimated construction cost, Preliminary Engineering (design) costs and right-of-
way costs for each of the preliminary alternatives. Total Costs associated with each preliminary alternative do not include costs 
associated with local and/or State roadway improvements associated with the preliminary alternatives or any mitigation 
measures associated with the project.   

2 Preliminary Engineering (design) cost estimates estimated as being 10.0% of the construction cost estimate 
3 Transportation Consideration evaluations (H-High, M-Medium, L-Low) indicate the performance of the alternatives relative to 

each other 
4 Includes areas with a mixture of some constructed materials, but mostly vegetation in the form of lawn grasses. Impervious 

surfaces account for less than 20 percent of total cover. These areas most commonly include large-lot single-family housing   
units, parks, golf courses, and vegetation planted in developed settings for recreation, erosion control, or aesthetic purposes 

5 Indiana Natural Heritage Database Records 
6 Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Contributing, Notable, & Outstanding Sites and bridges from Dr. Cooper's 

books 
7 Includes National Register (NR) and IHSSI Historic Districts 
8 Includes publicly owned recreation areas, NR listed sites/candidate, and IHSSI Notable and Outstanding sites 
 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 

Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives 
Section 5.3 – Community and Environmental Considerations 

5-24 

5.3.2  Social/Economic Impacts 
 
The US 50 Corridor Study Area encompasses approximately 138 square miles, both north and south 
along US 50.  Portions of northeastern Jackson County and central Jennings County are included in the 
Study Area.  In Jackson County the city of Seymour is the western terminus of the project corridor.  
Seymour has a population of approximately 20,000 residents.  In addition to US 50, the City is served by 
Interstate 65, US 31, SR 11 and SR 258.  There has been much recent commercial and industrial 
development in the Seymour area along US 50 in the area west of I-65 and US 31.  A large Wal-Mart 
Distribution Center is located at I-65 and US 50.  Seymour also has two developing industrial parks.  The 
City of Seymour is referred to as the “Crossroads of Southern Indiana” due to its location and access to 
major highways.   
 
Traveling east from Seymour along US 50, the area becomes primarily rural as the highway traverses the 
northern boundary of Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge, and crosses into Jennings County.  The CSX 
Railroad parallels US 50 in this area running just north of the highway.  US 50 crosses through the small 
Town of Hayden and then passes through the middle of the City of North Vernon.  US 50 then crosses 
through the small town of Butlerville.  The eastern corridor terminus is located at the Jennings and Ripley 
county line located just east of Butlerville.  
 
North Vernon has a population of approximately 6,500 and is the only incorporated city in Jennings 
County.  The Jennings county seat is located in the town of Vernon, located just south of North Vernon.  
Vernon is the only incorporated town in Jennings County with a population of around 300 people. It is a 
historical river town located on the banks of the Muscatatuck River.   The City of North Vernon is served 
by US 50, SR 7 and SR 3.  US 50 currently runs through the center of the city creating problems for 
through traffic which must negotiate several jogs in the roadway and observe reduced traffic speeds.   
 
Much of the growth in the North Vernon area is occurring north of the city along SR 3 and SR 7.  The 
North Vernon Municipal Airport and several industrial parks are located directly north of town on the east 
side of SR 3.  The North Vernon Industrial Park along SR 3 includes several large industries including a 
Lowe’s Distribution Center.  The Jennings County Economic Development Corporation is currently 
advertising several large parcels in this area that are available for large industrial operations or 
distribution centers. 
 
The highest density residential areas along the corridor are primarily within the cities of North Vernon and 
Seymour.  The smaller towns generally have a cluster of homes, churches, cemeteries and small 
businesses.  There are scattered rural residences and farming operations throughout the study area.  
There are also some residential developments and subdivisions surrounding the reservoirs in the study 
area.  Mutton Creek subdivision is located just north of US 50 and east of US 31.  This subdivision has 
permanent single family homes which surround an impounded lake along Mutton Creek.  There is a large 
lake community know as Country Squire Lakes located northwest of North Vernon along the west side of 
SR 7.  This large development has approximately 6,000 residents with 63 miles of roadways within the 
development.  There are approximately 4,000 lots within the community that are utilized primarily by 
mobile homes or modular homes.  Country Squire Lakes has six impounded lakes and provides 
amenities such as playgrounds, clubhouse, beaches, swimming pool and bathhouse. 
 
All build preliminary alternatives will result in impacts to residences and businesses.  These impacts are 
discussed in more detail in the following sections.   
 
5.3.2.1  Residential and Business Relocations 
 
The improvement of US 50 either on new alignment or existing alignment would have both negative and 
positive social impacts to communities in Jennings County.  This section discusses residential, 
commercial, and institutional displacements.   
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For any large highway project, one of the main impacts is the relocation of homes and businesses. The 
process of land acquisition may be difficult for the people affected by it. The relocation of households, 
businesses, and community facilities can negatively impact the normal functions of a community. 
Relocating households from a neighborhood can reduce the amount of social support and neighbor-to-
neighbor interaction. This in turn reduces the cohesiveness of the community or neighborhood. The 
removal of businesses and institutions can result in the loss of local facilities on which neighborhood 
residents rely for essential services and can reduce the sense of community in the subject area. 
 
Significant community outreach will continue during the development of this project. The needs of North 
Vernon and Jennings County for improved mobility, safer travel, jobs and economic vitality must be 
evaluated in light of the potential direct impacts to individual property owners and the local communities. 
 
The typical sections for the proposed US 50 corridor in rural areas is a 4-lane divided facility with an 84-
foot median and left and right-turn lanes where appropriate.  In urban areas, the typical section will be 4-
lanes separated by a 14’ paved median.  The facility is expected to have partial access control with full 
movement intersections at one-half mile minimum spacing along the new terrain portions. Residential and 
business drives will generally not have access to the new facility in the rural sections. Generally a 300-
foot right-of-way width in rural areas and 110-foot in urban areas was used for assessing impacts along 
the new terrain portions; however, the segment of existing US 50 through downtown North Vernon has a 
narrower right-of-way width for both the 2-way alignment on existing US 50 and the One-Way Pair 
Preliminary Alternative. The urban section will have a right-of-way width that varies between 80 feet for 
the one-way cross section to 110 feet for the two-way cross section in downtown North Vernon.  
 
The relocation estimates are based on the preliminary right-of-way limits depicted on year-2005 aerial 
photos.  The actual right-of-way width would vary depending on terrain, stream crossings, and placement 
of frontage/service roads. Homes and businesses were located on aerial photos but at this point in the 
project study they have not been field checked for accuracy. The number of business displacements is 
also subject to change since there will be situations where multiple businesses are located in a single 
commercial structure. It is also possible that a few of the business relocations may actually be church 
buildings. The relocation numbers depicted are for comparison purposes only. These numbers would be 
refined once a detailed field check is completed, and more complete right-of-way requirements are 
available. 
 
Final decisions regarding access control along the proposed facility will also impact the number of 
acquisitions and the need for possible frontage roads. Residences, businesses and neighborhoods that 
could lose direct access to an existing roadway will need to be further evaluated to determine whether it is 
feasible to provide local access or frontage roads to maintain access. 
 
The preliminary alternatives being evaluated have generally been split between four Western Section 
Preliminary Alternatives and seven Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives.  Various combinations of the 
preliminary alternatives are possible.  The alternative of improving and widening existing US 50 is among 
the preliminary alternatives being evaluated, with two possible preliminary alternatives in the downtown 
area of North Vernon. 
 
The Western Section Preliminary Alternatives as shown in Table 5.7 generally include the portion of the 
corridor between the western terminus and CR 575 West.  Much of the western portion of the project area 
is undeveloped farmland and forest. Preliminary Alternative W, which involves widening US 50 on the 
existing alignment, has the highest number of relocations with 42 potential residential relocations and 11 
business relocations. Any scenario that involves widening on the existing US 50 alignment would be 
expected to require more displacements due to the development that has occurred along the highway. 
The other three Western Section Preliminary Alternatives utilize a portion of US 50 near the western 
terminus and then run along new alignments north of the existing highway. Of these three preliminary 
alternatives, generally Preliminary Alternative W3 has the highest number of residential and business 
relocations, while Preliminary Alternative W2 has the lowest number with 11 residences, 5 businesses 
and 2 farm businesses. 
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The Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives have much greater differences between alignments.  The 
Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives consist of a wide variety of alignments between CR 575 West 
and the eastern terminus. As can be seen in Table 5.8, Preliminary Alternative B has the highest 
number of residential relocations for the bypass preliminary alternatives at 66 and also has a high number 
of business displacements at 17. Preliminary Alternative A impacts an electrical substation and requires 
the acquisition of land from St. Anne’s Golf Course, and Selmier State Forest. 
 

Table 5.7: Summary of Western Section Alternative Relocations 
 

Preliminary 
Alternative 

Residences 
Acquired 

Residences 
with possible 
Lost Access 

Businesses 
Acquired 

Farm 
Businesses 

Acquired 

Businesses 
with possible 
Lost Access 

W 42 4 11 1 1 

W1 14 1 7 2 0 

W2 11 1 5 2 0 

W3 17 1 7 3 0 

 
 
Preliminary Alternative E, which is the only alignment that runs south of existing US 50, takes 
approximately 52 residences, cuts access to 17 homes and requires the acquisition of land from 
Muscatatuck County Park.  Preliminary Alternative E also acquires Twin Cities Raceway Park, a 
popular dirt track racing facility in Vernon. This park hosts approximately 20 events a year, drawing 
around 20,000 participants and spectators from outside the region. Revenue generated from this park 
helps promote the local economy through food and gasoline purchases1. The three Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternatives with the fewest relocation impacts include Preliminary Alternatives A, C and D. 
 
The preliminary alternative of reconstructing US 50 completely along the existing alignment, Added 
Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative, has been evaluated as shown in the 
Table 5.8.  This preliminary alternative option includes an improved and widened two-way, divided 
roadway along the existing US 50 route through North Vernon.  In addition, the One-Way Pair Through 
North Vernon Preliminary Alternative calls for the use of two one-way routes through town, utilizing the 
existing US 50 route for eastbound traffic and Poplar Street to the north, for westbound traffic.   
 
Small refinements in right-of-way requirements along a highly developed corridor such as US 50 in the 
North Vernon area can have large implications in the number of residential and business displacements.  
Decisions as to whether right-of-way should be acquired equally from both sides of the road or whether 
right-of-way acquisition will be primarily from one side of an existing roadway are decisions that would be 
finalized at a later date.  The relocation numbers are an estimate and would be subject to change 
depending on design refinements. 
 
                                                      
1 Personal Communication. Tawnya Fleetwood. Twin Cities Raceway Park. 2007 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
 
 
 

Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives 
Section 5.3 – Community and Environmental Considerations 

5-27

Both of the US 50 preliminary alternatives in the Eastern Section of the corridor would have major 
ramifications to existing residential and commercial development along US 50.  The residential 
displacements, including homes and apartments, totals approximately 63 residential displacements for 
the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative and 77 for the One-Way Pair 
Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative.  Business acquisitions are high for either scenario with 
47 business relocations for the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative 
and 59 business relocations for the One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative.  
When compared to any combination of Western Section and Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives on 
primarily new alignment, the upgrade of existing US 50 would have a higher number of relocation 
impacts, especially to existing businesses.  The reconstruction of existing US 50 would also create a 
number of access problems for individual residences, businesses, adjacent subdivisions and apartment 
complexes. 
 

Table 5.8: Summary of Bypass and Through Town Preliminary Alternative 
Relocations 

 

Preliminary 
Alternative 

Residences 
Acquired 

Residences with 
possible Lost 

Access 
Businesses 

Acquired 
Farm 

Businesses 
Acquired 

Businesses with 
possible Lost 

Access 

A 43 9 6 1 0 

B 66 6 16 1 2 

C 33 1 5 1 0 

D 41 2 0 3 0 

E 52 17 5 0 1 

Added Travel 
Lanes Through 
North Vernon 

(Widening) 
63 20 47 0 3 

One-Way Pair 
Through North 

Vernon 

67 Res. 

10 
apartments 

20 59 0 3 

 
 
If a build preliminary alternative is pursued for this project, all acquisitions and relocations required by this 
project would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), as amended, 49 CFR 24, and Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968.  No person displaced by this project would be required to move from a displaced dwelling 
unless comparable replacement housing is available to that person. INDOT would take required actions 
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to ensure fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced as a result of this project up to and including 
providing replacement housing of last resort as defined in 49 CFR 24.404.  Relocation resources for this 
project would be available to residential and business relocatees without discrimination. At the time right-
of-way is acquired, a relocation agent would be assigned to this project to ascertain the needs and 
desires of the potentially displaced persons to provide information, answer questions, give help in finding 
replacement property, and issue last resort housing payments, if needed. Advisory services would be 
made available to farms and businesses, with the aim of minimizing the economic harm to those 
businesses and farm establishments. 
 
5.3.2.2  Short-Term Local Business Sales Impacts 
 
Each of the preliminary alternatives has the potential to impact businesses during construction or 
reconstruction periods.  The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through 
North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives will likely have greater impacts to businesses because of their 
use of existing US 50.  There are currently businesses and manufacturing buildings scattered along US 
50 in the rural portions and concentrated in downtown North Vernon.   
 
5.3.2.3  Long-Term Local Business Sales Impacts 
 
Long-term local business sales impacts associated with roadway improvements depend on the extent to 
which a business is dependent on pass-by traffic and the change in traffic volumes on the roadway.  
Gasoline stations are most dependent on traffic passing by the site, followed by fast-food restaurants and 
motels.  General retail businesses are least affected by changes in traffic volumes on the roadway.    
 
Because the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative does not alter traffic 
patterns, it has no impact on auto-oriented businesses (gas stations, fast-food restaurants and motels) 
that will not be directly taken.  However, the removal of on-street parking along US 50/Walnut Street has 
a major adverse impact on retail and business uses abutting US 50/Walnut Street through downtown 
North Vernon.   
 
While the One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative does not strip on-street 
parking from Poplar Street or US 50/Walnut Street, it does result in circuitous travel to get to businesses 
in downtown.   While daily traffic volumes drop 10% on Walnut Street between Poplar Street and State 
Street and 37% on Walnut Street between State Street and Madison Street, the combination of the daily 
traffic volumes on Popular Street and Walnut Street are greater than the No Build condition due to 
circuitous travel and the attraction of traffic to the corridor.  While pedestrian movement and on-street 
parking will be easier on Walnut Street due to lower volumes, pedestrian movement and on-street parking 
will be difficult on Poplar Street due to a five fold increase in daily traffic.   
 
For the new terrain preliminary alternatives, the effectiveness of a preliminary alternative in diverting 
traffic from existing US 50 determines the extent of adverse impact on the sales of auto-oriented 
businesses.  Considering vehicle-miles of travel, Preliminary Alternative E diverts the most traffic and 
has the greatest adverse impact on the sales of auto-oriented businesses, followed by Preliminary 
Alternatives B, A, D and C.  West of Norris Avenue, 2030 daily volumes for Preliminary Alternative E 
are lower than the year 2000 daily volumes; but east of Norris Avenue, the 2030 daily volumes of 
Preliminary Alternative E remain higher than year 2000 daily volumes despite traffic diversion.  In the 
case of the other four new terrain options, the 2030 daily traffic volumes remain higher than year 2000 
daily traffic volumes despite diversion.  Thus, only auto-oriented business on existing US 50 west of 
Norris Avenue will experience a loss in sales compared to year 2000 for Preliminary Alternative E.  
Otherwise, the impact of the new terrain preliminary alternatives is not a loss in sales, but a slower growth 
in sales than would be experienced without the traffic diversion.    
 
On the other hand, the degree of reduction in traffic congestion in downtown North Vernon can also be 
associated with improved accessibility to general businesses in downtown over the No Build condition.  
With the reduction in total traffic and the diversion of external traffic, local traffic will find it easier to get to 
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downtown, to park downtown and to walk downtown to shop.  With the reduction in congestion downtown 
offered by the new terrain preliminary alternatives, the market area for downtown businesses will also be 
greater than the No Build condition.  Thus, Preliminary Alternative E results in the greatest benefit to 
general business sales, and Preliminary Alternative C results in the least benefit to general business 
sales.  Preliminary Alternatives B, A and D fall between the other two new terrain options.    
 
5.3.2.4  Highway User Benefits 
 
Highway user benefits include reductions in travel time, vehicle operating costs and accident costs.  
Vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle-hours of travel (VHT) are other typical performance measures 
for the evaluation of the effectiveness of the Build Preliminary Alternatives compared to the No Build 
Alternative.  Holding the trip table constant within the US 50 Sub-area, VMT gauges the directness in 
serving trips.  The more direct is a route in serving trips; the shorter is the VMT.  Because the Build 
Preliminary Alternatives all attract traffic taking advantage of shorter travel times at the expense of longer 
trips, the VMT of the Build Preliminary Alternatives is greater than the No Build Alternative.  However, 
referring to Table 5.9, Preliminary Alternative E results in the least increase in VMT, followed by 
Preliminary Alternative B, One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative, Preliminary Alternative D, 
Preliminary Alternative C, Preliminary Alternative A and Added Travel Lanes (Widening) 
Preliminary Alternative.  On the other hand, if only truck traffic is considered, the Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) Preliminary Alternative results in the least increase in truck VMT followed by Preliminary 
Alternative B.  Thus, Preliminary Alternative E is less effective in serving truck traffic than when all 
traffic is considered. 
 
VHT measures the effectiveness of the Build Preliminary Alternatives in reducing travel time over the No 
Build Condition.   Referring to Table 5.9, Preliminary Alternative B is the most effective in reducing 
travel time for all vehicles in the US 50 Sub-area, followed by Preliminary Alternative E, Preliminary 
Alternative D, Preliminary Alternative C, Added Travel Lanes (Widening) Preliminary Alternative, 
One-Way Pair Preliminary Alternative and Preliminary Alternative A.  If only truck travel is 
considered, Preliminary Alternative B remains the most effective, but Preliminary Alternative D moves 
ahead of Preliminary Alternative E.   
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 Table 5.9: Highway User Benefits 
 

Preliminary Alternative  
Total Daily 

Vehicle-Miles of 
Travel (VMT) 

Total Daily 
Vehicle-Hours of 

Travel (VHT) 
Truck Daily VMT  Truck Daily VHT  

No Build 2,113,363.80 42,693.97 585,598.88 11,491.55 

Added Travel Lanes 
(Widening) 2,154,549.69 41,091.54 585,918.53 11,043.48 

Change over No Build 41,185.89 -1,602.43 319.65 -448.07 
% change over No Build 1.95% -3.75% 0.05% -3.90% 

Rank 7 5 1 5 

One-Way Pair 2,117,093.95 41,157.67 586,111.79 11,054.08 

Change over No Build 3,730.15 -1,536.30 512.91 -437.47 
% change over No Build 0.18% -3.60% 0.09% -3.81% 

Rank 3 6 3 6 

Alternative A 2,138,760.74 41,600.01 592,222.35 11,128.21 

Change over No Build 25,396.94 -1,093.96 6,623.47 -363.34 
% change over No Build 1.20% -2.56% 1.13% -3.16% 

Rank 6 7 7 7 

Alternative B 2,116,582.10 40,802.55 585,953.81 10,930.40 

Change over No Build 3,218.30 -1,891.42 354.93 -561.15 
% change over No Build 0.15% -4.43% 0.06% -4.88% 

Rank 2 1 2 1 

Alternative C 2,121,749.71 41,031.94 588,550.56 11,011.27 

Change over No Build 8,385.91 -1,662.03 2,951.68 -480.28 
% change over No Build 0.40% -3.89% 0.50% -4.18% 

Rank 5 4 6 4 

Alternative D 2,118,367.84 40,851.37 587,844.14 10,945.53 

Change over No Build 5,004.04 -1,842.60 2,245.26 -546.02 
% change over No Build 0.24% -4.32% 0.38% -4.75% 

Rank 4 3 5 2 

Alternative E 2,115,745.44 40,849.10 586,302.44 10,978.37 

Change over No Build 2,381.64 -1,844.87 703.56 -513.18 
% change over No Build 0.11% -4.32% 0.12% -4.47% 

Rank 1 2 4 3 
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5.3.2.5  Community Cohesion 
 
All of the preliminary alternatives under consideration will have varying degrees of impacts to local 
neighborhoods and community cohesion. Community cohesion is the degree to which local residents 
have a sense of belonging to their community or neighborhood.  The city of North Vernon is split by the 
existing US 50 corridor.  Any upgrade to existing US 50 that limits access to the roadway may be seen by 
residents as splitting the community.  Lost access to entire neighborhoods or apartment complexes that 
currently have US 50 as their only point of access will have to be further considered during project 
development in order to reduce these impacts. 
 
Specific impacts to community cohesion resulting from the various preliminary alternatives include 
Preliminary Alternative B and both US 50 upgrade scenarios which would take 7 homes and cut access 
to a subdivision located on the north side of US 50 just east of CR 75E.  Preliminary Alternative E cuts 
through the middle of a small subdivision located on the south side of US 50 just east of CR 250 W, 
taking approximately 9 of 30 homes. 
 
Preliminary alternatives that follow and utilize existing county roads will split some of the rural 
communities surrounding North Vernon.  This is the case for Preliminary Alternative A, which is 
proposed to follow the alignment of CR 350 N to the east of SR 7.  The function of CR 350 N as a local 
rural road would change to a 4-lane divided, partial access facility, with heavy traffic volumes.  This will 
reduce the cohesion of this rural community. 
 
5.3.2.6  Environmental Justice 
 
All federal agencies must comply with Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. The Executive Order states that “each 
Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects, 
including social and economic effects, on Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” Pursuant to 
Executive Order 12898, FHWA has adopted FHWA Order 6640.23, FHWA Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, December 2, 1998.  In terms 
of transportation policy, environmental justice contains three fundamental principles: 

• To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-
income populations; 

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected minority and low-income 
communities in the transportation decision making process; and 

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits to minority and 
low-income populations. 

Under FHWA Order 6640.23, a minority is a person who is Black, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.  Low-income means a household income at or 
below the Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. 

Compliance with environmental justice requirements was assessed by identifying and analyzing minority 
and low-income populations within the US 50 corridor. The study area is contained within six census 
tracts (9602, 9603, 9604, 9605 and 9606 in Jennings County and 9675 in Jackson County).  The 
following table shows the minority status of these six census tracts. 

As can be seen from Table 5.10, the census tracts within the study area have populations that are over 
96% white.  The largest minority populations live in census tract 9605, which is located on the east side of 
North Vernon, where 1.5% of the population is black or African-American and 1.3% of the population is 
Hispanic. Census Tract 9675, located in Jackson County near the western terminus also has a Hispanic 
population of 1.8%.  These are still very low minority populations when compared to the State of Indiana 
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or the U.S. as a whole.  It is extremely unlikely that any of the preliminary alternatives under consideration 
will disproportionately impact any minority populations. 

Table 5.10: Summary of Minority Status Within Study Area Census Tracts  

Race 
Census 

Tract 
9602 

Census 
Tract 
9603 

Census 
Tract 
9604 

Census 
Tract 
9605 

Census 
Tract 
9606 

Census 
Tract 
9675 

State of 
Indiana 

United 
States 

Black or 
African-
American 

1% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.4% 8.4% 12.3% 

Hispanic* 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 1.3% 0.6% 1.8% 3.5% 12.5% 

Asian 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1% 1.2% 1.0% 3.6% 

American 
Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.9% 

Native 
Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific 
Islander 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

White 97.5% 97.5% 97.3% 96.1% 98.4% 96.3% 87.5% 75.1% 

* Hispanic or Latino of any race 
Source: US Census Bureau Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000 

 

Table 5.11 shows the percent of individuals living below the poverty level within the census tracts along 
the US 50 Corridor, and shows a comparison with the State of Indiana and the United States as a whole. 

The census tract with the highest poverty level is tract number 9604, which has approximately 12.1% of 
individuals living below the poverty level.  US 50 crosses through the center of this census tract from the 
Jackson County line east to the center of North Vernon.  This percentage is still below the national 
poverty rate of 12.4%.  The more detailed block group data that might pinpoint specific areas of low-
income residents is not available for poverty data. 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
 
 
 

Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives 
Section 5.3 – Community and Environmental Considerations 

5-33

Table 5.11: Summary of Poverty Level Percentages Within Study Area Census 
Tracts 

 
Census 

Tract 
9602 

Census 
Tract 
9603 

Census 
Tract 
9604 

Census 
Tract 
9605 

Census 
Tract 
9606 

Census 
Tract 
9675 

State of 
Indiana 

United 
States 

Percent 
Below 
Poverty 
Level* 

9.2% 8.1% 12.1% 9.0% 7.6% 8.3% 9.5% 12.4% 

* All individuals for whom poverty status is determined 
Source: US Census Bureau – Poverty Status in 1999 of Individuals: 2000 

 
At this point in project development, there does not appear to be clear cut differences between the 
preliminary alternatives from an environmental justice standpoint based upon census tract information. 
There are no census tracts that include higher percentages of minority or low-income populations than 
the national average. At this time, it does not appear that any of the preliminary alternatives would 
disproportionately impact any minority or low-income residents. 
 
5.3.2.7  Existing Land Use, Zoning and Comprehensive Plans 
 
The Comprehensive Plan for Jennings County was approved on November 1, 1994.  The plan is a 
county-wide comprehensive plan which includes the City of North Vernon and the Town of Vernon, the 
only incorporated areas within Jennings County.  In addition to the county-wide Comprehensive Plan, the 
county also completed a county-wide Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Control Ordinance each 
approved on September 1, 2006.   
 
Table 5.6 summarizes the existing land use along the five new alignment preliminary alternatives.  Land 
use impacts were determined using Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics (MRLC) Consortium Land 
Cover Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data. This data is a subset of the National Land Cover Data 
(NLCD).  The NLCD was developed and produced through a cooperative project conducted by the MRLC 
Consortium. The MRLC Consortium is a partnership of federal agencies and the primary goal of the 
project is to generate a current, consistent, seamless, and accurate land cover data for the United States 
at medium spatial resolution.  This land cover data is current through the year 2001.  Land use categories 
include: Developed Land, Developed Land-Open Space, Farmland, Grassland-Herbaceous, Forest, and 
Open Water. 
 
In the case of the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North 
Vernon Preliminary Alternatives, the abutting uses are primarily residential and commercial through 
town thus the primary land cover impacted is Developed Land and Developed Land-Open Space. The 
predominate land use for Preliminary Alternative W was Developed Land-Open Space.  This 
preliminary alternative involves the widening of existing US 50, thus much of this is likely existing 
roadway, ditches and mowed residential lawns. The predominate land use for Preliminary Alternatives 
W1, W2, and W3 is farmland since they move away from existing US 50.  The predominate land use for 
all five Bypass Preliminary Alternatives in the east is farmland followed by forest.  Preliminary 
Alternative B crosses through an industrial area in the northern portion of North Vernon, thus its impacts 
to Developed Land and Developed Land-Open Space are relatively high.  
 
The INDOT 10-year Major Moves highway plan included two projects along US 50 within the Study Area.  
The new construction of US 50 from the West Urban Area Boundary to the East Urban Area Boundary of 
North Vernon is estimated to start in 2015 and has an estimated cost of $27,216,073. The new 
construction of US 50 from the US 31 to the West Urban Area Boundary of North Vernon is estimated to 
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start in 2014 and has an estimated cost of $20,759,781. 
 
The draft Indiana Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for FY 2008-2011 includes nine 
INDOT projects, two Federal Aid Group III Road Program projects and three Federal Aid County Bridge 
Program projects for Jennings County.  The projects include: 
 

• INDOT Projects 
 

• Pavement replacement on CR 300S from SR 3 to SR 7 

• Bridge replacement on SR 250 over Crooked Creek, 5.28 miles west of SR 3 

• Bridge replacement on SR 3 over Sand Creek, 4.56 miles north of SR 7 

• Intersection improvement on SR 7 at State Road (Hayden Pike) 

• Intersection improvement on US 50 at Deer Creek Road (CR 75E)  

• Preventative maintenance on US 50 from US 31 to Hayden Pike 

• Hot mix asphalt (HMA) overlay on US 50 from Hayden Pike to SR 3/7 

• Preventative maintenance on US 50 from SR3/7 to Greensburg Street 

• Auxiliary passing lanes at various locations on US 50 
 

• Federal Aid Group III Road Program Projects 
 

• Pavement replacement on Greensburg Street from SR 3/7 to Woodlawn Dr (Phase 1) 

• Pavement replacement on Greensburg Street from Woodlawn Dr to US 50 (Phase 2)   
 

• Federal Aid County Bridge Program Projects 
 

• Scipio covered bridge rehabilitation on CR 575W over Sand Creek 

• James covered bridge rehabilitation on CR625S over Big Graham Creek 

• Bridge replacement on CR 800S over Big Graham Creek 
 
The Comprehensive Plan for Jennings County, completed in 1994, stated “Within 10 years, it is projected 
that growth in the local economy will consume the available capacity of major transportation arteries, 
especially US 50.”  It also specifically mentioned US 50 and SR 3 as needing major upgrading over the 
next 10 to 20 years.  The Plan discussed the number of narrow and unpaved rural roads in the county as 
an issue and that roads in urbanized areas should be 24 feet wide with curb and guttering.  The Plan 
referred to the 1994 Jennings County bridge re-inspection report prepared by R.W. Armstrong & 
Associates, Inc.  The report listed 49 bridges which must be replaced by 2014, ten of which needed to be 
done by 1999.  It also mentioned 25 bridges which were in need of rehabilitation and repair by 1999.  The 
plan brought up a US 50 Bypass around the north side North Vernon.  It claims this bypass should be part 
of a long term planning project for Jennings County.   

5.3.2.8  Major Utilities 
 
According to United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ topographic maps and year-2005 color aerial 
photographs, Preliminary Alternative W crosses one (1) high voltage transmission line easement and 
will require the relocation of seven (7) towers.  Preliminary Alternative W1 crosses one (1) high voltage 
transmission line easement and will require the relocation of two (2) towers, Preliminary Alternative W2 
crosses one (1) high voltage transmission line easement and will require the relocation of one (1) tower, 
and Preliminary Alternative W3 crosses one (1) high voltage transmission line easement and will 
require the relocation of two (2) towers.  The Bypass Preliminary Alternatives A and B both cross one 
(1) minor transmission line and Bypass Preliminary Alternatives C, D, and E do not cross any high 
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voltage transmission lines.  The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative 
and the One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative will cross one (1) minor 
transmission line and will require the relocation of one (1) tower.  Both preliminary alternatives will also 
cross one (1) mapped sewage disposal line. 
 
5.3.2.9  Air, Noise and Vibration 
 
Any route that carries heavy trucks and other commercial vehicles will create noise, air, and vibration for 
businesses and neighborhoods around it.  The key is to divert this traffic away from sensitive and/or 
public areas, such as schools, churches, nursing homes, hospitals, and residences.  Some of the 
preliminary alternatives are more effective than others in diverting commercial vehicles away from 
sensitive areas. 
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative does not change existing 
travel patterns.  Thus, noise, air pollution and vibration increase along US 50 as traffic volumes increase 
through downtown including the National Register (NR) listed Walnut Street Historic District and North 
Vernon Downtown Commercial Historic District. 
 
The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative results in the most increases in 
noise and vibration through downtown North Vernon.  This preliminary alternative results in a total 
increase in vehicle-miles of travel in downtown due to circuitous travel.  The daily traffic volumes along 
US 50/Walnut Street decline by only 10% between Poplar and State Streets and by 37% between State 
and Madison Streets.  Daily traffic volumes on Poplar Street from Walnut Street to State Street triple over 
the No Build and from State Street to Madison Street increase six times over the No Build. Both US 
50/Walnut Street and Poplar Street pass through the North Vernon Downtown Commercial National 
Register Historic District.  The residential area along Poplar Street will experience an increase in noise 
and vibration from the three to six-fold increase in traffic (particularly truck traffic).  
 
For the four western preliminary alternatives, noise, air and vibration impacts will vary to the degree the 
alternative is on new terrain away from existing residential and commercial uses along the existing 
alignment of US 50.  Thus, Preliminary Alternative W will result in the greatest increase in noise, air 
pollution and vibration to residential and commercial uses and Preliminary Alternative W2 will result in 
the least.  Preliminary Alternatives W1 and W3 will fall between the other two western alternatives 
relative to these impacts.   
 
For the five bypass preliminary alternatives, the effectiveness in diverting traffic from downtown North 
Vernon is an indicator of the effectiveness in reducing noise and vibration downtown.  When the percent 
diversion of daily traffic from existing US 50 through North Vernon from CR 265 W to CR 425 E is 
weighted by vehicle-miles of travel, the following was observed: 

• Preliminary Alternative E (-46%) and Preliminary Alternative B (-42%) were the best 
performers related to total traffic diversion. 

• Preliminary Alternative A (-38%) and Preliminary Alternative D (-34%) performed similarly in 
their effectiveness in diverting total traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions 
that averaged approximately 8% less traffic diverted that Preliminary Alternatives E & B. 

• Preliminary Alternative C (-24%) performed the worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
total traffic in each of the individual segments and had reductions that averaged approximately 
12% less traffic diverted than the grouping of Preliminary Alternatives A and D.  This is due to 
the circuitous route of Preliminary Alternative C around North Vernon. 

When daily truck traffic diversion is considered, the performance of the alternatives change as trucks 
create more noise, air quality concerns and vibration.  When the percent diversion of daily truck from 
existing US 50 through North Vernon from CR 265 W to CR 425 E is weighted by vehicle-miles of travel, 
the following was observed: 
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• Preliminary Alternative B (-73%), Preliminary Alternative D (-72%), Preliminary Alternative 
A (-70%) and Preliminary Alternative E (-69%) performed similarly and were the best 
performers related to truck traffic diversion.  Preliminary Alternative E is the least effective of 
these at 69%, due to its distance from the industrial and regional commercial areas on the north 
side of North Vernon.  This indicates that three of the four northern new terrain preliminary 
alternatives are more effective than the southern new terrain preliminary alternative in reducing 
noise and vibration downtown. 

• Preliminary Alternative C (-45%) performed the worst related to its effectiveness in diverting 
truck traffic in each of the individual segments.  This is due to the circuitous route of Preliminary 
Alternative C around North Vernon. 

The bypass preliminary alternatives primarily pass through rural areas, and noise and vibration impacts 
may be introduced to areas where they once did not exist.  Preliminary Alternative E cuts through the 
middle of a small subdivision located on the south side of US 50 just east of CR 250W.  This area of 
concentrated homes will experience an increase in noise and vibration.   
 
In 2005, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) made determinations that Jackson County ozone 
non-attainment areas had attained the 8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). 
These determinations were based on three years of ambient air quality monitoring data for the 2002-2004 
seasons that demonstrated that the 8-hour ozone NAAQS has been attained in Jackson County areas.     
Later that year, EPA approved requests from the State of Indiana to re-designate Jackson County areas 
to “attainment” of the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. These requests were submitted by the Indiana Department 
of Environmental Management (IDEM) on July 15, 2005 and supplemented on September 6, 2005, 
September 7, 2005, October 6, 2005 and October 20, 2005. In approving these requests, EPA also 
approved the State's plans for maintaining the 8-hour ozone NAAQS through 2015 in these areas as a 
revision to the Indiana State Implementation Plan (SIP). EPA has made an adequacy finding and has 
approved the State's 2015 Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets (MVEBs) for these areas.  
 
Jackson County’s non-attainment status has changed, but the requirement to demonstrate conformity to 
the SIP (air quality conformity process) for regionally significant transportation projects will remain in force 
for a 20 year period after the re-designation.   
 
The US 50 project is currently listed in the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan.  If this project 
proceeds to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), it will likely be necessary to re-demonstrate air 
quality conformity for the Jackson County 8-hour ozone standard. 
 
5.3.3  Community Facilities 
 
Community facilities within the Study Area include schools, parks, hospitals, cemeteries, airports, public 
water supply facilities and wastewater facilities. 
 
In addition, the project area has an abundance of recreational and natural areas including Muscatatuck 
National Wildlife Refuge (south of US 50), Muscatatuck County Park (south of US 50), North Vernon City 
Park, Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge (formerly Jefferson Proving Grounds), Violet and Louis J. Cali 
State Nature Preserve (south of US 50), Crosley State Fish and Wildlife Refuge (south of Vernon), and 
Selmier State Forest (north of US 50).  There are also several golf courses within the project area. 
 
North of US 50 near the Town of Butlerville is the Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC), which is 
operated by the Office of Homeland Security.  This site was once a state hospital, but is currently being 
redeveloped as an urban training center for the Indiana National Guard.  The site is located along the 
banks of the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River, and is surrounded on the north and east by the 
Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center (SEPAC).  SEPAC also owns land just south of the Muscatatuck 
Urban Training Center to some areas south of US 50.   
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Overall, the Study Area has many public and private facilities that present design constraints in the 
development of preliminary alternatives for US 50.   
 
None of the preliminary alternatives will directly impact schools; however, two schools are near 
preliminary alternatives. The Jennings County High School, Middle School and the North Vernon 
Elementary School are all located on Walnut Street just west of downtown North Vernon.  The Added 
Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair through North Vernon Preliminary 
Alternatives travel just north of the school complex along US 50. Strip right-of-way may be required for 
these two preliminary alternatives, but school facilities should not be impacted.   Brush Creek Elementary 
School is located in the eastern portion of the Study Area on US 50.  All bypass and through town 
preliminary alternatives end approximately 0.4 miles from this school which should not be directly 
impacted by the project. 
 
There are several churches located along US 50 within the study area.  Preliminary Alternatives W, W1, 
W2, and W3 will directly impact the Living World Baptist Church located north of existing US 50 in 
Jackson County.  Preliminary Alternatives A, C, and E will directly impact the Highway Holiness Church 
of God located south of US 50 near CR 275 E.  The Added Travel Lanes Though North Vernon 
Preliminary Alternative will directly impact five churches:  Trinity Full Gospel, First Christian Church, 
Harvest Baptist Church, Apostolic Church, and the Highway Holiness Church of God.  Most of these 
churches are located in downtown North Vernon along US 50.  The One-Way Pair Through North 
Vernon Preliminary Alternative will impact three churches: Trinity Full Gospel, Apostolic Church, and 
the Highway Holiness Church of God.   
 
None of the proposed preliminary alternatives go directly through any airports; however there is one 
airport within two miles of several preliminary alternatives. The North Vernon Municipal Airport is located 
near CR 350 and Base Road, just northeast of North Vernon.  This public airport is within two miles of 
Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and D.  If these preliminary alternatives are chosen for more detailed 
study, coordination with the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Office of Aviation should 
continue to occur.  It is also worth mentioning a private heliport (associated with St. Vincent Jennings 
Hospital) in North Vernon is close to Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, Added Travel Lanes 
Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives. 
 
One Preliminary Alternative will impact cemeteries. Preliminary Alternative D will go through a corner 
of Otter Creek Cemetery on the eastern side of the Study Area. The cemetery is north of US 50, off CR 
750. Preliminary Alternatives W3 and W2 are approximately 320 feet north of an un-named cemetery 
near the junction of CR 700 and Hickory Hill. Preliminary Alternatives W, W1, and W3 are about 200 
feet north of Hunt Cemetery which is on US 50, just east of CR 1300.   
 
Preliminary Alternative A will take approximately 12 acres of the southern portion of Saint Anne’s Golf 
Course, including portions of the greens.  Saint Anne’s is a publicly-owned, privately managed golf course 
located at Base Road and CR 350. It opened in 1998 and is an 18-hole course featuring 6,323 yards of 
golf in North Vernon.   

Preliminary Alternative E will directly impact the Twin Cites Raceway Park.  This racing park (located in 
Vernon) offers racing for stock cars, sprint cars and midget cars. 

Preliminary Alternative E will go through the northern portion of the Muscatatuck County Park, just 
south of North Vernon; and Preliminary Alternative A will impact the Selmier State Forest. These 
impacts are discussed in further detail in Chapter 5.3.4.5, Managed Lands and Forest. 
 
Figure 5.5 shows the location of community facilities within the Study Area. 
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Figure 5.5: Community Facilities 
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5.3.4  Historic and Archeological Resources  
 
5.3.4.1  Historic Structures  
 
Historic structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the Indiana State 
Register are shown in Figure 5.6. The NRHP is the Nation's official list of cultural resources worthy of 
preservation. Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the NRHP is part of a 
national program to coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate and protect our 
historic and archeological resources. Properties listed in the Register include districts, sites, buildings, 
structures and objects that are significant in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering and 
culture. 
 
There are no single structures within the US 50 Study Area currently listed on the NRHP.  
Correspondence with the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) (dated 3/30/07 in Appendix A) indicates one structure on Hayden Pike (Survey 026 in 
Center Township) that was determined to be eligible for the NRHP under criterion A for its association 
with settlement in Center Township. 
 
There four districts listed in the NRHP. The Vernon Historic District encompasses the town of Vernon 
which is just southeast of North Vernon. It was listed on August 27, 1976; its historic significance is 
architecture and engineering.  There are three NRHP districts within the town of North Vernon.  The 
Walnut Street Historic District is located on both sides of US 50/Walnut Street including a residential area 
from roughly State Street to Gum Streets.  It was listed on July 27, 2006 and its areas of historic 
significance are architecture and community planning.  The North Vernon Downtown Historic District is 
bound by Sixth and Chestnut Streets on the east and south, Keller Street on the north, Fourth and Main 
Streets on the west and Jennings on the south.  This district was listed in the NRHP on January 30, 2006 
its areas of historic significance are architecture, commerce, and transportation.  The State Street Historic 
District is roughly bounded by Chestnut, Jackson, Jefferson, and State Streets in North Vernon.  The 
State Street District was listed in the NRHP on January 25, 2007 with areas of historic significance of 
architecture, community planning, and social history.       
 
There are two structures listed on the Indiana State Register. The Jennings County Carnegie Library, 
constructed in 1920, is in downtown North Vernon on East Walnut Street. This structure was listed on the 
Indiana State Register on May 5, 1998. The other structure, the Butlerville Elementary School, was 
constructed in 1904 and is in Butlerville. It is on US 50 between Main Street and CR 550. This structure 
was listed on the Indiana State Register on September 14, 1999.   
 
The Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory (IHSSI) for both Jennings2 and Jackson3 County 
Interim Reports show numerous structures within the Study Area. Many of these sites are within North 
Vernon. It is possible some of these sites are eligible for listing in the national or state registers. In 
addition to the districts listed in the NRHP, there are two additional districts within the Study Area shown 
in the Jennings County Interim Report. The Couchman Historic District is in downtown North Vernon.  
This District runs along the north side of US 50/Buckeye Street from Ninth Street to Tenth Street.  The 
Muscatatuck Developmental Center Historic District is located at what is now the Muscatatuck Urban 
Training Center.  
 
The book Iron Monuments to Distant Posterity Indiana’s Metal Bridges, 1870-19304 by Dr. James Cooper 
was reviewed in order to determine if any potential historic iron bridges are present within the Study Area. 
                                                      
2 Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory Jennings County Interim Report. 1989. Historic 
Landmarks Foundation of Indiana. 92 pp. 
3 Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory Jackson County Interim Report. 1988. Historic 
Landmarks Foundation of Indiana. 92 pp. 
4 Cooper. J.L. 1987. Iron Monuments to Distant Posterity Indiana’s Metal Bridges, 1870-1930. 212 pp. 
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Only one iron bridge was identified, a Pratt thru carrying CR 400 W over the Vernon Fork of the 
Muscatatuck, just south of US 50 in between Hayden and North Vernon. It was built circa 1900.  
 
Dr. Cooper’s Artistry and Ingenuity in Artificial Stone Indiana’s Concrete Bridges, 1900-19425 was 
reviewed in order to determine if any potential historic concrete bridges are present within the Study Area. 
Six concrete bridges are present within the Study Area. These include: (1) a continuous slab carrying CR 
75 W over Fish Creek built circa 1903; (2) a slab carrying CR 450 N over Fish Creek built circa 1912; (3) 
a T-beam carrying CR 610 W over Sixmile Creek built circa 1910; (4) a filled-spandrel arch carrying CR 
150 N over Storm Creek built circa 1910; (5) a filled-spandrel arch carrying US 50 over Indian Creek built 
in 1932; and (6) an open-spandrel arch carrying US 50 (east bound lane) over the Vernon Fork of the 
Muscatatuck River built in 1930.  The bridge carrying US 50 (east bound lane) over the Vernon Fork is 
listed as a NRHP Candidate. 
 
Figure 5.6 shows the location of NRHP listed sites and districts, state listed sites and districts, 
“Outstanding,” “Notable” and “Contributing” rated structures in the county Interim Reports and iron and 
concrete bridges listed in Dr. Cooper’s books. 
 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and other federal agencies to define and document the Area of Potential Effects (APE) in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  This requirement applies to all federal 
undertakings and should occur as early in the process, as possible.  The reason for defining the APE is to 
determine the area in which historic properties must be identified, so that eligibility and an affects finding 
can be completed.   
 
The APE is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause 
changes in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist.  The APE is influenced by 
the scale and nature of the undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the 
undertaking [36 CFR 800.16(d)]. 
 
For this project, it is suggested that the APE include a distance of one-mile on each side of the 
preliminary alternatives (2-mile band), with the understanding that the APE may need to be wider than 2 
miles in some places and narrower in others, and that the APE is subject to revision during the Section 
106 process. 
 
The Preliminary Alternative W will impact one Outstanding structure. This is the Josiah Cobbs Farm 
(Survey 033 in Spencer Township) that was built in 1868. There are two outbuildings (a summer kitchen 
and a Midwest Three-Portal barn) associated with this structure. The main house has an I-house and 
Greek Revival style. The areas of significance include Agriculture, Architecture and 
Vernacular/Construction. The farm buildings will not be directly taken, but lose access from US 50.  Also 
within the alignment are two Contributing structures. The first structure is the Doud Service Station 
(Survey 031 in Spencer Township), located on US 50 and east of CR 700. It was built in 1926 and is an 
example of Twentieth Century Functional style. The areas of significance include Commerce and 
Vernacular/Construction. Second is the A.L. Newby Barn, (Survey 065 in Spencer Township) on US 50, 
just west of CR 800. It was built in 1928 and the areas of significance are Agriculture and 
Vernacular/Construction.  
 
Within one mile of this alignment are two more Outstanding, 11 Notable and 26 additional Contributing 
structures. One of the concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book is also found. 
 
There are two Contributing sites within Preliminary Alternative W1. The first is the A.L. Newby Barn, 
(Survey 065 in Spencer Township) on US 50, just west of CR 800. It was built in 1928 and the areas of 

                                                      
5 Cooper J.L. 1997. Artistry and Ingenuity in Artificial Stone Indiana’s Concrete Bridges, 1900-1942. 280 
pp. 
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significance are Agriculture and Vernacular/Construction. The second site, the Nick Megel Farm (Survey 
048 in Spencer Township), is just south of US 50, on CR 650 W. The house was built in 1922 and is an 
American Four-Square. The outbuildings are an English barn, silo, granary and chicken house. The areas 
of significance include Agriculture, Architecture and Vernacular/Construction. Within one mile of the 
alignment, there are 10 Notable, three Outstanding and 26 more Contributing structures. Also within one 
mile is one of the concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book. 
 
There is one Contributing site that will be directly impacted by Preliminary Alternative W2.   This is the 
Nick Megal Farm which is described above.  Three Outstanding, 10 Notable and 27 additional 
Contributing structures are within one mile of this preliminary alternative. Also within one mile is one of the 
concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book. 
 
Within Preliminary Alternative W3, there is only one Contributing site (the Nick Megal Farm) as 
mentioned above). Within one mile of the preliminary alternative, there are three Outstanding, 10 Notable 
and 26 additional Contributing structures.  Also within one mile is one of the concrete bridges found in 
Cooper’s book. 
 
There is one Contributing structure within Preliminary Alternative A. It is the William H. Haines Farm 
(Survey 022 in Spencer Township) and was built in 1892. The house is an example of the I-house style 
and has three outbuildings (summer kitchen, chicken house and smoke house). The areas of significance 
for this farm are Agriculture and Vernacular/Construction. There is one Outstanding, nine Notable and 24 
additional Contributing Structures within one mile of this alignment. Also within one mile are two concrete 
bridges found in Cooper’s book. 
 
Also worthy of mention are two sites located inside Selmier State Forest. One site is the former First 
Baptist Church of North Vernon which was used from 1848-1866. The only thing left at the site is a set of 
steps. The other site is the location where a preacher was buried; the tombstone is still visible.  This 
preliminary alternative goes through the northern portion of Selmier State Forest and would likely impact 
these sites (See correspondence dated 4/3/07 from Selmier State Forest Property Manager).  If this 
preliminary alternative is chosen for further study, these sites will need to be investigated further.   
 
For Preliminary Alternative B, there are three Contributing structures within the alignment consisting of 
two farms and one house. One farm (Survey 015 in Center Township) is on CR 20 W, north of US 50. It 
was built circa 1850 and has a Hall-and-Parlor style house. The outbuilding is a Transverse-Frame barn 
and the areas of significance are Agriculture and Vernacular/Construction. Another Contributing site is 
just north of US 50 on Base Road (Survey 022 in Spencer Township) and is the William H. Haines Farm 
as described above. The third structure within the alignment is a house (Survey 011 in Center Township) 
and was built circa 1915. It is on CR 75 W, north of US 50. The house has a Pyramidal roof; the area of 
significance for this house is Vernacular/Construction. Within one mile of the alignment, there is one 
IHSSI listed district (Couchman) and one NRHP listed district (North Vernon Downtown Commercial). 
Also within one mile of this alignment are five Outstanding, 19 Notable and 36 additional Contributing 
structures; these are primarily north of North Vernon and Hayden. Also within one mile are three concrete 
bridges found in Cooper’s book.   
 
In Preliminary Alternative C, one Contributing structure is found. It is the William H. Haines Farm as 
mentioned above (Survey 022 in Spencer Township). Three Outstanding, nine Notable and 28 additional 
Contributing structures can be found within one mile of this preliminary alternative. Most of the Notable 
and Contributing structures are located around Hayden. Also within one mile are three concrete bridges 
found in Cooper’s book.   
 
Within Preliminary Alternative D, four Contributing sites are found. These consist of one house, one 
cemetery, and two farms. The house is the Hiram Elliott House, located just north of US 50 on Clay Street 
(Survey 002 in Campbell Township). This structure was built circa 1870; it has both Cruciform and 
Italianate styles. The areas of significance include Architecture and Vernacular/Construction. The second 
is the Otter Creek Cemetery located on CR 750 E.  The areas of significance for the cemetery include 
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Exploration/Settlement and Religion. The third site, a farm (Survey 039 in Sand Creek Township), was 
built in 1903. It is on 550 N, north of US 50 and has a Gabled-ell style house. The areas of significance 
include Agriculture and Vernacular/Construction. This farm has three outbuildings (Transverse-Frame 
barn, garage and corn crib). The forth site is the William H. Haines Farm as mentioned above (Survey 
022 in Spencer Township). There is one Outstanding, six Notable and 34 additional Contributing 
structures found within one mile of the alignment; most of these are near Hayden. Also within one mile 
are three concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book.   
 
Within Preliminary Alternative E, only one structure is found; it is a concrete bridge found in Cooper’s 
book. The bridge is the filled-spandrel arch carrying US 50 over Indian Creek built in 1932 referenced 
above. Within one mile of this alignment, there is one IHSSI district (Couchman). There are also four 
NRHP listed districts including Vernon, State Street, North Vernon Downtown Commercial and Walnut 
Street. Preliminary Alternative E is approximately 0.2 mile north of the northern border of the Vernon 
Historic District. Within one mile of the alignment, there are four Outstanding, 17 Notable and 58 
Contributing structures; most of these are near Hayden and North Vernon. Also within one mile are two 
additional concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book.   
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative impacts one structure listed 
on the Indiana State Register (the Jennings County Carnegie Library built in 1920 as mentioned above 
and within the North Vernon Downtown Historic District). This preliminary alternative passes through two 
NRHP historic districts, the Walnut Street Historic District and the North Vernon Downtown Historic 
District.  This preliminary alternative would directly take the majority of the houses within the Walnut 
Street Historic District.  This preliminary alternative would also directly take several commercial buildings 
within the North Vernon Downtown Historic District.  This preliminary alternative would also take all six 
houses from the Couchman Historic District. 
 
In addition to individual structures with the above mentioned districts, four Contributing structures may be 
taken by the right-of-way for this preliminary alternative.  These structures include: (1) The Haines Curve 
Railroad Trestle (Survey 023 in Spencer Township) on Base Road and built circa 1900; the areas of 
significance include Engineering and Transportation,  (2) One house that is on Walnut Street with a T-
Plan and Queen Anne style (Survey 040 in North Vernon Scattered Sties), built circa 1890; the areas of 
significance include Architecture and Vernacular/Construction, (3) Fred Matthew’s House which is on 
Walnut Street (Survey 042 in North Vernon Scattered Sites) and was built in 1928 emphasizing a Colonial 
Revival style; the area of significance is Architecture, (4) Another house on Walnut Street that was built 
circa 1925 (Survey 041 in North Vernon Scattered Sites) that elicits a Craftsman Bungalow style; the area 
of significance is Architecture.   
 
Also within the preliminary alternative are two of the concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book. One filled 
spandrel arch bridge carries US 50 over Indian Creek and was built in 1932. The other open spandrel 
arch bridge carries US 50 over the Muscatatuck River and was built in 1930.  According to Dr. Cooper’s 
book it is an NRHP Candidate. 
  
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative is approximately 540 feet 
from a house on Hayden Pike determined to be eligible for the NRHP by the SHPO (Survey 026 in Center 
Township). Within one mile of this preliminary alternative are seven Outstanding, 25 Notable and 55 
additional Contributing structures. There is one more concrete bridge found in Cooper’s book and the 
State Street Historic District (IHSSI) is also within one mile of this alignment.  
 
The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative passes through the Walnut Street 
Historic District, but will not take any structures within this district.  This preliminary alternative also 
passes through the North Vernon Downtown Historic District and will take several commercial structures 
within this district. A SHPO representative expressed concern for impacts to this district resulting from this 
preliminary alternative.  In correspondence dated 3/30/07 stated, “such an extensive amount of demolition 
would have a dramatically adverse effect on the North Vernon Downtown Historic District.” This 
preliminary alternative would also take all six houses from the Couchman Historic District. 
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In addition to individual structures with the above mentioned districts, two Contributing structures may be 
taken by the right-of-way for this preliminary alternative.  These structures are:  (1) The Haines Curve 
Railroad Trestle (Survey 023 in Spencer Township as described above) and (2) Fred Matthew’s House 
(Survey 042 in North Vernon Scattered Sites as described above). 
  
Also within the alignment are two of the concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book. One filled spandrel arch 
bridge carries US 50 over Indian Creek and was built in 1932. The other open spandrel arch bridge 
carries US 50 over the Muscatatuck River and was built in 1930; it is also an NR Candidate. The 
Coachman (IHSSI listed), North Vernon Downtown Commercial and Walnut Street Historic Districts (NR 
listed) are also within this alignment.     
 
The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative is approximately 540 feet from a 
house on Hayden Pike determined to be eligible for the NRHP by the SHPO (Survey 026 in Center 
Township). Within one mile of this preliminary alternative are seven Outstanding, 24 more Notable and 58 
extra Contributing structures. There is one more concrete bridge found in Cooper’s book and the State 
Street Historic District (IHSSI) is also within one mile of this alignment.  
 
In addition to the sites and structures mentioned above, US 50 is a state-designated scenic byway across 
the width of Indiana.  It was designated as a byway in December 2004 and is also one of “Indiana’s 
Historic Pathways.”  US 50 was designated because of its unique historic and scenic qualities.  This 
designation offers opportunities for heritage-based tourism and related economic development along the 
corridor. In a letter dated 3/9/07 in Appendix A, the Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana 
recommends that “any alterations or improvements to the road should utilize context sensitive design 
solutions to preserve and enhance the character of the byway.” 

It is important to note that impacts to the historic properties described for the alternates above were only 
considered for sites that will be directly taken by the preliminary alternatives.  Further historic investigation 
will be necessary for any preliminary alternative recommended for additional study to determine potential 
indirect adverse effects to historic properties.  
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Figure 5.6: Historic Resources  
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5.3.4.2  Archaeological Resources 
 
An archaeological records check was conducted for the Study Area. Eight clusters of archaeological sites 
were discovered, typically clustering around drainage ways. These include (1) sites near Sand Creek; (2) 
south of the town of Queensville; (3) the Muscatatuck State Hospital grounds (now MUTC); (4) sites 
within the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge; (5) around Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River 
southwest of North Vernon; (6) along Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River northeast of North Vernon; 
(7) along Otter Creek southeast of Butlerville; and (8) west of MUTC, along Pleasant Run. Cluster #7 was 
recommended for archaeological testing. 
 
Preliminary Alternative B will go through Cluster #6 and Preliminary Alternative D will go through 
Cluster #8. Even if a preliminary alternative does not directly impact a recorded site, there may be other 
sites within the vicinity that have not been documented. Because of this, additional archaeological 
investigations will be performed for the preferred alternative prior to construction. 
 
5.3.5  Natural Environmental Resources 
 
The US 50 Corridor Study Area consists primarily of agricultural and forested land.  The cities of Seymour 
(the eastern edge) and North Vernon, the town of Vernon, and the unincorporated areas of Hayden and 
Butlerville are within the Study Area.  The Study Area has a great deal of natural environmental 
resources, including a number of federal, state, and privately managed lands.   The Vernon Fork of the 
Muscatatuck River meanders through the Study Area.   The topography in this area is rolling to hilly.   
 
5.3.5.1  Water resources (lakes, rivers, streams, floodplains, and groundwater) 
 
The most prominent water resource within the Study Area is the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River 
which winds from the northeastern portion to the southern portion of the Study Area.  This river is 
designated as an “Outstanding River or Stream” by the Natural Resources Commission.  Muscatatuck is 
a native American word that means “land of the winding waters.”  Tributaries of the Vernon Fork include: 
Otter Creek, Pleasant Run, and Long Branch in the eastern portion of the Study Area, as well as Indian 
Creek, Sixmile Creek, and Mutton Creek west of North Vernon. Both the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck 
and Otter Creek are listed on the Natural Resources Commission “Outstanding Rivers List for Indiana.”  
This list was prepared to help identify the rivers and streams which have particular environmental or 
aesthetic interest.  Portions of Sand and Fish creeks meander through the north central portion of the 
Study Area.  Floodplains are associated with the Vernon Fork as well as its tributaries.  The floodplain of 
the Vernon Fork widens south of US 50 in the southern portion of the Study Area. 
 
Coordination with the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) Office of Water Quality 
indicates that portions of the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck, Long Branch, and Sand Creek within the 
Study Area are listed on Indiana’s 303(d) List of Impaired Water bodies.   Impaired water bodies are 
those that do not/or are not expected to meet applicable water quality standards with federal technology 
based standards alone.  The Vernon Fork was listed in 2006 for metals and mercury in some locations 
and the magnitude of cause is slight for all listed portions of the Vernon Fork.  Sand Creek was listed in 
1998 for metals and mercury and the magnitude of cause is slight.  Long Branch was listed in 2006 for 
metals and the magnitude of cause is also slight.   
 
The magnitude of cause indicates the magnitude of the pollutants/stressors causing the impairments and 
their sources. Most of the impaired water bodies are impaired due to a Fish Consumption Advisories for 
mercury or other metals.  The sources of the listed impairments are unknown. No impairments are listed 
for the other bodies of water within the study area.  The results of this review reveal that, in general, the 
water quality within the study area has a higher quality than average watersheds within Indiana.  Several 
water bodies are listed as impaired due to slightly elevated levels of mercury and/ or other metals. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W crosses five streams. These include: Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, a tributary 
to Storm Creek, Sixmile Creek and an un-named ditch. These streams are crossed at existing US 50 
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stream crossings. This preliminary alternative will impact 20 acres of floodplains.  These floodplains are 
associated with Sixmile, Mutton and Storm Creeks. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W1 will cross six streams at seven locations. These streams include: Mutton 
Creek, a tributary to Mutton Creek, Storm Creek Ditch, two tributaries to Storm Creek and Storm Creek. 
Impacted floodplains are associated with Sixmile, Mutton and Storm Creeks; these impacts total 23 acres.  
 
Preliminary Alternative W2 will cross a total of ten streams including: five un-named ditches, Mutton 
Creek, tributary to Mutton Creek, Storm Creek Ditch, a tributary to Storm Creek and Sixmile Creek. 
Impacted floodplains are associated with Sixmile, Mutton and Storm Creeks; these impacts total 16 acres.  
 
Preliminary Alternative W3 crosses four un-named ditches, Mutton Creek, a tributary to Mutton Creek, 
Storm Creek Ditch, a tributary to Storm Creek and Sixmile Creek. This preliminary alternative will cross 
the floodplains associated with Sixmile, Mutton and Storm Creeks.  Floodplain impacts for this preliminary 
alternative total 20 acres.  
 
Preliminary Alterative A will cross 12 streams including: a tributary to Sixmile Creek, eight un-named 
ditches, Twomile Creek, an un-named tributary to Pleasant Run, and the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck 
River. The floodplain associated with Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River will also be crossed and result in 
10 acres of impact.  
 
Preliminary Alternative B crosses 13 streams.   It crosses eleven un-named ditches, an un-named 
tributary to Pleasant Run, and the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River. The Vernon Fork of 
Muscatatuck floodplain will also be impacted using this proposed route which will impact 3 acres.  
 
Preliminary Alternative C results in 16 stream crossings.  Streams impacted include: Twomile Creek, 
the Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River, a tributary to Sixmile Creek, an un-named tributary to Pleasant 
Run, and 12 un-named ditches. It will impact 6 acres of floodplain which is associated with Vernon Fork of 
Muscatatuck River.  
 
Preliminary Alternative D will have 21 stream crossings. It will traverse a tributary to Sixmile Creek, 
Twomile Creek, Fish Creek, two tributaries to Fish Creek, Long Branch, a tributary to Long Branch, 
Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River, a tributary to Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River, Brush Creek, a 
tributary to Brush Creek and ten un-named ditches. This preliminary alternative will also cross three 
floodplains including those associated with Fish Creek, Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River and Brush 
Creek. This will result in 14 acres of impact to floodplains.  
 
Preliminary Alternative E will cross 12 streams including: a tributary to Sixmile Creek, Indian Creek, a 
tributary to Indian Creek, two tributaries to Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River, Vernon Fork of 
Muscatatuck River, Deer Creek, an un-named tributary to Pleasant Run, and four un-named ditches. This 
alignment will traverse Indian Creek and Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River floodplains and will result in 8 
acres of impacts.  
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative will cross 11 streams at 
existing US 50 crossings.  It will cross Indian Creek, Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River, an un-named 
tributary to Pleasant Run, and eight un-named ditches. This alignment will cross floodplains associated 
with Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River and Indian Creek and will result in 4 acres of impacts.   
 
The One-way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative will cross 11 streams at existing US 
50 crossings. It will cross Indian Creek, Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River, an un-named tributary to 
Pleasant Run, and eight un-named ditches. Impacted floodplains are associated with Vernon Fork of 
Muscatatuck River and Indian Creek. These floodplain impacts total 4 acres.   
 
Coordination with the IDEM Ground Water Section Drinking Water Branch indicates that there are no 
known Wellhead Protection Areas located in the Study Area. There was also no public water wells found 
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within the Study Area.  No known aquifer recharge areas are situated within the study area.  The city of 
North Vernon receives its drinking water supply from surface water from the Vernon Fork of the 
Muscatatuck River.  Based on a review of water well records from the Indiana Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) Atlas, approximately 600 low capacity residential supply wells are situated in rural (i.e. 
non-North Vernon) portions of the study area. The exact locations and status (i.e. active/closed) of these 
wells can not be verified without interviews and field reconnaissance, which was beyond the scope of this 
investigation. 
 
Figure 5.7 shows the location of lakes, ponds, wetlands, floodplains and streams within the Study Area. 
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Figure 5.7: Water Resources 
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5.3.5.2  Wetlands 
 
Wetlands, as defined by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (33 CFR 328.3) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), are “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.”  Wetlands are an important 
natural resource because they support rich biological communities.  Because of their functions and 
values, there are several federal and state laws that regulate activities that affect wetlands.  The major 
laws protecting wetlands include the Federal Clean Water Act, the River and Harbors Act, and Indiana’s 
Flood Control Act.   
 
The Study Area has over 1,600 acres of wetlands, according to the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 
digital shapefiles.  Many are located within the floodplain of the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River and 
its tributaries.  
 
Most of the wetlands within the Study Area are classified as forested wetlands, consisting of 1,473 acres.  
Forested wetlands are wetlands that are characterized by woody vegetation that is six meters (20 feet) 
tall or taller.  Forested wetlands are the most common wetland type in Indiana where moisture is 
abundant particularly along rivers and steams.6  Forested wetlands normally possess an upper canopy of 
trees, an understory of young trees and shrubs, and an herbaceous ground layer.7  Emergent wetlands 
make up 164 acres and are characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous hydrophytes (excluding mosses 
and lichens).  Emergent wetlands are also known as marshes. Scrub-shrub wetlands, which consist of 
shrubs and/or small trees, make up 50 acres of the wetlands in the Study Area.   
 
NWI wetland impacts for the Western Rural New Terrain preliminary alternatives ranged from 14.8 acres 
for Preliminary Alternative W2 to 4.2 acres for Preliminary Alternative W1.  Preliminary Alternative 
W will impact 5.0 acres of wetlands and Preliminary Alternative W3 will impact 5.6 acres of wetlands.  
The majority of the wetlands to be impacted by each of these preliminary alternatives are forested. 
 
NWI wetland impacts for the bypass preliminary alternatives ranged from no impacts for Preliminary 
Alternative E to 9.9 acres for Preliminary Alternative D.  Preliminary Alternative B will impact only 0.8 
acres and Preliminary Alternatives A and C will impact 5.5 acres and 7.4 acres, respectively.  The 
majority of the wetlands to be impacted by each of these preliminary alternatives are forested. 
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North Vernon 
Preliminary Alternatives do not impact NWI wetlands. 
 
In a letter dated 7/11/07 in Appendix A, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) stated that portions of 
the study area contain large interfluvial expanses of Cobbsfork soils which typically support perched 
wetlands.  These wetlands sometimes do not appear on the NWI maps, but will be considered when 
wetland delineations are done as the project progresses.   
 
Figure 5.7 shows the location of wetlands within the Study Area. 

 

                                                      
6 Cowardin, L. M., V. Carter, F. C. Golet and E. T. LaRoe.  1979. 
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States.  United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Office of Biological Services.  Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.  FWS/OBS-79/31.  103 pp. 
7 United States Geological Survey.  1998.  Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater 
Habitats of the United States: Emergent Wetland.  United States Geological Survey, Northern Prairie Wildlife 
Research Center, at http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/1998/class/emergent.htm 
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5.3.5.3  Prime Agricultural Lands 
 
Jackson County is one of 10 counties that comprise the South Central Agricultural Statistics District in 
Indiana.  The 2002 census of agriculture data show farmland in this county encompassed 206,855 acres 
on 806 farms. The average value per acre for land and buildings in 2002 was $2,443 for Jackson County 
(49th in Indiana).  Cash receipts in 2004 for this county totaled $115,043,000 (11th in Indiana).   
  
Typical agricultural commodities produced in Jackson County include corn, soybeans, wheat and hay.  
Livestock production in this county includes cattle (milk and beef), hogs and sheep.  Jackson County 
ranked 51st in corn production, 42nd in soybean production, 40th in wheat production and 18th in hay 
production compared with other Indiana counties in 2005.  Jackson County ranked 15th for beef cows and 
16th for milk cows in Indiana for January 2006. Additionally, it ranked 52nd for hogs and 74th for sheep in 
2002. 
 
Jennings County is one of nine counties that comprise the South East Agricultural Statistics District in 
Indiana.  The 2002 census of agriculture data show farmland in this county encompassed 142,609 acres 
on 669 farms. The average value per acre for land and buildings in 2002 was $2,179 for Jennings County 
(74th in Indiana).  Cash receipts in 2004 for this county totaled $54,073,000 (58th in Indiana).   
 
Typical agricultural commodities produced in Jennings County include corn, soybeans, wheat and hay.  
Livestock production in this county includes cattle, hogs and sheep.  Jennings County ranked 67th in corn 
production, 61st in soybean production, 59th in wheat production and 25th in hay production compared with 
other Indiana counties in 2005.  Jennings County ranked 29th for beef cows in Indiana for January 2006. 
Additionally, it ranked 70th for hogs and 65th for sheep in 2002. 
 
The US 50 Corridor Study Area consists of the cities and towns of Seymour, North Vernon, Vernon, 
Hayden, and Butlerville of as well as surrounding farmland and forest.  According to Multi-Resolution 
Land Characteristics (MRLC) Consortium Land Cover Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data, the 
Study Area is comprised of 36,007 acres (41% of the study area) of farmland.   
 
Prime farmland is defined by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) as “land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and that is available for these 
uses (i.e., land that could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land or other land, but not urban 
built-up land or water).”  It has the combination of soil properties, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to produce sustained high yields of crops in an economic manner if treated and managed 
according to acceptable farming methods.  In general, prime farmland has an adequate and dependable 
water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature and growing season, an acceptable 
level of acidity or alkalinity, an acceptable content of salt or sodium, and few or no rocks.  Its soils are 
permeable to water and air.  Prime farmland is not excessively eroded or saturated with water for long 
periods of time, and it either does not flood frequently during the growing season or it is protected from 
flooding. 8 
 
According to NRCS soil GIS files for Jackson and Jennings counties, 12,221 acres (14%) of the US 50 
Corridor Study Area consist of soils in which all areas are prime farmland, 30,755 acres (35%) consist of 
soils that are prime farmland if drained, 2,816 acres (3%) consist of soils that are prime farmland if 
drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season, and 5,041 
acres (6%) consist of soils that are prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during the growing season.  There are no soils within the Study Area that are farmland 
of statewide importance.  Figure 5.8 shows the NRCS soil layer and the different categories.   
 
 

                                                      
8 SSM, USDA Handbook No. 18, October 1993. 
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Referring to Table 5.6, farmland impacts (including row crop and pasture/hay) are relatively similar for the 
Western Rural New Terrain preliminary alternatives, with the exception of Preliminary Alternative W 
which will impact 60 acres of farmland.  Preliminary Alternative W1 will impact 148 acres of farmland, 
Preliminary Alternative W2 will impact 150 acres, and Preliminary Alternative W3 will impact 144 
acres.   
 
Farmland impacts for the bypass preliminary alternatives range from 156 acres for Preliminary 
Alternative E to 451 acres for Preliminary Alternative D.  Preliminary Alternative C follows with 357 
acres of farmland.  Preliminary Alternative A will impact 251 acres and Preliminary Alternative B will 
impact 215 acres. The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North 
Vernon Preliminary Alternatives had similar farmland impacts with 28 acres and 25 acres, respectively. 
 
All preliminary alternatives will impact soils with some prime farmland designation. 
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Figure 5.8: Prime Farmland 
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5.3.5.4  Wildlife Habitats 
 
Physiographic regions are areas that have similar elevation, relief and related types of topographic 
features present.  These regions provide a general view of the terrain of an area, and what resources are 
present.  The US 50 Corridor Study Area is located within the Southern Hills and Lowland Region and the 
Scottsburg Lowland and Muscatatuck Plateau sub regions. The following physiographic region and 
complex descriptions are from “Physiographic Divisions of Indiana” by Gray (2000). 
 

The Southern Hills and Lowlands Region is partly defined by the Wisconsin glacial boundary 
on the north which separates this region from the Central Till Plain Region. The common element 
in the region is for the most part, differences in bedrock characters that define the several 
sections. Nearly three-fifths of the region was covered by one of more of the pre-Wisconsin ice 
sheets. Major rivers of the region (Wabash, White and its East Fork, and Ohio) carried vast 
volumes of melt water and their valleys were substantially modified during Wisconsin time.   

 
The northeastern and northern boundaries of the Scottsburg Lowland are sharply defined by 
the limit of the Wisconsin till sheet; the western boundary, at the base of the Knobstone 
Escarpment is also sharp. The southern boundary is placed at the drainage divide between the 
Muscatatuck River and Silver Creek. The eastern boundary divides the relatively low and nearly 
level lands of the Scottsburg Lowland from the equally flat but slightly sloping limestone-based 
upland surfaces of the Muscatatuck Plateau.  
 
The East Fork of the White River drains the major part of the Scottsburg Lowland axially. 
Adjacent to this stream is a broad floodplain replete with active meanders and flanking this are 
low, terraces underlain by Wisconsin outwash sand and gravel. Dunes fringe these areas, most 
extensively on the east. The Muscatatuck River crosses the southern part of the lowland. This 
stream carried no melt water during Wisconsin time, and therefore no sand, and so the broad 
valley flats and terraces in this part of the lowland are underlain mainly by deposits of silt and 
clay, which in part are of lacustrine origin. Extensive lowland flats similar to those described in the 
Boonville Hills lie between and adjacent to the major stream tracts, and low hills underlain by pre-
Wisconsin till lie against the edges of the section.  
 
Beneath this complex of glacial deposits is shale of Devonian and Mississippian age that is not 
resistant to erosion. Outcrops of these rocks are few. An anomalous part of the section, the only 
part that is not low and that has extensive outcrops of bedrock, is the Brownstown Hills, just 
southeast of the town of that name. This small but rugged area is underlain by an outlier of 
siltstone of the Borden Group, which is more resistant to erosion than the shale that underlies the 
lowland, and which thus gives rise to topography much like that of the Norman Upland.  
 
The Muscatatuck Plateau is bounded on the east by the Dearborn Upland, on the northwest by 
the New Castle Till Plains and Drainage ways, and on the west by the Scottsburg Lowland and 
the Charlestown Hills. Except that is has been glacially modified, in many respects the 
physiography of this section is similar to that of the Mitchell Plateau. The upland surface slopes 
westward at a rate somewhat less than the dip of the underlying limestone and dolomite strata of 
Silurian and Devonian age, so that it transects older and older rocks eastward. In most areas the 
upland is covered by relatively thin pre-Wisconsin till, and the till is capped by silt that resembles, 
but is not demonstrably, loess. Mimicking the orientation of streams on adjacent parts of the 
Central Till Plain, many of the streams flow at a slight angle to the direction of slope of the 
plateau, and it seems likely that they owe their orientation to one of the pre-Wisconsin glacial 
events.  
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Karst development of the Silurian and Devonian carbonate rocks that underlie the Muscatatuck 
Plateau is less pervasive than that of the Mitchell Plateau and is largely restricted to narrow areas 
close to the deeply entrenched streams. Although it may be that karst is extensive beneath the 
thin drift cover and has simply been re-exposed near the entrenched streams, such has not been 
proved. 

 
The US 50 Corridor Study Area is within the Bluegrass Natural Region (Scottsburg Lowland and 
Muscatatuck Flats and Canyons Sections). The following natural region and section descriptions are from 
“The Natural Regions of Indiana” by Homoya et al. (1985).  
 
A natural region is “a major, generalized unit of the landscape where a distinctive assemblage of natural 
features is present.  It is part of a classification system that integrates several natural features, including 
climate, soils, glacial history, topography, exposed bedrock, pre-settlement vegetation, species 
composition, physiography, and plant and animal distribution, to identify a natural region.”9  Natural 
regions are similar to physiographic regions, but whereas physiographic regions may give information on 
predominant topography and land use, natural regions give more information about the native plant and 
animal species of an area.   
 

The Bluegrass Natural Region is identified and named not for predominance of bluegrass (Poa 
spp.) but for similarities of the physiography and natural communities to the Bluegrass Region of 
Kentucky. Although the entire natural region has been covered by one or more of the pre-
Wisconsin ice sheets, today much of it is mantled by only a relatively thin veneer of till. The 
northern boundary of the region approximates the southern terminus of Wisconsin glaciation. This 
boundary marks the northern limit in this region for several southern plant species, as well as 
many herpetofaunal species.  Most of the natural region was originally forested, although a few 
glade, cliff and barrens remnants are known, as well as non-forested aquatic communities.  

 
The Scottsburg Lowland Section’s main features are the wide alluvial and lacustrine plains that 
border the major streams, particularly the Muscatatuck River, the East Fork of the White River, 
Silver Creek and their tributaries. Major soils are acid to neutral silt loams, particularly of the 
Stendal, Atkins, Haymond and Wilbur series. A sizable area of eolian sand occurs just east of the 
East Fork of the White River, but no unique communities or species are known to have been 
associated with it. Bedrock rarely crops out, the major exception being the Falls of the Ohio near 
Clarksville. Predominant natural communities are floodplain forest swamp, although areas of 
upland forest are included that grade into the Muscatatuck Flats and Canyons Section. The 
swamp community is characterized by the occurrence of swamp cottonwood (Populus 
heterophylla), red maple (Acer rubrum), pin oak (Quercus palustris), river birch (Betula nigra), 
green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) stiff dogwood (Cornus foemina) and buttonbush 
(Cephalanthus occidentalis).  The slightly better drained floodplain forest has sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), swamp chestnut oak (Quercus michauxii), swamp white oak (Quercus 
bicolor), American elm (Ulmus americana), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica) beech (Fagus 
grandifolia), shellbark hickory (Carya laciniosa) and rarely, pecan (Carya illinoensis). 
Characteristic herbs include Muskingum Sedge (Carex muskingumensis), Bailey Louisiana sedge 
(Carex louisianica), Virginia day flower (Commelina virginica), lizard’s tail (Saururus cernuus), 
and woodreed (Cinna arundinacea). The very rare southern pale green orchid (Platanthera flava 
var. flava) is geographically restricted here, as are the northern copperbelly snake (Nerodia 
erythrogaster neglecta) and the eastern ribbon snake (Thamnophis sauritus sauritus). The 
northern studfish (Fundulus catenatus) is known in Indiana only from streams in the far northern 
portion of this section. State restricted plants include the extinct stipuled scurf-pea (Psoralea 
stipulata) and the extirpated Short’s goldenrod (Solidago shortii). Wetland features in this section 

                                                      
9 Homoya, M. A., B. Abrell, J. R. Aldrich, and T. W. Post. 1985. Natural Regions of Indiana. In Proceedings of the 
Indiana Academy of Science For 1984, Vol. 94, edited by Donald R. Winslow, pp. 245-268, Indiana Academy of 
Science, Indianapolis. 
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include swamps, acid seep springs and low-gradient, silty-bottom streams, rivers and ponds.  
 
The Muscatatuck Flats and Canyons Section consists primarily of a broad, relatively flat west 
sloping plain with steep walled canyons entrenched by major streams. The plain is characterized 
by the presence of poorly drained, acidic Cobbsfork and Avonburg silt loam soils and by the 
occurrence of a southern flatwoods natural community type. These flatwoods typically have 
beech (Fagus grandifolia), red maple (Acer rubrum), sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), pin oak 
(Quercus palustris), swamp chestnut oak (Quercus michauxii) and tulip tree (Liriodendron 
tulipfera). A few species are geographically restricted here including fox grape (Vitus labrusca), 
blunt-lobed grape fern (Botrychium oneidense), swamp dewberry (Rubus hispidus), dwarf 
ginseng (Panax trifolium) and false lily-of-the-valley (Maianthemum canadense). In canyons, cliffs 
and slopes of Silurian Devonian limestone provide an environment quite unlike the flats. These 
sites are comparatively rich floristically, and have a predominantly mixed mesophytic forest 
composition. Canada violet (Viola canadensis), Longspur violet (Viola rostrata) and crinkleroot 
(Dentaria diphylla) are more common here than elsewhere in southern Indiana. American 
pennywort (Hydrocotyle americana), wideleaf ladies’ tresses (Spiranthes lucida) and longstalk 
sedge (Carex pedunculata) are geographically restricted here. Sullivantia (Sullivantia sullivantii) 
and golden St. John’s-wort (Hypericum frondosum) are known in Indiana only from canyons in 
this section. The dusky salamander (Desmognathus fuscus) is a distinctive species of this section 
and the Bluegrass Natural Region. Non-forested community types include small areas of 
limestone gravel wash and limestone glade, the latter harboring the only Indiana occurrence of 
Michaux leavenworthia (Leavenworthia uniflora). Minor areas of karst topography occur along 
valley borders. The major aquatic features include medium-gradient streams with beds of 
pavement-like limestone, such as Graham Creek, Big Creek and the upper stretches of the 
Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  

 
According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) “Endangered Species, County Distribution of 
Indiana’s Federally Listed Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, and Candidate Species”, the study area is 
within the range of two federally listed or candidate species.    These species are the federally 
endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and the federally protected bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus).   The bald eagle was delisted from the federal list on August 8, 2007; however, it is still 
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  
 
In a letter dated 7/11/07 in Appendix A, the USFWS stated that there are numerous recent summer 
records of Indiana bats from the Muscatatuck River watershed in Jennings, Ripley and Jefferson 
Counties, including the Muscatatuck and Big Oaks Wildlife Refuges.  Some of those records are very 
near the project area at both Refuges and in the eastern portion of Preliminary Alternative D.  Informal 
consultation for the US 50 project will be necessary pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  
Site-specific bat surveys may be necessary to determine whether the project may adversely affect the 
Indiana bat.    
 
The Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center represents a comprehensive attempt to determine the state's 
most significant natural areas through an intensive statewide inventory. The Heritage database 
documents occurrences of federal and state threatened and endangered species and high quality natural 
communities.  This database was consulted and numerous records exist for several species within the 
Study Area.  Most of these are associated with the forest and wetland habitats within the Study Area. 
These habitat types are usually present within managed lands within the area.  Riparian corridors, 
particularly along the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck and its tributaries, likely provide travel corridors for 
many wildlife species.   
 
According to the Heritage database, there are a number of threatened endangered or rare species 
recorded from the project Study Area.  This includes eight (8) bird species (Accipiter striatus, sharp-
shinned hawk; Ammodramus henslowii, Henslow’s sparrow; Ardea herodias, great blue heron; Buteo 
lineatus, red shouldered hawk; Cistothorus platensis, sedge wren; Tyto alba, barn owl; and Wilsonia 
citrina, hooded warbler), three (3) species of reptile (Clonophis kirtlandii, Kirtland’s snake; Kinosternon 
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subrubrum, eastern mud turtle; and Opheodrys aestivus, rough green snake), two (2) species of 
amphibian (Necturus maculosus, common mudpuppy and Rana pipiens, northern leopard frog), four (4) 
species of mammal (Mustela nivalis, least weasel; Myotis grisescens, gray bat; Myotis sodalis, Indiana 
bat; and Taxidea taxus, American badger), one (1) fish specie (Ammocrypta pellucida, eastern sand 
darter), five (5) species of mussel (Lampsilis teres, yellow sandshell; Simposonaias ambigua, salamander 
mussel; Toxolasma lividus, purple lilliput; Toxolasma parvum, lilliput; and Villosa lienosa, little 
spectaclecase), 13 species of invertebrate (Artogeia virginiensis, West Virginia white; Caecidotea 
rotunda, Northeastern cave isopod; Cambala minor, millipede, Carychium exile, ice thorn; Chrhonius 
virginicus, pseudoscopion; Conotyla bollmani, millipede; Crangonyx packardi, Packard’s cave amphipod; 
Hagenius brevistylus, dragonhunter; Porhomma cavernicola, Appalachian cave spider; 
Pseudopolydesmus collinus, millipede; Scytonotus granulatus, granulated millipede; Sinella alata, 
springtail; and Sinella cavernarum, springtail), and 13 species of plant (Carex pedunculata, longstalk 
sedge; Dentaria multifida, divided toothwort; Hydrastis canadensis, golden seal; Juglans cinerea, 
butternut; Oxalis illinoensis, Illinois woodsorrel; Panax quinquefolius, American ginseng; Panax trifolius, 
dwarf ginseng; Platanathera flava var. flava, southern rein orchid; Sagitarria australis, longbeak 
arrowhead; Spiranthes lucida, shining lady’s tresses; Stachys clingmanii, Clingman hedge nettle; 
Sullivantia sullvantii, sullivantia, and Waldstoinia fragarioides, barren strawberry).   In addition to the 
species mentioned above, the Heritage database also records several high quality natural communities in 
the Study Area including: floodplain mesic forest, upland dry forest, upland dry-mesic forest, upland mesic 
forest, limestone cliffs, and acid seep wetland.   
 
Most species are congregated within managed lands (i.e. Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge, 
Muscatatuck County Park, Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area, Selmier State Forest, Cali Nature Preserve). 
Preliminary Alternatives W, W1, W2, and W3 do not directly go through Muscatatuck National Wildlife 
Refuge, but skirt the northern boundary; several records exist here for vertebrate animals. The Added 
Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary 
Alternatives do not go through the Cali Nature Preserve; however, they are just north of the northern 
boundary of the preserve while on US 50.  This is just north of an area in the preserve known to have two 
state listed vascular plants (barren strawberry and shining lady’s tresses). The Cali Nature Preserve also 
has records for three other vascular plants (butternut, sullvantia, and long stalk sedge). Preliminary 
Alternative E goes through the northern portion of the Muscatatuck County Park where there are records 
for an invertebrate animal (West Virginia white) and vascular plants (divided toothwort and Clingman 
hedge nettle).  Preliminary Alternative E is also immediately north of a high quality natural community, a 
dry upland forest within the Muscatatuck County Park.    Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C, E, Added 
Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and the One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary 
Alternatives go through two areas known to have two vertebrate animals (Kirtland’s snake and least 
weasel). However, these are on US 50 so it is likely the records were roadkill. 
 
The Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) (established in 1966) is located three miles east of 
Seymour and consists of 7,802 acres. Due to its assortment of forest, wetland and grassland habitats, it 
has many types of wildlife10. Winter attracts a variety of ducks to the refuge, and birds like tundra swans 
and bald eagles occasionally visit. In the spring, wood ducks, Canada geese and a pair of bald eagles 
begin nesting, while most other migratory waterfowl depart on their annual spring migration. In April, great 
blue herons nest in a rookery in the Moss Lake area, and great egrets visit the refuge. Migrating warblers 
pass through in May. Geese and wood duck broods are common in June. By August, the young birds of 
summer are flying, and early migrant blue-wing teal arrive to mark the beginning of the fall migration. 
Ospreys and cormorants appear over the big lakes, sandhill cranes fly over the refuge on their way south, 
and the winter songbirds return11.  

                                                      
10 US Fish and Wildlife Service: Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge Project Update: Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan. May 2007. 4 pp. 
11 US Fish and Wildlife Service: Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge Web Site: 
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/muscatatuck/. 
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The rare copperbelly water snake is common within the Refuge but rare nationwide due to loss of the 
snake's wetland habitat. This population is protected under a conservation easement. Numerous state 
listed species occur here including the four-toed salamander, southern rein orchid, Kirtlands snake, red 
shouldered hawk, sedge wren, Henslow’s sparrow, king rail, Virginia rail, common moorhen, northern 
harrier, black-crowned and yellow-crested night herons and the recently de-listed river otter. River otters 
were once common in Indiana but then were eliminated by overtrapping and loss of habitat. The Refuge 
became the first otter reintroduction site in Indiana in 1995. The federally endangered Indiana bat and 
federally protected bald eagle are known to occur in the Refuge12 as well. 

In May 2007, the Refuge initiated its Comprehensive conservation Plan (CCP) to comply with the 
Congressional mandate in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. The plan will 
provide a clear statement of the desired future in terms of management.  

In addition to protections provided by the federal and state endangered species legislation, the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) makes it illegal for anyone to take, possess, import, export, transport, sell, 
purchase, barter, or offer for sale, purchase, or barter, any migratory bird, or the parts, nests, or eggs of 
such a bird except under the terms of a valid permit issued pursuant to federal regulations (USFWS, 
2003). The specific migratory bird species protected by the MBTA can be found in 50 CFR 10.13. Federal 
agencies taking actions having or likely to have a negative effect on migratory bird populations are 
directed to work with the USFWS to develop an agreement to conserve migratory birds.  Future 
environmental documents will address impacts to migratory birds that may result from this project.   

The Study Area encompasses many acres of various habitat types, many of which are vital for the 
survival of many types of animals and plants, including state and federally listed species. Even if a 
preliminary alternative does not directly go through an area where these types of species are known to 
occur, there could be indirect impacts to the species from other preliminary alternatives placed around 
them. These areas should be avoided to the greatest extent possible to help ensure the survival of any 
listed species.  

5.3.5.5  Managed Lands and Forests 
 
As part of the Forest Inventory Analysis by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 1950, 
Indiana was divided into four forest survey units.  These units have remained consistent throughout the 
years in order to more accurately track changes in forests from survey to survey.  The US 50 Corridor 
Study Area is within the Knobs (Jackson County) and Upland Flats (Jennings County) Units.  The Knobs 
Unit has the state’s highest concentration of forestland, consisting of large, continuous tracts of forests 
that provide some of the best woodland habitat. This unit filters and cleans much of the state’s water and 
air, while providing a sustainable resource for forest projects. This Unit also contains some of the hilliest 
counties in Indiana; as a result, the area supports trees that prefer very dry sites and ridge tops, as well 
as those that prefer very wet sites, ravines or “bottomland.” Tree types unique to the unit include 
blackjack oak and swamp tupelo. Part of the unit stands on sandstone bedrock and other areas 
developed over limestone. This difference accommodates a variety of trees and their associated flowering 
plants and shrubs. The Knobs Unit contains the highest number of trees in the state.  
 
The Upland Flats Unit has the second highest concentration of forestland (over 1/3 of the area is 
forested). Most of the unit has rich, moderately moist sites that support many different species of trees 
along its rolling hills and ravines. Yellow buckeye is endemic to this unit. 13 

                                                      
12 US Fish and Wildlife Service: Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge: CAP (Contaminants Assessment 
Process) Information. March 6, 2007. 72 pp. 
13 Tormoehlen, Barbara, Joey Gallion, and Thomas L. Schmidt.  2000.  Forests of Indiana: A 1998 Overview.  
Northeastern Area State and Private Forestry, Forest Service, United States  
Department of Agriculture. NA-TP-03-00, pp.17. 
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In 2005, the USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis Data Center showed Jackson County as 
having roughly 118,000 acres of accessible forest (approximately 35% of total land acres).  The majority 
of this forest is privately owned (72%).  Most of the forest type in Jackson County is comprised of sugar 
maple/beech/yellow birch at 25%. White oak/red oak/hickory constitute 23%. All other forest types 
comprised less than 10%: eastern red cedar/hardwood, Virginia pine/southern red oak, chestnut oak, 
white oak, yellow poplar/white oak/red oak, sweetgum/ yellow poplar, sweetgum/nuttall oak/willow oak, 
sweetgum/swamp tupelo/red maple, river birch/sycamore, sycamore/pecan/American elm, 
sugarberry/hackberry/elm/green ash, cottonwood/willow, sugar maple/beech/yellow birch and 
cherry/ash/yellow poplar.    
 
In 2005, the USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis Data Center showed Jennings County 
as having roughly 115,000 acres of accessible forest (approximately 47% of total land acres).  The 
majority of this forest is privately owned at 76%.  Most of the forest type in Jennings County is comprised 
of white oak/red oak/hickory (19%). Sweet gum/yellow poplar constitutes 15% while sugar 
maple/beech/yellow birch is 14% and cherry/ash/yellow poplar is 11%. All other forest types comprise 
10% or less: eastern white pine, other pine/hard, white oak, yellow poplar/white oak/red oak, 
sassafras/persimmon, yellow poplar, red maple/oak, black ash/American elm/red maple and 
sycamore/pecan/American elm. 
 
According to the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) Division of Forestry 2005 Big Tree 
Register, there is one big tree state champion located in the Study Area.  The first Indiana Big Tree 
Register was developed and published in 1974 with additional editions in 1976, 1980, 1991, and 2000.  It 
is currently maintained on a five-year schedule.  A big tree is defined by three measurements: (1) 
circumference in inches at 4.5 feet above the ground; (2) total height in feet; and (3) ¼ of the average 
crown spread measured in feet.  These three measurements are then added together to give a point 
index.  The tree of each species with the highest point index is considered the champion big tree14.  The 
big tree champion in the Study Area is a swamp chestnut oak (Quercus michauxii) and is located north of 
Base Road and west of CR 800 W in the western portion of the Study Area.  None of the Preliminary 
Alternatives will impact this Big Tree. 
 
According to Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics (MRLC) Consortium Land Cover Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) data, the US 50 Corridor Study Area is comprised of 42,271 acres (48% of the 
Study Area) of forest.  Forested areas are concentrated in large managed land holdings, in hilly 
topography, and within the floodplain of the Muscatatuck River and its tributaries.   Figure 5.9 shows the 
location of forested areas based on the MRLC Land Cover GIS data. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W2 will impact the most forest of the three Rural Western New Terrain 
preliminary alternatives with 50 acres.  Preliminary Alternatives W and W1 will impact 28 acres and 
Preliminary Alternative W3 will impact 33 acres of forest.    
 
Forest impacts for the bypass preliminary alternatives ranged from 87 acres for Preliminary Alternative 
B to 216 acres for Preliminary Alternative D.  Preliminary Alternative A will impact 153 acres of forest, 
Preliminary Alternative C will impact 136 acres of forest, and Preliminary Alternative E will impact 156 
acres of forest.  The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-way Pair Through North 
Vernon Preliminary Alternatives will each impact 51 acres of forest. 
 
In a letter dated 7/13/07 in Appendix A, the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) stated 
concerns regarding forest impacts from the preliminary bypass alternatives. For Preliminary Alternative 
A, IDNR recommends bridging the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River as well as most of the forested 
habitat located on the southeast side of the river.  They recommend a roadway over the forested valley 
linking elevation 700’ on the northwest side of the river to elevation 725’ on the southeast side of the river.  

                                                      
14 Indiana Department of Natural Resources. 2005.  Indiana Big Tree Register (IBTR).  
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This potential mitigation measure should be investigated further if this preliminary alternative is 
recommended for further study. 
 
For Preliminary Alternative B, IDNR states that the segment of Vernon Fork where this preliminary 
alternative crosses may contain scattered individuals of eastern hemlock.  A relict stand of this 
ecologically significant tree species occurs just upstream of this location.  According to the IDNR, if this 
preliminary alternative is recommended for further study, this area should be carefully surveyed, and if 
used, should be modified to avoid any disturbances to individuals of eastern hemlock occurring in this 
stream stretch.   
 
INDR is also concerned about Preliminary Alternative C because of the significant forest impacts along 
both sides of the Muscatatuck River.  Also, this section of the Vernon  Fork of the Muscatatuck River may 
contain scattered individuals of eastern hemlock.   A relict stand of this ecologically significant tree 
species may occur near this location.  According to the IDNR, if this preliminary alternative is 
recommended for further study, this area should be carefully surveyed, and if used, should be modified to 
avoid any disturbances to individuals of eastern hemlock occurring in this stream stretch.    
 
For Preliminary Alternative D, IDNR recommends moving the alignment southeast of the river so the 
proposed road is located between CR 625 N and CR 750 E and generally follows the open areas along 
CR 750 E and CR 550 N until it rejoins US 50.  These shifts would avoid impacts to large forested areas 
south of the river.  This potential mitigation measure should be investigated further if this preliminary 
alternative is recommended for further study. 
 
The IDNR recommends discarding Preliminary Alternative E due to impacts to the Muscatatuck County 
Park, and as it would act as a barrier separating the Cali Nature Preserve to the north from the County 
Park and Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area downstream.  Further fragmentation of the connectivity of natural 
habitat along the river corridor of Vernon Fork will negatively impact these areas.  
 
Managed Lands within the Study Area include Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge, Muscatatuck 
County Park, Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area, Violet and Louis J. Cali State Nature Preserve, Selmier 
State Forest, a small portion of Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge and lands owned by Southeast Purdue 
Agricultural Center (SEPAC), including the area formerly known as Brush Creek Fish and Wildlife Area.   
 
The Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge borders US 50 just east of Seymour.  This refuge was 
established in 1966 and is approximately 7,802 acres in size.  The refuge objectives are to provide 
resting, nesting and feeding habitat for waterfowl and other migratory birds; provide habitat for resident 
wildlife; protect endangered and threatened species; provide for biodiversity; and provide public 
opportunities for outdoor recreation and environmental education.15 
 
A meeting was held at the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge on April 20, 2007 between the Refuge 
and Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the US 50 
North Vernon Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study. The Refuge provided BLA with 
several informational handouts and expressed several concerns about the project.  The Refuge is 
concerned how the US 50 upgrade could affect their entrances (main and otherwise) and visitor use. 
Public safety along US 50 for visitors due to the projected travel increase, widening, and likely increase 
(albeit illegal) in vehicle speed was another concern.  The Refuge is also concerned about advising the 
public about using alternative routes to access the refuge during construction. 
 
In addition, Mutton and Storm Creek flow directly into the Refuge and are a significant water source for 
the managed wetland units. As such, the Refuge is worried about stream water quality during 
construction (i.e. runoff, silty debris in water) and post-construction (road runoff during operation). As a 
result, the Refuge is interested in seeing bridge designs that include ways to minimize runoff and hazmat 

                                                      
15 United State Fish & Wildlife Service website. 2007.  http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Muscatatuck/ 
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spills; they would also like to see water crossings as low risk as possible.  
 
Preliminary Alternatives W, W1, W2, and W3 do not directly go through Muscatatuck National Wildlife 
Refuge, but skirt the northern boundary. 
 
The Muscatatuck County Park is located in the central portion of the Study Area between North Vernon 
and Vernon.  This park was adopted as Indiana's fourth state park in 1921 under the name of Vinegar 
Mills State Park. The Park was named after the early pioneer stone cutting mill located on the banks of 
the Muscatatuck River.  The name of the park was changed the next year to Muscatatuck State Park.  
This park is managed by the Jennings County Parks and Recreation Department and offers camping, 
scenic vistas, the Muscatatuck River, waterfalls, hiking trails, biking trails, fishing, rock climbing wildlife, 
marshes, picnicking, and shelters for events.16   
 
Coordination with the Director of Jennings County Parks and Recreation indicates that usage of the 
Muscatatuck County Park during an average week day is well over 100 visits per day, with 500 to 700 
visits per weekend.  During weekends the park shelter is often booked with family reunions, as well as 
birthday parties, or weddings.  Camping is the top income producer for the park and it has been growing.  
The park trails area very popular with locals as well as runners and hikers throughout the state.17    
 
In addition, the park has many historical elements including: Work Projects Administration (WPA) 
shelters, road work, bridge work; a stone cutting mill dating to 1840 with ruins and a reconfigured two 
story shelter and overlook area.  There is also a homestead dating to 1850 that also served as the inn to 
the state park, and schoolhouse dating to 1913 that has been moved and renovated16.   
 
Preliminary Alternative E will take approximately 13 acres from the northern portion of the Muscatatuck 
County Park.  Land use in this area is primarily forested and this impact will likely require the 
reconfiguration of the main park road and hiking trails.  Preliminary Alternative E would also cross SR 7 
very close to the park entrance.  A grade separation at this location could significantly alter the park front 
entrance.  In addition, there is a limestone cavern system near this area that feeds a spring near Vinegar 
Mill that could be impacted due to construction activities.  The Director of Jennings County Parks and 
Recreation expressed strong concern about impacts to the park and community resulting from this 
preliminary alternative.   
 
Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area is located in the southern portion of the US 50 Corridor Study Area, south 
of Vernon.  It consists of 4,228 acres of rolling hills, ponds and the Muscatatuck River. Approximately 
80% of the property is wooded. Most of the terrain is covered with steep to gently rolling hills with about 
seven miles of the Muscatatuck River flowing through it. The property also has thirteen ponds, ranging in 
size from two to14 acres.18 
 
None of the Preliminary Alternatives will directly impact Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area.  Preliminary 
Alternative E is the closest preliminary alternative and is approximately 0.5 miles from this area. 
 
The Violet and Louis J. Cali State Nature Preserve was given to the Community Foundation of Jennings 
County by Dr. Jim Cali in tribute to his parents.  It is located along the Muscatatuck River and contains 
several plants and animals listed as threatened or rare by the Indiana Department of Natural Resources.  
The nature preserve also contains Rock Rest Falls, which is a naturally tranquil location.  In the 1800s 
May Day celebrations were held near the falls.19 
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North Vernon 
Preliminary Alternatives do not go through the Cali Nature Preserve; however they are just north the 
                                                      
16 Muscatatuck County Park website.  2007.  http://www.muscatatuckpark.com/ 
17 Personal Communication. Greg Martin. Director of Jennings County Parks and Recreation. 2007. 
18 Indiana Department of Natural Resources website. 2007 - http://www.in.gov/dnr/fishwild/publications/crosley.htm 
19 Jennings County website. 2007. http://www.jenningsco.org/new_page_11.htm 
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northern boundary of the preserve while on US 50.  Preliminary Alternative E is approximately 350 feet 
south of the southern boundary of the preserve.   
 
Selmier State Forest is located northeast of North Vernon.  It was donated to the state of Indiana by Mrs. 
Frank Selmier on behalf of her husband. There are three known building sites on the property: A Boy 
Scout cabin; the Zoar School, which was converted to a church; and an old home site off Walnut Trail.   
This is a multiuse property and fishing, hunting, and hiking are available.20   
Preliminary Alternative A would directly impact approximately 16 acres of Selmier State Forest.  This 
would result from the widening of CR 350 along the north side of the property.  The majority of this land is 
forested; however the property entrance, parking area, the beginning of the Self Guided Forest 
Management Trail, and some drives will likely require reconfiguration. Preliminary Alternative B is 
approximately 150 south of the southwestern corner of the Selmier State Forest.  
 
Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge is located at the far eastern edge of the Study Area.  Only a small 
portion of the refuge is within the Study Area.  Big Oaks NWR is the largest of the three national wildlife 
refuges in Indiana with approximately 50,000 acres in the counties of Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley.  
The refuge overlays the portion of the former Jefferson Proving Ground that lies north of the historic firing 
line.  Big Oaks NWR hosts a variety of different habitat types, providing for a diversity of wildlife species.  
The refuge is unique in that it contains one of the largest contiguous forest blocks and grassland 
complexes in southeast Indiana, providing breeding habitat for a variety of rare birds.  A landscape 
mosaic of habitats comprised of grasslands, shrubland, forests, and wetlands provides opportunities for 
viewing a variety of wildlife species while visiting the refuge.  Also offered are a host of other recreational 
activities, including fishing, hunting, bird watching, field trips, wildlife photography, refuge tours, and 
hiking.21 
 
In a letter dated July 11, 2007 in Appendix A, USFWS stated that water quality issues are of concern for 
streams that drain into this Refuge.  In addition to surface drainage concerns, Big Oaks NWR also has 
karst groundwater concerns.  Impacts to state endangered species such as the 4-toed salamander, 
northern crawfish frog, Kirtland’s snake, barn owl, sedge wren, yellow-crowned night heron, river otter, 
and bobcat are also of concern.  None of the Preliminary Alternatives will directly impact the Big Oaks 
National Wildlife Refuge.  Preliminary Alternative D is the closest preliminary alternative and is 
approximately 0.4 miles north of this Refuge as it ties back into existing US 50.  
 
The Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center (SEPAC), located in Butlerville, Indiana, has approximately 
2,500 acres of land management22.  The land is used for research and demonstration areas to grow corn, 
soybeans, and wheat. Additional land is used for forestland and tree plantations. A small acreage is also 
devoted to horticultural crops.   Research at SEPAC concentrates on grain crops, forages, forestry, and 
horticulture. Approximately 50 different research projects are being conducted at SEPAC at any one time. 
The research projects involve over 30 Purdue professors, graduate students, and technicians.23   
 
Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C, E, Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair 
Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives will take approximately 14 acres from SEPAC at the 
far eastern end of the preliminary alternatives.  This land use is currently agricultural and forest. 
 
In addition to public managed lands there are also several privately managed lands within the Study Area. 
There are federal and state interests in many of the privately owned managed lands in the form of cost-
sharing agreements, purchased easements, or property tax reductions. Federal and state funds have 
been or are being expended on many of these properties.  Privately owned managed lands investigated 

                                                      
20 Indiana Department of Natural Resources website.  2007. 
http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/index.html?http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/stateforests/selmier.htm&2 
21 United States Fish & Wildlife Service website. 2007. http://www.fws.gov/midwest/BigOaks/bonwrintro.htm 
22 Personal Communication. Donald Biehle, Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center (SEPAC). 2007 
23 Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center website. 2007. http://www.agriculture.purdue.edu/pac/sepac/index.html 
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for this study include land enrolled in the following government cost-share programs, which generally are 
geared towards the management of resources for conservation purposes: IDNR Classified Forest and 
Wildlands Program, US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Farm Services Agency (FSA) Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP), USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Wildlife Habitat 
Incentive Program (WHIP), and USFWS Partners for  Fish and Wildlife (PFW) Program.  Table 5.6 shows 
the number of these properties impacted by the preliminary alternatives.  
 
The IDNR Classified Forest and Wildlands Program was enacted to encourage better woodland and 
wildlife stewardship, and protection of Indiana watersheds.  Incentives for landowners to classify their 
lands and practice management include property tax reductions, periodic land inspection by a 
professional forester, “green” certification for forest products, and access to IDNR forest and wildlife 
management advice and assistance.  Classified Forest and Wildlands contain a minimum of 10 
contiguous acres supporting a growth of native or planted trees, native or planted grasslands, wetlands or 
other acceptable types of land cover that have been set aside and managed for the production of timber, 
wildlife habitat and watershed protection.   Impacts to Classified Forest and Wildlands properties range 
from two (2) for Preliminary Alternative W2 to zero (0) for Preliminary Alternatives W and W1.  
Preliminary Alternative W3 will impact one (1) property.  Impacts for the bypass preliminary alternatives 
range from six (6) for Preliminary Alternative D to zero (0) for Preliminary Alternative B.  Preliminary 
Alternative C will impact four (4), Preliminary Alternative A will impact three (3), and Preliminary 
Alternative E will impact one (1).  The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair 
Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives each impact one (1) property.  
 
The CRP is a voluntary program for agricultural landowners who can receive cost-share assistance to 
establish long-term, resource-conserving covers on eligible farmland. Participants enroll in CRP for 10 to 
15 years. The program is administered through the FSA, and program support is provided by NRCS, 
Cooperative State Research and Education Extension Service, state forestry agencies, and local Soil and 
Water Conservation Districts24.  None of the western Preliminary Alternatives impact properties 
currently enrolled in the CRP.  Of the bypass preliminary alternatives, Preliminary Alternative D would 
impact the most CRP lands with six (6) and Preliminary Alternative B would impact the least with one 
(1).  Preliminary Alternatives A, C, and E each impact two (2) properties.  The Added Travel Lanes 
Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives each 
impact three (3) properties. 

The WHIP is a voluntary program to improve wildlife habitat primarily on private land. Through WHIP, 
USDA's NRCS provides both technical assistance and up to 75 percent cost-share assistance to 
establish and improve fish and wildlife habitat. WHIP agreements between NRCS and the participant 
generally last from five to 10 years from the date the agreement is signed. WHIP has proven to be a 
highly effective and widely accepted program across the country. By targeting wildlife habitat projects on 
all lands and aquatic areas, WHIP provides assistance to conservation minded landowners. Three 
preliminary alternatives have the potential to go through one of these properties.  Preliminary 
Alternative E, Added Travel Lanes through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative, and One-Way 
Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative each impact a WHIP property south of US 50.  

The USFWS PFW Program was established in 1987 for on-the-ground wetland restoration projects on 
private lands. This program has garnered support through the years and has grown into a larger and 
more diversified habitat restoration program assisting thousands of private landowners across the 
country. Preliminary Alternative A will impact one (1) PFW property.  None of the other preliminary 
alternatives will impact PFW properties.  

Figure 5.9 shows the locations of managed lands within the Study Area. 

                                                      
24 FSA website. http://www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crp.htm 
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Figure 5.9: Forest and Managed Lands 
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5.3.6  Potential Section 4(f) Impacts 
 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 USC §303(c), requires that, prior to the 
use of any of the land types listed below, it must be determined that there are no prudent and feasible 
alternatives which avoid such use and that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 
such resources.  
 

● A publicly owned park 
• A publicly owned recreation area 
• A publicly owned wildlife or waterfowl refuge 
• Land from an historic property that is on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP or National Register) 
• Archaeological sites that will be preserved in place 

 
According to FHWA regulations, a “use” can be either (1) direct, (2) constructive, or (3) temporary.  See 
23 C.F.R. § 771.135(p). 
 

• A direct use occurs when land from a Section 4(f) resource is permanently incorporated into a 
transportation project.   

• A constructive use occurs when the proximity impacts of the project are so severe that they 
substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for 
Section 4(f) protection. 

• A temporary use occurs when there is a temporary occupancy of the Section 4(f) property that is 
adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation purposes. 

In order for a park, recreation area, or wildlife/waterfowl refuge to qualify for protection under Section 4(f), 
it must be publicly owned and officially designated as a park, recreational area, or wildlife or waterfowl 
refuge.  Historic resources that are listed in, or are eligible for listing in, the NRHP are not required to be 
publicly owned in order to be protected under Section 4(f).  Archaeological sites must also be on or 
eligible for the National Register and important for ‘preservation in place’ in order to be considered a 
Section 4(f) resource.   
 
For this study, potential Section 4(f) impacts included publicly owned parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife/waterfowl refuges, NRHP designated sites or districts, NRHP Candidate bridges from Dr. Cooper’s 
books, and Outstanding or Notable structures sites from the Jackson and Jennings Counties Interim 
Reports.  The NRHP eligibility of Outstanding and Notable sites has not yet been determined; however, 
for the purposes of the Section 4(f) discussion of this study these sites will be assumed eligible.  It is also 
assumed that any archaeological sites discovered in future surveys will not be eligible for the NRHP or 
will not require ‘preservation in place.’      
 
Preliminary Alternative W will impact one potential Section 4(f) site, an Outstanding structure. This is 
the Josiah Cobbs Farm (Survey 033 in Spencer Township) that was built in 1868. There are two 
outbuildings (a summer kitchen and a Midwest Three-Portal barn) associated with this structure. The 
main house has an I-house and Greek Revival style. The areas of significance include Agriculture, 
Architecture and Vernacular/Construction. The farm buildings will not be directly taken, but lose access 
from US 50. 

Preliminary Alternative A will impact two potential Section 4(f) sites.  This preliminary alternative will 
take approximately 12 acres of the southern portion of Saint Anne’s Golf Course, including portions of the 
greens.  Saint Anne’s is a publicly-owned, privately managed golf course located at Base Road and CR 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

 

Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives 
Section 5.3 – Community and Environmental Considerations 

5-74 

350. It opened in 1998 and is an 18-hole course featuring 6,323 yards of golf in North Vernon. Because 
this golf course is publicly owned, but privately managed, the Section 4(f) status of this property should be 
investigated further if this preliminary alternative is chosen for more detailed study.   

Preliminary Alternative A would also directly impact approximately 16 acres of Selmier State Forest.  
This would result from the widening of CR 350 along the north side of the property.  The majority of this 
land is forested with only dispersed recreational opportunities; however the property entrance, parking 
area, the beginning of the Self Guided Forest Management Trail will likely require reconfiguration.  If this 
preliminary alternative is chosen for additional study, efforts to avoid or minimize potential Section 4(f) 
impacts should be investigated.  

Preliminary Alternative E will impact one potential Section 4(f) site.  Preliminary Alternative E will take 
approximately 13 acres from the northern portion of the Muscatatuck County Park.  Land use in this area 
is primarily forested and this impact will likely require the reconfiguration of the main park road and hiking 
trails.  Preliminary Alternative E would also cross SR 7 very close to the park entrance.  A grade 
separation at this location could significantly alter the park front entrance.  The Director of Jennings 
County Parks and Recreation expressed strong concern about impacts to the park and community 
resulting from this preliminary alternative.   
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative will impact three potential 
Section 4(f) sites, two NRHP listed districts and one NRHP candidate bridge.  This preliminary alternative 
passes through two NRHP historic districts, the Walnut Street Historic District and the North Vernon 
Downtown Historic District.  This preliminary alternative would directly take the majority of the houses 
within the Walnut Street Historic District.  This preliminary alternative would also directly take several 
commercial buildings within the North Vernon Downtown Historic District.  The bridge is an open spandrel 
arch bridge carrying US 50 over the Muscatatuck River and was built in 1930.  According to Dr. Cooper’s 
book it is an NRHP Candidate. 
 
A One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative will directly impact two Section 4(f) 
sites, one NRHP district and one NRHP Candidate bridge.   This preliminary alternative also passes 
through the North Vernon Downtown Historic District and will take several commercial structures within 
this district. It will also impact the open spandrel bridge carrying US 50 over the Muscatatuck River 
described above. 
 
The Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge is located south of US 50 in the western portion of the Study 
Area.  All Western Section Preliminary Alternatives were developed to the north of US 50 in order to avoid 
this resource.  
 
5.3.7  Hazardous Material Sites 
 
According to Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) digital files, there are 
approximately 36 underground storage tanks (USTs) located within the Study Area, sixteen (16) of which 
are leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs).  LUST sites are the main type of hazardous waste site 
within the Study Area.  The majority are located within Seymour and North Vernon. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W will impact one (1) LUST site.  The remaining western preliminary alternatives 
and bypass preliminary alternatives do not impact any UST or LUST sites.  The Added Travel Lanes 
Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative would impact five active (5) USTs and five (5) LUSTs, 
as well as two (2) former service/filling stations (unregistered historical UST sites).  It will also impact one 
dry cleaner within North Vernon.  It is also possible that additional former dry cleaners and service 
stations are present within the proposed right-of-way.  The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon 
Preliminary Alternative is in very close proximity to the five (5) USTs, five (5) LUSTs, two (2) former 
service/filling stations, and dry cleaner mentioned above.  In addition, there area three (3) UST sites 
(filling stations) located at the corner of SR 7/3 and Poplar Street.  These sites are not within the 
proposed right-of-way for that preliminary alternative, but would require further investigation if the 
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preliminary alternative was selected for additional study.     
 
The Study Area includes seven industrial waste, or Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
sites.  RCRA is the law under which US. Environmental Protection Agency regulates all solid and 
hazardous waste.  This includes the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous waste.  RCRA sites are regulated by the U.S. EPA and the IDEM.  The majority of these sites 
are located within North Vernon.  None of the Western Section or Eastern Section bypass preliminary 
alternatives will impact any known RCRA sites. The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon and 
One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives would take property from two RCRA 
sites in North Vernon and they should be investigated further if either preliminary alternative is selected 
for additional study. 
 
There is one active permitted solid waste site within the Study Area.  It is a waste transfer station location 
south of Seymour.  None of the preliminary alternatives will impact this site.  
 
Also included in the Study Area is one Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) site in North Vernon.  The 
VRP was established to provide any site owner, or prospective owner, a mechanism to cleanup 
contaminated property.  This site is listed as “active” in the IDEM database.  The Added Travel Lanes 
Through North Vernon and One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives would 
take property from this site and it should be investigated further if either preliminary alternative is selected 
for additional study. 
 
A field reconnaissance of the Study Area revealed several salvage yards located along US 50 between 
Hayden and North Vernon.  All sites have junked vehicles on-site.  Only one of the sites was listed on the 
Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles (BMV) Auto Salvage Yard registry.  Preliminary Alternative W will 
take the edge of an auto salvage yard located north of US 50.   
 
Confined Feeding Operations (CFO) are also present in the Study Area.  A CFO is a swine, chicken, 
turkey, beef or dairy agri-business that has large enough numbers of animals that IDEM regulates for 
environmental concerns.  There are eight (8) CFOs located within the Study Area.  Preliminary 
Alternatives W, W1, and W3 will impact one (1) CFO north of US 50 near the western end of the project.   
 
Figure 5.10 shows the location of potential hazardous material sites within the Study Area. 
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Figure 5.10: Hazardous Materials and Mineral Resources 
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5.3.8  Mineral Resources/Karst 
 
There are two active quarries within the Study Area, one in Hayden and one in North Vernon; both 
produce crushed stone.  According to an Indiana Geological Survey database, there are 32 abandoned 
quarries within the Study Area, mostly in the central portion of the Study Area.  Preliminary Alternative 
B will impact the northern edge of the active quarry in North Vernon.  None of the other preliminary 
alternatives will impact active quarries.   
 
There is one petroleum field within the Study Area.    The Trenton field is located in the central portion of 
the Study Area and includes much of the City of North Vernon.  There are 26 petroleum wells scattered 
throughout the Study Area.  Twenty-three are considered test wells and three are gas wells.  The western 
preliminary alternatives do not cross this petroleum field.  All bypass and through town preliminary 
alternatives will cross it.  Refer to Figure 5.10 for the location of these resources within the Study Area.   

The Study Area does not fall within the boundary defined by the Karst Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) signed by INDOT, IDNR, IDEM, and USFWS dated October 13, 1993; however, there are karst 
features within the Study Area.  Two karst Geographic Information Systems (GIS) files entitled Sinkhole 
Areas and Sinking Stream Basins in Southern Indiana and Number of Mapped Cave Entrances per 
Square Kilometer in Southern Indiana were reviewed for the project.  Both data sources are general and 
should only be viewed as an indication of presence of such features rather than precise locations of all 
features that exist.  Karst features appear to be concentrated south of existing US 50.  Managed lands 
such as Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area, Muscatatuck County Park, and Selmier State Forest also have 
concentrations of karst features.  Of the preliminary alternatives, only Preliminary Alternative D directly 
impacts any known, mapped karst feature from the data examined.  This preliminary alternative crosses 
approximately four (4) acres of a mapped sinkhole area north of the Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center 
(SEPAC).  It is possible that other preliminary alternatives could impact karst features and this should be 
investigated for preliminary alternatives that are recommended for further NEPA study. 
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5.4  Mitigation 
 
The following table lists the various mitigation measures that are being proposed at this very early stage 
of development in mitigation for the US 50 Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study.  
Such mitigation is being offered as preliminary, and upon further discussion and review, may remain or be 
modified as reasonable. 
 
 
 

Table 5.12: Potential Mitigation Measures 
 

Impacts Mitigation 

Land Use Coordination with local officials concerning land use controls along the corridor 

Where reasonable, use frontage roads and access roads to maintain accessibility for 
neighborhoods 
Minimize right-of-way needs, where reasonable, in urbanized areas through the use 
of design practices, including retaining walls 

Social and 
Neighborhood 

Relocations  will be minimized as much as possible, and efforts will be made to 
avoid disproportionate impacts to low income and minority populations 

Managed Lands 

Continued coordination with the Muscatatuck Urban Training Center, Southeast 
Purdue Agricultural Center, Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge, Crosley Fish and 
Wildlife Area, Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge, Selmier State Forest, Cali Nature 
Preserve, and Muscatatuck County Park to avoid natural resources, minimize 
unavoidable impacts; and mitigate 

Pedestrian and 
Bicyclists 

If bike or pedestrian trails are impacted, mitigation may include bridging, relocation 
or enhancement of trails 

Air Quality Conformity of the preferred alternative with the mobile source emission budgets will 
be demonstrated 

Abatement measures including noise barriers will be analyzed in later studies 
Noise Coordination with local officials will occur to identify areas susceptible to noise 

impacts for guidance in future land use decisions 

Limitation of working hours will be considered to minimize disturbance 

Fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled through water spraying, chemical dust 
suppressants and tarping of vehicles Construction 

BMPs shall be implemented for temporary erosion control, possibly including such 
devices such as silt fencing, check dams, sediment basins, and sodding 

Historic 
Resources 

Consideration will be given to mitigation such as plant screenings, earth 
embankments, and painting and the use of compatible building materials for bridges 
and overpasses 

Archaeological 
Resources 

If archaeological sites are determined to be of National or State Register 
significance and cannot be avoided, Phase 3 mitigation/ data recovery will be 
completed 

Mitigation may include vegetative screening or minor shifts to the alignment 
Visual The project will use context sensitive designs to create positive impacts and reduce 

negative impacts without compromising safety. 
Hazardous 
Waste Sites 

Coordination will occur with appropriate agencies to insure proper clean-up of 
contaminated sites impacted by the project 
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Floodplain 
Impacts to longitudinal and latitudinal floodplain encroachments will be minimized, 
where reasonable, through design practices such as longer bridges and right-angled 
(perpendicular) stream crossings 

Follow MOU of January 28, 1991 
Wetlands Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plans will be prepared as part of the wetland loss 

replacement 

 One possible method of wetland mitigation is wetland banking 

Farmland Preliminary alternatives should follow existing property lines and minimize dividing or 
splitting of large tracts of farmland, where reasonable 

Water Body 
Modifications 

Best Management Practices (BMP) should be used to avoid and minimize impacts 
to rivers and streams 

 All necessary permits will be acquired prior to construction. 
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6. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The US 50 – North Vernon Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Study has been a dynamic 
process since its inception.  During the course of the study, new alternatives and modifications to 
alternatives have been suggested in comments by the public, local agencies, resource agencies and 
consulting parties.  These modifications and additions were typically aimed at avoiding and/or minimizing 
impacts to both the human and natural environments.  The study team has continually investigated these 
suggestions and incorporated them into the study as appropriate and as detailed in Chapter 4 – Definition 
of Alternatives.  Chapter 5 – Analysis of Alternatives, discusses the impacts associated with each of the 
preliminary alternatives considered and is the basis for the evaluation of the alternatives discussed below.  
Section 6.1 – Methodology for Screening of Alternatives, discusses the methodology of the two-phase 
evaluation of alternatives utilized to narrow the number of preliminary alternatives under consideration for 
further analysis.  Section 6.2 – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening, discusses the process by 
which the preliminary alternatives were evaluated and screened to a range of potential alternatives to be 
carried forward in subsequent National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) studies.  Section 6.3 – 
Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further NEPA Study, summarizes the preliminary alternatives 
recommended to be further studied, identifies the type of NEPA study that will be required for each 
preliminary alternative and recommends measures that should be further investigated to avoid and/or 
minimize human and natural environmental impacts for the preliminary alternatives. 

6.1 Methodology for Screening of Preliminary Alternatives 

Screening measures were developed to narrow the number of preliminary alternatives under 
consideration for further analysis, and for use in evaluating the overall performance and impacts 
associated with each preliminary alternative.  The purpose of these screening measures was to evaluate 
the alternatives to identify the most viable (prudent and feasible) alternative(s) based on achievement of 
project “purpose and need”, traffic impacts, community and environmental impacts, agency 
considerations and public input.  During this initial screening process, each of the preliminary alternatives 
developed for the US 50 – North Vernon Study was evaluated to determine if it would be carried forward 
for evaluation in subsequent NEPA studies.  A two-phase process was used to screen each alternative.  
Phase 1 screened each alternative with respect to purpose and need, while Phase 2 screened 
alternatives with respect to potential traffic impacts, community and environmental impacts, agency 
considerations, and public input.  Only those alternatives that met the purpose and need of the project in 
the Phase 1 analysis were advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process.  The screening process is 
further described below. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need Measures 
 
The first phase of the screening process analyzed the alternatives with respect to the Purpose and Need 
Statement for this project.  To meet the purpose and need for this project, Build Alternatives must achieve 
Purpose 1 (Reduce Traffic Congestion) and Purpose 2 (Improve Safety), and must partially achieve 
Purpose 3 (Facilitate Access to Employment Concentrations), Purpose 4 (Ensure Consistency with 
Transportation Plans) and Purpose 5 (Enhance National Security).  Alternatives will not be eliminated 
solely on their ability to meet the fourth (Ensure Consistency with Transportation Plans) and fifth 
(Enhance National Security) purpose and need items.  Specific objectives and performance measures 
were developed for each of the five identified purposes and needs and are discussed in length in Chapter 
3 – Purpose and Need.  Alternatives that fail to meet the project’s Purpose and Need are dismissed in the 
initial screening process and their performance is not examined in the other evaluation categories – traffic 
considerations, community and environmental impacts, agency considerations, and public input. 
 
To satisfy the first purpose and need for this project (Reduce Traffic Congestion), an alternative would 
have to reduce congestion on existing US50 by providing the capacity to achieve a minimum acceptable 
intersection level-of-service (LOS) in the year 2030 (C for rural areas and D for urban areas) for the 
fourteen key intersections (four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections).  The mainline LOS along 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

Chapter 6 – Evaluation of Alternatives 
Section 6.1 – Methodology for Screening of Preliminary Alternatives 

6-2 

the US 50 corridor would also need to achieve a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS 
D on urban segments in the year 2030.  The LOS rating scale of traffic operating conditions utilizes six 
levels, A-F, and is further explained in Section 2.2 – Congested Intersections.  Indiana Design Standards 
state the minimum acceptable LOS for rural and suburban areas is C (B is preferable) and in urban 
intermediate/built-up areas is no less than D (C is preferable).  Discussions related to rural and urban 
areas are contained in Section 2.1 – Existing Traffic Patterns and Conditions.  Secondary measures of 
comparison related to congestion for an alternative would include improvement of the LOS at signalized 
intersections along SR 3 and SR 7 through North Vernon and improvement of the mainline LOS along SR 
3 and SR 7 and through North Vernon, reduction in “through” (without an origin or destination in Jennings 
County) truck traffic in the year 2030 on US 50 through North Vernon and elimination of traffic flow 
impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic signals and at-grade railroad crossings).  
The reduction of “through” truck traffic on SR 3 and SR 7 through North Vernon may be considered a 
benefit, but is not necessary to satisfy this project goal. 
 
To satisfy the second purpose and need for this project (Improve Safety), an alternative would have to 
reduce accidents on existing US50, particularly at elevated crash frequency locations at intersections and 
along roadway segments.  The extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class 
facilities with higher crash rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates (using the 
NET_BC travel model post-processor) and the reduction in crashes of the improvement option over the 
No-Build for US 50 Subarea Travel Demand Model Area (using the NET_BC travel model post-processor) 
are primary considerations.  A reduction in crash rates (improved safety) is expected by upgrading a 
roadway facility’s level of access control.  For example, by improving US 50 from a rural principal arterial 
with partial and/or no access control to a limited access facility, vehicle conflicts and the potential for 
accidents to occur at driveways would be reduced by controlling access to at-grade intersections only.  In 
areas along the US 50 corridor in which the new facility is a new-terrain roadway and existing US 50 will 
remain as a local access roadway, vehicle conflicts and the potential for accidents to occur along existing 
US 50 and corresponding accident rates would also be reduced.  This reduction would be due in large 
part to the diversion of traffic onto the new US 50 facility and a reduction of residual traffic along existing 
US 50.  This reduction of traffic volumes along existing US 50 would reduce the risk of accidents to crash 
rate levels at or below average for a rural principal arterial.  The reduction in total truck traffic in downtown 
North Vernon on US 50 as an indication of the associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries 
through downtown, may be considered a benefit, but is not necessary to satisfy this project goal. 
 
For the third purpose and need for this project (Facilitate Access to Employment Concentrations), 
alternatives were evaluated to determine the degree to which alternatives improved the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and the degree to which 
alternatives improved the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial 
employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along 
US 50, including the Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC). 
 
For the fourth purpose and need for this project (Consistency with Transportation Plans), alternatives 
were evaluated to determine consistency with the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for 
achievement of design standards for a “statewide mobility corridor”.  Secondary measures of 
consideration were the extent to which alternatives contributed to improvement of US 50 across the State 
of Indiana as set forth in the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan as well as the extent to which 
an alternative achieved the recommendation of a four-lane, limited access facility around North Vernon as 
set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan.  Alternatives 
were not required to meet the fourth criterion in order to satisfy the alternatives meeting purpose and 
need. 
 
For the fifth purpose and need for this project (Enhance National Security), alternatives were evaluated to 
determine the reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and the achievement of a 
minimum acceptable LOS in the year 2030 at both major intersections and mainline segments.   
Secondary measures of consideration were the extent to which alternatives eliminated traffic flow 
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impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic signals and at-grade railroad crossings) as 
well as the provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to the MUTC). 
 
If an alternative clearly did not satisfy the project’s purpose and need, it was not advanced to 
Phase 2 of the screening process.  Alternatives that did meet the project’s purpose and need were 
advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process as described below. 
 
Phase 2: Traffic Considerations, Social and Environmental Measures, Agency 

Considerations and Public Input 
 
The second phase of the screening process analyzed the traffic considerations, socio-economic and 
environmental impacts, agency considerations and public input related to the alternatives that were 
advanced from the purpose and need evaluation in Phase 1 of the screening process.  Traffic 
considerations encompass the effects of the preliminary alternatives on the LOS of all major intersections 
in the Study Area and on the LOS of all arterial roadways in Jennings.  Also considered is the amount of 
traffic attracted to the improvement options and the effect of the improvement options on local traffic 
circulation. 
 
Environmental information used in this preliminary phase of the screening process was collected from 
existing sources and limited preliminary windshield and field surveys.  The majority of the initial 
environmental screening was done using Geographic Information System (GIS) data.  In rural areas, a 
300-foot wide right-of-way was used to determine potential impacts to social, economic, and 
environmental resources for each alternative.  In rural areas exhibiting more rolling terrain right-of-way 
was increased as necessary up to a maximum width of 500 feet.  In urban areas, a 110-foot wide right-of-
way was utilized to determine potential impacts.  At potential intersection locations, adjustments in the 
right-of-way were also made and included in the area studied for potential impacts. 
 
A primary consideration for the preliminary alternatives is project costs, although cost-effectiveness, 
constructability and relinquishment are also factors considered.  Preliminary construction cost estimates 
were developed for each preliminary alternative utilizing the INDOT Project Costing Tool.  Preliminary 
Engineering (Design) cost estimates were then developed as being 10.0% of the construction cost 
estimate for each associated preliminary alternative.  Preliminary right-of-way cost estimates were also 
developed for each preliminary alternative utilizing the INDOT Right-of-Way and Utility Cost Estimating 
Guide.  Total Cost estimates were then developed for each preliminary alternative considered by 
summing the estimated construction cost, right-of-way costs and Preliminary Engineering (design) costs 
for each of the preliminary alternatives and used as an additional means of evaluation. It should be 
noted that the Total Costs associated with each preliminary alternative do not include costs 
associated with local and/or State roadway improvements associated with the preliminary 
alternatives or any mitigation measures associated with the project.  Costs associated with these 
items will be developed as the project moves to the next phase and more detailed information becomes 
available.  It should also be noted that at this stage of the study, all costs are approximate and intended 
primarily for the relative comparison of alternatives. 
 
A key component in the success of any transportation project depends on many factors, none of which 
are more essential than the involvement of the local elected and appointed officials, and community 
members.  It is the policy of INDOT to promote public involvement opportunities and information 
exchange activities in planning, developing, designing, construction, operations, and maintenance of 
transportation projects.  At various key points (milestones) throughout the study process, the Project 
Management Team made the most current information related to the study available for review and 
comment.  This included a series of project website updates, news releases, elected official briefings, 
community leader interviews, CAC meetings, and public meetings.  Chapter 7 – Public Outreach, 
Comments and Coordination, provides a brief discussion of the various milestones (deliverables) 
associated with the project and the involvement of various stakeholders at each of these milestones.  
Some of the more substantive changes that were made to the project during each of the key points of the 
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study, as a result of this involvement of the local elected and appointed officials and community members, 
are also identified.   
 
In summary, the items given consideration in Phase 2 of the screening process included, but were not 
limited to, the following: 
 

• Traffic impacts of the preliminary alternatives on major intersections and arterial roadways 
throughout the Study Area 

 
• The attractiveness of any improvement option in terms of total daily traffic  

 
• The affects of the improvements options on local traffic circulation 

 
• Community and Environmental impacts considered in the screening analysis included, but was 

not limited to, the following: 
 

o Estimated New Right-of-Way 

o Forest Impacts 

o Wetland Impacts 

o Floodplain Impacts 

o Stream Impacts 

o Potential Section 4 (f) Properties 

o Managed Lands 

o Unique Geological/Ecological Areas 

o Farmland Impacts 

o Notable Wildlife Habitats 

o Residential Relocations 

o Business Relocations 

o Cemeteries 

o Environmental Justice Issues 

o Well-Head Protection Area Impacts 

o Potential Historic Property Impacts 

o Potential Archaeological Impacts 

o Potential Residential Noise Impacts 

o Hazardous Material Impacts 

 
• Preliminary Total Cost Estimates – Construction, right-of-way and Preliminary Engineering 

 
• Cost-Effectiveness, Constructability and Relinquishment Issues associated with the preliminary 

alternatives 
 

• Agency Comments and Concerns 
 

•  Public Comments and Concerns 
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6.2  Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening 

The development of the preliminary alternatives for the US 50 – North Vernon Corridor Planning and 
Environmental Assessment Study began with a broad examination of potential solutions to the 
transportation needs in the US 50 corridor.  The potential solutions to the transportation needs in the US 
50 corridor that were initially developed for this project and are further discussed in Chapter 4 includes: 

• A No-Build Alternative that establishes the benchmark for the evaluation of Build Alternatives 
and is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 

• Travel Demand Management (TDM) Alternatives which involve actions to spread the peak 
hours of travel or to encourage the shift to alternative modes of travel to the single-occupancy 
vehicle 

• Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives which involve low-cost capital 
investments to reduce congestion, improve traffic flow, and measures to optimize performance of 
the existing transportation infrastructure 

• Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Alternatives which include a variety of technology-
based programs to actively manage the roadway system 

• Mass Transit Alternatives which include rail, both passenger and freight, or bus service along 
the US 50 corridor and in North Vernon 

• Highway “Build” Alternatives on existing and new alignments which may include: 

o US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing Alignment 

o US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing and/or New Alignments with New Alignments 
around North Vernon 

 
The preliminary alternatives were evaluated on the basis of the achievement of project goals (purpose 
and need statements), transportation performance, transportation considerations, community and 
environmental considerations, agency considerations and public input.  The following sections describe 
the preliminary alternative evaluation and screening. 
 
6.2.1 No-Build Alternative 

 
The No-Build (No Action or Do Nothing) Alternative is represented by the existing roadway network plus 
programmed major roadway improvements (capacity expansion projects) in the Project Study Area as 
reported in the Indiana Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (INSTIP).  Capacity expansion 
projects include major roadway investments such as a major widening that add through traffic lanes, the 
extension of existing roadways or construction of new roadways, new interchanges and major roadway 
realignments, or reconstructions that add through traffic carrying capacity.  By definition, the “No-Build” 
Alternative excludes any major investment in US 50.  This alternative is the baseline for comparing “build” 
alternatives; its inclusion as an alternative is required by NEPA. 
 
When capacity expansion projects that are programmed for construction or that have been completed 
since the year 2000 are added to the existing roadway network, the resulting roadway network constitutes 
the No-Build Alternative (or Existing-Plus-Committed Network).  It is assumed that these programmed 
improvements are committed, and will be completed independent of any decision regarding the 
improvement of US 50 within the Project Study Area. 
 
Since the No-Build Alternative fails to add through traffic-carrying capacity, it fails to address a majority of 
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the segments and existing unsignalized intersections that have an unacceptable LOS in the year 2006.  
Traffic operating conditions are expected to continue to deteriorate in the future such that US 50 and its 
unsignalized and signalized intersections will experience unacceptable operating conditions in the year 
2030 at seven of the ten unsignalized intersections and at all four signalized intersections throughout the 
corridor.  Several roadway segments of US 50 exhibit unacceptable conditions (below LOS C) in the year 
2000 and in the year 2030 much of US 50 through the project corridor, from US 31 eastward through 
North Vernon to near Butlerville, will experience unacceptable conditions ranging from LOS D to LOS E.  
Additionally, in the year 2030 many segments of SR 3/SR 7 south of and through North Vernon will 
experience unacceptable operating conditions including through Vernon to south of US 50 (LOS D) and 
from Poplar Street to Franklin Street (LOS D).  Segments of SR 3 and SR 7 north of North Vernon will 
also experience unacceptable operating conditions.  This includes SR 3 from SR 7 to CR 500N (LOS D) 
and SR 7 from north of SR 3 to the Jennings/Bartholomew County Line (LOS D and E).  Existing truck 
traffic along US 50 through North Vernon and from North Vernon to the Jennings/Ripley County Line 
exceeds statewide averages for similar urban and principal arterials (17.9% in rural and 8.6% in urban 
areas).  In the year 2030, truck traffic on US 50 is forecasted to grow between 111% and 300%, 
increasing the percentage of trucks on the corridor.  Finally, the MUTC will train an additional 3,000 to 
4,000 military personnel on a continual basis.  While these personnel will be temporarily housed at the 
base and will not leave the base during training, they will arrive in convoys one weekday of each week.  
During an eight-hour period of one weekday, convoys of 11 to 20 vehicles with heavy equipment will 
arrive and depart the base on 5 to 10 minute intervals.  This equates to between 500 and 2,000 convoy 
vehicles one-day per week.  There is a high probably that traffic signals will be pre-empted as convoys 
pass through North Vernon during this eight-hour period.  During this weekday, traffic flow through North 
Vernon will experience ever increasing unacceptable traffic conditions as convoy traffic begins in the year 
2007 and increases through the year 2013.  In view of the fact that signalized intersections on US 50 and 
SR 3/SR 7 will operate at LOS E and F in the year 2030 without the imposition further delays associated 
with convoy traffic, the accommodation of convoy traffic appears to be impractical with the existing 
roadway system unless the convoys are dispersed throughout the week during night hours. 
 
While the No-Build Alternative includes traffic-operational improvements at some intersections, it fails to 
address fundamental physical characteristics of existing US 50 that contribute to the above average 
accident rates when compared to similar facilities.  These fundamental physical characteristic problems 
include the lack of left-turn lanes at many of the unsignalized intersections.  This corridor has no 
provisions to accommodate left-turns into and from public roads and driveways (with the exception of 
signalized intersections and the CR 700 W intersection).  Neither does it accommodate frequent private 
driveways where traffic entering US 50 encounters increasing greater delays, or increasing conflicts with 
growing through traffic (that is a result of the growing number of driveways and on-street parking). There 
is no reduction in total truck traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in 
hazardous materials deliveries through downtown. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: The No-Build Alternative would not reduce congestion on US 50. A majority of the 
segments and existing unsignalized intersections have an unacceptable LOS in the year 2006.  Traffic 
operating conditions are expected to continue to deteriorate in the future such that US 50 and its 
unsignalized and signalized intersections will experience unacceptable operating conditions in the year 
2030 at seven of the ten unsignalized intersections and at all four signalized intersections throughout the 
corridor.  By the year 2030 most of the segments of US 50 through the project corridor, from US 31 
eastward through North Vernon to near Butlerville, will experience unacceptable conditions ranging from 
LOS D to LOS E.   
 
Traffic Safety: The No-Build Alternative would not improve safety on US 50.  Present and projected 
vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher crash rates to high functional 
class facilities with lower crash rates would not be attained.  There is no reduction in total truck traffic in 
downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries through 
downtown. 
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Facilitate Access: The No-Build Alternative would not facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  There is no improvement of the LOS in 
the year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon.  There is no 
improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial employment 
concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50 
(including the MUTC). 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: The No-Build Alternative is not consistent with the INDOT 
2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or the Thoroughfare Plan 
component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Enhance National Security: The No-Build Alternative would not enhance national security.  There would 
be no reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 2030 for 
the fourteen key intersections (four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 50 
corridor and the achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban 
segments in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line would not be 
attained.  The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 
signals and at-grade railroad crossings) and the provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to 
the MUTC would not be attained. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The No-Build Alternative would not address the purpose and need for this project. However, this 
alternative will be carried forward for evaluation throughout this study and serve as a baseline when 
comparing the effectiveness and potential impacts of other alternatives. 
 
6.2.2 Travel Demand Management (TDM) Alternatives 

 
Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies involve actions to spread the peak hours of travel or to 
encourage the shift to alternative modes of travel to the single-occupancy vehicle.  Actions to encourage 
motorists to shift trips to non-peak hour periods include flexible work hours, flexible workdays, subsidy of 
alternative modes of transportation and road pricing (toll collection).  Actions to encourage shift to 
alternative modes of travel include trip-reduction ordinances, employer-based trip reduction programs, 
vanpooling/carpooling, improved transit services and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  A trip-
reduction ordinance is a legal mechanism that requires the developer of non-residential uses to reduce 
the typical trips generated by the proposed development through actions to increase vehicle occupancy 
and to facilitate alternative modes.  Employer-based trip reduction programs include: 

 
• Parking management strategies to restrict the number of on-site parking spaces available to 

employees or charging employees for the use of on-site parking spaces. 
 
• Financial incentives to use alternative modes through the subsidy of vanpooling or carpooling or 

transit fare subsidies. 
 
• Flexible work schedules (flexible hours, four-day workweek) and flexible work locations 

(telecommunicating or dispersal to the work site from remote assembly sites). 
 
Employers-based trip-reduction programs and trip-reduction ordinances do not appear to be viable TDM 
strategies since there are no major employment centers in the western portion of the corridor, limited mid-
sized employers in the North Vernon Area, and only the MUTC in the eastern portion of the corridor.  
Development is predominately residential or supportive retail/service uses.  Census data from the year 
2000 showed that Jennings County attracted 1,659 employees from surrounding counties while just over 
5,300 Jennings County Residents commuted to other counties for work. There is an existing transit 
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service, Catch-A-Ride, that operates on an established directional route pattern with four designated 
check points for pick up and drop off.  These strategies would be insufficient to address the increase in 
trip-making in the corridor over the next 30 years, even if such strategies were viable or expanded 
(Institute of Transportation Engineers, Proceedings of ITE’s 1987 National Conference).  
 
While walking and bicycling provide non-motorized opportunities to reduce automobile trip-making, these 
modes are only effective for short trips – generally, one mile for walking and six miles for bicycling in good 
weather conditions.  Except in the Muscatatuck County Park and Selmier State Forest, there are no 
walkways in the US 50 corridor, and no bicycle facilities presently serve the corridor.  Several abandoned 
railway beds exist in the US 50 Study Area. However, many abandoned railways have reverted to 
adjoining property owners and no known local or regional plans are underway to convert rails to trails 
along the US 50 corridor.  As most trips in the corridor are longer than six miles and the corridor is low-
density in character, walking and bicycling are ineffective in reducing trips along the US 50 corridor. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: TDM alternatives would not noticeably reduce traffic congestion on US 50. Due to 
the low-density rural character of the corridor, dispersion of employers and the size of individual 
employers and a traffic composition involving heavy freight movements and long distance trips, the TDM 
alternatives considered for this project are expected to only minimally reduce traffic volumes on US 50. 
 
Traffic Safety: TDM alternatives would not improve safety on US 50.  Without a reduction in daily traffic 
volume or a change in facility type, safety would not be improved. There is no reduction in total truck 
traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries 
through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: TDM Alternatives would not facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  There is no improvement of the LOS in 
the year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon.  There is no 
improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial employment 
concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50 
(including the MUTC). 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: TDM Alternatives are not consistent with the INDOT 2030 
Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or the Thoroughfare Plan component of 
the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Enhance National Security: TDM Alternatives would not enhance national security.  There would be no 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 2030 for 
the fourteen key intersections (four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 50 
corridor and the achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban 
segments in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line would not be 
attained.  The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 
signals and at-grade railroad crossings) and the provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to 
the MUTC would not be attained. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The TDM alternatives would not address the purpose and need of this project as “stand alone” 
alternatives because they would not significantly reduce congestion, improve safety, facilitate access to 
existing and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County, be 
consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or with 
the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan, and would not enhance 
national security. Therefore, they were not advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
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6.2.3 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives 
 

Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies involve low-cost capital investments to reduce 
congestion, improve traffic flow, and measures to optimize performance of the existing transportation 
infrastructure. These strategies involve intersection improvements, signal coordination and timing, lane 
control (reversible lanes) and one-way pair separating the eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic on 
parallel streets through North Vernon. 
 
Present signalized intersections in the US 50 corridor have separate left-turn bays.  INDOT has already 
programmed the improvement of the Hayden Pike and the Norris Avenue intersections along US 50. 
However, all of the four existing signalized intersections operate at an unacceptable LOS before the year 
2030. Even with further improvements to the lane configurations and signal timings at these four 
intersections, the temporary improvements in traffic flow will soon disappear as traffic increases over the 
next 30 years in the corridor. 
 
Traffic signal spacing between the traffic signals in North Vernon is less than a mile apart, therefore, 
traffic signal interconnection, real-time traffic flow monitoring at the traffic signals and traffic signal 
coordination may be viable options, but would provide only a temporary improvement to traffic flow over 
the next 30 years. 
 
Due to the length of the corridor, existing travel patterns, the low-density rural character of the corridor 
and existing geometrics of US 50 (a two-lane facility), reversible lanes are not an appropriate option for 
this rural roadway. 
 
With only two lanes along existing US 50 and a low existing vehicle occupancy rate, the designation of 
one or two lanes in each direction for high-occupancy vehicles (HOV) (even limited to peak hours) would 
result in nearly 90% of the vehicles being concentrated in the unrestricted lane during the peak hours. 
Traffic would likely divert to the limited two-lane parallel facilities in the US 50 Study Area that lack 
sufficient capacity.  Thus, the application of HOV lanes to existing US 50 is not an appropriate application. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: TSM alternatives would not noticeably reduce recurring traffic congestion on US 50. 
Due to the low-density rural character of the corridor, TSM strategies provide only temporary relief to 
increasing traffic congestion in the corridor, or are inappropriate solutions (traffic signal interconnection 
and reversible or HOV lanes). 
 
Traffic Safety: TSM alternatives would not improve safety on US 50.  Without a reduction in daily traffic 
volume or a change in facility type, safety would not be improved. There is no reduction in total truck 
traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries 
through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: TSM Alternatives would not facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  There is no improvement of the LOS in 
the year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon.  There is no 
improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial employment 
concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50 
(including the MUTC). 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: TSM Alternatives are not consistent with the INDOT 2030 
Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or the Thoroughfare Plan component of 
the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan that call for improvements to US 50. 
 
Enhance National Security: TSM Alternatives would not enhance national security.  There would be no 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
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Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 2030 for 
the fourteen key intersections (four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 50 
corridor and the achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban 
segments in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line would not be 
attained.  The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 
signals and at-grade railroad crossings) and the provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to 
the MUTC would not be attained. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The TSM alternatives would not address the purpose and need of this project as “stand alone” 
alternatives because they would not significantly reduce congestion, improve safety, facilitate access to 
existing and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County, be 
consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or with 
the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan, and would not enhance 
national security. Therefore, they were not advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
6.2.4 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Applications 

 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) options include a variety of technology-based programs to actively 
manage the roadway system.  The most common systems provide travel information on roadway 
conditions to daily commuters via message boards.  This enables commuters to adjust travel routes to 
changing travel conditions.  Incident management programs are also part of the ITS toolbox to reduce the 
effect of accidents and vehicle breakdowns on traffic flow.  In light of the rural character, length of the 
corridor, and lack of adequate alternative east-west routes, ITS options cannot be effectively applied in 
the US 50 corridor to solve to congestion problems. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: Expansion of ITS applications will not improve levels of service significantly. 
 
Traffic Safety: Expansion of ITS applications would not improve safety on US 50.  Without a reduction in 
daily traffic volume or a change in facility type, safety would not be improved. There is no reduction in 
total truck traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials 
deliveries through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: Expansion of ITS applications would not facilitate access to existing and future 
employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  There is no improvement 
of the LOS in the year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon.  There is 
no improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial employment 
concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50 
(including the MUTC). 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: Expansion of ITS applications is not consistent with the 
INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or the Thoroughfare Plan 
component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan that call for improvements to US 50. 
 
Enhance National Security: Expansion of ITS applications would not enhance national security.  There 
would be no reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division 
Naval Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 
2030 for the fourteen key intersections (four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 
50 corridor and the achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban 
segments in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line would not be 
attained.  The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 
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signals and at-grade railroad crossings) and the provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to 
the MUTC would not be attained. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The ITS applications would not address the purpose and need of this project as “stand alone” alternatives 
because they would not significantly reduce congestion, improve safety, facilitate access to existing and 
future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County, be consistent with 
the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or with the 
Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan, and would not enhance 
national security. Therefore, they were not advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
6.2.5 Mass Transit Alternatives 

 
Mass transit alternatives include rail, both passenger and freight, or bus service along the US 50 corridor 
and in North Vernon.  A public transportation system, Catch-A-Ride, began operation in Jennings County 
in the Vernon and North Vernon area on May 14, 2007.  It is a shared ride service providing regular pick 
up and drop off points in designated areas, as well as individually scheduled service.  For the Jennings 
County and Vernon and North Vernon area, Catch-A-Ride offers a Point Deviation Service.  A Point 
deviation route operates within the more highly populated area of Vernon and North Vernon on an 
established directional route pattern with four (4) designated check points for pick up and drop off.  
Scheduled pick ups along the point deviation route can be requested.  The rider will be picked up at the 
requested location and taken to their destination along the route.  Riders can also board the vehicle at 
any of the check points without reservations and be transported to any destination along the route.  The 
regularly scheduled route in Vernon and North Vernon operates Monday through Friday, 8:00am – 
4:00pm with a single vehicle traveling counterclockwise with stops at the top of the hour at JC Plaza & 
Wal-Mart (North SR 3), at 15 minutes past the hour at St. Vincent Jennings Hospital (Henry Street), at 30 
minutes past the hour at the Courthouse (Vernon on SR 7) and at 45 minutes past the hour at the Senior 
Center (Buckeye Street).  Transportation is also available for Jennings County areas not listed on the 
Vernon and North Vernon route by calling the Catch-A-Ride office and scheduling an individual pick up. 
 
Bus ridership is characterized by a transit-dependent population.  In the US 50 corridor, significant transit 
service is not a viable option for the following reasons. 
 

• Trip ends are dispersed rather than concentrated, resulting in insufficient ridership to cover 
transit-operating costs. 

 
• Existing US 50 falls in Jackson and Jennings Counties, the incorporated area of North Vernon 

and the small, unincorporated areas of Hayden and Butlerville. Thus, these jurisdictions must 
provide the transit operating subsidies to extend any transit service along existing US 50. 

 
• In the year 2030, population densities along existing US 50 are expected to be less than 2,000 

persons per square mile, except in the greater North Vernon area.  Thus, less than 5% of the 
corridor will have sufficient population densities in the year 2030 to meet the minimum threshold 
considered necessary for the provision of transit service (Metro Dade County, Florida, Transit 
Reconfiguration Study; Miami Dade County Transit Authority, 1986). 

 
• According to the Urban Transport Fact Book, mass transit carries only about 2% of the 

commuters in urban areas. 
 
While there is a significant increase in truck traffic in the corridor, a majority of the truck trips are not long 
distance truck trips that might shift to rail by the introduction of an intermodal (rail-to-truck) transfer center.  
Further, the national rail systems are known to be approaching capacity and there is no public knowledge 
of anticipated rail system capacity improvements because of private ownership of the rail system.  It 
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should also be noted that the growth in traffic congestion in the US 50 corridor is both a combination of 
auto and truck travel, and a reduction in the magnitude of increase in truck traffic will not alone eliminate 
congestion in the existing US 50 corridor. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: The mass transit alternative would not noticeably reduce traffic congestion on US 
50.  It is not reasonable to assume that enough travelers would divert to transit service or enough freight 
movement would shift from truck to rail to result in improvements to levels of service on US 50. 
 
Traffic Safety: The mass transit alternative would not improve safety on US 50.  Without a reduction in 
daily traffic volume or a change in facility type, safety would not be improved. There is no reduction in 
total truck traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials 
deliveries through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: The mass transit alternative would not facilitate access to existing and future 
employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  There is no improvement 
of the LOS in the year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon.  There is 
no improvement of the LOS in the year 2030 on access routes to industrial and commercial employment 
concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50 
(including the MUTC). 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: The mass transit alternative is not consistent with the INDOT 
2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or the Thoroughfare Plan 
component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan that call for improvements to US 50. 
 
Enhance National Security: The mass transit alternative would not enhance national security.  There 
would be no reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division 
Naval Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  Achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS D in the year 
2030 for the fourteen key intersections (four signalized and ten unsignalized intersections) along the US 
50 corridor and the achievement of a minimum acceptable LOS C on rural segments and LOS D on urban 
segments in the year 2030 for US 50 from US 31 to the Jennings/Riley County Line would not be 
attained.  The elimination of traffic flow impediments along US 50 (such as driveway entrances, traffic 
signals and at-grade railroad crossings) and the provision of opportunities for multiple access routes to 
the MUTC would not be attained. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Mass Transit Alternative would not address the purpose and need of this project as “stand alone” 
alternatives because they would not significantly reduce congestion, improve safety, facilitate access to 
existing and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County, be 
consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors or with 
the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan, and would not enhance 
national security. Therefore, they were not advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
It should be noted that the combination of various transportation management alternatives (TDM, TSM, 
ITS, mass transit, etc.) performs only slightly better than any single transportation management 
alternative. Due to the low-density rural character of the corridor, the combination of transportation 
management alternatives considered for this project are expected to only minimally reduce traffic volumes 
on US 50 and would not result in improvements to levels of service on US 50. 
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6.2.6 Highway Build Alternatives 
 

Highway “build” alternatives will be examined on existing and new alignments: 
 
• US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing Alignment. 
 
• US 50 Upgrade Options Utilizing Existing and/or New Alignments with New Alignments around 

North Vernon. 
 
For analysis and evaluation purposes, the Study Area was divided into two sections, a Western Section 
from US 31 eastward to CR 575 W, and an Eastern Section from CR 575 W to the eastern terminus of the 
project.  The dividing line of the two sections, CR 575 W, is the area where the preliminary bypass 
alternatives around North Vernon begin.  For the analysis of impacts related to each of the Preliminary 
Alternatives, each preliminary alternative was analyzed as either a Western Section or an Eastern 
Section Preliminary Alternative.  This Chapter evaluates/screens the impacts of the Western and Eastern 
Section Preliminary Alternatives and recommends alternative(s) that require additional NEPA studies in 
both sections.  Based on these Western and Eastern Preliminary Alternative(s) recommendations, the 
impacts of any Western Section Preliminary Alternative can be added to the impacts of any Eastern 
Section Preliminary Alternative to determine a summary of impacts for the entire corridor for any Western 
and Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative pair. 
 
6.2.6.1 Western Section Preliminary Alternatives 
 
Figure 6.1 shows the four different Western Section Preliminary Alternatives, Preliminary Alternatives 
W, W1, W2 and W3 developed for this project that consist of preliminary alternatives ranging from added 
travel lanes along existing US 50 to varying combinations of added travel lanes along existing US 50 and 
new-terrain alignments essentially paralleling US 50.  Refer to Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives, for 
additional information related to the preliminary alternatives.  Table 6.1 summarizes the socio-economic 
and environmental impacts associated with the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives. 

 
Figure 6.1:  Western Section Preliminary Alternatives 

(Alternatives W, W1, W2 and W3) 
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Table 6.1: Western Section Transportation Considerations, Socio-Economic and 
Environmental Impact Summary 

 
Western Section Preliminary 

Alternatives 

Western Alternatives   
Socio-Economic/ Environmental Measure 

W W1 W2 W3 

TOTAL COSTS1    (Mil. of $) 75.8 73.1 75.1 74.6 

Construction Costs (Mil. of $) 53.7 58.2 59.7 59.3 

Prelim. Engineering Costs2 (Mil. of $) 5.4 5.8 6.0 5.9 

Right-of-Way Costs (Mil. of $) 16.7 9.1 9.4 9.4 

LENGTH (miles) 6.4 7.0 7.2 7.2 

TRANSPORTATION CONSIDERATIONS3     

Meets Purpose and Need YES YES YES YES 

Total Traffic Diversion Thru North Vernon L M H H 

Truck Traffic Diversion Thru North Vernon L M H H 

Daily Traffic Volume M M M M 

Crash Reduction L M H H 

RELOCATIONS     

Residences Acquired 42 14 11 17 

Apartment Units Acquired 0 0 0 0 

Residences Lost Access 4 1 1 1 

     Farms Acquired 1 2 2 3 

Businesses Acquired 11 7 5 7 

Businesses Lost Access 1 0 0 0 

NEW ROW (acres) 240 252 244 242 

DEVELOPED LAND (acres) 30 11 8 10 

DEVELOPED LAND, OPEN SPACE4 (acres) 119 65 36 55 

FARMLAND (acres)      62 148 150 144 

GRASSLAND/HERBACEOUS (acres) 1 0 0 0 

FOREST (acres) 28 28 50 33 

OPEN WATER (acres) 0 0 0 0 

WETLANDS TOTAL (NWI) (acres) 5 4.2 14.8 5.6 

Emergent (acres) 0 0 0 0 

Scrub/Shrub(acres) 0.2 0.2 0 0.2 

Forested (acres) 4.8 4 14.8 5.4 
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Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives 

Western Alternatives   
Socio-Economic/ Environmental Measure 

W W1 W2 W3 

STREAMS CROSSED (USGS) 5 7 10 9 

FLOODPLAINS (IDNR DFIRM) (acres) 20 23 16 20 

TES RECORDED AREA5 0 0 0 0 

KARST FEATURES (acres) 0 0 0 0 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES6 3 2 1 1 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS7 0 0 0 0 

RECORDED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES NO NO NO NO 

CEMETERIES (USGS) 0 0 0 0 

FEDERAL REFUGE LANDS 0 0 0 0 

STATE FOREST LANDS 0 0 0 0 

NATURE PRESERVES 0 0 0 0 

CITY/COUNTY PARKS 0 0 0 0 

OTHER PUBLIC LANDS 0 0 0 0 

CLASSIFIED FORESTS & WILDLANDS 0 0 2 1 

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM (CRP) LANDS   0 0 0 0 

WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PROGRAM (WHIP) LANDS   0 0 0 0 

PARTNERS FOR FISH & WILDLIFE LANDS       0 0 0 0 

POTENTIAL SECTION 4F PROPERTIES8 1 0 0 0 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SITES 3 1 0 1 

 
1      All costs are in Year 2015 dollars.  See Section 5.3.1 – Preliminary Cost Estimates – for project cost development information.  

Total Costs were calculated by summing the estimated construction cost, Preliminary Engineering (design) costs and right-of-
way costs for each of the preliminary alternatives. Total Costs associated with each preliminary alternative do not include costs 
associated with local and/or State roadway improvements associated with the preliminary alternatives or any mitigation 
measures associated with the project.   

2 Preliminary Engineering (design) cost estimates estimated as being 10.0% of the construction cost estimate 
3 Transportation Consideration evaluations (H-High, M-Medium, L-Low) indicate the performance of the alternatives relative to 

each other 
4 Includes areas with a mixture of some constructed materials, but mostly vegetation in the form of lawn grasses. Impervious 

surfaces account for less than 20 percent of total cover. These areas most commonly include large-lot single-family housing 
units, parks, golf courses, and vegetation planted in developed settings for recreation, erosion control, or aesthetic purposes 

5 Indiana Natural Heritage Database Records 
6 Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Contributing, Notable, & Outstanding Sites and bridges from Dr. Cooper's 

books 
7 Includes National Register (NR) and IHSSI Historic Districts 
8 Includes publicly owned recreation areas, NR listed sites/candidate, and IHSSI Notable and Outstanding sites 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W 

 
Figure 6.2: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W 

 
Preliminary Alternative W consists of the addition of two travel lanes along existing US 50.  In general, 
this alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound lanes and future 
westbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  The alternative 
begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson County and follows 
the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge 
property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so that the existing 
US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening associated with 
the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, this northern shift 
of the corridor would be maintained to a point approximately 0.5 miles east of the Jackson and Jennings 
County Line where the alternative would shift southward to the existing US 50 location.  The alternative 
continues eastward generally following the existing US 50 alignment and terminates at CR 575 W where 
it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed below.  The alternative 
is approximately 6.4 miles in length. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves of a minimum 
acceptable intersection LOS D in the year 2030 at the signalized intersection of US 50 and US 31.  The 
two significant unsignalized intersections along the US 50 corridor in this section at CR 900W and CR 
700 have acceptable LOS for the eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic movements (LOS B or C), but 
have unacceptable LOS (LOS D – E) for the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic 
movements.  Additional intersection analysis at these locations would be required to determine specific 
improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS for the intersecting roadway movements.  All 
mainline segments of US 50 in this area operate at LOS A in the year 2030. 
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50 by implementing the following 
crash reduction measures (as recognized by the Indiana Design Manual):  adding capacity by improving 
the facility to a four-lane facility, adding a median and separate left-turn lanes, improving access control 
through the elimination and consolidation of driveways, realigning the horizontal and vertical geometry to 
contemporary standards and higher design speed, and reducing the number of traffic impediments.    
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Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described in the Traffic Congestion section above.    
 
Preliminary Alternative W meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This 
alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Alternative W are listed in Table 6.1.  This alternative is approximately 6.4 miles in length.  While it has 
the lowest estimated construction costs of any Western Section Preliminary Alternative at $53.7 million, 
its associated estimated right-of-way costs at $16.7 million are more than 75% higher.  This is due to the 
alternative essentially following the existing US 50 alignment and an associated high number of 
residential and business impacts.  The associated estimated Total Cost of $75.8 million is consistent with 
the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  It utilizes more of the existing US 50 right-of-way 
than any other Western Section Preliminary Alternative and would result in no relinquishment of US 50 to 
the local agency.  Regarding property access, it would have more frequent driveways and frontage roads 
(impediments) and more breaks in limited access than any other Western Section Preliminary Alternative.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 240 acres of new right-of-way, of which 28 acres are forested, 
5 acres are wetlands, 20 acres are floodplains, and 62 acres are farmland.  Approximately 5 streams 
would be crossed by the alternative.  It has the greatest number of residential and business relocations at 
42 and 11 respectively and would result in one farm relocation.  It would also result in four residential and 
one business loss of property access and would potentially impact three hazardous material sites. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact one Outstanding (Josiah Cobbs Farm (Survey 033 in Spencer 
Township)) and two Contributing properties (Doud Service Station (Survey 031 in Spencer Township) and 
the A.L. Newby Barn, (Survey 065 in Spencer Township)) listed in the Indiana Historic Sites & Structures 
Inventory (IHSSI).  Both properties are possible Section 106 impacts.  Impacts to the Josiah Cobbs Farm 
could also potentially be a Section 4(f) impact. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.1 was completed.  Given the higher residential relocations and loss of access, higher business 
relocations and loss of access, and potential historic property and potential Section 4(f) impacts, 
Alternative W was eliminated from further consideration. 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W1 

 
Figure 6.3: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W1 

 
Preliminary Alternative W1 consists of the addition of two travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section 
west of CR 800 W and a new terrain four-lane facility south of existing US 50 in the section east of CR 
800 W.  In sections, this alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound lanes 
and future westbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  Other 
sections would depart the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain corridor.  The alternative 
begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson County and follows 
the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge 
property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so that the existing 
US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening associated with 
the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, this northern shift 
of the corridor is maintained to CR 800 W where the alternative would shift southward, leaving the 
existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain facility.  As the alternative continues eastward, it 
parallels and is located approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 50 corridor, and terminates at CR 
575 W where it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed below.  
The alternative is approximately 7.0 miles in length. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves of a minimum 
acceptable intersection LOS D in the year 2030 at the signalized intersection of US 50 and US 31.  The 
two significant unsignalized intersections along the US 50 corridor in this section at CR 900W and CR 
700 have acceptable LOS for the eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic movements (LOS B or C), but 
have unacceptable LOS (LOS D – E) for the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic 
movements.  Additional intersection analysis at these locations would be required to determine specific 
improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS for the intersecting roadway movements.  All 
mainline segments of US 50 in this area operate at LOS A in the year 2030. 
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  Adding capacity by improving 
the facility to a four-lane facility, adding a median and separate left-turn lanes, improving access control 
through the elimination and consolidation of driveways, and reducing the number of traffic impediments 
would change US 50 from a lower functional class facility with a higher crash rate to a higher functional 
class facility with a lower crash rate.  
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Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described in the Traffic Congestion section above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W1 meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This 
alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Alternative W1 are listed in Table 6.1.  This alternative is approximately 7.0 miles in length.  It has an 
associated estimated construction cost of $58.2 million, which is slightly higher that Preliminary 
Alternative W, but is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  Its associated 
estimated right-of-way costs are $9.1 million, which is more that 75% lower than Preliminary Alternative 
W, but is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  This is due to a portion of 
the alternative essentially following the existing US 50 alignment and a portion being new-terrain, 
resulting in an associated reduced number of residential and business impacts.  The associated 
estimated Total Cost of $73.1 million is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives.  It ranks second highest in the use of existing US 50 right-of-way when compared to other 
Western Section Preliminary Alternatives and would result in the second least amount of relinquishment 
of US 50 to the local agency.  Regarding property access, it would rank second highest in frequency of 
driveways and frontage roads (impediments) and breaks in limited access would also be second highest 
when compared to other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 252 acres of new right-of-way, of which 28 acres are forested, 
4.2 acres are wetlands, 23 acres are floodplains, and 148 acres are farmland.  Approximately 7 streams 
would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in a low number of relocations with approximately 14 
residential, 7 businesses, and two farm relocations.  It would also result in one residential and no 
business loss of property access and would potentially impact one hazardous material site. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact two Contributing properties, the A.L. Newby Barn (Survey 065 in 
Spencer Township) and the Nick Megel Farm (Survey 048 in Spencer Township) listed in the Indiana 
Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI).  Both properties are possible Section 106 impacts.  There 
are no potential Section 4(f) impacts associated with this alternative. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.1 was completed.  Given the lower residential relocations and loss of access, lower business 
relocations and loss of access, lower forest impacts, lower wetland impacts and reduced potential historic 
property and potential Section 4(f) impacts and improved access control, Alternative W1 was 
recommended to be carried forward for additional NEPA analysis. 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W2 

 
Figure 6.4: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W2 

 
Preliminary Alternative W2 consists of the addition of two travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section 
west of Mutton Creek and a new terrain four-lane facility east of Mutton Creek.  In sections, this 
alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future eastbound lanes and future westbound 
lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing roadway.  Other sections would depart 
the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain corridor.  The alternative begins on the east 
approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson County and follows the existing US 50 
alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge property boundary, 
approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so that the existing US 50 south right-of-
way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening associated with the added travel 
lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, this northern shift of the corridor is 
maintained to east of the Mutton Creek crossing (approximately 1 mile east of US 31), where it takes a 
northeasterly turn and departs the existing US 50 corridor becoming a new terrain facility.  The alternative 
continues northeasterly to near the Jackson and Jennings County Line where it makes an easterly turn 
and parallels the south right-of-way line for the CSX railroad.  The alternative continues eastward, 
paralleling the south right-of-way for the CSX railroad, to a point approximately ½ mile west of CR 700 W, 
near Hayden, where the alternative makes a southeasterly turn.  It continues southeasterly, crossing 
existing US 50 at the existing US 50 crossing of Sixmile Creek and then makes an easterly turn and 
continues eastward, paralleling existing US 50 and located approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 
50 corridor.  The alternative terminates at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternatives discussed below.  The alternative is approximately 7.2 miles in length. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves of a minimum 
acceptable intersection LOS D in the year 2030 at the signalized intersection of US 50 and US 31.  The 
two significant unsignalized intersections along the US 50 corridor in this section at CR 900W and CR 
700 have acceptable LOS for the eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic movements (LOS B or C), but 
have unacceptable LOS (LOS D – E) for the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic 
movements.  Additional intersection analysis at these locations would be required to determine specific 
improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS for the intersecting roadway movements.  All 
mainline segments of US 50 in this area operate at LOS A in the year 2030. 
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Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  Adding capacity by improving 
the facility to a four-lane facility, adding a median and separate left-turn lanes, improving access control 
through the elimination and consolidation of driveways, and reducing the number of traffic impediments 
would change US 50 from a lower functional class facility with a higher crash rate to a higher functional 
class facility with a lower crash rate.  
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described in the Traffic Congestion section above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W2 meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This 
alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Alternative W2 are listed in Table 6.1.  This alternative is approximately 7.2 miles in length.  It has an 
associated estimated construction cost of $59.7 million, which is slightly higher that Preliminary 
Alternative W, but is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  Its associated 
estimated right-of-way costs are $9.4 million, which is more that 75% lower than Preliminary Alternative 
W, but is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  This is due to a portion of 
the alternative essentially following the existing US 50 alignment and a portion being new-terrain, 
resulting in an associated reduced number of residential and business impacts.  The associated 
estimated Total Cost of $75.1 million is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives.  It utilizes the least amount of the existing US 50 right-of-way than any other Western 
Section Preliminary Alternative and would result in the largest amount of relinquishment of US 50 to the 
local agency.  Regarding property access, it would have less frequent driveways and frontage roads 
(impediments) and fewer breaks in limited access than any other Western Section Preliminary Alternative.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 244 acres of new right-of-way, of which 50 acres are forested, 
14.8 acres are wetlands, 16 acres are floodplains, and 150 acres are farmland.  The increase of impacts 
to wetlands and forests associated with this alternative is related to the US 50 crossing of Sixmile Creek.  
For this alternative, the Sixmile Creek crossing is within the limits of the new-terrain portion of the 
alternative, resulting in a new crossing location and higher wetland and forest impacts.  The other 
Western Section Preliminary Alternatives would cross Sixmile Creek at the existing US 50 crossing 
location.  Approximately 10 streams would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in a low number 
of relocations with approximately 11 residential, 5 businesses, and two farm relocations.  It would also 
result in one residential and no business loss of property access and would have no impacts to 
hazardous material sites. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact one Contributing property, the Nick Megel Farm (Survey 048 in 
Spencer Township) listed in the Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI).  This property is a 
possible Section 106 impact.  There are no potential Section 4(f) impacts associated with this alternative. 
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Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.1 was completed.  Given the lower residential relocations and loss of access, lower business 
relocations and loss of access, and reduced potential historic property and potential Section 4(f) impacts, 
and improved access control, Alternative W2 was recommended to be carried forward for additional 
NEPA analysis.  It is also recommended that additional analysis should be completed at the US 50 
Bridge over Sixmile Creek with the goal of avoiding and/or minimizing impacts to wetlands and 
forests. 
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Western Section Preliminary Alternative W3 

 
Figure 6.5: Western Section Preliminary Alternative W3 

 
Preliminary Alternative W3 consists of the addition of two travel lanes to existing US 50 in the section 
west of CR 900 W and a new terrain four-lane facility either north or south of existing US 50 in the section 
east of CR 900 W.  In sections, this alternative would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future 
eastbound lanes and future westbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed north of the existing 
roadway.  Other sections would depart the existing US 50 corridor and become a new terrain corridor.  
The alternative begins on the east approach to the existing US 50 and US 31 intersection in Jackson 
County and follows the existing US 50 alignment eastward.  As it approaches the Muscatatuck National 
Wildlife Refuge property boundary, approximately 0.5 miles east of US 31, it shifts slightly northward so 
that the existing US 50 south right-of-way line is maintained in front of the wildlife refuge and all widening 
associated with the added travel lanes is north of and adjacent to existing US 50.  Continuing eastward, 
this northern shift of the corridor is maintained to near CR 900 W where it takes a northeasterly turn and 
departs the existing US 50 corridor becoming a new terrain facility.  The alternative continues 
northeasterly to approximately ½ mile west of CR 800 W where it makes an easterly turn and parallels the 
south right-of-way line for the CSX railroad.  The alternative continues eastward, paralleling the south 
right-of-way for the CSX railroad, to a point approximately ½ mile west of CR 700 W, near Hayden, where 
the alternative makes a southeasterly turn.  It continues southeasterly, crossing existing US 50 at the 
existing US 50 crossing of Sixmile Creek and then makes an easterly turn and continues eastward, 
paralleling existing US 50 and located approximately ¼ mile south of the existing US 50 corridor.  The 
alternative terminates at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Eastern Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed below.  The alternative is approximately 7.2 miles in length. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves of a minimum 
acceptable intersection LOS D in the year 2030 at the signalized intersection of US 50 and US 31.  The 
two significant unsignalized intersections along the US 50 corridor in this section at CR 900W and CR 
700 have acceptable LOS for the eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic movements (LOS B or C), but 
have unacceptable LOS (LOS D – E) for the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic 
movements.  Additional intersection analysis at these locations would be required to determine specific 
improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS for the intersecting roadway movements.  All 
mainline segments of US 50 in this area operate at LOS A in the year 2030. 
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Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  Adding capacity by improving 
the facility to a four-lane facility, adding a median and separate left-turn lanes, improving access control 
through the elimination and consolidation of driveways, and reducing the number of traffic impediments 
would change US 50 from a lower functional class facility with a higher crash rate to a higher functional 
class facility with a lower crash rate.  
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described in the Traffic Congestion section above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative W3 meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This 
alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Alternative W3 are listed in Table 6.1.  This alternative is approximately 7.2 miles in length.  It has an 
associated estimated construction cost of $59.3 million, which is slightly higher that Preliminary 
Alternative W, but is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  Its associated 
estimated right-of-way costs are $9.4 million, which is more that 75% lower than Preliminary Alternative 
W, but is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  This is due to a portion of 
the alternative essentially following the existing US 50 alignment and a portion being new-terrain, 
resulting in an associated reduced number of residential and business impacts.  The associated 
estimated Total Cost of $74.6 million is consistent with the other Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives.  It ranks second lowest in the use of existing US 50 right-of-way when compared to other 
Western Section Preliminary Alternatives and would also result in the second most amount of 
relinquishment of US 50 to the local agency.  Regarding property access, it would rank second lowest in 
frequency of driveways and frontage roads (impediments) and breaks in limited access would also be 
second lowest when compared to other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives.  
 
This alternative would require an estimated 242 acres of new right-of-way, of which 33 acres are forested, 
5.6 acres are wetlands, 20 acres are floodplains, and 144 acres are farmland.  Approximately 9 streams 
would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in a low number of relocations with approximately 17 
residential, 7 businesses, and three farm relocations.  It would also result in one residential and no 
business loss of property access and would potentially impact one hazardous material site. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact one Contributing property, the Nick Megel Farm (Survey 048 in 
Spencer Township) listed in the Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI).  This property is a 
possible Section 106 impact.  There are no potential Section 4(f) impacts associated with this alternative. 
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Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Western Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.1 was completed.  Given the lower residential relocations and loss of access, lower business 
relocations and loss of access, lower forest impacts, lower wetland impacts, reduced potential historic 
property and potential Section 4(f) impacts, Alternative W3 was recommended to be carried forward 
for additional NEPA analysis. 
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6.2.6.2 Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 
 
For the Eastern Section of the Study area, five North Vernon “bypass” preliminary alternatives were 
developed including four northern bypass alternatives (Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C and D) and a 
southern bypass alternative (Preliminary Alternative E) (see Figure 6.6).  Two preliminary alternatives 
were also developed that utilize the existing US 50 corridor through North Vernon.  These included the 
Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative (see Figure 6.7) and One-Way 
Pair Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternatives (see Figure 6.8).  Refer to Chapter 4 – Definition 
of Alternatives, for additional information related to the preliminary alternatives. Table 6.2 summarizes the 
socio-economic and environmental impacts associated with the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6.6:  Eastern Section Preliminary Bypass Alternatives 

Around North Vernon (Preliminary Alternatives A, B, C, D and E) 
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Table 6.2: Eastern Section Transportation Considerations, Socio-Economic and 
Environmental Impact Summary 

 
Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 

Through Town 
Alternatives Bypass Alternatives   

Socio-Economic/ Environmental Measure 

One-
Way 
Pair  

Added 
Travel 
Lanes 

A B C D E 

TOTAL COSTS1    (Mil. of $) 158.2 142.8 163.7 156.7 180.2 212.1 147.5 

Construction Costs (Mil. of $) 115.5 103.9 131.6 126.9 145.1 169.5 113.8 

Prelim. Engineering Costs2  (Mil. of $) 11.6 10.4 13.2 12.7 14.5 17.0 11.4 

Right-of-Way Costs (Mil. of $) 31.1 28.5 18.9 17.1 20.6 25.6 22.3 

LENGTH (miles) 12.2 11.6 14.0 12.6 15.0 18.8 11.4 

TRANSPORTATION CONSIDERATIONS3        

Meets Purpose and Need YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Total Traffic Diversion Thru North Vernon N/A N/A M H L M H 

Truck Traffic Diversion Thru North Vernon N/A N/A H H L H H 

Daily Traffic Volume H H M M L M M 

Crash Reduction M M M M M M H 

RELOCATIONS        

Residences Acquired 67 63 43 66 33 41 52 

Apartment Units Acquired 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Residences Lost Access 20 20 9 6 1 2 17 

     Farms Acquired 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 

Businesses Acquired 59 47 6 16 5 0 5 

Businesses Lost Access 3 3 0 2 0 0 1 

NEW ROW (acres) 300 296 492 448 552 718 401 

DEVELOPED LAND (acres) 111 105 27 64 12 8 50 

DEVELOPED LAND, OPEN SPACE4 (acres) 112 111 55 81 47 42 62 

FARMLAND (acres)      25 28 251 215 357 451 156 

GRASSLAND/HERBACEOUS (acres) 1 1 5 0 0 0 17 

FOREST (acres) 51 51 153 87 136 216 156 

OPEN WATER (acres) 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 

WETLANDS TOTAL (NWI) (acres) 0 0 5.5 0.8 7.4 9.9 0 

Emergent (acres) 0 0 0.6 0 0.7 0.3 0 

Scrub/Shrub(acres) 0 0 0 0 0.6 0.8 0 

Forested (acres) 0 0 4.9 0.8 6.1 8.8 0 
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives 

Through Town 
Alternatives Bypass Alternatives   

Socio-Economic/ Environmental Measure 

One-
Way 
Pair  

Added 
Travel 
Lanes 

A B C D E 

STREAMS CROSSED (USGS) 11 11 12 13 16 21 12 

FLOODPLAINS (IDNR DFIRM) (acres) 4 4 10 3 6 14 8 

TES RECORDED AREA5 2 2 2 2 2 0 4 

KARST FEATURES (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES6 6 4 1 3 1 4 1 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS7 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 

RECORDED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES NO NO NO YES NO YES NO 

CEMETERIES (USGS) 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

FEDERAL REFUGE LANDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

STATE FOREST LANDS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

NATURE PRESERVES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CITY/COUNTY PARKS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

OTHER PUBLIC LANDS 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 

CLASSIFIED FORESTS & WILDLANDS 1 1 3 0 4 6 1 

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM (CRP) LANDS   3 3 2 1 2 4 2 

WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PROGRAM (WHIP) 
LANDS   1 1 0 0 0 0 1 

PARTNERS FOR FISH & WILDLIFE LANDS       0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

POTENTIAL SECTION 4F PROPERTIES8 2 3 2 0 0 0 1 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SITES 19 16 0 0 0 0 0 

 
1      All costs are in Year 2015 dollars.  See Section 5.3.1 – Preliminary Cost Estimates – for project cost development information.  

Total Costs were calculated by summing the estimated construction cost, Preliminary Engineering (design) costs and right-of-
way costs for each of the preliminary alternatives. Total Costs associated with each preliminary alternative do not include costs 
associated with local and/or State roadway improvements associated with the preliminary alternatives or any mitigation 
measures associated with the project.   

2 Preliminary Engineering (design) cost estimates estimated as being 10.0% of the construction cost estimate 
3 Transportation Consideration evaluations (H-High, M-Medium, L-Low) indicate the performance of the alternatives relative to 

each other 
4 Includes areas with a mixture of some constructed materials, but mostly vegetation in the form of lawn grasses. Impervious 

surfaces account for less than 20 percent of total cover. These areas most commonly include large-lot single-family housing 
units, parks, golf courses, and vegetation planted in developed settings for recreation, erosion control, or aesthetic purposes 

5 Indiana Natural Heritage Database Records 
6 Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Contributing, Notable, & Outstanding Sites and bridges from Dr. Cooper's 

books 
7 Includes National Register (NR) and IHSSI Historic Districts 
8 Includes publicly owned recreation areas, NR listed sites/candidate, and IHSSI Notable and Outstanding sites 
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Eastern Section Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6.7: Eastern Section Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon 
(Top Map Shows Entire Alternative, Bottom Map Shows Detail Through North Vernon) 
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The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative consists of adding travel lanes (major 
widening) along existing US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon.  The alternative would begin as a 
rural four-lane facility at CR 575 W, where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives discussed above.  It would follow the existing US 50 alignment eastward to the West Urban 
Boundary for North Vernon at CR 15 N.  This rural section of the alternative would utilize the location of 
the existing US 50 corridor and would include widening on both the north and south sides of the existing 
roadway.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 would be purchased where necessary or alternative 
access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use driveways would be provided where possible and 
practicable.  The section from the West Urban Boundary for North Vernon at CR 15 N to the East Urban 
Boundary for North Vernon at the Muscatatuck River would be considered an urban five-lane facility.  In 
this urban section, the alternative would follow the existing US 50 corridor and would include widening on 
both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  The section from the East Urban Boundary of 
North Vernon at the Muscatatuck River to just east of the MUTC entrance will be a rural, four-lane facility.  
In the section west of CR 175 E, the alternative would utilize the location of the existing US 50 corridor 
and would include widening on both the north and south sides of the existing roadway.  In the section 
east of CR 175 E, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would 
utilize the location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the 
alternative would be constructed south of the existing roadway.  Access for properties adjacent to US 50 
would be purchased where necessary or alternative access utilizing frontage/service roads and joint-use 
driveways would be provided where possible and practicable.  The alternative is approximately 11.6 miles 
in length. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS D for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and the Madison 
Street/Short Stereet/5th Street signalized intersections.  However, the signalized intersection at SR 3/SR 7 
(State Street) would operate at a substandard LOS F. All eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic 
movements and most of the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic movements at the 
eight significant unsignalized intersections operate at acceptable LOS.  The northbound and/or 
southbound approaches at Hayden Pike and Poplar Street would not achieve a minimum acceptable 
LOS.  Additional intersection analysis would be required at the US 50 intersections with Hayden Pike, SR 
3/SR 7 (State Street) and Poplar Street to improve intersection LOS.  This alternative achieves a 
minimum acceptable mainline LOS on most of the segments.  The exception is between CR 425E and 
the Ripley County Line (approximately 5.7 miles), where the LOS in this rural area is a substandard D in 
the year 2030.  The alternative terminates west of this segment and transitions from the proposed four-
lane facility to the existing two-lane facility.  This alternative will have significant adverse impacts to SR 3 
and SR 7, drawing additional traffic down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of North Vernon to existing 
US 50.  The projected mainline LOS between the north junction of SR 3/SR 7 and Poplar Street is E.  
This would require major improvements to the US 50 and SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) intersection that 
includes, but is not limited to, a 7-lane southbound approach. This alternative also attracts more traffic, 
especially trucks, by drawing traffic from other surrounding routes.  Convoy traffic problems thru North 
Vernon will only intensify traffic related issues for this alternative.  It will also not eliminate the traffic 
impediments related to the sharp turns in North Vernon and the at-grade railroad crossings at the 
Madison Street/Short Street/Fifth Street intersection (approximately 2 trains per day). 
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50 by implementing the following 
crash reduction measures (as recognized by the Indiana Design Manual):  adding capacity by improving 
the facility to a four-lane facility, adding a median and separate left-turn lanes, improving access control 
through the elimination and consolidation of driveways, realigning the horizontal and vertical geometry to 
contemporary standards and higher design speed, and reducing the number of traffic impediments.   
When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well 
and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to reduction of crashes for a 30 year period 
after the opening of the facility over the No-Build Condition.  However, there is no reduction in total truck 
traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries 
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through downtown.  The alternative also retains safety issues related to the Jennings County School 
Complex such as high traffic volumes, particularly trucks, and potential pedestrian conflicts. 
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would not perform well related to its ability to facilitate access to 
existing and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  
Increased traffic congestion along SR 7 and SR 3 north of North Vernon would not be conducive to 
development in the northern North Vernon area.  Important artery and access routes to industrial and 
commercial employment concentrations, such as SR 3/SR 7 and existing US 50, would not have an 
improved LOS in the year 2030. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is not consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors as it does not achieve the design standards 
for a “statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also not consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited 
access facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings 
County Comprehensive Plan 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above. 
 
The Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative meets the purposes and needs 
identified for this project.  This alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with the 
Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is 
approximately 11.6 miles long and has an associated estimated Total Cost of $142.8 million.  It utilizes 
more of the existing US 50 right-of-way than any other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative and would 
result in no relinquishment of US 50 to local agencies.  Regarding property access, it would have more 
frequent driveways and frontage roads (impediments) and more breaks in limited access than any other 
Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative.  
 
This alternative would require an estimated 296 acres of new right-of-way, of which 51 acres are forested, 
no wetlands, 4 acres are floodplains, and 28 acres are farmland.  Approximately 11 streams would be 
crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 63 residential, 47 businesses, and no farm 
relocations and would result in 20 residential and three business loss of property access.  It would also 
potentially impact 16 hazardous material sites and would have no impact to State Forest Lands or 
City/County Parks. 
 
This alternative passes through two NRHP historic districts, the Walnut Street Historic District and the 
North Vernon Downtown Historic District.  It would directly take the majority of the houses within the 
Walnut Street Historic District and would also directly take several commercial buildings within the North 
Vernon Downtown Historic District.  This alternative also passes thru the Indiana Historic Sites & 
Structures Inventory (IHSSI) historic district, the Couchman Historic District, potentially taking six houses.  
It impacts one structure listed on the Indiana State Register (the Jennings County Carnegie Library).  In 
addition to individual structures with the above mentioned districts, four Contributing structures may be 
taken by the right-of-way for this preliminary alternative including the Haines Curve Railroad Trestle 
(Survey 023 in Spencer Township), a house that is on Walnut Street with a T-Plan and Queen Anne style 
(Survey 040 in North Vernon Scattered Sties), Fred Matthew’s House (Survey 042 in North Vernon 
Scattered Sites) and another house on Walnut Street (Survey 041 in North Vernon Scattered Sites).  This 
alternative could potentially impact one Contributing property, the Nick Megel Farm (Survey 048 in 
Spencer Township) listed in the Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI).  Also within the 
preliminary alternative are two of the concrete bridges found in Cooper’s book.  One filled spandrel arch 
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bridge carries US 50 over Indian. The other open spandrel arch bridge carries US 50 over the 
Muscatatuck River, which, according to Dr. Cooper’s book, is an NRHP Candidate.  All of these properties 
are possible Section 106 impacts.  This alternative Impacts three potential Section 4(f) sites, two NRHP 
listed districts and one NRHP candidate bridge.   
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative has relatively low impacts to natural environmental 
resources, it will have significant adverse traffic-related impacts to SR 3 and SR 7, drawing additional 
traffic down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of North Vernon to existing US 50.  It also has significantly 
high impacts associated with the human environment, historic properties and historic districts and 
potential Section 4(f) impacts.  Given that the alternative results in a continuing unacceptable LOS on US 
50 at the SR 3/SR 7 signalized intersection (LOS F for all approaches) that would require major 
improvements to SR 3/7 intersection including a 7-lane southbound approach, requires further 
improvements at the Hayden Pike and Poplar Street unsignalized intersections, does not eliminate traffic 
impediments associated with an at-grade railroad crossing (approximately 2 trains per day) and sharp 
turns in North Vernon, experiences unacceptable LOS associated with SR 7 and SR 3 north of North 
Vernon, fails to reduce truck traffic and hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, has 
traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings County School Complex, does not facilitate access to existing 
and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County, intensifies traffic 
related issues related to MUTC convoy traffic problems thru North Vernon, has high residential 
relocations and loss of access, high business relocations and loss of access, has potential historic 
property and historic district impacts and has potential Section 4(f) impacts, the Added Travel Lanes 
Through North Vernon Alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
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Eastern Section One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6.8: Eastern Section One-Way Pair Through North Vernon 

(Top Map Shows Entire Alternative, Bottom Map Shows Detail Through North Vernon) 
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The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative consists of separating the existing US 50 
eastbound and westbound traffic onto separate parallel streets through the urban built-up area of North 
Vernon.  From CR 575 W to Poplar Street, this alternative will coincide with the Added Travel Lanes 
alignment described earlier.  The system of one-way pair roadways would begin on the west side of the 
greater downtown North Vernon area near the US 50 (Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection.  The 
system of one-way pair roadways would terminate on the east side of the greater downtown North Vernon 
area near the existing US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and Short/Madison Street intersection.  The 
eastbound US 50 travel lanes would be maintained along the existing US 50 (Walnut Street) alignment 
beginning at Norris Avenue, following US 50 (Walnut Street) through the greater downtown North Vernon 
area, and terminate at Short/Madison Street.  The existing roadway would likely be utilized with minor 
modifications to pavement markings, signing and traffic signals to accommodate the one-way traffic.  New 
right-of-way would likely not be required and on-street parking along Walnut Street (existing US 50), 
which exists today between State Street and Madison Street, will remain unchanged.  The westbound US 
50 travel lanes would be redirected northward to Poplar Street.  This redirection would begin just east of 
the US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) intersection with Short/Madison Street and would require the 
realignment of westbound US 50 in this area to provide a better angle of intersection with westbound US 
50 and the Madison Railroad grade crossing.  Westbound US 50 would then follow Poplar Street through 
the greater downtown North Vernon area and would terminate at the existing US 50 (Walnut Street) and 
Poplar Street intersection, just west of Norris Avenue.  For the westbound lanes, Poplar Street would 
likely require reconstruction so that the pavement would be able to withstand the increased traffic 
volumes and additional truck loadings.  For Poplar Street, the urban typical section will consist of a two-
lane one-way facility with additional lanes for parking on both sides.  There would be no change in 
driveway access control in the section of existing US 50 through the urban area of North Vernon, from the 
US 50 (Walnut Street) and Poplar Street intersection to the US 50 (Walnut/Buckeye Street) and 
Short/Madison Street intersection.  From just east of the Madison Street/Short Street/5th Street 
intersection (where the one-way pairs would terminate) to just east of the MUTC entrance, the alignment 
would coincide to the Added Travel Lanes alignment described earlier.  The alternative is approximately 
12.2 miles in length. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS C for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and the Madison 
Street/Short Street/5th Street signalized intersections.  However, the signalized intersection at SR 3/SR 7 
(State Street) would operate at a substandard LOS E.  All eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic 
movements and most of the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic movements at the 
eight significant unsignalized intersections operate at acceptable LOS.  The southbound approach at 
Hayden Pike would not achieve a minimum acceptable LOS.  Additional intersection analysis would be 
required at the US 50 intersections with Hayden Pike and SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) to improve 
intersection LOS.  This alternative achieves a minimum acceptable mainline LOS on most of the 
segments.  The exception is between CR 425E and the Ripley County Line (approximately 5.7 miles), 
where the LOS in this rural area is a substandard D in the year 2030.  The alternative terminates west of 
this segment and transitions from the proposed four-lane facility to the existing two-lane facility.  This 
alternative will have significant adverse impacts to SR 3 and SR 7, drawing additional traffic down SR 3 
and SR 7 from the north side of North Vernon to existing US 50.  The projected mainline LOS between 
the north junction of SR 3/SR 7 and Poplar Street is E.  This would require major improvements to SR 
3/SR 7 (State Street) intersection (operating at a LOS E and requiring only a six-second reduction in 
vehicle delay to achieve a LOS D) that may include an additional southbound through lane and separate 
right-turn lanes on some of the approaches.  This alternative also attracts more traffic, especially trucks, 
by drawing traffic from other surrounding routes.  Convoy traffic problems thru North Vernon will only 
intensify traffic related issues for this alternative.  It will also not eliminate the traffic impediments related 
to the sharp turns in North Vernon and the at-grade railroad crossings at the Madison Street/Short 
Street/Fifth Street intersection (approximately 2 trains per day).  While the alternative provides better 
traffic congestion relief than the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative, it 
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does not remove trucks from downtown North Vernon and would significantly change the use and 
character of Poplar Street due to traffic increases. 
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50 by implementing the following 
crash reduction measures (as recognized by the Indiana Design Manual):  adding capacity by improving 
the facility to a four-lane facility, adding a median and separate left-turn lanes, improving access control 
through the elimination and consolidation of driveways, realigning the horizontal and vertical geometry to 
contemporary standards and higher design speed, and reducing the number of traffic impediments.  
When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well 
and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to reduction of crashes for a 30 year period 
after the opening of the facility over the No-Build Condition.  However, there is no reduction in total truck 
traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 or any associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries 
through downtown.  The alternative also retains safety issues related to the Jennings County School 
Complex such as high traffic volumes, particularly trucks, and potential pedestrian conflicts. 
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would not perform well related to its ability to facilitate access to 
existing and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  
Increased traffic congestion along SR 7 and SR 3 north of North Vernon would not be conducive to 
development in the northern North Vernon area.  Important artery and access routes to industrial and 
commercial employment concentrations, such as SR 3/SR 7 and existing US 50, would not have an 
improved LOS in the year 2030. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is not consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors as it does not achieve the design standards 
for a “statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also not consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited 
access facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings 
County Comprehensive Plan 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above.        
 
The One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative meets the purposes and needs identified for 
this project.  This alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 

The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with the 
One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is approximately 
12.2 miles long and has an associated estimated Total Cost of $158.2 million.  It utilizes essentially the 
same amount of the existing US 50 right-of-way as the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon 
Alternative and would result in no relinquishment of US 50 to the local agency.  Regarding property 
access, it would have essentially the same number of driveways and frontage roads (impediments) and 
more breaks in limited access as the Added Travel Lanes Through North Vernon Alternative.  
 
This alternative would require an estimated 300 acres of new right-of-way, of which 51 acres are forested, 
no wetlands, 4 acres are floodplains, and 25 acres are farmland.  Approximately 11 streams would be 
crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 67 residential, 59 businesses, and no farm 
relocations and would result in 20 residential and three business loss of property access.  It would also 
potentially impact 19 hazardous material sites and would have no impact to State Forest Lands or 
City/County Parks. 
 
This alternative passes through two NRHP historic districts, the Walnut Street Historic District and the 
North Vernon Downtown Historic District.  It would not directly take any structures within the Walnut Street 
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Historic District but would directly take several commercial buildings within the North Vernon Downtown 
Historic District.  A SHPO representative expressed concern for impacts to this district resulting from this 
preliminary alternative.  In correspondence dated 3/30/07 stated, “such an extensive amount of demolition 
would have a dramatically adverse effect on the North Vernon Downtown Historic District.” This 
alternative also passes thru the IHSSI historic district, the Couchman Historic District, potentially taking 
six houses.  In addition to individual structures with the above mentioned districts, two Contributing 
structures may be taken by the right-of-way for this preliminary alternative including the Haines Curve 
Railroad Trestle (Survey 023 in Spencer Township) and the Fred Matthew’s House (Survey 042 in North 
Vernon Scattered Sites).  Also within the preliminary alternative are two of the concrete bridges found in 
Cooper’s book.  One filled spandrel arch bridge carries US 50 over Indian. The other open spandrel arch 
bridge carries US 50 over the Muscatatuck River, which, according to Dr. Cooper’s book, is an NRHP 
Candidate.  All of these properties are possible Section 106 impacts.  This alternative impacts two 
potential Section 4(f) sites, one NRHP listed districts and one NRHP candidate bridge. 
 
Conclusion 

A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative has relatively low impacts to natural environmental 
resources, it will have significant adverse traffic-related impacts SR 3 and SR 7, drawing additional traffic 
down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of North Vernon to existing US 50.  It also has significantly high 
impacts associated with the human environment, historic properties and historic districts and potential 
Section 4(f) impacts.  The alternative provides better traffic congestion relief than the Added Travel Lanes 
Through North Vernon Preliminary Alternative; however, it would significantly change the use and 
character of Poplar Street due to traffic increases.  Given that the alternative results in a continuing 
unacceptable LOS on US 50 at the SR 3/SR 7 signalized intersection (operating at a LOS E) that would 
require major improvements to SR 3/7 intersection that may include an additional southbound through 
lane and separate right-turn lanes on some of the approaches, requires further improvements at the 
Hayden Pike unsignalized intersection, does not eliminate traffic impediments associated with an at-grade 
railroad crossing (approximately 2 trains per day) and sharp turns in North Vernon, experiences 
unacceptable LOS associated with SR 7 and SR 3 north of North Vernon, fails to reduce truck traffic and 
hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, has traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings 
County School Complex, does not facilitate access to existing and future employment concentrations in 
the City of North Vernon and Jennings County, intensifies traffic related issues related to MUTC convoy 
traffic problems thru North Vernon, has high residential relocations and loss of access, high business 
relocations and loss of access, has potential historic property and historic district impacts and has 
potential Section 4(f) impacts, the One-Way Pair Through North Vernon Alternative was eliminated 
from further consideration.  
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative A 

 
Figure 6.9:  Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative A 

Preliminary Alternative A is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed 
above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the existing US 50 roadway and 
the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the north right-of-way for the CSX 
railroad, to O&M Avenue where it makes a northerly turn.  It continues north to a point north of CR 200 N 
where it makes a northeasterly turn and transitions to an urban five-lane, limited access facility.  It 
continues northeasterly crossing SR 7 just south of CR 300 N and crossing SR 3 just south of CR 350 N.  
It then makes an easterly turn and follows existing CR 350 N easterly to CR 75 W where it transitions to a 
rural four-lane, limited access facility.  The alternative continues eastward to the eastern edge of Selmier 
State Forest where it makes a southeasterly turn and crosses the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  
It continues in a southeasterly direction, and bridges the CSX Railroad and existing US 50 pavement just 
west of CR 300 E.  The alternative then makes a northeasterly turn and rejoins the existing US 50 
alignment approximately ¼ mile west of the MUTC entrance where it remains a rural four-lane, limited 
access facility.  It continues northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 
to just east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 
50.  In the eastern section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be 
parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as 
future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed south of the 
existing roadway.  The alternative is approximately 14.0 miles in length.  This alternative closely 
represents the Far North bypass alternative identified in the Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 

Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS D for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and Madison 
Street/Short Street/5th Street signalized intersections.  The US 50 at SR 3/SR 7 signalized intersection 
would operate at a substandard LOS.  Some further improvement (reduction of 8 seconds in vehicle 
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delay) will be needed at the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 to improve the LOS from E to D.  The 
alternative also achieves acceptable LOS in the year 2030 for all eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic 
movements and all of the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic movements at the 
eight significant unsignalized intersection approaches with the exception of the southbound Brownstown 
Road traffic movement.  Additional intersection analysis at this location would be required to determine 
specific improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS.   This alternative achieves a minimum 
acceptable mainline LOS on most of the segments.  The exception is between CR 425E and the Ripley 
County Line (approximately 5.7 miles), where the LOS in this rural area is a substandard D in the year 
2030.  The alternative terminates west of this segment and transitions from the proposed four-lane facility 
to the existing two-lane facility.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary 
alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related 
to diversion of total traffic.  It also performed well and was grouped with the highest performers related to 
diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.  The diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic to the new terrain 
preliminary alternatives north of US 50 will also reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 and SR 7 
north of US 50.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to average daily 
traffic volumes.  Traffic impediments will be reduced with the elimination of two traffic signals and no at-
grade railroad crossings will exist for traffic diverted from US 50.   
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  An indicator of improved safety 
is the extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher crash 
rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates.  This alternative attracts the greatest 
vehicle-miles of travel from lower functional class facilities when compared to other Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternatives.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to reduction of 
crashes for a 30 year period after the opening of the facility over the No-Build Condition.  Additionally, for 
this alternative there is a reduction in total truck traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 and an 
associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries through downtown.   
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50.  The alternative is close enough to North Vernon to 
have a positive impact on traffic by diverting traffic from existing US 50 but not too close to preclude 
future economic development to north of North Vernon.  It also better serves the industrial park expansion 
to the north due to its close proximity; however, it may have negative effects relative to expansion of the 
North Vernon Airport due to its close proximity, although a southward extension of runways is unlikely due 
existing urban structures. 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited access 
facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative A meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This alternative 
was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
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Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 

The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Preliminary Alternative A are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is approximately 14.0 miles long and has 
an associated estimated Total Cost of $163.7 million.  It would result in a substantial amount of 
relinquishment of US 50 to local agencies.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 492 acres of new right-of-way, of which 153 acres are 
forested, 5.5 acres are wetlands, 10 acres are floodplains, and 251 acres are farmland.  Approximately 12 
streams would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 43 residential, 6 
businesses, and one farm relocation and would result in 9 residential and no business loss of property 
access.  This alternative would have no impact on hazardous material sites or City/County Parks but 
would impact one State Forest Lands, the Selmier State Forest. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact one Contributing property, the William H. Haines Farm (Survey 
022 in Spencer Township).  Also worthy of mention are two sites located inside Selmier State Forest.  
One site is the former First Baptist Church of North Vernon which was used from 1848-1866. The only 
thing remaining at the site is a set of steps.  The other site is the location where a preacher was buried; 
the tombstone is still visible.  This preliminary alternative goes through the northern portion of Selmier 
State Forest and would likely impact these sites (See correspondence dated 4/3/07 from Selmier State 
Forest Property Manager).  If this preliminary alternative is chosen for further study, these sites will need 
to be investigated further.  All of these properties are possible Section 106 impacts.  This alternative 
impacts two potential Section 4(f) sites, the Selmier State Forest and the Saint Anne’s Golf Course. This 
preliminary alternative will take property from the southern portion of Saint Anne’s Golf Course, including 
portions of the greens.  Saint Anne’s is a publicly-owned, privately managed golf course located at Base 
Road and CR 350.  Because this golf course is publicly owned, but privately managed, the Section 4(f) 
status of this property should be investigated further if this preliminary alternative is chosen for more 
detailed study. 
 
Conclusion 

A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative has relatively low impacts to natural environment 
resources and the human environment, it has higher associated potential historic property and potential 
Section 4(f) impacts.  Regarding traffic performance, this alternative will require further improvements to 
the signalized intersection of US 50 at SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) and to the southbound traffic movements 
at Brownstown Road to improve the LOS of the intersections.  When compared to the other North Vernon 
bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related 
to diversion of total traffic and was grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic 
from existing US 50.  It performed well regarding the diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic north of US 50 
and will reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 and SR 7 north of US 50.  This alternative was 
also grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to average daily traffic volumes.  Given the high 
traffic performance, reduction of truck traffic and hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, 
reduced traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings County School Complex, improved access to existing 
and future employment concentrations north of the City of North Vernon, reduced traffic related issues 
associated with MUTC convoy traffic thru North Vernon, lower residential relocations and loss of access, 
lower business relocations and loss of access, lower farmland impacts and lower wetland impacts, 
Preliminary Alternative A was recommended to be carried forward for additional NEPA analysis.  It 
is also recommended that measures aimed at reducing the right-of-way width from CR 75 W to the 
Muscatatuck River Bridge (i.e. reduced median width, urban typical section, etc.) with the goal of 
avoiding and/or minimizing impacts to the potential Section 4(f) resources should be investigated.  
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative B 

 
Figure 6.10: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative B 

 

Preliminary Alternative B is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed 
above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the existing US 50 roadway and 
the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the north right-of-way for the CSX 
railroad.  It makes a northerly turn at O&M Avenue, and continues north to approximately 0.5 mile north of 
CR 200 N where it makes an easterly turn and transitions to an urban five-lane, limited access facility.  It 
continues east crossing SR 7 and then SR 3 approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N.  East of SR 3 the 
alternative transitions to a rural four-lane, limited access facility.  It continues eastward to just east of CR 
20 W (N. Base Road) where it makes a southeasterly turn, and bridges the Vernon Fork of the 
Muscatatuck River and the CSX Railroad.  The alternative makes an easterly turn and bridges the CSX 
Railroad and existing US 50 pavement and joins existing US 50 just east of Deer Creek Road where it 
remains a rural four-lane, limited access facility.  It continues northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited 
access facility along existing US 50 to just east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a 
two-lane facility to match existing US 50.  In the eastern section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing 
US 50, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the 
location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would 
be constructed south of the existing roadway.  The alternative is approximately 12.6 miles in length.  This 
alternative closely represents the Near North bypass alternative identified in the Jennings County 
Thoroughfare Plan 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS D for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and Madison 
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Street/Short Street/5th Street signalized intersections.  It is the only build alternate which results in an 
acceptable LOS at the US 50 and SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) signalized intersection.  The alternative also 
achieves acceptable LOS in the year 2030 for all eastbound and westbound US 50 traffic movements and 
all of the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic movements at the eight significant 
unsignalized intersection approaches with the exception of the southbound Brownstown Road traffic 
movement.  Additional intersection analysis at this location would be required to determine specific 
improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS.   This alternative achieves a minimum 
acceptable mainline LOS on most of the segments.  The exception is between Main Street and the Ripley 
County Line (approximately 5.7 miles), where the LOS in this rural area is a substandard D in the year 
2030.  The alternative terminates west of this segment and transitions from the proposed four-lane facility 
to the existing two-lane facility.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary 
alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the highest performers of alternatives 
related to diversion of total traffic.  It also performed well and was grouped with the highest performers 
related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.  The diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic to the new 
terrain preliminary alternatives north of US 50 will also reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 
and SR 7 north of US 50.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to average daily 
traffic volumes.  Traffic impediments will be reduced with the elimination of two traffic signals and no at-
grade railroad crossings will exist for traffic diverted from US 50.   
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  An indicator of improved safety 
is the extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher crash 
rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates.  When compared to the other North Vernon 
bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of 
alternatives related to reduction of crashes for a 30 year period after the opening of the facility over the 
No-Build Condition.  Additionally, for this alternative there is a reduction in total truck traffic in downtown 
North Vernon on US 50 and an associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50.  The alternative is close enough to North Vernon to 
have a positive impact on traffic by diverting traffic from existing US 50 but not too close to preclude 
future economic development to north of North Vernon.  It does not serve the industrial park expansion to 
north as well as the more northern bypass preliminary alternatives (Preliminary Alternatives A, C and D). 
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited access 
facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative B meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This alternative 
was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
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Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Preliminary Alternative B are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is approximately 12.6 miles long and has 
an associated estimated Total Cost of $156.7 million.  It would result in a substantial amount of 
relinquishment of US 50 to local agencies.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 448 acres of new right-of-way, of which 87 acres are forested, 
0.8 acres are wetlands, 3 acres are floodplains, and 215 acres are farmland.  Approximately 13 streams 
would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 66 residential, 16 businesses, and 
one farm relocation and would also result in 6 residential and two business loss of property access.  This 
alternative would have no impact hazardous material sites and would not have impacts to State Forest 
Lands or to City/County Parks. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact three Contributing properties, one farm (Survey 015 in Center 
Township) on CR 20 W, north of US 50, the William H. Haines Farm (Survey 022 in Spencer Township), 
and a house (Survey 011 in Center Township) on CR 75 W, north of US 50. All of these properties are 
possible Section 106 impacts.  There are no potential Section 4(f) impacts associated with this 
alternative. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative has relatively low impacts to natural environment 
resources, it has higher associated human environment impacts related to residential and business 
relocations and loss of property access and potential historic property impacts.  Regarding traffic 
performance, this alternative will require further improvements to the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 
and to the northbound and southbound traffic movements at Brownstown Road improve the LOS of the 
intersections.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative 
was grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of total traffic and was grouped with the 
highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.  It performed well regarding the 
diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic north of US 50 and will reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 
and SR 7 north of US 50.  This alternative was also grouped with the middle range of alternatives related 
to average daily traffic volumes.  Given the high traffic performance, reduction of truck traffic and 
hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, reduced traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings 
County School Complex, improved access to existing and future employment concentrations north of the 
City of North Vernon, reduced traffic related issues associated with MUTC convoy traffic thru North 
Vernon, lower farmland impacts, lower wetland impacts and lower floodplain impacts, Preliminary 
Alternative B was recommended to be carried forward for additional NEPA analysis.   
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative C 

 
Figure 6.11: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative C 

 
Preliminary Alternative C is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed 
above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the existing US 50 roadway and 
the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the north right-of-way for the CSX 
railroad.  It makes a northerly turn at O&M Avenue, and continues north to approximately 0.5 mile north of 
CR 200 N where it makes a northeasterly turn and transitions to an urban five-lane, limited access facility.    
It continues northeast crossing SR 7 approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N then crosses SR 3 just 
south of CR 350 N where it transitions to a rural four-lane, limited access facility.  It continues 
northeasterly, crossing CR 450 N, and then turns in an easterly direction just north of the North Vernon 
Airport.  It continues easterly to just east of CR 150 E where it makes a southerly turn and crosses the 
Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  It continues southerly bridging the CSX Railroad and existing US 
50 just west of CR 300 E.  The alternative then makes a northeasterly turn and rejoins the existing US 50 
alignment approximately ¼ mile west of the MUTC entrance where it remains a rural four-lane, limited 
access facility.  It continues northeastward as a rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 
to just east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 
50.  In the eastern section of the alternative, after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be 
parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as 
future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes for the alternative would be constructed south of the 
existing roadway.  The alternative is approximately 15.0 miles in length. 
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Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS D for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and Madison 
Street/Short Street/5th Street signalized intersections.  The US 50 at SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) signalized 
intersection would operate at a substandard LOS.  Some further improvement (reduction of 13 seconds in 
vehicle delay) will be needed at the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 to improve the LOS from E to D.  
The alternative also achieves acceptable LOS in the year 2030 for all eastbound and westbound US 50 
traffic movements and all of the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound traffic movements at 
the eight significant unsignalized intersection approaches with the exception of the southbound 
Brownstown Road traffic movement.  Additional intersection analysis at this location would be required to 
determine specific improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS.   This alternative achieves a 
minimum acceptable mainline LOS on most of the segments.  The exception is between Main Street and 
the Ripley County Line (approximately 5.7 miles), where the LOS in this rural area is a substandard D in 
the year 2030.  The alternative terminates west of this segment and transitions from the proposed four-
lane facility to the existing two-lane facility.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass 
preliminary alternatives, this alternative is the worst in diversion of total traffic and is the worst at diversion 
of truck traffic from existing US 50.  This is largely due to its circuitous route east of SR 3.  However, the 
diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic to the new terrain preliminary alternative north of US 50 will reduce the 
magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 and SR 7 north of US 50.  When compared to the other North 
Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative carries the lowest average traffic volumes and 
drops under 5,000 vehicles per day as it crosses the Muscatatuck River.  Traffic impediments will be 
reduced with the elimination of two traffic signals and no at-grade railroad crossings will exist for traffic 
diverted from US 50.  Additionally, the route geometry associated with the northeastward alignment of this 
alternative north of North Vernon would require more extensive local road realignments to improve the 
angle of intersection than the other bypass alternatives. 
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  An indicator of improved safety 
is the extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher crash 
rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates.  When compared to the other North Vernon 
bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of 
alternatives related to reduction of crashes for a 30 year period after the opening of the facility over the 
No-Build Condition.  Additionally, for this alternative there is a reduction in total truck traffic in downtown 
North Vernon on US 50 and an associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50.  The alternative is close enough to North Vernon to 
have a positive impact on traffic by diverting traffic from existing US 50 but not too close to preclude 
future economic development to north of North Vernon.  It serves the industrial park expansion to north 
better than many of the other more southern bypass preliminary alternatives (Preliminary Alternatives A, 
B and E); however, it may have negative effects relative to expansion of the North Vernon Airport due to 
its close proximity, although a southward extension of runways is unlikely due existing urban structures.  
The northeastward alignment of this alternative as it passes through the future industrial area north of 
North Vernon diagonally divides some of the property and could reduce the usable expansion area.  
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited access 
facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative C meets the purposes and needs identified for this project. This alternative 
was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Preliminary Alternative C are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is approximately 15.0 miles long and has 
an associated estimated Total Cost of $180.2 million.  It would result in a substantial amount of 
relinquishment of US 50 to local agencies.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 552 acres of new right-of-way, of which 136 acres are 
forested, 7.4 acres are wetlands, 6 acres are floodplains, and 357 acres are farmland.  Approximately 16 
streams would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 33 residential, 5 
businesses, and one farm relocation and would result in 1 residential and no business loss of property 
access.  This alternative would have no impacts to hazardous material sites and would not impact State 
Forest Lands or City/County Parks. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact one Contributing property, the William H. Haines Farm (Survey 
022 in Spencer Township). This property is a possible Section 106 impact.  There are no potential 
Section 4(f) impacts associated with this alternative. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative has relatively low impacts to the human environment, it is 
the worst traffic performer of the bypass preliminary alternatives and has higher associated natural 
environment impacts related to farmland impacts, forest impacts and wetland impacts.  Regarding traffic 
performance, this alternative will require further improvements to the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 
(State Street) and to the southbound traffic movement at Brownstown Road to improve the LOS of the 
intersections.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative 
was the worst performer related to diversion of total traffic and the diversion of truck traffic from existing 
US 50.  This is largely due to its circuitous route east of SR 3.  The diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic to 
the new terrain preliminary alternative north of US 50 will reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 
and SR 7 north of US 50.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative carries the lowest average traffic volumes.  Additionally, the route geometry associated with 
the northeastward alignment of this alternative north of North Vernon would require more extensive local 
road realignments to improve the angle of intersection than the other bypass alternatives.  The alternative 
results in a reduction of truck traffic and hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, reduced 
traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings County School Complex, reduced traffic related issues 
associated with MUTC convoy traffic thru North Vernon and improved access to existing and future 
employment concentrations north of the City of North Vernon although the northeastward alignment of 
this alternative as it passes through the future industrial area north of North Vernon diagonally divides 
some of the property and could reduce the usable expansion area.  Given the poor traffic performance 
and high natural environment impacts, Preliminary Alternative C was eliminated from further 
consideration. 
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative D 

 
Figure 6.12: Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative D 

 
Preliminary Alternative D is a northern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed 
above.  At CR 575 W, it would make a northeasterly turn and bridge over the existing US 50 roadway and 
the CSX Railroad.  It continues in a northeasterly direction, paralleling the north right-of-way for the CSX 
railroad.  It makes a northerly turn at O&M Avenue, and continues north to approximately 0.5 mile north of 
CR 200 N where it makes a northeasterly turn and transitions to an urban five-lane, limited access facility.   
It continues northeast crossing SR 7 approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 200 N then crosses SR 3 just 
south of CR 350 N where it transitions to a rural four-lane, limited access facility.  It continues 
northeasterly to a point approximately 0.5 mile north of CR 650 N and approximately 0.5 mile west of CR 
300 E where it turns in an easterly direction.  It continues easterly just north of the Southeast Purdue 
Agricultural Center (SEPAC) and the MUTC, crosses the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River just west 
of CR 600 E, and then makes a southeasterly turn just east of CR 600 E.  It continues southeasterly 
again crossing the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River near CR 750 E and bridging the CSX Railroad 
and existing US 50 just west of CR 830 E.  The alternative then makes an easterly turn, rejoins existing 
US 50 approximately ½ mile west of the Ripley/Jennings County Line where it transitions to a two-lane 
facility to match existing US 50 and terminates at the Jennings/Ripley County Line.  The alternative is 
approximately 18.8 miles in length.   
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS D for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and Madison 
Street/Short Street/5th Street signalized intersections.  The US 50 at SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) signalized 
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intersection would operate at a substandard LOS.  Some further improvement (reduction of 15 seconds in 
vehicle delay) will be needed at the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) to improve the 
LOS from E to D.  The alternative also achieves acceptable LOS in the year 2030 for all eastbound and 
westbound US 50 traffic movements and all of the intersecting roadway northbound and southbound 
traffic movements at the eight significant unsignalized intersection approaches with the exception of the 
southbound Brownstown Road traffic movement.  Additional intersection analysis at this location would be 
required to determine specific improvements necessary to improve the intersection LOS.   This alternative 
is the only to achieve acceptable LOS on all mainline segments.    This is due to this alternative being a 
four-lane facility on new alignment around Butlerville while all other alternatives terminate west of 
Butlerville and maintain the existing alignment as a two-lane facility through Butlerville.  When compared 
to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well and was 
grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to diversion of total traffic.  It also performed well 
and was grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.  This 
is largely due to its distance away from existing US 50.  The diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic to the new 
terrain preliminary alternatives north of US 50 will also reduce the magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 
and SR 7 north of US 50.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to average daily 
traffic volumes.  Traffic impediments will be reduced with the elimination of two traffic signals and no at-
grade railroad crossings will exist for traffic diverted from US 50.   
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  An indicator of improved safety 
is the extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher crash 
rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates.  When compared to the other North Vernon 
bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the middle range of 
alternatives related to reduction of crashes for a 30 year period after the opening of the facility over the 
No-Build Condition.  Additionally, for this alternative there is a reduction in total truck traffic in downtown 
North Vernon on US 50 and an associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries through downtown.   
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would improve of the LOS in the year 
2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon and also improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50.  The alternative is close enough to North Vernon to 
have a positive impact on traffic by diverting traffic from existing US 50 but not too close to preclude 
future economic development to north of North Vernon.  It serves the industrial park expansion to north 
better than many of the other more southern bypass preliminary alternatives (Preliminary Alternatives A, 
B and E); however, it may have negative effects relative to expansion of the North Vernon Airport due to 
its close proximity, although a southward extension of runways is unlikely due existing urban structures.   
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited access 
facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative D meets the purposes and needs identified for this project.  This 
alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
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Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Preliminary Alternative D are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is approximately 18.8 miles long and has 
an associated estimated Total Cost of $212.1 million.  It would result in the greatest length of US 50 
relinquished to local agencies.   
 
This alternative would have higher associated natural impacts than any other bypass alternative and 
would require an estimated 718 acres of new right-of-way, of which 216 acres are forested, 9.9 acres are 
wetlands, 14 acres are floodplains and 451 acres are farmland.  Approximately 21 streams would be 
crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 41 residential, no businesses, and three farm 
relocations and would result in 2 residential and no business loss of property access.  This alternative 
would have no impacts to hazardous material sites and would not have impacts to State Forest Lands or 
to City/County Parks. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact four Contributing properties consisting of one house, one 
cemetery, and two farms.  The house is the Hiram Elliott House (Survey 002 in Campbell Township). The 
second property is the Otter Creek Cemetery located on CR 750 E.  The third property is a farm located 
on 550 N, north of US 50 (Survey 039 in Sand Creek Township).  The forth property is the William H. 
Haines Farm (Survey 022 in Spencer Township).  All of these properties are possible Section 106 
impacts.  There are no potential Section 4(f) impacts associated with this alternative. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative has relatively low impacts to the human environment, it 
has higher impacts to potential historic properties, has higher associated natural environment impacts 
related to farmland impacts, forest impacts, wetland impacts, stream crossings and floodplain impacts.  
Regarding traffic performance, this alternative will require further improvements to the signalized 
intersection of SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) and to the southbound traffic movement at Brownstown Road to 
improve the LOS of the intersections.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary 
alternatives, this alternative was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to diversion of total 
traffic and was grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 
50.  It performed well regarding the diversion of SR 3 and SR 7 traffic north of US 50 and will reduce the 
magnitude of delay to traffic on SR 3 and SR 7 north of US 50.  This alternative was also grouped with 
the middle range of alternatives related to average daily traffic volumes.  The alternative results in a 
reduction of truck traffic and hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, reduced 
traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings County School Complex, reduced traffic related issues 
associated with MUTC convoy traffic thru North Vernon and improved access to existing and future 
employment concentrations north of the City of North Vernon.  Given the high traffic performance, 
reduction of truck traffic and hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, reduced 
traffic/pedestrian conflicts at the Jennings County School Complex, improved access to existing and 
future employment concentrations north of the City of North Vernon, reduced traffic related issues 
associated with MUTC convoy traffic thru North Vernon, lower residential relocations and loss of access 
and lower business relocations and loss of access, Preliminary Alternative D was recommended to be 
carried forward for additional NEPA analysis.  . 
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Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative E 

 
Figure 6.13:  Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative E 

Preliminary Alternative E is a southern alternative that begins as a rural four-lane limited access facility 
at CR 575 W where it would connect to any of the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives discussed 
above.  At CR 575 W it would make a northeasterly turn and continue northeasterly to just east of CR 400 
W where it would make an easterly turn and rejoin the existing US 50 alignment.  It would follow the 
existing US 50 alignment eastward to CR 250 W where it departs existing US 50 and makes a slight 
northeasterly turn, just south of the North Vernon Junior/Senior High School complex.  The alternative 
continues in a northeasterly direction to South Norris Avenue where it makes an easterly turn and 
continues easterly along the north edge of the Muscatatuck County Park.  It crosses SR 7/SR 3 and 
continues in an easterly direction crossing the Madison Railroad with an at-grade crossing and bridging 
the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  It continues easterly for approximately 1-mile and then makes 
a northeasterly turn.  The alternative continues northeasterly and rejoins the existing US 50 alignment 
near CR 175 E where it remains a rural four-lane, limited access facility.  It continues northeastward as a 
rural four-lane, limited access facility along existing US 50 to just east of the MUTC entrance at US 50 
where it transitions to a two-lane facility to match existing US 50.  In the eastern section of the alternative, 
after it rejoins existing US 50, the alternative would be parallel and adjacent to the CSX railroad right-of-
way.  It would utilize the location of existing US 50 as future westbound lanes and future eastbound lanes 
for the alternative would be constructed south of the existing roadway.  The alternative is approximately 
11.4 miles in length.  This alternative closely represents the South bypass alternative identified in the 
Jennings County Thoroughfare Plan. 
 
Phase 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Traffic Congestion: This alternative would reduce congestion on US 50.  It achieves a minimum 
acceptable LOS D for US 50 traffic movements in the year 2030 at the Norris Avenue and Madison 
Street/Short Street/5th Street signalized intersections.  The US 50 at SR 3/SR 7 (State Street) signalized 
intersection would operate at a substandard LOS.  Some further improvement (reduction of 51 seconds in 
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vehicle delay) will be needed at the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 to improve the LOS from F to D.  
The alternate also achieves acceptable LOS in the year 2030 for all eight significant unsignalized 
intersection approaches, including Brownstown Road.  This alternative achieves a minimum acceptable 
mainline LOS on most of the segments.  The exceptions are between CR 425 W and Main Street and 
from Main Street the Ripley County Line (approximately 5.7 miles), where the LOS in this rural area is a 
substandard D in the year 2030.  The alternative terminates west of this segment and transitions from the 
proposed four-lane facility to the existing two-lane facility.  When compared to the other North Vernon 
bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the highest 
performers related to diversion of total traffic.  It also performed relatively well and was grouped with the 
highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.  It was the lowest of this 
grouping and only higher that Preliminary Alternative C in truck traffic diversion.  This is largely due to the 
industrial areas being located north of North Vernon.  This indicates that three of the four northern new 
terrain preliminary alternatives are more effective than the southern new terrain preliminary alternative in 
serving truck traffic to the industrial and regional commercial areas on the north side of North Vernon.  
When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well 
and was grouped with the middle range of alternatives related to average daily traffic volumes.  Traffic 
impediments will be reduced with the elimination of two traffic signals; however, there will be one at-grade 
railroad crossing (approximately 2 trains per day) located on the east approach of the US 50 and SR3/SR 
7 intersection for traffic diverted from US 50.  Increased traffic from the north side of North Vernon along 
SR 3/SR 7 from Madison Street to existing US 50 (Walnut Street), existing US 50 (Walnut Street) from 
State Street (SR 3/SR 7) to Norris Avenue and Norris Avenue from existing US 50 (Walnut Street) 
southward to the new terrain preliminary alternative result in greater delays along these roadways.  This 
alternative will have the most significant adverse impact on other roadways drawing additional traffic 
down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of North Vernon to existing US 50.  It will also result in traffic 
increases of more than 70% on Norris Avenue from existing US 50 to the new terrain facility.  The 
alternative is, however, the most effective of the bypass alternatives in removing traffic from US 50 at the 
Jennings County School Complex. 
 
Traffic Safety: This alternative would improve safety on existing US 50.  An indicator of improved safety 
is the extent to which vehicle-miles of travel shift from lower functional class facilities with higher crash 
rates to high functional class facilities with lower crash rates.  When compared to the other North Vernon 
bypass preliminary alternatives, this alternative performed well and was grouped with the highest 
performers related to reduction of crashes for a 30 year period after the opening of the facility over the 
No-Build Condition.  This alternative is the most effective in reducing traffic on the north side of the 
Jennings County School Complex thereby improving pedestrian and bicycle access as well as vehicular 
access, and has the potential to provide access to the complex from the south in addition to the current 
access to the north along existing US 50.  Additionally, for this alternative there is a reduction in total truck 
traffic in downtown North Vernon on US 50 and an associated reduction in hazardous materials deliveries 
through downtown. 
 
Facilitate Access: This alternative would not facilitate access to existing and future employment 
concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County.  It would not improve of the LOS in the 
year 2030 for arterial entry routes (US 50, SR 3, and SR 7) to North Vernon or improve the LOS on 
access routes to industrial and commercial employment concentrations in North Vernon along US 50, SR 
3 and SR 7 and in Jennings County along US 50.  It fails to serves the industrial park expansion to the 
north of North Vernon.   
 
Consistency with Transportation Plans: This alternative is consistent with the INDOT 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan for Statewide Mobility Corridors and achieves the design standards for a 
“statewide mobility corridor”.  It is also consistent with the recommendation of a four-lane, limited access 
facility around North Vernon (as set forth in the Thoroughfare Plan component of the Jennings County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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Enhance National Security: This alternative would enhance national security.  There would be a 
reduction of travel time between Camp Atterbury and the MUTC and between Crane Division Naval 
Surface Warfare Center and MUTC.  This is accomplished by improving the mobility and reducing traffic 
congestion as described above. 
 
Preliminary Alternative E meets the purposes and needs identified for this project.  This 
alternative was advanced to Phase 2 of the screening process. 
 
Phase 2: Socio-Economic and Environmental Impacts 
 
The potential socio-economic and environmental impacts and total cost estimates associated with 
Preliminary Alternative E are listed in Table 6.2.  This alternative is approximately 11.4 miles long and has 
an associated estimated Total Cost of $147.5 million.  It would result in a substantial amount of 
relinquishment of US 50 to local agencies.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 401 acres of new right-of-way, of which 156 acres are 
forested, no wetlands, 8 acres are floodplains, and 156 acres are farmland.  Approximately 12 streams 
would be crossed by the alternative.  It would result in approximately 52 residential, 5 businesses, and no 
farm relocations and would result in 17 residential and one business loss of property access.  This 
alternative would have no impact hazardous material sites and would not impact State Forest Lands but 
would impact one City/County Park, the Muscatatuck County Park. 
 
This alternative could potentially impact one concrete bridge found in Cooper’s book. The bridge is the 
filled-spandrel arch carrying US 50 over Indian Creek. This property is a possible Section 106 impact.  
This alternative impacts one potential Section 4(f) site, the Muscatatuck County Park.  It will take 
approximately 13 acres from the northern portion of the Muscatatuck County Park.  Land use in this area 
is primarily forested and this impact will likely require the reconfiguration of the main park road and hiking 
trails. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts of other Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives as summarized in 
Table 6.2 was completed.  While this alternative is a good traffic performer related to total traffic and truck 
traffic diversion and has relatively low impacts to the natural environment, it has high impacts to the 
human environment, potential Section 4(f) impacts and traffic-related concerns related to significant 
adverse impact on other roadways drawing additional traffic down SR 3 and SR 7 from the north side of 
North Vernon to existing US 50 and southward to the alternative.  Regarding traffic performance, this 
alternative will require further improvements to the signalized intersection of SR 3/SR 7 to improve the 
LOS of the intersection.  When compared to the other North Vernon bypass preliminary alternatives, this 
alternative was grouped with the highest performers related to diversion of total traffic and was grouped 
with the highest performers related to diversion of truck traffic from existing US 50.  It was the lowest of 
this grouping and only higher that Preliminary Alternative C in truck traffic diversion.  This is largely due to 
the industrial areas being located north of North Vernon.  This alternative was also grouped with the 
middle range of alternatives related to average daily traffic volumes.  It results in a reduction of truck 
traffic and hazardous material deliveries through North Vernon, reduced traffic related issues associated 
with MUTC convoy traffic thru North Vernon, and is the most effective of the bypass alternatives in 
removing traffic from US 50 at the Jennings County School Complex.  This is the only bypass alternative 
that has traffic-related concerns related to considerable adverse impact on other roadways that results in 
significant increases in traffic volumes on SR 3/SR 7 north of existing US 50 (Walnut Street), on existing 
US 50 (Walnut Street) from State Street (SR 3/SR 7) to Norris Avenue and on Norris Avenue from 
existing US 50 (Walnut Street) southward to the new terrain preliminary alternative resulting in greater 
delays along these roadways.  It is anticipated that this segment of Norris Avenue will experience traffic 
increases of more than 70%.  This alternative is the only bypass alternative that will have an at-grade 
railroad crossing (approximately 2 trains per day), located on the east approach of the US 50 and 
SR7/SR 3 intersection for traffic diverted from US 50.  This alternative would not facilitate access to 
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existing and future employment concentrations in the City of North Vernon and Jennings County as it fails 
to serves the industrial park expansion to the north of North Vernon.  It has potential Section 4(f) impacts 
to the Muscatatuck County Park, has higher associated residential and business relocations and higher 
residential and business loss of access.     
 
Given the traffic-related concerns related to considerable adverse impacts on other roadways that results 
in significant increases in traffic volumes on SR 3/SR 7 north of existing US 50 (Walnut Street) and on 
Norris Avenue from existing US 50 (Walnut Street) southward to the new terrain preliminary alternative, 
major roadway improvements (added travel lanes and turn-lanes) necessary along SR 3/SR 7 from the 
alternative northward to north of existing US 50 (Walnut Street) to accommodate increased traffic 
volumes, failure to serve the industrial park expansion to the north of North Vernon, the presence of an 
at-grade railroad crossing (approximately 2 trains per day), potential Section 4(f) impacts, higher 
residential and business relocations and loss of access, Preliminary Alternative E was eliminated from 
further consideration. 



US 50 North Vernon Study  
Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 

Chapter 6 – Evaluation of Alternatives 
Section 6.3 – Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further NEPA Study 6-53

6.3  Summary of Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further NEPA 
Study 

For analysis and evaluation purposes, the Study Area was divided into two sections, a Western Section 
from US 31 eastward to CR 575 W, and an Eastern Section from CR 575 W to the eastern terminus of the 
project.  The dividing line of the two sections, CR 575 W, is the area where the preliminary bypass 
alternatives around North Vernon begin.  For the analysis of impacts related to each of the Preliminary 
Alternatives, each preliminary alternative was analyzed and evaluated as either a Western Section or an 
Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative.   

6.3.1  Western Section Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further NEPA 
Study 

The following Western Section Preliminary Alternatives were recommended for further NEPA study (see 
Figure 6.14) with the associated additional recommendation.  A detailed description of each alternative 
can be found in Chapter 5. 
 

• Preliminary Alternative W1 

• Preliminary Alternative W2 

o It is also recommended that additional analysis should be completed at the US 50 Bridge 
over Sixmile Creek with the goal of avoiding and/or minimizing impacts to wetlands and 
forests. 

• Preliminary Alternative W3 
 
 

 

Figure 6.14:  Western Section Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further 
NEPA Study (Preliminary Alternatives W1, W2 and W3) 
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6.3.2  Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further NEPA 
Study 

The following Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives were recommended for further NEPA study (see 
Figure 6.15) with the associated additional recommendation.  A detailed description of each alternative 
can be found in Chapter 5. 

• Preliminary Alternative A 

o It is also recommended that measures aimed at reducing the right-of-way width from CR 
75 W to the Muscatatuck River Bridge (i.e. reduced median width, urban typical section, 
etc.) with the goal of avoiding and/or minimizing impacts to the potential Section 4(f) 
resources should be investigated. 

• Preliminary Alternative B  

• Preliminary Alternative D 

 

 

 
Figure 6.15:  Eastern Section Preliminary Alternatives Recommended for Further 

NEPA Study (Preliminary Alternatives A, B and D) 
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Based on the Western and Eastern Preliminary Alternative(s) recommendations, the impacts of any 
Western Section Preliminary Alternative can be added to the impacts of any Eastern Section Preliminary 
Alternative to determine a summary of impacts for the entire corridor for any Western and Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternative pair.  Table 6.3 lists the impacts associated with each of the Western and Eastern 
Section Preliminary Alternatives recommend for further NEPA study.  It also lists a minimum and 
maximum range for each socio-economic/environmental measure.  The minimum total was determined by 
adding the minimum value in the Western Section Preliminary Alternatives columns to the minimum value 
in the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative columns for each socio-economic/environmental measure.  
The maximum total was determined by adding the maximum value in the Western Section Preliminary 
Alternatives columns to the maximum value in the Eastern Section Preliminary Alternative columns for 
each socio-economic/environmental measure. 

6.3.3  No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build (No Action or Do Nothing) Alternative was recommended for further NEPA study.  The No-
Build Alternative is represented by the existing roadway network plus programmed major roadway 
improvements in the Project Study Area. While the No-Build Alternative would not address the purpose 
and need for this project, this alternative will be carried forward for evaluation throughout this study and 
serve as a baseline when comparing the effectiveness and potential impacts of other alternatives. 

6.3.4  US 50 Corridor Recommended Subsequent NEPA Study 

Based on the socio-economic and environmental impacts associated with the alternatives, an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is recommended for all preliminary alternatives recommended for 
further NEPA study.  For the subsequent EIS, the environmental footprint for each of the recommended 
preliminary alternatives should accommodate the appropriate rural or urban typical section discussed in 
Chapter 4 – Definition of Alternatives. 
 
Further communication with the United States Department of Defense and the United States Department 
of Homeland Security is also recommended to ensure that any necessary coordination activities related to 
this project and the development of the MUTC are addressed.  Finally, it is also recommended that the 
subsequent EIS should include not only those items required by the NEPA process but should also 
include an evaluation of:   
 

• Additional available funding sources for the project  

• Potential measures aimed at reduction of project costs and at avoidance and minimization of 
impacts to the human and natural environments 

• Potential construction staging or phased project implementation to aid in the determination of 
which section of the Project Study Area should be improved and/or constructed first 

o Include evaluation of traffic impacts to North Vernon and the rest of the Project Study 
Area associated with construction staging or phase project implementation 

o Include comments provided by project stakeholders; involved Federal and State 
agencies; local elected and appointed officials and community members 
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Table 6.3: Transportation Considerations, Socio-Economic and Environmental 
Impact Summary 

 

Western Section 
Preliminary 
Alternatives 

Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternatives TOTAL (RANGE)   

Socio-Economic/ 
Environmental Measure 

W1 W2 W3 A B D Minimum Maximum 

TOTAL COSTS1    (Mil. of $) 73.1 75.1 74.6 163.7 156.7 212.1 229.8 287.2 

Construction Costs 
(Mil. of $) 58.2 59.7 59.3 131.6 126.9 169.5 185.1 229.2 

Prelim. Engineering Costs2 
 (Mil. of $) 

5.8 6.0 5.9 13.2 12.7 17.0 18.5 23.0 

Right-of-Way Costs 
(Mil. of $) 9.1 9.4 9.4 18.9 17.1 25.6 26.2 35.0 

LENGTH (miles) 7.0 7.2 7.2 14.0 12.6 18.8 19.6 26.0 

TRANSPORTATION 
CONSIDERATIONS3 

        

Meets Purpose and Need YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Total Traffic Diversion 

Thru North Vernon M H H M H M M H 

Truck Traffic Diversion 
Thru North Vernon M H H H H H M/H H 

Daily Traffic Volume M M M M M M M M 

Crash Reduction M H H M M M M M/H 

RELOCATIONS         

Residences Acquired 14 11 17 43 66 41 52 83 

Apartment Units Acquired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Residences Lost Access 1 1 1 9 6 2 3 10 

     Farms Acquired 2 2 3 1 1 3 3 6 

Businesses Acquired 7 5 7 6 16 0 5 23 

Businesses Lost Access 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

NEW ROW (acres) 252 244 242 492 448 718 690 970 

DEVELOPED LAND (acres) 11 8 10 27 64 8 16 75 

DEVELOPED LAND, OPEN 
SPACE4 (acres) 

65 36 55 55 81 42 78 146 

FARMLAND (acres)      148 150 144 251 215 451 359 601 

GRASSLAND/ 
HERBACEOUS (acres) 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 

FOREST (acres) 28 50 33 153 87 216 115 266 

OPEN WATER (acres) 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 

WETLANDS TOTAL (NWI) 
(acres) 4.2 14.8 5.6 5.5 0.8 9.9 5.0 24.7 

Emergent (acres) 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.3 0 0.6 

Scrub/Shrub(acres) 0.2 0 0.2 0 0 0.8 0 1.0 

Forested (acres) 4.0 14.8 5.4 4.9 0.8 8.8 4.8 23.6 
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Western Section 
Preliminary 
Alternatives 

Eastern Section 
Preliminary Alternatives TOTAL (RANGE)   

Socio-Economic/ 
Environmental Measure 

W1 W2 W3 A B D Minimum Maximum 

STREAMS CROSSED 
(USGS) 7 10 9 12 13 21 19 31 

FLOODPLAINS (IDNR 
DFIRM) (acres) 23 16 20 10 3 14 19 37 

TES RECORDED AREA5 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 

KARST FEATURES (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES6 2 1 1 1 3 4 2 6 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RECORDED 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES NO NO NO NO YES YES NO YES 

CEMETERIES (USGS) 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

FEDERAL REFUGE LANDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

STATE FOREST LANDS 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

NATURE PRESERVES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CITY/COUNTY PARKS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER PUBLIC LANDS 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 

CLASSIFIED FORESTS & 
WILDLANDS 0 2 1 3 0 6 0 8 

CONSERVATION RESERVE 
PROGRAM (CRP) LANDS   0 0 0 2 1 4 1 4 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
(WHIP) LANDS   

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PARTNERS FOR FISH & 
WILDLIFE LANDS       0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

POTENTIAL SECTION 4F 
PROPERTIES8 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 
SITES 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

 
1      All costs are in Year 2015 dollars.  See Section 5.3.1 – Preliminary Cost Estimates – for project cost development information.  

Total Costs were calculated by summing the estimated construction cost, Preliminary Engineering (design) costs and right-of-
way costs for each of the preliminary alternatives. Total Costs associated with each preliminary alternative do not include costs 
associated with local and/or State roadway improvements associated with the preliminary alternatives or any mitigation 
measures associated with the project.   

2 Preliminary Engineering (design) cost estimates estimated as being 10.0% of the construction cost estimate 
3 Transportation Consideration evaluations (H-High, M-Medium, L-Low) indicate the performance of the alternatives relative to 

each other 
4 Includes areas with a mixture of some constructed materials, but mostly vegetation in the form of lawn grasses. Impervious 

surfaces account for less than 20 percent of total cover. These areas most commonly include large-lot single-family housing   
units, parks, golf courses, and vegetation planted in developed settings for recreation, erosion control, or aesthetic purposes 

5 Indiana Natural Heritage Database Records 
6 Indiana Historic Sites & Structures Inventory (IHSSI) Contributing, Notable, & Outstanding Sites and bridges from Dr. Cooper's 

books 
7 Includes National Register (NR) and IHSSI Historic Districts 
8 Includes publicly owned recreation areas, NR listed sites/candidate, and IHSSI Notable and Outstanding sites 
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7. PUBLIC OUTREACH, COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
recognize that a key component in the success of any transportation project depends on many factors, 
none of which are more essential than the involvement of the local elected and appointed officials, and 
community members.  It is the policy of INDOT to promote public involvement opportunities and 
information exchange activities in planning, developing, designing, construction, operations, and 
maintenance of transportation projects.  The INDOT public involvement procedures provide opportunities 
for early and continuing involvement of the public in developing transportation plans, programs, and 
projects and provide complete public information, timely public notice, and public access to key decisions. 
 
INDOT defines public involvement as two-way communication aimed at providing information to the public 
and incorporating the views, concerns, and issues of the public in the transportation decision-making 
process.  The public provides input on transportation needs, community concerns, and environmental 
considerations.  INDOT uses this input to help make decisions.  An open line of communication between 
local officials, the public and the Project Management Team is a key component in developing a 
transportation plan that will best address the concerns of the community.  The Project Management Team 
involved with this project consisted of representatives of INDOT, the FHWA, and the consulting 
engineering firm of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. (BLA).   

7.1  Public Involvement  
 
The public involvement process begins with the gathering of information from the local officials and 
community members that will live with the project upon its completion.  The process continues by 
providing information to these same stakeholders and keeping them informed of the project’s progress 
and direction.  This exchange of information is a dynamic process that continues throughout the life of the 
project.  The Public Outreach Program utilized for this project is discussed below and more detailed 
information regarding coordination efforts are summarized in Section 7.2 – Project Milestones and 
Associated Public Outreach Program.  Goals of the Public Involvement Plan include the following: 
 

• Identify potential project stakeholders such as local officials and community members impacted 
by the project. 

 
• Develop partnering activities that assist with gathering information from stakeholders. 

 
• Foster a positive relationship with stakeholders and keep them informed of the project progress. 

 
• Adequately evaluate potential levels of controversy to address specific concerns and develop 

context sensitive plans. 
 

• Work together to develop a transportation solution that has broad public support. 
 

• Provide productive forums for members of the public to provide comments. 
 
The US 50 – North Vernon Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study includes an 
extensive Public Involvement Plan.  Elements of the plan consist of: 
 

• Project web site 
 
• News Releases 

 
• Elected Officials Briefings 

 
• Community Leader Interviews 
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• Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meetings 
 

• Series of Public Meetings 
 

• Resource Agency Meetings and Coordination 
 

• Section 106 Consulting Party Meetings and Coordination 
 

• Public Involvement Plan (PIP) – Document that describes the process that was utilized for this 
project to ensure that the public was informed about project-related activities and to elicit the 
needs and views of the public regarding project-related decisions. 

 
• Coordination Plan – Document that describes the process that was used as the project developed 

for coordinating public and Federal, State and local agency participation and comments during 
the environmental review process.  The Coordination Plan also included a schedule for the 
completion of the environmental review process. 

7.1.1  Project Website (www.us50northvernon.org)  
 
To provide the public with access to the most current project information available and to provide 
additional opportunities for public input, the US 50 Project Management Team established and 
maintained a web site for this project. 
 
This web site provided: 
 

• Project News and Updates 
 
• Specific Project Information Such As: 

 
• Project Schedules 

 
• Listings of Project Meetings 

 
• Copies of Various Project-Related Documents 

 
• Electronic Forms for Comments 
 
• Subscription to a Project Mailing List 

 
• Alignment Information (Maps) 

 
• Links to Other Websites Including INDOT and FHWA 

7.1.2  News Releases  
 
The US 50 Project Management Team provided news releases during the study process.  The releases 
were distributed to regional media at key project milestones and were the primary method for informing 
and involving a wide public audience. 

7.1.3  Elected Officials Project Status Briefings  
 
In conjunction with the news releases that were issued during the study process, the Project Management 
Team held project status briefings for elected officials.  These project status briefings were held at a 
location within the Study Area on the same day that the news releases were distributed.  The intent of the 
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project status briefings was to provide supporting information related to the items presented in the 
corresponding news release. 

7.1.4  Community Leader Interviews  
 
Throughout the project, neighborhood associations, civic organizations, local officials, community and 
business groups, and any other interested individuals were welcome to meet with members of the US 50 
Project Management Team to share information and ideas.  Project Management Team members had 
numerous contacts with stakeholders throughout the project.   Additionally, Project Management Team 
members answered numerous questions and addressed comments throughout the project via e-mail 
through the project website and by telephone. 

7.1.5  Community Advisory Committee Meetings  
 
Early in the development of this project, a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was formed.  The CAC 
established a method of communication that facilitated distribution of information from the US 50 Project 
Management Team to the public.  The CAC also provided a central location from which the US 50 Project 
Management Team could gather public input and feedback on possible alternatives.  The CAC consisted 
of approximately 75 members, representing a diverse cross section of the public, elected officials and 
appointed officials.  It was a valuable source of information and direction to the US 50 Project 
Management Team.  As the project progresses to subsequent environmental studies and the areas of 
impact become more localized, new members representing various groups (i.e. neighborhood or business 
associations) may be added to the CAC upon their request.   

7.1.6  Public Meetings  
 
Open house public meetings were advertised and held at key points in the project’s development.  The 
purpose of these meetings was to provide the public with the most current project information available 
and to provide additional opportunities for public input at various key points (milestones) throughout the 
study process.   

7.1.7  Resource Agency Coordination  
 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) calls for an examination and consideration of 
impacts of a proposed action on sensitive resources for a project such as the US 50 – North Vernon 
Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study.  These resources include, but are not limited to, 
floodplains, wetlands, endangered species, historic and archaeological sites and districts, parklands, air 
quality, wildlife habitat, etc.  There also are the transportation needs that must be fulfilled and socio-
economic impacts that require consideration.  Because of impacts to resources, socio-economic impacts 
and needed transportation improvements, there is a balanced decision-making process that considers a 
range of factors of both impacts to the resources and the transportation needs.  To produce better 
environmental decisions, agencies with special expertise or jurisdiction by law were included in the study 
process.  This resource agency involvement began early in the study to identify important issues related 
to the proposed action and continued throughout the study to avoid conflict later, ensuring full input from 
the various agencies. 

7.1.8  Section 106 Consulting Party Coordination  
 
Congress set forth the importance of historic and archaeological resources upon the fabric of American 
life as a part of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) (NHPA), which states that “the historical and 
cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as part of our community life and development in 
order to give a sense of orientation to the American people.”  As a result of the NHPA, federal agencies 
are required to take into account the impact of federal undertakings upon historic properties in the area of 
the undertaking.  Historic properties include buildings, structures, sites, objects, and/or districts within the 
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Area of Potential Effects.  To produce better project decisions, agencies with special expertise or 
jurisdiction by law were included in the study process.  This Section 106 Consulting Party involvement 
began early in the study to identify important issues related to the proposed action and continued 
throughout the study to avoid conflict later, ensuring full input from the various agencies. 
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7.2  Project Milestones and Associated Public Outreach Program  
 
Following the initiation of the project and at various key points (milestones) throughout the study process, 
the Project Management Team made the most current information related to the study available for 
review and comment.  This included a series of project website updates, news releases, elected official 
briefings, community leader interviews, CAC meetings, and public meetings.  Through the course of the 
study, Project Management Team members continued to collect and analyze data related to social and 
environmental impacts for each of the alternatives under consideration. This section will provide a brief 
discussion of the various milestones (deliverables) associated with the project and the involvement of 
various stakeholders at each of these milestones.  Some of the more substantive changes that were 
made to the project during each of the key points of the study, as a result of this public outreach program, 
are also identified.  It should be noted that this project followed the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 
requirements so that the steps completed during the EA process would not need to be revisited if the 
project is elevated to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the future.   

7.2.1  Initiation of Project  
 
INDOT initiated this Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study on October 2, 2006, with the 
issuance of the Notice to Proceed (NTP).  Public outreach activities associated with this phase of the 
project included opportunities to present an overview of the study process, to present the findings of the 
Task 1 report – Identification of Existing and Future Conditions and Issues, and to solicit input from local 
officials and the public.  The involvement of various stakeholders during this phase of the project 
included: 
 
7.2.1.1  News Release 
 
The first news release was distributed on January 29, 2007, and announced the initiation of the US 50 – 
North Vernon Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study.  This initial news release also 
announced the date, time and location of the first Public Open House for the project. 
 
7.2.1.2  Elected Officials Project Status Briefing 
 
The first elected officials project status briefing was held on February 8, 2007, and provided information 
related to the plans for the study and the evaluation of existing conditions within the study area.  This 
initial elected officials briefing was held earlier on the same day as the first Public Open House. 
 
7.2.1.3  Community Leader Interviews 
 
Community Leader interviews/meetings associated with this phase of the project included those listed in 
Table 7.1 below: 
 
 

Table 7.1:  Stakeholder Meetings for Project Initiation 
 

Date Organization/Group/Individual Meeting Topic 
11/22/06 Elected Officials and Major Traffic Generators Plans for Study 

1/11/07 Indiana National Guard Plans for Study 
DATE ORGANIZAGROUP/INDIVIDUAL MEETING TOPIC 
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7.2.1.4  Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting 
 
The first CAC meeting was held on March 22, 2007. This meeting was conducted as a combined 
Consulting Party and Community Advisory Committee meeting.  Participants were presented with a 
PowerPoint presentation of a “draft” range of preliminary alternatives that would be included in the study 
and identified the purposes and needs for the project.  Participants were also given informational 
handouts and viewed display boards featuring maps of the project study area and “draft” preliminary 
alternatives.  Project Management Team members answered questions and addressed comments 
following the presentation.  Table 7.2 identifies those representatives of the CAC that were invited to and 
those that attended the meeting. 
 

Table 7.2:  March 22, 2007 CAC Meeting Attendees (Project Initiation) 
 

Name Organization Invited Attended
Mr. John Hall Mayor, City of North Vernon X X 
Mr. Dan Wright Mayor, Town of Vernon X X 
Mr. James Bullard Mayor, City of Seymour X X 
Mr. David Shaw North Vernon City Council X X 
Mr. Thomas Speer North Vernon City Council  X 
Mr. Michael Jordan Seymour City Council X  
Mr. Mike Weir Jackson County Planning Commission X  
Mr. Charles Murphy Jackson County Council X  
Mr. Howard Malcomb Jennings County Council X  
Mr. Jim Lamb Jennings County Council X  
Mr. Edward Maschino Jennings County Council X X 
Mr. Robert Wilhite Jennings County Board of Commissioners X  
Mr. Gary Darlage Jackson County Board of Commissioners X  
Mr. Wendell Abell Economic Development Corporation  X 
Ms. Kathy Ertel Economic Development Corporation X X 
Mr. Albert Jackson Economic Development Corporation X X 
Mr. Oscar Elsner Economic Development Corporation X X 

Mr. Jim Plump Jackson County Economic Development 
Corporation X  

Mr. Chris Ertel IC EDC/Home Federal X X 
Mr. Corey Carr Columbus Economic Development X  
Ms. Susan Anderson Chamber of Commerce X  
Mr. Bill Bailey Chamber of Commerce X X 
Mr. Jeff Morning Chamber of Commerce X  
Colonel Michael McGowen US Army X  
Mr. Edward Biehle Biehle, INC. X  
Mr. Tim Grady Lowe's Distribution Center X  
Mr. Tim Schumpe Wal-Mart Distribution Center (Store #6817) X  
Mr. Michale Bushong Jennings County School Corporation X  
Dr. Robert Schmielau Seymour Community Schools District X  
Mr. Randy Kerkhoff Seymour Community Schools District  X 
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Name Organization Invited Attended
Ms. Julie Barry SIRPC X  

Ms. Cheryl Trisler Jennings County Area Planning 
Commission X X 

Mr. Jeff Fish Jennings NW Regional Utility X  
Mr. Max Tuttle Hayden Utility X  
Mr. Bill Reichenbach North Vernon Utilities X X 
Mr. David McCorvie North Vernon Utilities  X 
Sheriff Steve Hoppock Jennings County Sheriff's Department X  
Mr. Dave Gerth Jennings County 911 X  
Chief James Webster North Vernon Police X  
Chief Rick McGill North Vernon Fire Department X  
Mr. Dennis Brasher Jackson County Ambulance Service X  
Chief Marc Lahrman Jackson County Sheriff's Department X  
Lieutenant Mark Davis Indiana State Police - Seymour District 43 X  
Chief Craig Hayes Seymour Fire Department X  
Ms. Janice Campbell Jennings County Senior Center X  
Mr. Vorice Fischvogt Homeless Coordinating Council X X 
Mr. Dave Maynard Country Squire Lakes Village X  
Mr. Tom Moore Friends of the Muscatatuck River X  
Ms. Lynn Dennis Nature Conservancy X  
Mr. Marc Webber Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge X X 
Mr. Joe Robb Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge X X 
Mr. Dan Matiatos Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge  X 
Mr. Larry Alsop Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area X  
Mr. Robert McGriff Selmier State Forest X X 
Mr. Ken Knouf US Army – Jefferson Proving Grounds  X 
Mr. Paul Cloud US Army – Jefferson Proving Grounds  X 
Mr. Ralph Manlief Jennings County Farm Bureau X  
Mr. Steve Marsh Jennings County Farm Bureau X X 
Mr. Paul Newkirk Jackson County Farm Bureau X  
Mr. Nick McClain INDOT Aeronautics X  
Mr. Don Biehle Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center X X 
Representative David 
Cheatham State of Indiana  X  

Senator Johnny Nugent State of Indiana  X  
Senator Evan Bayh State of Indiana X  
Senator Richard Lugar State of Indiana X  
Representative Baron Hill State of Indiana X  
Mr. Jerry Hartsell City of Seymour Engineer X X 
Mr. Brad Bender North Vernon City Engineer - FPBH  X  
Mr. Jason Fee Jackson County Highway Engineer X  
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Name Organization Invited Attended
Mr. Michael Garris Jackson County Highway Supervisor X  
Mr. Michael Magner Jennings County Highway Engineer - FPBH X X 
Mr. Derik Marshall Resident X  
Mr. Howard Malcomb North Vernon Airport X X 
Ms. Marie Shepherd Hayden Water Association X  
Mr. Robert DeCamp Resident  X 
Mr. Matthew Bauguess Resident  X 

 
7.2.1.5  Public Meeting 
 
The first public open house was held on February 8, 2007, at the North Vernon Education and Training 
Center in North Vernon, Indiana. Approximately 100 people were in attendance at the meeting. 
Participants were presented with a PowerPoint presentation, given informational handouts and viewed 
display boards featuring maps of the project study area.  Project Management Team members answered 
questions and addressed comments following the presentation.   
 
7.2.1.6  Agency Coordination 
 
A Coordination Plan was developed for this project that described the process that would be utilized as 
the project developed for coordinating public and Federal, State and local agency participation and 
comment during the environmental review process.  The Coordination Plan also included a schedule for 
the completion of the environmental review process.  An Early Coordination Packet was issued on 
January 31, 2007.  An invitation to be a Participating Agency, the Coordination Plan and the Public 
Involvement Plan was submitted to the following agencies and organizations on June 8, 2007: 
 
Federal Agencies 
 

• United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), Louisville District 
 

• United States Department of Interior 
 National Parks Service 
 Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
 Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Bloomington Field Office 

 
• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 

 
• United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

 Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
 Natural Resources and Environment 

 
• United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 5 

 
• United States Department of Energy (US DOE) 

 
• United States Department of Commerce (US DOC) 

 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 5 (FEMA) 

 
• United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (US HUD) 
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• Center for Disease Control (CDC) 
 

• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
 

• Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
 

• United States Department of Defense (US DOD) 
 

• United States Department of Homeland Security (US DHS) 
 

• Wayne-Hoosier National Forest 
 

• Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge 
 

• Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge 
 

• FHWA 
 
State Agencies 

 
• INDOT, Seymour District 
 
• INDOT, Division of Planning and Production, Urban & Corridor Planning Section 

 
• INDOT, Intermodal Transportation Division – Aeronautics Section 

 
• Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 

 Division of Fish and Wildlife 
 Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology 

 
• Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) 

 
• Indiana Geological Survey, Environmental Geology Section 

 
• Indiana National Guard 

 
• Indiana Office of Attorney General 

 
• Indiana Department of Health 
 
• Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area 

 
• Selmier State Forest 

 
Local Agencies 
 

• Jennings County 
 
• Jackson County 

 
• City of North Vernon 

 
• Town of Vernon 
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7.2.1.7  Section 106 Consulting Parties Coordination 
 
An Early Coordination Notification Letter was submitted on January 31, 2007, and the Coordination Plan 
and the Public Involvement Plan was submitted to the following agencies and organizations on June 8, 
2007: 
 

• Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

 
• Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Cultural Resources Section 
 
• Historic Landmarks Foundation, Southern Regional Office 

 
• Historic Landmarks Foundation, Central Office 

 
• Jennings County Historian 

 
• Jackson County Historian 

 
• Jennings County Historical Society 

 
• Jackson County Historical Society 

 
• Jennings County Board of Commissioners 

 
• Jackson County Board of Commissioners  

 
• Jennings County Highway Engineer/Director 

 
• Jennings County Highway Supervisor 

 
• Jackson County Highway Engineer 

 
• North Vernon City Engineer 
 
• Seymour City Engineer 

 
• Mayor of North Vernon 

 
• Mayor of Vernon 

 
• Mayor of Seymour 

 
The first Consulting Party Meeting was held on March 22, 2007. This meeting was conducted as a 
combined Consulting Party and Community Advisory Committee meeting.  Participants were presented 
with a PowerPoint presentation of a “draft” range of preliminary alternatives that would be included in the 
study and identified the purposes and needs for the project.  Participants were also given informational 
handouts and viewed display boards featuring maps of the project study area and “draft” preliminary 
alternatives.  Project Management Team members answered questions and addressed comments 
following the presentation.  Table 7.3 identifies those representatives of the consulting parties that were 
invited to and those that attended the meeting. 
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Table 7.3:  March 22, 2007 Consulting Party Meeting Attendees (Project Initiation) 

 

Name Organization Invited Attended
Mr. Bret Caldwell Jennings County Historian X  

Ms. Charlotte Sellers Jackson County Historian X  

Mr. Chris Asher Jennings County Historical Society X  

Ms. Loren Noblitt Jackson County Historical Society X  

Mr. Rob Carter 
Mr. John Carr 

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 
Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology, State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) 

X X 

Ms. Laura Renwick Historic Landmarks Foundation, Southern 
Regional Office X X 

 Historic Landmarks Foundation, Central Office X  

Mr. Chris Koeppel Indiana Department of Transportation X  

Mr. Brad Bender North Vernon City Engineer - FPBH X  

Mr. Michael Magner Jennings Co. Highway Engineer - FPBH X X 

Mr. Robert Wilhite Jennings County Board of Commissioners X  

Mr. Gary Darlage Jackson County Board of Commissioners X  

Mr. John Hall Mayor, City of North Vernon X X 

Mr. Dan Wright Mayor, Town of Vernon X X 

Mr. James Bullard Mayor, City of Seymour X X 

Mr. Jason Fee Jackson County Highway Engineer X  

Mr. Michael Garris Jackson County Highway Supervisor X  

Mr. Jerry Hartsell City of Seymour Engineer X X 

Ms. Tina Stark Jackson County Visitor’s Bureau X X 
 

7.2.2  Draft Purpose and Need and Identification of Preliminary Alternatives  
 
A draft Purpose and Need Statement for the US 50 Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Project 
was drafted in June of 2007 and was made available for review and comment.  This document identified 
the range of preliminary alternatives that would be included in the study. It also identified the purposes 
and needs for the project, including the underlying problems or deficiencies (i.e. congestion, safety, etc.), 
facts and analyses supporting the problems or deficiencies; and the context or perspective of INDOT’s 
mission in relation to the need for the action, including the associated measurable objective specifying an 
outcome or result to be accomplished.  Through the progress of the study, the draft Purpose and Need 
Statement will be subsequently revised based on comments received and a final version will be 
developed.  Public outreach activities associated with this phase of the project included opportunities to 
present the findings of the Task 2 report – Definition of Purpose and Need and Identification of 
Preliminary Alternatives, and to solicit input from local officials and the public.  The involvement of various 
stakeholders during this phase of the project included: 
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7.2.2.1  News Release 
 
The second news release was distributed on June 12, 2007, and announced that INDOT and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) had completed and made available for review the “Draft” Purpose and 
Need Statement and Identification of Preliminary Alternatives for the project as well as the availability of 
the Public Involvement Plan and Coordination Plan for the project.  This second news release also 
announced the date, time and location of the second Public Open House for the project. 
 
7.2.2.2  Elected Officials Project Status Briefing 
 
The second elected officials project status briefing was held on June 26, 2007, and provided information 
related to the draft purposes and needs for the project and the range of preliminary alternatives that 
would be included in the study.  This initial elected officials briefing was held earlier on the same day as 
the second Public Open House. 
 
7.2.2.3  Community Leader Interviews 
 
Community Leader interviews/meetings associated with this phase of the project included those listed in 
Table 7.4 below: 
 

Table 7.4:  Stakeholder Meetings for Project Initiation 
 

Date Organization/Group/Individual Meeting Topic 
6/26/07 Selmier State Forest Plans for Study 

6/26/07 Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge Plans for Study 
DATE ORGANIZAGROUP/INDIVIDUAL MEETING TOPIC 
 
7.2.2.4  Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting 
 
CAC members were notified of the availability of the Draft Purpose and Need Statement and Preliminary 
Alternatives on June 8, 2007.  The first CAC meeting was held on March 22, 2007 and is discussed in 
Section 7.2.1 of this document. This meeting was conducted as a combined Consulting Party and 
Community Advisory Committee meeting.  Participants were presented with a PowerPoint presentation of 
a “draft” range of preliminary alternatives that would be included in the study and identified the purposes 
and needs for the project.  Participants were also given informational handouts and viewed display 
boards featuring maps of the project study area and “draft” preliminary alternatives.   
 
7.2.2.5  Public Meeting 
 
The second public open house was held on June 26, 2007, at the North Vernon Education and Training 
Center in North Vernon, Indiana. Approximately 150 people were in attendance at the meeting. 
Participants were presented with a PowerPoint presentation, given informational handouts and viewed 
display boards featuring maps of the range of preliminary alternatives.  Project Management Team 
members answered questions and addressed comments following the presentation.  At this public open 
house, a majority of the comments were focused on the placement of the preliminary alternatives and 
potential modifications to these initial preliminary alternatives.  As a result of this and similar agency 
comment, modifications were made to many of the initial preliminary alternatives identified for the project.  
Also at this public open house, it was suggested that an alternative be considered that parallels existing 
US 50 to the north and connects northern bypasses around North Vernon westward to a new interchange 
at I-65.  As a result of this and similar agency comment, a northern parallel alternative was investigated.  
Other general comments at this public open house included most favoring northern alternatives around 
North Vernon and that thru-town alternatives would not be good long-term solutions, but were favored by 
some residents.  It should also be noted that there were no comments voiced against the project. 
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7.2.2.6  Agency Coordination 
 
The Draft Purpose and Need Statement and Preliminary Alternatives were submitted to the agencies on 
June 8, 2007.  The first Resource Agency Meeting was conducted on June 29, 2007.  Table 7.5 identifies 
those agencies that were invited to and those that attended the meeting.  At this agency meeting, it was 
suggested that attempts be made during the course of this study that would avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to the natural environment.  These measures should include developing hybrid alternatives 
utilizing existing and new construction.  As a result of this and similar public and other agency comment, 
modifications were made to many of the initial preliminary alternatives identified for the project.  Also at 
this agency meeting, it was suggested that an alternative that parallels existing US 50 to the north that 
connects northern bypasses around North Vernon westward to a new interchange at I-65 be considered.  
As a result of this and similar public and other agency comment, a northern parallel alternative was 
investigated. 
 
 
Table 7.5:  June 29, 2007 Resource Agency Meeting Attendees (Draft Purpose and 

Need and Identification of Preliminary Alternatives) 
 

Name Organization Invited Attended
Mr. Ken Westlake U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V X  
Ms. Virginia Laszewski U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V  X 

Ms. Pearl Young U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of 
Federal Activities X  

Mr. Ernest Quintana U.S. Department of Interior, National Parks 
Service X  

Mr. Willie Taylor U.S. Department of Interior, Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance X  

Mr. Scott Pruitt U.S. Department of Interior, Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) X  

Mr. Mike Litwin USFWS  X 
Col. Raymond Midkiff U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, Louisville District X  
Ms. Carol Legard Advisory Council on Historic Preservation X  

Mr. Mark Rey U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources and Environment X  

Ms. Jane Hardesty U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources and Conservation Service X  

Ms. Carol Borgstrom U.S. Department of Energy, Office of NEPA 
Policy & Compliance X  

Director U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Policy 
and Strategic Planning X  

Mr. Steve Kokkinakis U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration X  

Mr. Edward Buikema Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
Region 5 X  

Mr. John Hall U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development, Indiana Field Office X  

Mr. Joseph Galvan U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development, Chicago Regional Office X  

Ms. Julie Gerberding Center for Disease Control, Center for 
Environmental Health & Injury Control X  

Mr. Christopher Blum Federal Aviation Administration, Great Lakes 
Region X  
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Name Organization Invited Attended
Mr. Paul Montague Federal Railroad Administration X  

Col. Michael McGowen 
U.S. Army – Indiana National Guard, Joint 
Forces Headquarters/U.S. Department of 
Defense 

X  

Mr. Larry Heil Federal Highway Administration X X 
Mr. Nick McClain INDOT – Aviation Division X  

Mr. John Wright INDOT – Division of Planning, Roadway 
Services X  

Ms. Anne Rearick INDOT – Division of Planning, Structural 
Services X  

Mr. Bob Williams INDOT – Seymour District X  
Mr. John McCrary INDOT – Seymour District X  

Mr. Eric Levenhagen Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management X  

Mr. Dick Melfi Indiana Office of Attorney General X  
Mr. Tim Junk Indiana Office of Attorney General X  
Ms. Judith Monroe Indiana Department of Health X  

Mr. Kyle Hupfer Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
(IDNR) X  

Ms. Christie Stanifer IDNR – Division of Fish and Wildlife X  

Mr. Robert Carter Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) X  

Mr. John Carr IDNR  X 

Ms. Karie Brudis IDNR – Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology X  

Ms. Nancy 
Hasenmueller 

Indiana Geological Survey, Environmental 
Geology Section X  

Mr. Kenneth Day Wayne-Hoosier National Forest X  
Mr. Marc Webber Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge X  
Ms. Susan Knowles Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge  X 
Dr. Joe Robb Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge X X 
Mr. Larry Alsop Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area X  
Mr. Robert McGriff Selmier State Forest X  

 
 
7.2.2.7  Section 106 Consulting Parties Coordination 
 
The Consulting Parties were notified of the availability of the Draft Purpose and Need Statement and 
Preliminary Alternatives on June 8, 2007.  The first Consulting Party Meeting was held on March 22, 2007 
and is further discussed in Section 7.2.1 of this document. This meeting was conducted as a combined 
Consulting Party and Community Advisory Committee meeting.  Participants were presented with a 
PowerPoint presentation of a “draft” range of preliminary alternatives that would be included in the study 
and identified the purposes and needs for the project.  Participants were also given informational 
handouts and viewed display boards featuring maps of the project study area and “draft” preliminary 
alternatives.  
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7.2.3  Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Report  
 
The Final Report for the US 50 Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Project was made available 
for review and comment in February 2008.  This document describes the Study Area, the study process 
and the project history; identifies the underlying problems or deficiencies (i.e. congestion, safety, etc.), 
facts and analyses supporting the problems or deficiencies; identifies the purposes and needs for the 
project; identifies the range of preliminary alternatives that were included in the study; discusses the 
analysis and evaluation of the preliminary alternatives; identifies the range of Preliminary Alternative(s) 
that are recommended to be carried forward for subsequent NEPA studies; and discusses the public 
outreach activities associated with the project.  Public outreach activities associated with this phase of the 
project included opportunities to present the findings of the Final Corridor Planning/Environmental 
Assessment Report, and to solicit input from local officials and the public.  The involvement of various 
stakeholders during this phase of the project included: 
 
7.2.3.1  News Release 
 
The third news release was distributed on February 26, 2008, and announced that INDOT and the FHWA 
had completed and made available for review the Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment 
Report.  This third news release also announced the date, time and location of the third Public Open 
House for the project. 
 
7.2.3.2  Elected Officials Project Status Briefing 
 
The third elected officials project status briefing was held on March 13, 2008, and provided information 
related to the analysis and evaluation of Preliminary Alternatives for the project and the range of 
Preliminary Alternative(s) that were recommended to be carried forward for subsequent NEPA studies.  
This initial elected officials briefing was held earlier on the same day as the third Public Open House. 
 
7.2.3.3  Community Leader Interviews 
 
Community Leader interviews/meetings associated with this phase of the project included those listed in 
Table 7.6 below: 
 

Table 7.6:  Stakeholder Meetings for Final Corridor Planning/Environmental 
Assessment Report 

 

Date Organization/Group/Individual Meeting Topic 

1/10/08 Indiana National Guard 

Alternative Analysis/Evaluation 
and range of Preliminary 

Alternative(s) recommended for 
further NEPA studies 

 
 
7.2.3.4  Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting 
 
The second CAC meeting was held on March 13, 2008. This meeting was conducted as a combined 
Consulting Party and Community Advisory Committee meeting.  Participants were presented with a 
PowerPoint presentation related to the analysis and evaluation of Preliminary Alternatives for the project 
and the range of Preliminary Alternative(s) that were recommended to be carried forward for subsequent 
NEPA studies.  Participants were also given informational handouts and viewed display boards featuring 
maps of the recommended Preliminary Alternative(s).   Project Management Team members answered 
questions and addressed comments following the presentation.  Table 7.7 identifies those representatives 
of the CAC that were invited to the meeting. 
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Table 7.7:  March 13, 2008 CAC Meeting Attendees  
(Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Report) 

 
Name Organization Invited 

Mr. John Hall Mayor, City of North Vernon X 
Mr. Dan Wright Mayor, Town of Vernon X 
Mr. James Bullard Mayor, City of Seymour X 
Mr. David Shaw North Vernon City Council X 
Mr. Thomas Speer North Vernon City Council X 
Mr. Michael Jordan Seymour City Council X 
Mr. Mike Weir Jackson County Planning Commission X 
Mr. Charles Murphy Jackson County Council X 
Mr. Howard Malcomb Jennings County Council X 
Mr. Jim Lamb Jennings County Council X 
Mr. Edward Maschino Jennings County Council X 
Mr. Robert Wilhite Jennings County Board of Commissioners X 
Mr. Gary Darlage Jackson County Board of Commissioners X 
Mr. Wendell Abell Economic Development Corporation X 
Ms. Kathy Ertel Economic Development Corporation X 
Mr. Albert Jackson Economic Development Corporation X 
Mr. Oscar Elsner Economic Development Corporation X 
Mr. Jim Plump Jackson County Economic Development 

Corporation X 
Mr. Chris Ertel IC EDC/Home Federal X 
Mr. Corey Carr Columbus Economic Development X 
Ms. Susan Anderson Chamber of Commerce X 
Mr. Bill Bailey Chamber of Commerce X 
Mr. Jeff Morning Chamber of Commerce X 
Colonel Michael McGowen US Army X 
Mr. Edward Biehle Biehle, INC. X 
Mr. Tim Grady Lowe's Distribution Center X 
Mr. Tim Schumpe Wal-Mart Distribution Center (Store #6817) X 
Mr. Michale Bushong Jennings County School Corporation X 
Dr. Robert Schmielau Seymour Community Schools District X 
Mr. Randy Kerkhoff Seymour Community Schools District X 
Ms. Julie Barry SIRPC X 
Ms. Cheryl Trisler Jennings County Area Planning 

Commission X 
Mr. Jeff Fish Jennings NW Regional Utility X 
Mr. Max Tuttle Hayden Utility X 
Mr. Bill Reichenbach North Vernon Utilities X 
Mr. David McCorvie North Vernon Utilities X 
Sheriff Steve Hoppock Jennings County Sheriff's Department X 
Mr. Dave Gerth Jennings County 911 X 
Ms. Michelle Evans Jennings County E.M.A. X 
Chief James Webster North Vernon Police X 
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Name Organization Invited 
Chief Rick McGill North Vernon Fire Department X 
Chief Vernon Volunteer Fire Department X 
Mr. Dennis Brasher Jackson County Ambulance Service X 
Chief Marc Lahrman Jackson County Sheriff's Department X 
Lieutenant Mark Davis Indiana State Police - Seymour District 43 X 
Chief Fred Hines Seymour Fire Department X 
Chief Craig Hayes Seymour Police Department X 
Ms. Janice Campbell Jennings County Senior Center X 
Mr. Vorice Fischvogt Homeless Coordinating Council X 
Mr. Dave Maynard Country Squire Lakes Village X 
Mr. Tom Moore Friends of the Muscatatuck River X 
Ms. Lynn Dennis Nature Conservancy X 
Mr. Marc Webber Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge X 
Mr. Joe Robb Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge X 
Mr. Dan Matiatos Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge X 
Mr. Larry Alsop Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area X 
Mr. Robert McGriff Selmier State Forest X 
Mr. Ken Knouf US Army – Jefferson Proving Grounds X 
Mr. Paul Cloud US Army – Jefferson Proving Grounds X 
Mr. Ralph Manlief Jennings County Farm Bureau X 
Mr. Steve Marsh Jennings County Farm Bureau X 
Mr. Paul Newkirk Jackson County Farm Bureau X 
Mr. Nick McClain INDOT Aeronautics X 
Mr. Don Biehle Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center X 
Representative David 
Cheatham State of Indiana  X 
Senator Johnny Nugent State of Indiana  X 
Senator Evan Bayh State of Indiana X 
Senator Richard Lugar State of Indiana X 
Representative Baron Hill State of Indiana X 
Mr. Jerry Hartsell City of Seymour Engineer X 
Mr. Brad Bender North Vernon City Engineer - FPBH  X 
Mr. Jason Fee Jackson County Highway Engineer X 
Mr. Michael Garris Jackson County Highway Supervisor X 
Mr. Michael Magner Jennings County Highway Engineer - FPBH X 
Mr. Derik Marshall Resident X 
Mr. Howard Malcomb North Vernon Airport X 
Ms. Marie Shepherd Hayden Water Association X 
Mr. David McCorvie North Vernon Utilities X 
Mr. Abell Wehdel Economic Development Corporation X 
Mr. Robert DeCamp Resident X 
Mr. Matthew Bauguess Resident X 
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7.2.3.5  Public Meeting 
 
The third public open house was held on March 13, 2008, in the Auditorium of the Jennings County High 
School in North Vernon, Indiana. Participants were presented with a PowerPoint presentation, given 
informational handouts and viewed display boards featuring maps of the Preliminary Alternative(s) that 
were recommended to be carried forward for subsequent NEPA studies.  Project Management Team 
members answered questions and addressed comments following the presentation.   
 
7.2.3.6  Agency Coordination 
 
The Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Report was submitted to the agencies on 
February 25, 2008.  The second Resource Agency Meeting was conducted on March 20, 2008.  
Participants were presented with a PowerPoint presentation related to the analysis and evaluation of 
Preliminary Alternatives for the project and the range of Preliminary Alternative(s) that were 
recommended to be carried forward for subsequent NEPA studies.  Participants were also provided 
informational handouts and maps of the recommended Preliminary Alternative(s).  Project Management 
Team members answered questions and addressed comments following the presentation.  Table 7.8 
identifies those agencies that were invited to the meeting.   
 

Table 7.8:  March 20, 2008 Resource Agency Meeting Attendees 
(Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Report) 

 
Name Organization Invited 

Mr. Ken Westlake U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V X 
Ms. Virginia Laszewski U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V X 

Ms. Pearl Young U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of 
Federal Activities X 

Mr. Ernest Quintana U.S. Department of Interior, National Parks 
Service X 

Mr. Willie Taylor U.S. Department of Interior, Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance X 

Mr. Scott Pruitt U.S. Department of Interior, Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) X 

Mr. Mike Litwin USFWS X 
Col. Raymond Midkiff U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, Louisville District X 
Ms. Carol Legard Advisory Council on Historic Preservation X 

Mr. Mark Rey U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources and Environment X 

Ms. Jane Hardesty U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources and Conservation Service X 

Ms. Carol Borgstrom U.S. Department of Energy, Office of NEPA 
Policy & Compliance X 

Director U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Policy 
and Strategic Planning X 

Mr. Steve Kokkinakis U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration X 

Mr. Edward Buikema Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
Region 5 X 

Mr. John Hall U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development, Indiana Field Office X 

Mr. Joseph Galvan U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development, Chicago Regional Office X 
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Name Organization Invited 
Ms. Julie Gerberding Center for Disease Control, Center for 

Environmental Health & Injury Control X 

Mr. Christopher Blum Federal Aviation Administration, Great Lakes 
Region X 

Mr. Paul Montague Federal Railroad Administration X 

Col. Michael McGowen 
U.S. Army – Indiana National Guard, Joint 
Forces Headquarters/U.S. Department of 
Defense 

X 

Mr. Larry Heil Federal Highway Administration X 
Mr. Nick McClain INDOT – Aviation Division X 

Mr. John Wright INDOT – Division of Planning, Roadway 
Services X 

Ms. Anne Rearick INDOT – Division of Planning, Structural 
Services X 

Mr. Bob Williams INDOT – Seymour District X 
Mr. John McCrary INDOT – Seymour District X 

Mr. Eric Levenhagen Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management X 

Mr. Dick Melfi Indiana Office of Attorney General X 
Mr. Tim Junk Indiana Office of Attorney General X 
Ms. Judith Monroe Indiana Department of Health X 

Mr. Kyle Hupfer Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
(IDNR) X 

Ms. Christie Stanifer IDNR – Division of Fish and Wildlife X 

Mr. Robert Carter Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) X 

Mr. John Carr IDNR – Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology X 

Ms. Karie Brudis IDNR – Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology X 

Ms. Nancy 
Hasenmueller 

Indiana Geological Survey, Environmental 
Geology Section X 

Mr. Kenneth Day Wayne-Hoosier National Forest X 
Mr. Marc Webber Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge X 
Ms. Susan Knowles Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge X 
Dr. Joe Robb Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge X 
Mr. Larry Alsop Crosley Fish and Wildlife Area X 
Mr. Robert McGriff Selmier State Forest X 
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7.2.3.7  Section 106 Consulting Parties Coordination 
 
The Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Report was submitted to the Consulting Parties 
on February 25, 2008.  The second Consulting Party Meeting was held on March 13, 2008 and was 
conducted as a combined Consulting Party and Community Advisory Committee meeting.  Participants 
were presented with a PowerPoint presentation related to the analysis and evaluation of Preliminary 
Alternatives for the project and the range of Preliminary Alternative(s) that were recommended to be 
carried forward for subsequent NEPA studies.  Participants were also given informational handouts and 
viewed display boards featuring maps of the recommended Preliminary Alternative(s).   Project 
Management Team members answered questions and addressed comments following the presentation.  
Table 7.9 identifies those representatives of the consulting parties that were invited to the meeting. 
 

Table 7.9:  March 13, 2008 Consulting Party Meeting Attendees 
(Final Corridor Planning/Environmental Assessment Report) 

 

Name Organization Invited 
Mr. Bret Caldwell Jennings County Historian X 

Ms. Charlotte Sellers Jackson County Historian X 

Mr. Chris Asher Jennings County Historical Society X 

Ms. Loren Noblitt Jackson County Historical Society X 

Mr. Rob Carter 
Mr. John Carr 

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 
Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology, State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) 

X 

Ms. Laura Renwick Historic Landmarks Foundation, Southern 
Regional Office X 

 Historic Landmarks Foundation, Central Office X 

Mr. Chris Koeppel Indiana Department of Transportation X 

Mr. Brad Bender North Vernon City Engineer - FPBH X 

Mr. Michael Magner Jennings Co. Highway Engineer - FPBH X 

Mr. Robert Wilhite Jennings County Board of Commissioners X 
Mr. Gary Darlage Jackson County Board of Commissioners X 
Mr. John Hall Mayor, City of North Vernon X 
Mr. Dan Wright Mayor, Town of Vernon X 
Mr. James Bullard Mayor, City of Seymour X 
Mr. Jason Fee Jackson County Highway Engineer X 
Mr. Michael Garris Jackson County Highway Supervisor X 
Mr. Jerry Hartsell City of Seymour Engineer X 
Ms. Tina Stark Jackson County Visitor’s Bureau X 
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Questionnaire for the Indiana Department of Transportation, 
Office of Aviation 

 
 

Project No:       Des/Bridge No:       

 
Project Description: 

US 50 Corridor from I-65 near Seymour, IN to near the Jennings 

Ripley County Line 

 
Requested By: 

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

 
Are there any existing or proposed airports within or near the project limits? Yes 

 
If yes, describe any potential conflicts with air traffic during or after the construction of 
the project. 

Freeman Municipal Airport is a public-use airport and is  

located approximately 18,000 ft. West of the proposed project 

site.  North Vernon Municipal Airport is a public-use airport 

and is located approximately 12,000 ft. North of the proposed 

project site.  Please notify this office of any change of  

routing of the US 50 corridor as this may make it necessary  

to file FAA paperwork.  If no major changes are forseen, this  

project should have no impact on airspace or air navigation. 

      

 
This information was furnished by: 
 
Name: Justin Klump 
Title: Project Manager, INDOT-Office of Aviation 
Date: 03/22/2007 
 

 



 













 













 





 























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Purpose and Need 
and 

Preliminary 
Alternatives 
Coordination 

 
 



 

















 



Dear Editor 

 

Please except this letter to the editor to be published in the North Vernon Plain Dealer, Thank 
you. 

 

 

Dear Editor, 

With regards to a topic as volatile and potentially controversial as the U.S. 50 bypass; we as 
readers and a community would hope for accurate and concise reporting on the project and its 
specifics. The project is just out in the news and already we are misled. 

The Plain Dear specifically states: “Southern bypass (around North Vernon between 
Muscatatuck Park and Crosely State Fish and Wildlife Area)”. 

If this was the case, the proposed road would be south of the Muscatatuck Park, and we would 
like to emphasis the word BETWEEN. According to the www.us50northveron.otg website which 
includes maps and the PowerPoint presentation given at the published meeting, the proposed 
road would be most near the northern border of the Muscatatuck Park.  According to the map 
for Alternative E, the new road splits the eastern border of the park’s interface with highway 3 & 
7. This interface puts the middle of the bypass about right at the current front entrance, definitely 
not BETWEEN the Park and Crosely. 

Although this alternative is not likely to happen, we need to present the issue clearly so we can 
make informed judgments. Depending to what degree and manner this alternative would use 
the steep canyon verses blasting and major topography changes the following areas and 
structures at the Muscatatuck Park would be eliminated and/or significantly altered: 

“Upper wildlife marsh, shelter one, canyon road, the canyon itself, the falls/spring at the 
Vinegar Mill, the Walnut Grove school house, the Director’s house, the Park’s front 
entrance, and the park’s trail system.”  

The William Read Home (Jennings County Visitor Center) may be saved, yet it is hard to 
visualize a functional park entrance in conjunction with a US 50 and state highway 3 & 7 
intersection.  

I can empathize with the land owners who may have to sell their land to accommodate this 
project. They will receive just compensation, though. Modifying the entire northern boundary of 
a park which has served the community for over 80 years and will continue to serve (forever, if 
we protect it!) should not be  an alternative. Changing this facility and its peaceful canyon 
cannot be compensated for; this park and this canyon are what is best about this county. 

 

http://www.us50northveron.otg/


Jennings County Parks & Recreation 



Carl D. Camacho 

Project Manager,  US 50 Study 

ccamacho@blainc.com

Dear Carl, 

I first went to the website and started filling out the contact form and it was sent. I went ahead 
and copied it to word so I could see it and clean it up. I figured it could not hurt to send it directly 
to your email. Thanks 

 

Hello, I am director of Jennings County Parks & Recreation. We manage the Muscatatuck Park. 
We have just become aware that our property is listed as alternative E in a potential bypass 
upgrade for US 50. It is noted that alternative E is not the most likely alternative to be chosen. It 
is also noted that this is the shortest alternative, by a good percentage. With that in mind we 
would like to empress upon the planning team the extent and specifics of what this project 
would do to this facility and the community that uses it. Although a specific route is vague at this 
point, your power-point map conveys a general route and we will want to look at this. 

 

Muscatatuck Park is now 86 years old, instated in 1921 as Indiana's fourth state park. There are 
currently only two significant parks that supply recreation to the community, the county park and 
the city park. There are two smaller mini-parks, and one Township Park pretty far from the 
population. Usage from the Muscatatuck Park during an average week day is well over a 
hundred visits per day, 500 to 750 visits per weekend is common. We cater to annual family 
reunions. Weekend shelter use is often booked up with these reunions, as well as birthday 
parties, parties in general and often weddings. Camping is our number one income producer, 
and has been growing. 

 

The park has many historical elements. WPA shelters, road work, bridge work, etc. 1840 stone 
cutting mill with ruins and a reconfigured two story shelter at a very picturesque overlook area.  
The County Visitor Center is an 1850 homestead, which was the inn to the State Park. 1913 
school house moved and remodeled to award winning quality. 

 

That is the general back ground. Last week we hosted the DINO (do Indiana off road) racing 
and running series. Our trails are increasingly popular with locals as well as recreationists 
throughout the state. This facility is also the only decent advertised place to do rock climbing in 
the state. 

 

mailto:ccamacho@blainc.com


Our local paper printed an article and a survey about his project. They did the community great 
disservice in informing them that this alternative would travel "between the Muscatatuck Park 
and Crosely SFWA". If this were the case, the road would be south of the Park. The proposed 
alternative actually runs most near the northern border of the facility. 

 

Without going into great detail on this form to clarify to what extent each element would be 
effected, here is a list of major park elements that would either be removed or significantly 
altered if alternative E was enacted. Assuming the proposed road would like to use the 
topography efficiently, yet not be too steep or curvy, I can generalize a rough potential path. 

 

From west to east following a line as represented by bypass on map:  

 

Upper wildlife marsh (removed) 

Shelter one (removed) 

Main park road (reconfigured) 

Main park canyon (significantly altered) 

Walnut grove School house (removed) 

Director's Residence (removed) 

Visitor center parking lot (significantly altered) 

Park front entrance (significantly altered) 

Two loop hiking trails (one Mountain bike race loop) 

 

Blasting and excavation for a canyon bridge would most likely disrupt a limestone cavern 
system that feeds our spring near the Vinegar Mill. Wildlife and habitat would be altered likewise 
(Most likely removing current limestone dens, was fox, sometimes ground hog, maybe raccoon 
this year?) 

 

Everyone I have talked to about the project, (including the bikers from Indy this past weekend), 
state this would simply ruin the facility. Having the entire northern border of the facility with a 
bypass with most likely a major intersection (underpass?) cannot do any good for the facility, 
and the community likewise. 



 

I do live at this facility and have been very instrumental in bring this park up to a respectable 
level. The facility was in great disrepair when I first started in 1991. Slowly but steadily the 
infrastructure has been cleaned and repaired to compliment the natural beauty of the area. It is 
only a slight conflict of interest that my place of residence will be eliminated. I petitioned very 
hard a few years back to the County Council to modify my payment structure so I would be able 
to move from the Park and buy my own home. I took a pay cut, and lost part of the park budget, 
yet it went through. We have not moved yet, but the wife and I hope to...... maybe sooner than 
later? 

 

So....we do not mind moving. I cannot imagine that I would stay working for the department if 
this was to come into reality. It would essentially undo the last fifteen years of what I worked 
exceptionally hard at, and create something basically not worth working for. 

 

So there are the facts with regards to the facility, with a bit of perspective thrown in for good 
measure. I could do a bit better with normal email checking my spelling, and most likely will try 
this route also. 

 

Have a good day 

 

Greg Martin 

 

 

Note: I sent this letter via form on website, but have become increasingly dependent on spell 
check……..so I cleaned it up a bit. More information and pictures can be supplied so feel free to 
call or email. Visiting the website can show much of the history and uniqueness of the Park. The 
website is older, yet supplied with lots of pictures and information. 

 1-800-928-3667 

greg@musctatauckpark.com

 

Thanks 

 

mailto:greg@musctatauckpark.com


 









 





 





 









 



Questionnaire for the Indiana Department of Transportation, 
Office of Aviation 

 
 

Project No:       Des/Bridge No:       

 
Project Description: 

US 50-North Vernon Corridor Planning/EA Study 

      

 
Requested By: 

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

 
Are there any existing or proposed airports within or near the project limits? Yes 

 
If yes, describe any potential conflicts with air traffic during or after the construction of 
the project. 

It appears that alternative A, C, and D could all have  

potential impacts on the North Vernon Municipal Airport.    

Please stay in coordination with this office as there are  

notifications and permits that will need to be utilized for 

work near this airport.   

      

      

      

      

 
This information was furnished by: 
 
Name: Justin Klump 
Title: Project Manager, INDOT-Office of Aviation 
Date: 07/31/2007 
 

 



 





 





 





 



              US 50/Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge  
             Meeting Minutes (04.20.07) 

         11:00am-12:00pm 
              Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge 

          Seymour, Indiana 
 
In Attendance 
 

• Marc Webber (United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)) 
• Susan Knowles (USFWS) 
• Kia Gillette (Bernardin-Lochmueller & Associates (BLA)) 
• Jaime Sias (BLA) 

 
The meeting began with Kia giving a brief project description of what the corridor 
study entails. A potential bypass was discussed along with potential widening of 
US 50. Aerial maps were used to illustrate where preliminary alternatives are 
currently located. After the meeting, a tour of the refuge was given to BLA.   
During the meeting, the following points were addressed: 
  
General 
 

• Refuge has approximately 140,000 visitors/year 
• The Refuge is currently in the process of preparing its first Comprehensive 

Conservation Plan (CCP). 
• On May 22nd from 3-8pm there will be a public scoping meeting concerning the 

development of the CCP 
• There is an ongoing widespread contaminants investigation being conducted by 

Tom Simon of USFWS, Bloomington Ecological Field Office (because of the 
CCP) and results should be complete by end of summer 2007  

• Two largest Refuge events include the Migratory Bird Festival in May and Log 
Cabin Day in October 

• The Refuge provided BLA with several pamphlets describing the refuge and 
designated recreational/wildlife management areas 

• Theresa Dailey will be providing vegetation and Refuge boundary shapefiles to 
Kia (sent 4/20/07)  

• INDOT with USFWS widened US 50 in front of the refuge (2002/2003) by adding 
entrance turn lanes to improve safety and due to the high number of car 
accidents.  This work was completed within the existing INDOT right-of-way. 

• Susan will be the contact person for the Refuge 
• The Refuge provided BLA with Jerry Roach’s contact info at the NRCS.  He may 

know the locations of quality natural communities within the Study Area. 
• The Refuge will have approval to expand its boundaries by acquiring between 

700 and 800 more acres if funding becomes available after completion of the 
CCP; if funding does become available they would be especially interested in 
expanding their boundary south of the refuge or land that would be contiguous to 
existing boundaries  

• The Refuge is open to acquiring INDOT wetland mitigation sites, if nearby. 
 



 
 
Refuge Concerns  
 

• The Refuge is concerned about how the US 50 upgrade could affect their 
entrances (main and otherwise) and visitor use  

• Also concerned about public safety along US 50 for visitors due to the projected 
travel increase, widening, and likely increase (albeit illegal) in vehicle speed 

• The Refuge opposes the idea of adding a southern lane to US 50, but they are 
open to discussion about the project.  They will do the best thing for the refuge as 
a whole--perhaps this opportunity could be used to improve public safety at the 
entrance or acquire more property for the refuge 

• Mutton and Storm Creek flow directly into the Refuge and are a significant water 
source for the managed wetland units. Concerns also include stream water 
quality during construction (i.e. runoff, silty debris in water) and post-construction 
(road runoff during operation) 

• Would like to see bridge designs that include ways to minimize runoff and 
hazmat spills; would like to see water crossings as low risk as possible 

• Would like to see wider shoulder widths to aid in avoiding accidents 
• Concerned how to advise the public about using alternative routes to access the 

refuge during construction 
• The Refuge is particularly concerned about traffic departing the refuge 

westbound on US 50 if it becomes two lanes 
   

TES 
 

• TES information within the Refuge was updated in 2006 as part of the CAP 
(Contaminants Assessment Process). The refuge provided BLA with a copy of 
the CAP 

• The refuge does not have any known, reliable records of the  eastern 
massasauga rattlesnake within the Refuge 

• The copperbelly watersnake is found throughout the Refuge 
• The bald eagle is still listed as a threatened species.  A bald eagle nest is 

present on the Refuge 
• The Indiana Bat and maternity colonies are documented on the refuge this 

species is listed as federally endangered 
 
Other Resources 
 

• There are no karst features in the refuge; however, there are in Crosley, Big 
Oaks and Selmier. They probably present the same issues as karst along 
potential I-69 

• The refuge is not aware of any limestone glades 
• There is a Muscatatuck Seep Springs-Research Natural Area within the Wildlife 

Refuge that is sensitive habitat  
• There are some wetlands that were restored in the Muscatatuck County Park 
• Refuge has information about archeological site investigations (especially along 

ridge system in the Muscatatuck Seep Springs)  



• There are two National Register archaeology sites on the property (one south 
and one in the Muscatatuck Seep Springs), these sites following standard 
protocol should not be drawn on public maps, there are also several buildings on 
property that are over 50 years old that might be eligible for listing 

• The Refuge does have agricultural run-off, but no significant problems have been 
attributed to it to date and has pretty good water quality    

 



 



BERNARDIN ● LOCHMUELLER &  ASSOCIATES, INC. 
PLANNERS ● ENGINEERS ● SURVEYORS 

6125 South East Street (US 31 South) 
Indianapolis, IN  46227 

TEL. (317) 222-3880 / FAX:  (317) 222-3881 
 

 
July 6, 2007 
 
RE: US 50 – NORTH VERNON CORRIDOR PLANNING/EA STUDY  
 JUNE 29, 2007, RESOURCE AGENCY MEETING MINUTES 
 DES. NO.:  0401401 & 0401402 

BLA PROJECT NO.:  106-0060-OCS/CS03 
 

A Resource Agency meeting was held for the above referenced project on Friday, June 29, 2007, at the Indiana 
Government South Building, Conference Room A, located at 402 W. Washington Street, Indianapolis, Indiana.  
This meeting began at 10:00am and ended at approximately 1:00pm.   
 
A list of those invited to the meeting and those in attendance at the meeting is listed in the table below: 

 
In Attendance 

Name Organization 
Carl Camacho Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. (BLA) 
Kia Gillette BLA 
Joe Robb US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge 
Susan Knowles USFWS, Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge 
Virginia Laszewski US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 5 
Larry Heil Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
David Ripple BLA 
Gary Pence INDOT – Project Management Section 
Mike Litwin USFWS 
Jaime Sias BLA 
Juliet Port Shrewsberry & Associates 
Tom Cervone BLA 
Pankaj Desai INDOT – Public Hearings 
David A. Butts INDOT – Feasibility Engineering Section 
Steve Smith INDOT – Long-Range Planning Section 
Ben Lawrence INDOT – Environmental Services 
John Carr Indiana Division of Natural Resources (IDNR) 
Patti Yount BLA 
 
Carl Camacho started the meeting with introductions and mentioned that there had been a US 50 Public Meeting 
earlier that week (June 26). He made mention that the associated newspaper article was attached along with the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) that had been published. The PowerPoint presentation was then initiated.  The PowerPoint 
presentation contained two slides that summarized public and elected officials comments that were made at the 
June 26th meetings.  The following comments/questions were made during the course of the meeting: 
 
Q: How sure is the Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) that there will be roughly 5,000 new 

employees by year(s) 2009 and 2010? 
A: This is what is in MUTC’s plan and this is what they have told BLA. They are aiming to be the premier 

facility of this type in the country. 
 
Q: What types of vehicles are the convoys going to be traveling in? 
A: Maybe some jeeps but a large percentage will be semi-type trucks moving troops.  These trucks will also 

carry some heavy equipment but most of the very large, heavy artillery will be transferred by rail.  An 
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exercise was held in May of this year that involved a mock-nuclear disaster.  There was a mass movement 
of troops to MUTC; however, this movement of troops was different that what will typically happen on a 
weekly basis when the MUTC is fully developed in 2009 or 2010.  For the recent exercise (May 2007), the 
first responders were local, then state (if necessary), then federal (if necessary).  This extended the 
movement of troops over the course of several days.  Normal, weekly troop movements will occur one day 
a week over an 8-hour period. 

 
Q: Do you know what the percentage is for the trucks, buses, personal vehicles, etc.? 
A: Most will probably be semi-type trucks of military type. There shouldn’t be many personal vehicles or 

buses. They may come from Terre Haute and Camp Atterbury. This site is of national significance due to 
the number of people being trained there. MUTC will be similar to a small town—in fact, some State 
Hospital workers used to live there. It is an all encompassing “city” (i.e. movie theatre, reservoir). To create 
this type of atmosphere elsewhere would be expensive. There will be mock scenarios where Special Forces 
come in and train on how to handle them (i.e. similar to the one that happened in May 2007). The facility 
will probably have a fence around it. Currently a county road passes through it and will likely have to be 
closed; an alternate way will have to be established to get to the north side. It is very isolated which is an 
advantage.    

 
Q: Who owns the facility? 
A: Purdue (Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center--SEPAC), National Guard and INDNR. Purdue will be 

working on a high-tech research industrial park near MUTC. Several new businesses will likely locate here. 
 
Q: Has MUTC made any provisions to relocate the County Road? 
A: No, but this is in their plan and we have been told that they are working on the environmental study for the 

fencing and this will likely be done for the road. BLA will check to see what work has been done and if any 
environmental document has been prepared. There was a section 106 and NEPA study done on the 
conversion of this facility to new use. This would help in the cumulative impacts analysis of this study.   

 
Q: Has anyone been involved in with this Environmental Assessment (EA) process? 
A: No. 
 
Q: Is there an air strip? 
A: The North Vernon airport is a few miles west of the training center. 
 
Q: Will they be exploding bombs? There are streams nearby. 
A: We believe there will be simulated explosions through buildings but no aerial bombings. 
 
Q: Is the public worried about traffic from this? 
A: Yes; we think the public understands there is a traffic problem due to several issues. The airport is a few 

miles west of MUTC and the railroad follows much of the length of US 50. When you add the Wal-Mart 
distribution center in Seymour, the Lowes in North Vernon and the new Honda plant, the problem is even 
more compounded. 

 
Q: Will the Level of Service (LOS) take into account the convoy traffic? 
A: The LOS presented today takes into account the growth of MUTC but not the convoy traffic.  Convoy 

traffic will be added to the model as a special generator. 
 
Q: Maybe a larger study should be done in southeastern Indiana? 
A: The Southeast Indiana Economic Development Corporation has looked at the area as a region. The INDOT 

statewide travel demand model is continually updated using socioeconomic data and is used to assess 
regional traffic. Local Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) will be consulted.   
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Q: Is the large amount of trucks on US 50 associated with Wal-Mart and Lowes?  
A: Yes; but US 50 is the also the main east-to-west route across this part of the state from Columbus to 

Cincinnati as it is located between I-70 on the north and I-64 on the south. Because of these, there is also 
significant thru truck traffic on US 50.  

 
C: There are two projects in the Major Moves; one study is from I-65 to west of North Vernon ($15 million) 

and the other project is from North Vernon to just west of the Jennings/Ripley County Line ($25 million). 
 
Q:  Why wasn’t the southern boundary of the Study Area extended further south? 
A: There are many environmental and historical issues south of US 50. In addition, it would not address the 

Purpose and Need (P&N) due to it being too far away to “capture” US 50 thru traffic. 
 
Q: So it isn’t just local traffic causing problems? 
A: It is a combination of local and thru-traffic. 
 
Q: Maybe some other elements (i.e. Transportation System Management) could be implemented to make a 

hybrid alternative? 
A: We will look at those alternatives. 
 
Q: What is being looked at in terms of improving safety?  
A: The elimination of access/conflict points is a big factor. 
 
Q: Wouldn’t one-way pairs, adding turn/travel lanes and coordinating signal timing also improve safety? How 

would you compare safety to a limited access facility? 
A: Yes, but it depends on vehicle miles of travel. We will compare to the “No Build.” While one-way pairs 

may reduce congestion, they tend to increase vehicle-miles of travel because of more circuitous travel to 
get to destinations in the vicinity of the one-way pair.  Because vehicle-miles of travel are the primary 
driver of crash rates, one-way streets may results in a greater number of crashes.  Adding turn lanes and 
improving traffic signal timing may or may not reduce crashes depending upon the particular location and 
factors contributing to crashes at that location. 

 
Q: It is important to have measurable criteria and a threshold to see if an alternative meets P&N. Do you have 

the tools to do this? 
A: We have corridor type tools to evaluate the reduction in crashes.   
 
Q: Is the primary need for the project to improve congestion in North Vernon? 
A: Yes, and to also improve safety. 
 
Q: What about using US 50 to the east, then an alternative going south that connects back up with US 50? 
A: This would probably have to be five miles south of existing US 50. At this distance, most people would not 

use it.  
 
Q: How far is your most northern alternative? 
A: It is pretty far from US 50 but we were asked to look at this alternative by MUTC representatives. We have 

also looked at resources to the south as well. There are managed lands and a registered historic district 
south and the topography is more complex here.   

 
Q: Is an 80 foot median wide enough to put mass transit though? 
A: Typically, curves are too sharp to do this. Plus, the current rail already parallels US 50 and already carries a 

lot of freight.   
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Q: How many lanes are you looking at? 
A: We are still looking at traffic numbers but it is likely it will be a four-lane. We may recommend initially 

constructing a two-lane facility with provisions to add two additional lanes at a later date.  For this study, 
our R/W footprint will be adequate enough to accommodate a four-lane facility. 

 
Q:  Are you looking at access control over the entire length of the project? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: What about widening? 
A: We will need approximately 110 feet of right-of-way for urban sections. Currently, there is between 50 and 

80 feet of R/W.  In rural sections, we will need approximately 250 feet of R/W and there is currently 
between 70 and 90 feet. 

 
Q: What about right-of-way for one-way pairs? 
A: We will need approximately 80 feet of right-of-way. Currently, there is between 50 and 60 feet on Poplar 

Street. 
 
Q: There is a concern that the west bound one-way pair would take out most of the buildings. Why couldn’t 

the pair go up Short Street?  
A: There was much internal discussion regarding this. Short Street was not chosen due to the fact that Short 

Street parallels the railroad tracks and would have a very poor angle for vehicles turning to cross the 
railroad.  This would create a very unsafe condition for drivers. 

 
Q: Is this an at-grade crossing? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: How many trains use this rail per day? 
A: One to two trains use the Madison Port Authority per day. 
 
Q: Isn’t this one of the first trains in Indiana? 
A: Yes, there may be historical issues associated with this train.  
 
C: There is a big concern about the one-way pair and added travel lanes through North Vernon and their 

impacts on historical properties.  
 
C: Yes, there will be historic impacts. The bypass will likely have historic impacts but probably not to this 

degree. 
 
C: The City has also looked at using Hayden Pike as possibility (the route would go under the bridge and 

come up to connect with Short or Madison Street). 
 
C: One-way and two-way pairs have to be given a fair look.   
 
Q: Is there only one access point to the school complex? 
A: Yes.  There are actually two drives to the school complex and both drives are along US 50. 
 
C:  Why did you only look at this one-way pair? There are other streets north and south that could maybe 

perform.  You need to discuss why these streets were chosen and why others were not chosen.   
 
Q:  What about a hybrid of existing streets and new construction? 
A: We need to document out thought process as to why or why not. 
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Q: Were alternatives drawn to avoid resources? 
A: Yes, we had the environmental footprint map developed and tried to avoid resources. We also used public 

input. 
 
Q: Will you be looking at the alternative that goes north, all the way to I-65? 
A: Yes, we will document and discuss this alternative. This was also a comment at the public open house.  

However, there is no existing interchange at I-65 there. 
 
C: Historically, there has not been any widening along US 50 on the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge. A 

few years ago, the entrance was updated but no new right-of-way was purchased. 
 
Q: Would MUTC have access using Alternative D? Wouldn’t they need a portion of Alterative C or A?  
A: No, they would have to have access from somewhere else. 
 
Q: Would this be part of this project? 
A: No, but it would require coordination between the two studies. MUTC supports alternatives A, C, and D.  
 
Q: Is there an existing roadway that cuts through the golf course and forest in a portion of Alterative A?  
A: Yes, CR 350. However, we would require more right-of-way. 
 
Q: How much right-of-way? 
A: 250 feet for rural areas and 110 feet in the urban area near North Vernon and State Roads 3 and 7. 
 
Q: Will there be traffic signals at State Roads 3 and 7? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: Are there a lot of bridges over the Muscatatuck River? 
A: US 50 crosses it along with some county roads; however, most roads follow the river. 
 
Q: Understanding that the 30 days starts when the agency receives the package, what comments do you want? 
A: We would like comments on P&N and Preliminary Alternatives. The Public Involvement Plan and Agency 

Coordination Plan are included as part of the new procedures if you’d like to comment on those as well. 
We appreciate any comments on fundamental flaws in those schedules. 

 
Q: What is the date of the next report? 
A: The Task 3 Report will be given out at the end of August/beginning of September, 2007.  
 
Q: Will the final report be given to agencies? 
A: Yes, we can do that. 
 
Q: What about closure for the study? 
A: Federal Highway Administration will work on providing update letters. 
 
Q: What about multiple projects? Why isn’t this an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)? 
A: This could result in multiple projects or could result in an EIS. We have not committed to either yet. 
 
Q: What level of environmental analysis will be used in the next report (Task 3)? 
A: Existing data sources, some windshield surveys and public input. This will be a GIS-directed response. We 

are trying to get down to a handful of alternatives, not a preferred alterative. More detailed analysis will be 
conducted at that point. 

 



 6

Q: Will wildlife corridors through forested areas be discussed? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: Will core forest be discussed? 
A: This issue may be discussed generally, but a detailed analysis would be in an EIS.  
 
C:  Existing mapped information may not be good enough to give you that information. 
C: There has been a lot of research done in particular areas (i.e. karst) that will be beneficial.  
 
C: You need to seriously look at developing hybrid alternatives using existing and new construction. 
 
Q: Why are you just looking at an EA? Why not a tiered EIS? 
A: The EA is looking at possible long-term and short-term solutions. If a one-way pair will work, then an EIS 

may not be required.  
 
Q: Do you mention “NEPA” in the NOI? 
A: It is referred to as an “Environmental Assessment.” Yes, we are following NEPA. 
 
Q: Is failure to meet P&N criteria the only factor needed to throw out an alterative? Or will significant 

environmental impacts be considered? 
A: Alternatives must meet P&N then we are looking for flaws in any of the alternatives in terms of 

environmental, socio-economic, financial, etc. It has to be something that can be carried forward from P&N 
as well as an environmental perspective. We should not have to revisit these things later on in the process.  

 
C: It is recommended to avoid resources as much as possible (i.e. wetlands, refuges). 
 
Q: Will the study have information on mitigation? 
A: Not at this stage. The end report will be similar to a screening report for an EIS.  Mitigation would be 

addressed in the future NEPA studies. 
 
Q: Are the bypass alternatives corridors or right-of-way? 
A: For screening, they will be right-of-way but the limits are not set in stone. There will be room for 

“tweaking” to continue to avoid and minimize resources.  
 
 
These Meeting Minutes were prepared by: 
 
 
 
_____________________________________     ___July 6, 2007_______ 
Carl D. Camacho, P.E.         Date 
Project Manager 
 
cc: File 
 Participating Agencies 
 Project Management Team 
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Kia Gillette 

From: Carr, John [JCarr@dnr.IN.gov]

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 3:29 PM

To: Carl Camacho

Cc: Heil, Larry; Carpenter, Patrick A; Tom Cervone; Kia Gillette; DAu@blainc.inc

Subject: SHPO staff observations on cultural resources within US 50 - North Vernon study area

Page 1 of 2

3/30/2007

Carl,  
  
I thought you did a very nice job with your overview presentation on the project at the March 22 meeting in North 
Vernon.  Tom Cervone, Kia Gillette, Dennis Au, and Patti Yount (I hope I have her name right) were very helpful 
in answering questions and very attentive in listening to comments during the small group discussions that took 
place after the formal presentation.  I would like to offer several observations informally at this early stage of the 
study.   
  
Laura Renwick of HLFI had said during meeting that she thought State Street Historic District in North Vernon had 
already been listed in the NR (in addition to the North Vernon Downtown HD and the Walnut St HD in North 
Vernon---in addition to the Vernon HD and a couple of individually-listed brideges within the former Jefferson 
Proving Ground).  I couldn't verify at that time that Laura's understanding was correct, but our Survey and 
Registration Section has since confirmed that the State Street HD was listed in the National Register on January 
25, 2007.   
  
After the meeting on March 22, I stopped by the US 50 bridge over the Vernon Fork of the Muscatatuck River.  By 
pulling onto the county road immediately east of the bridge, I was able to observe the earlier bridge substructure 
on the south (eastbound) side that Kia had described during one of the discussions.  It's a rather impressive, open 
spandrel concrete arch bridge with two arch ribs that appear to be in good condition.  Then I drove across the 
bridge, parked on the shoulder on the north (westbound) side, and walked partway down the embankment to get 
a look at the structure, which carries the eastbound shoulder and probably part of the eastbound travel lane.  I'm 
not sure I can characterize the type of structure correctly, but it reminded me of a huge, trapezoidal box girder, 
supported by piers.  I didn't go all the under the bridge, but it appeared from my vantage point that the box girder 
and open spandrel arch structures are connected only by the deck--at least, it appeared that the main structural 
members, other than the deck, still function independently of each other.  As Kia had mentioned, the structure 
carrying the eastbound lanes, built in 1930, is rated "NRC" (i.e., eligible for the National Register) in Jim Cooper's 
Artistry and Ingenuity, and since Jim specified that he was referring to the structure carrying the eastbound lanes, 
I'm sure he was aware that the bridge had been widened by the construction of an additional substructure.  His 
survey card for that bridge appears to indicate that it was widened in 1980.  I'm guessing he obtained that date 
from INDOT's biennial bridge inspection report.  I'll mail you a copy of Jim's survey card.  One of the photographic 
prints on the card seems to show the box girder beyond the open spandrel arch, but, unfortunately, I can't get our 
photocopier to lighten the copy enough to show that detail clearly.   
  
I then drove west of North Vernon and crossed that wooden, hump-back bridge (probably not the 
correct, technical term; this is probably Jennings Co Br #167---15023 in the 1989 Jennings Co Interim Rpt), 
carrying Base Rd (I think) over the CSX line where US 50 takes a southwesterly bend.  I didn't have time to get 
out of the car to make a close observation.  Although the wooden plank deck and rails were 
weathered, my impression was that the substructure (mainly of wood) might not be very old.  I would guess 
that the wood in a structure like this, exposed to the elements as it is, would have to be replaced every few 
decades, but I could be wrong.  The interim rpt estimates (very roughly, I'd guess) that the bridge dates from ca. 
1900, but that may have been based on its style, rather than the age of the materials, or perhaps the bridge has 
been rebuilt since the survey underlying the interim rpt was conducted in 1988.  Maybe the biennial county bridge 
inspection report would shed light on this bridge's age.  Its style is somewhat unusual, although I seem to 
recall another like it in Jennings County, and I think I've seen photos of a few others over RR lines in northern 
Indiana.       
  
Driving west of the wooden bridge, I looked southward, between the bldgs of the first farmstead, to try to get 
a look at the cattle bridge (or underpass) on US 50 that Patti had described as being in that vicinity.  A couple of 



times I thought I had caught a glimpse of it, but, if I had even been looking in the right direction, I didn't see it 
clearly enough to form an opinion of its significance or integrity.  I think the bridge is worth checking out, however, 
because of its unusual function, but one might have to park along US 50 and walk down the berm in order to get a 
good look at it.   
  
I found in our records that, in a Section 106 review several years ago, we had expressed the opinion that a house 
(20026) on Hayden Pike is eligible for the National Register under criterion A for its association with settlement in 
Center Township.  
  
A few other, rural buildings or structures were also discussed after the formal meeting.  As I had mentioned to 
some of your staff members after the meeting, the one-and-one-half story, wood frame I-house with a saltbox rear 
addition and some Greek Revival detailing (15033) on the north side of US 50 near CR 750W certainly deserves 
careful consideration regarding its NR eligibility.  Also, that wood frame, former gasoline station (unsurveyed, I 
think) on the south side of US 50, closer to North Vernon, merits further investigation (Patti and Dennis recall it).  
The very large barn (possibly 20027) and and wood frame farmhouse just west of North Vernon are interesting, 
and the barn is especially impressive.  The house and barn are worth reviewing further, but the house is partially 
collapsed, and I recall that Patti's saying that the farm is up for sale for residential development, so I'm not sure 
how much longer either the house or the barn will still be standing.  We typically have not said that a barn, by 
itself, being an outbuilding, is eligible for the National Register, but there have been a number of exceptions to 
that general rule of thumb, expeciallyfor unusual types, such as round barns.    
  
I realize that it's very early to be talking about impacts, but I want to emphasize that the one alternative that would 
take westbound US 50 north to Poplar St in the downtown area of North Vernon is of particular concern.  It would 
not only require the moving or demolition of the former B&O passenger depot, but it also apparently would require 
the demolition of all of the historic commercial buildings (moving likely being infeasible) on the east side of Fifth 
Street between the current US 50 and the CSX tracks.   Such an extensive amount of demolition would have a 
dramatically adverse effect on the North Vernon Downtown HD, and I would strongly encourage project planners 
to focus on other, less damaging alternatives.   
  
John L. Carr 
Structures Reviewer - Transportation  
DNR Div. of Historic Preservation & Archaelogy 
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Environmental Unit 
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W264 
Indianapolis, IN  46204-2641 
                                                                        11 April 2008 
 
Lawrence M. Heil, PE 
US Department of Transportation 
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
 
Re:  DNR #12826-1: US 50 North Vernon Corridor Preliminary Alternatives 
Screening Report; Multi County (Jackson and Jennings) 
     
Dear Mr. Heil: 
 
 The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced project 
per your request.  Our agency offers the following comments for your information and in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.  The following comments and 
recommendations are separated by Division within the Department. 
 
DIVISION OF FORESTRY 
 

Any chosen route should minimize the impact on the forested acreage and protected lands 
within it's route as much as possible.  Alternatives A and D are the least recommended due to the 
number of forested acres and number of classified forest impacted.  Alternative B is the most 
preferred, but areas populated with Eastern Hemlock need to be avoided.  Alternatives W and W1 
are the most preferred as they have the least impact to forested land and classified forests.  The 
right-of-ways passing through forested areas should be kept to a minimum width.  Any timber 
that is to be removed from a right-of-way should be utilized in order to avoided wasting the 
resource.  The Division of Forestry recommends that areas of forestland that are cleared, and not 
covered under the 1991 MOU between IDNR and INDOT, be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio or greater. 

 
Any fees or penalties that may be incurred by the landowners should be reimbursed to the 

landowner for areas that are removed from the classified forest program or conservation programs 
such as the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) or the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 
(WHIP).  Fees and penalties may include survey redescriptions, back taxes withdraw penalties, 
and repayment of funds for cost share practices. 
 
DIVISION OF FISH & WILDLIFE 
 

There are western and eastern alternatives associated with this project.  The western 
alternatives go from US 31 eastward to County Road 575 West.  The eastern alternatives begin at 
County Road 575 West and extend eastward to US 50 east of North Vernon.  Based on the 
information contained in the report and the results of a meeting on March 20, 2008, all Western 
Alternatives and eastern Alternatives A and B are being carried forward for further analysis.  
Portions of the alignment are along existing US 50, while other portions will be new terrain. 
 

There will be several impacts that will result from this project, including impacts to 
wetlands and floodway habitat.  Any new alignments of US 50 could have unreasonably 
detrimental impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources.  The existing US 50 has several 
large public land properties and areas of significant natural quality located adjacent or close to its  
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right-of-way.  The public land possibly affected includes federal, state and local public land: 
including 2 national wildlife refuges, a state fish and wildlife area, a state forest, a dedicated state 
nature preserve, a county park (originally a state park) and a number of high quality/unique 
natural areas.  Several of the alternatives could or do impact one or more of these areas.  All the 
alternatives presented impact large forested habitat areas and stream valleys that have not been 
identified as containing high quality natural areas or rare species, but have not been surveyed.  
New-terrain alignments should avoid impacts to forested areas and other natural habitat areas as 
much as possible. 
 

For any alternative, we recommend the route that results in the least impact to fish, 
wildlife, and botanical resources.  Environmentally preferable transportation options should focus 
on low impact alternatives that minimize road widening and that select new-terrain road 
construction as an option of last resort.  As the environmental impacts from road construction are 
typically permanent and irreversible, new terrain road alignments need to be laid out with 
avoidance and minimization of environmental impacts as a top priority.  
 
Western Section: 

Alternatives W and W1 will result in the fewest impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical 
resources as they make the greatest use of existing US 50.  Alternative W3 would result in greater 
impacts compared to Alternatives W and W1 as it makes greater use of new terrain.  Alternative 
W2 would result in the greatest impact to resources, including a new crossing over Storm Creek 
through an existing riparian corridor.  Using the existing US 50 reduces the number of new 
crossings and new habitat fragmentation. 
 
Eastern Section: 

Alternative A will have almost two times the impact to forested habitat compared to 
Alternative B.  However, Alternative B may impact a unique habitat type, unless it is realigned.  
As noted in previous comments, the alignment should avoid impacts to remnant stands of eastern 
hemlock.  Hemlock may exist near the alignment for Alternative B.  If so, the alignment should 
be modified to avoid impacting these trees.  If impacts are unavoidable, this alternative should not 
be selected.  For Alternative A, designing a bridge at the Vernon Fork that goes over portions of 
the forested valley is recommended as this would help avoid some impacts.  Again, when 
choosing the preferred alternative, continue to further avoid habitat and natural resources through 
minor shifts in the alignment. 
 

Designs for new bridges should include an opening with minimum dimensions of 8’ tall 
by 24’ wide that does not include the size of the opening over the channel.  This opening under 
the bridge with unsubmerged dry land is essential for wildlife passage.  If riprap is planned under 
the bridge, only dry land unarmored with riprap should be considered in the opening dimensions.  
Considerations can be made if alternative armoring materials are used. 
 

In general, stream crossings should maintain a natural stream bottom.  Bridges are 
recommended over culverts, and 3-sided culverts are recommended over 4-sided culverts.  If a 4-
sided culvert is used, it should be buried a minimum of 12” to maintain a natural stream bottom.  
If existing crossings are modified, they must provide for fish passage.  In addition, modification 
of existing crossings should not impair wildlife movement to a greater degree than existing 
conditions. 
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Mitigation will be required for temporary and permanent impacts within the floodway.  
Impacts under one acre typically require 1:1 mitigation, and impacts of 1 or more acres require 
2:1 mitigation.  Mitigation ratios for wetland impacts can be found in the Natural Resources 
Commission’s Information Bulletin #17 (see http://www.in.gov/legislative/register/20061213-IR-
312060562NRA.xml.pdf). 

 
             Fish, wildlife, and botanical resource losses can be expected to occur as a result of this 
project.  These losses can be minimized through implementation of the following measures, in 
addition to the above recommendations. 
Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas within the project area using a mixture of grasses, sedges, 
wildflowers, shrubs, and trees native to Southern Indiana and specifically for stream 
bank/floodway stabilization purposes as soon as possible upon completion. 
Minimize and contain within the project limits inchannel disturbance and the clearing of trees and 
brush. 
Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written approval of 
the Division of Fish and Wildlife. 
Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat roosting (greater than 3 inches dbh, living or dead, 
with loose hanging bark) from April 1 through September 30. 
Do not excavate in the low flow area except for the placement of piers, foundations, and riprap, or 
removal of the old structure. 
Do not construct any temporary runarounds or causeways. 
Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap stone extended below the normal water level to 
provide habitat for aquatic organisms in the voids. 
Plant native hardwood trees along the top of the bank and right-of-way to replace the vegetation 
destroyed during construction. 
Post "Do Not Mow or Spray" signs along the right-of-way. 
Appropriately designed measures for controlling erosion and sediment must be implemented to 
prevent sediment from entering the stream or leaving the construction site; maintain these 
measures until construction is complete and all disturbed areas are stabilized. 
Seed and protect all disturbed streambanks and slopes that are 3:1 or steeper with erosion control 
blankets (follow manufacturer's recommendations for selection and installation) or use an 
appropriate structural armament; seed and apply mulch on all other disturbed areas. 
Plant five trees, at least 2 inches in diameter-at-breast height, for each tree which is removed that 
is ten inches or greater in diameter-at-breast height. 
 
DIVISION OF NATURE PRESERVES (Natural Heritage Data) 
 
Western section: 

Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is located immediately south of each of 
the proposed alternatives in this section.  As long as all of the proposed alternatives avoid the 
NWR, there should be no serious impacts to this resource. 
 
Eastern section: 

The state species of special concern Least weasel (Mustela nivalis) and the state 
endangered Kirtland's snake (Clonophis kirtlandii) have both been recorded at the location where 
Alternatives C, A, B, and E all converge.  In Alternative A at Selmier State Forest, no state listed 
species or significant natural features have been recorded. 
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At the Vernon Fork crossing:  
- The Indiana bat, a limestone cliff, and several rare invertebrates have been recorded in the 
vicinity of the proposed Alternative B.  
- The Indiana bat and four (4) other rare invertebrates have been recorded about ¼ mile south of 
Alternative D. 
- The state rare Barren strawberry (Waldsteinia fragarioides), the state endangered Clingman 
hedge-nettle (Stachys clingmanii) (recorded barely north of Option 1), the state threatened 
Sullivantia (Sullivantia sullivantii) (located just north of the other two plants), and Calli Nature 
Preserve are all located within the vicinity of Alternative E at the north end. 
 

Of the 3 alternatives proposed for further study, Alternative A has the fewest potential 
impacts to Natural Heritage elements, Alternative D has the next fewest potential impacts, 
passing within approximately ¼ mile of Natural Heritage elements, and Alternative B appears to 
have the most potential impacts to Natural Heritage elements, passing right through a limestone 
cliff area, as well as Indiana bat and several rare invertebrate species area. 
 
 Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service.  Please do not hesitate to contact 
Christie Stanifer, Environmental Coordinator, at (317) 232-4160 or toll free at 1-877-928-3755 if 
we can be of further assistance. 
 
                                                                        Sincerely, 
 
         
 
                                                                        J. Matthew Buffington 
       Environmental Supervisor 
       Division of Fish and Wildlife 





















 



Jaime Sias 

From: Carl Camacho

Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 10:40 AM

To: Jaime Sias; Kia Gillette

Subject: FW: Hwy 50 alternatives impact on Purdue University

Page 1 of 1

4/30/2008

  
  

From: Biehle, Donald J. [mailto:biehled@purdue.edu]  
Sent: Friday, March 21, 2008 1:57 PM 
To: Carl Camacho 
Cc: Fankhauser Jr, Jerry J; Hawkins, Stephen E.; Kladivko, Eileen J 
Subject: Hwy 50 alternatives impact on Purdue University 
  
Carl, 
  
I am writing because of the impact of Highway 50 Alternative A and Alternative B on property owned by Purdue 
University.  
  
The far eastern edge of these alternatives would take 14 acres of land from the Southeast Purdue Agricultural 
Center as referenced on page 5-69 of the Feb. 2008 Final Report 
http://www.us50northvernon.org/downloads/US_50_Final_Report.pdf 
This land would include both forest land and cropland.  
  
Of particular note is a long term drainage research project that occupies this land. Information about this research 
can be found online at http://www.agry.purdue.edu/water/fieldstn/sepac.htm 
  
I would like to visit with you or someone else on the study team about this issue. I look forward to hearing from 
you. 
  
Sincerely,  
  
Donald J. Biehle, Superintendent 
Southeast Purdue Agricultural Center 
4425 E Co Rd 350 N 
PO Box 216 
Butlerville IN 47223-0216 
biehled@purdue.edu 
812-458-6977 
812-458-6979 fax 
812-592-8426 cell 
  
  
  
  



 



BERNARDIN ● LOCHMUELLER &  ASSOCIATES, INC. 
PLANNERS ● ENGINEERS ● SURVEYORS 

6125 South East Street (US 31 South) 
Indianapolis, IN  46227 

TEL. (317) 222-3880 / FAX:  (317) 222-3881 
 
March 27, 2008 
 
RE: US 50 – NORTH VERNON CORRIDOR PLANNING/EA STUDY  
 March 20, 2008, RESOURCE AGENCY MEETING MINUTES 
 DES Number:  0401401 & 0401402 

BLA PROJECT Number:  106-0060-OCS/CS05 
 

A Resource Agency meeting was held for the above referenced project on Thursday, March 20, 2008 at the Indiana 
Government Center North Building, Room N925, located at 100 Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana.  
Accommodations for participation from a remote location via conference call were also provided.  Copies of handouts 
for the meeting were previously provided via e-mail.  This meeting began at 1:30 pm and ended at 3:30 pm.   
 
A list of those in attendance is listed below: 

 
In Attendance 

Name Organization 
Carl Camacho Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. (BLA) 
Kia Gillette BLA 
David Ripple BLA (via phone) 
Tom Cervone BLA (via phone) 
David Holtz Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)-Planning 
Andrew Fitzgerald INDOT-Planning 
Laura Hilden INDOT-Environmental Services 
Ben Lawrence INDOT-Environmental Services 
Steve Smith INDOT-Long-Range Planning Section 
Karl Leet INDOT 
Larry Heil Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Matt Buffington Indiana Division of Natural Resources (IDNR)-Fish and Wildlife 
John Friedrich IDNR-Forestry 
John Carr IDNR – DHPA 
Kimberly Wafford Shrewsberry & Associates (S&A) 
Virginia Laszewski US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 5 (via phone) 

 
* The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) initiated the meeting by commenting that a more detailed analysis 

will follow (an Environmental Impact Statement-EIS) and the Notice of Intent (NOI) will be refreshed. The 
following comments/questions were made during the course of the meeting: 

 
Q: There was confusion about what is requested from the agencies at this stage of the project. The cover of the 

document provided indicated that it was a Final Report and there was concern that if this is the Final Report, 
will agency comments be incorporated? The FHWA transmittal letter dated February 26, 2008, and included 
with the Final Report to the agencies identified the enclosed report as a Preliminary Alternatives and Screening 
Report but the cover said Final Report. 

A: This project is following the new Section 6002 guidelines.  The project was initiated as a Corridor 
Planning/Environmental Assessment (EA) study with a Notice of Intent (NOI).  The EA phase of the project is 
completed, hence the identification of the document as the Final Report.  However, the words “final report 
should not have been used since this project will be advanced to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
a NOI will be published.  The Final Report received by the agencies with the February 26, 2008, FHWA 
transmittal letter should be considered the Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report as noted in the FHWA 
transmittal letter.  As the transmittal letter stated, we are formally requesting comments on the document as a 
Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report and request comments be provided by April 4, 2008. All agency 
comments will be incorporated into the development of the EIS. 
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* Carl Camacho from BLA started with a PowerPoint presentation about the screening of alternatives.  The 
following items were discussed or comments made: 

 
Q: What happens with Alternative W2 and other alternatives that don’t use existing US 50? 
A: Existing US 50 would be relinquished to the local agency (city or county agency). 
 
C: For the alternatives that are adjacent to the railroad, the railroad is an existing impediment to wildlife.  
A: This will be looked at in greater detail for the final recommendation. 
C: Alternative W2 crosses county roads and the railroad is very close, additional overpass bridges may be 

necessary in the future as county road intersections can become problems when adjacent to railroads. 
C: Railroad corridors often also serve as utility corridors which can pose problems with a new adjacent roadway 

facility. 
C: The facility will be access-controlled with access at county roads and some drives; therefore, some low 

volume roads may need to be closed and traffic routed to a different roadway.  Coordination with schools and 
Emergency Service Providers would be done as a part of the EIS development. 

C: Local road closures are a big concern for residences. 
C: Local access issues are not addressed in detail at the current phase of the study. 
C: Local road access to the new road may not be as big of an issue if existing US 50 remains as a local road. 
 
C: Alternative W2 was stated to cross Sixmile Creek, with wetlands impacts in that area. Wetland impacts are 

mostly to forested areas, not sure if you can avoid wetlands if forested. Alternative W2 also has highest total 
forest acres. 

C: It was noted that there is an existing bridge across Sixmile Creek along existing US 50 that already impacts the 
wildlife, therefore a new bridge at that location may not have significant impacts. Additional analysis will be 
needed to reduce environmental impacts. 

C: In discussions related to Alternative W2 the report, this crossing of Storm Creek was identified 
incorrectly as a crossing of Sixmile Creek. 

 
C: The $50 million cost programmed for the project does not include secondary and tertiary cost (mitigation 

costs, etc.); we do not want to raise expectations related to timing and the facility type because INDOT may 
not have the funding.  

C: Secondary and tertiary costs could be a third to half more cost on top of construction. 
C: It is important to note that at the meetings last week (CAC, public officials, and public meetings) it was 

presented that we do not have sufficient funds for the project.   
C: It is unlikely that it will be constructed all at once. It is more likely to be constructed in “usable pieces.”  At the 

meetings, it was also requested that locals provide input related to which segments of the corridor should be 
constructed first. 

C: The Department of Defense (DOD) may be involved in funding. 
C: FHWA often includes a large contingency for year of expenditure costs. 
 
C: The commissioner of INDOT has been briefed and has participated in the decision making for this study. 
 
C: From a corridor preservation standpoint, there likely will not be a lot of competition in terms of buying land, 

but there may be competition north of North Vernon. Coordination with local zoning agencies may be 
necessary. 

 
C: For eastern options, Alternative A was revised to include an option 1 and option 2. Option 2 is least costly, and 

will be the route Alternative A. Option 1 is eliminated.  Alternative A is closer to newer businesses like 
Walmart, Lowe’s, etc. and offers greater room for development. 

 
C: Alternative C is similar to Alternative A but travels north of the airport. 
 
C: Alternative D is considered the “bypass alternative” as it travels around town and the MUTC to the north. 
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C: Alternative E currently splits the Preserve and County Park. Two options, option 1 and option 2, were 
proposed. Option 2 reduces potential 4(f) impacts and other historic issues. 

 
C: The report recommends that all thru-town alternatives be eliminated. They have a larger affect on businesses 

and historic districts.  For the thru-town alternatives, there is also a concern about maintaining an at-grade 
railroad crossing downtown. 

 
C: Alternative C is also suggested for elimination because it will significantly reduce traffic draw and possibly 

disable airport expansion. 
 
C: Alternative E is suggested for elimination. The alternative crosses SR 3/7 and would require access to it.  It 

would have an at-grade railroad crossing just east of SR 3/7.  Traffic at the SR 3/7 intersection with existing 
US 50 (Walnut Street) would be significant and would possibly require up to seven lanes of roadway. The 
alternative would also increase thru-town traffic in this area as trucks would need to go through town to get 
north to industry and back south to the alternative. It is also not consistent with land use/development goals for 
the area. The development trends have been north of town rather than south.  

 
Q: What is the train count on the Southern Railroad?  
A: It is the Old Madison Railroad and it is fairly low, maybe 2 or 3 per day. 
 
C: On page 6-51, there are contradicting sentences about traffic and Alternative E. 
A: We will look into this and correct it. 
 
C: The locals like the northern alternatives because development is to the north. The trucks go up there and there 

are open spaces along SR 3 for development. 
 
Q: In the EIS, will we see a modified W on the west side using existing US 50 with minor improvements? 
A: When we approve an EIS, we may not have all of the money by 2030. We may issue a Record of Decision 

(ROD) with what we have or do a phased or staged ROD. 
C: That is one way or you can do some existing alignment improvements. 
C: Consensus was to include in the EIS an additional Western Alternative Preliminary similar to 

Alternative W that would include improvements to existing US 50 in combination with Transportation 
Management System Alternatives due to financial concerns related to the project. 

 
C: Alternatives E and B are most effective at diverting east-west truck traffic. Going through town fails to 

intercept truck traffic from the north. 
C: Initially, FHWA was reluctant to dismiss Alternative E because it does perform very well in some instances. 

However, it is not consistent with land use plans in the area, and has significant impacts to the county park. 
The accumulation of issues caused us to eliminate it.  

 
Q:  Did you look into adding a spur form SR 7on the west side in combination with Alternative E? 
A: This would likely call for another bypass so the cost and impacts would escalate. 
 
C: I understand all alternatives meet Purpose and Need (P&N) and I understand why Alternative E was 

eliminated.   Sentences #2 and #5 in the Alternative E discussion in Chapter 6 of the report need to be 
rewritten for clarity.  

C: It needs to be reemphasized it was not compatible with future land-use. 
 
Q: Do you have any actual and projected traffic and truck flow maps for the alternatives? 
A: Yes, the travel demand model has project truck traffic flow for each alternative and the report contains tables 

that discuss these results.   
 
C: Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) favors Alternatives A and B. Alternative D puts some 

restrictions on them.  
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C: Many locals prefer Alternative A but would likely be receptive of Alternative B as the preferred alternative.  
 
C: Alternative D seems to have the largest opposition because of farmland impacts. 
 
C: Alternatives similar to Alternatives A, B and E are shown in the local comprehensive plan. 
  
Q: The question was raised, “Why keep Alternative D?” It is the preferred alternative of IDNR, however it is not 

favored by other agencies. This is the only alternative that ties into US 50 east of Butlerville and alleviates 
some traffic concerns in that area. It also has a very high cost. It may have larger negative economical impact 
on town due to its total bypass of the town. All of US50 through the towns would have to be relinquished to 
local governments for up keep, is not favored by local government.  Trucks may find US50 more convenient 
and continue their use of US 50. 

C: The MUTC is not supportive of Alternative D because it would restrict them to the north. 
C: Local government relinquishment was also brought up, there is a large amount of US 50 that would be 

relinquished to the locals.  
C: Keeping Alternative D at this phase of the study development may actually be more costly due to time and 

money required for the additional EIS study of the area that would be necessary if Alternative D were 
eliminated at this phase.  

C: The Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) liked Alternative D and hesitates to eliminate it at this 
point of the study. 

C: Many DNR concerns are met with revisions to Alternative A, additional revisions may be necessary. DNR is 
willing to dismiss Alternative D with a revised Alternative A. 

C: Locals were shocked to see Alternative D in presentation and landowners are withdrawing money from banks. 
C: It is recommended that Alternative D be removed from further consideration. This is recorded in the 

meeting minutes and will be announced after the public and agency comment period if other comments do not 
alter this decision.  An addendum will also be added to the report.  Reasons for eliminating it should be 
documented.  

 
Q: Concern was expressed about the airport and future runway expansion. Has this been considered in relation to 

the alternatives and in terms of cumulative impacts to wetlands and forests? 
C: It has not been included in this study. 
 
Q: A question was raised for Alternative A. Can the urban [cross] section be extended along CR 350 east to lessen 

impacts to the possible Section 4f properties (Selmier State Forest and St. Anne’s Golf Course) by reducing 
required right of way? (Rather than using the rural cross-section)? 

A: Yes, this should be looked at in more detail in additional studies and is recommended in the study 
recommendation. 

C:  At the Muscatatuck River crossing, a different type of cross section (perhaps a transitional cross section) may 
need to be considered because the maximum speed limit for the urban is 45 mph due to the barrier curb. 

 
C: IDNR has concerns with hemlock stands for Alternative B. 
 
C: You should consider phasing the eastern and western sections for fiscal reasons. It may need to be just 2 lanes 

in some areas when initially constructed.   
C: It was suggested to look at minimizing cross sections, possibly making some semi-urban with narrower 

medians. 
C: The next study would likely include a footprint for four lanes to get environmental clearance and have a 

detailed study related to construction phasing and staging. 
 
Q: Will agencies be getting the revised version of the report? 
A: This report will not be revised.  Following the end of the comment period (April 4, 2008) there will be a report 

addendum developed and circulated that will summarize major changes that have resulted from comments 
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received on the Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report.   The document, the addendum and all comments 
received throughout the project will be given to INDOT as a starting point for the EIS.   

 
Q: How soon will the EIS process start?  
A: An INDOT Project Manager has been assigned. It is anticipated that there will be a decision by INDOT in 

May for how to approach an EIS (e.g. Request for Proposals—RFP, or different approach).    
 
C: Resource agencies should be given an opportunity to review a document prior to the Final Report so comments 

could be included in Final Report.  
A: When EIS process starts, the Screening Report will develop into the Draft EIS and everything that was decided 

as a part of the Screening Report comments and coordination will be included in the Draft EIS.  Agencies and 
the public will have many opportunities to review subsequent documents (Draft EIS, Final EIS, etc.) before the 
environmental study is completed. 

  
C:  For future studies, according to the process, agency review/comment should occur prior to finalizing the 

report.   
 
C: Meeting minutes will be sent out to the agencies next week (week of March 24 thru March 28) and comments 

are due April 4, 2008. 
 
C: Per public comments, an eastern alternative should be looked at that follows east side of railroad on the west 

side of North Vernon. 
 
C: An assessment of the corridor next to railroad should be completed as a part of the EIS because of operational 

concerns. For design of the Eastern Section Alternatives adjacent to the existing railroad west of North 
Vernon, there are no issues with intersecting roads but there could be an issue with Western Section 
Alternatives near the railroad. 

 
C: A summary of alternatives recommended for further NEPA study was discussed. In the Eastern Section 

of the Study Area, Alternatives A and B (with revisions/tweaking to avoid and minimize impacts) were 
recommended for further NEPA study.  For the Western Section of the Study Area, the TSM alternative 
and Alternatives W1, W2, and W3 are recommended for further NEPA study. All other alternatives 
have been eliminated from consideration. 

 
These Meeting Minutes were prepared by: 
 
 
 
_____________________________________     March 27, 2008 
Carl D. Camacho, P.E.                  Date 
Project Manager 
 
cc: File 
 Participating Agencies 
 Project Management Team 
 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments  
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Jaime Sias

From: Carl Camacho
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 10:37 AM
To: Jaime Sias
Subject: FW: US Highway 50 Bypass Project-Jennings County

Importance: High

-----Original Message-----
From: Ponsler, Brad [mailto:bponsler@infarmbureau.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2008 11:57 AM
To: Carl Camacho
Subject: US Highway 50 Bypass Project-Jennings County
Importance: High

Mr. Carl Camacho
 
Hello!
Thanks for the information this morning on the phone.
I appreciate the information.
 
As I mentioned on the phone today, one of my concerns was that the resource agency meeting
on March 20th needed to have representation from the Agricultural Community, including =20
agencies and organizations that work with Agriculture.
I know that you mentioned that USDA-NRCS had been invited.
Do you have a list of those agencies and groups that have been invited to the meeting on 
March 20th?
My thoughts would be to include: The Indiana State Dept. of Agriculture, =20 Farm Service 
Agency, USDA-NRCS (which you mentioned), and possibly a representative from Indiana Farm 
Bureau.
For my information, where will the meeting be held on March 20th?
 
I want to be certain that Agriculture has a voice in the process.
Thanks again for your help.
Please feel free to add my email address to your list of contacts for this project.
 
Take care,
Brad
 
Brad Ponsler
Regional Manager - Indiana Farm Bureau, Inc.
812-592-2121 Mobile
 
 

The information in Indiana Farm Bureau Inc. email and any attachment is confidential and 
intended solely for the named addressee(s). This information may be subject to legal, 
professional or other privilege and further distribution of it is strictly prohibited 
without explicit permission. If you are not the intended recipient, any review, 
disclosure, copying, distribution, storage or use of the contents of this electronic 
message or any attached documents is prohibited. If you have received it in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the message from your system. Personal messages 
and/or opinions in a message are solely those of the sender; Indiana Farm Bureau Inc. will
accept no responsibility for such messages. While precautions have been taken, you are 
advised to check the message for computer viruses before opening any attachments.



 

















 













 







  
 

US 50 North Vernon Corridor Planning and 
Environmental Assessment Study 

 
 From what I understand of the Final Report released in 
February, is that the projected population growth and job growth in 
Jennings County, North Vernon and the Muscatatuck Urban 
Training Center it will cause a lot of congestion and safety 
concerns in North Vernon. 
 I do not like the idea of new road construction because of the 
impacts on residents, businesses, and the environment in the 
county.  Having said that I feel that if a Bypass is needed it should 
be as short as possible to reduce environmental impact and cost 
effective as possible and still meet the traffic needs and safety in 
our community. 
 There are several of the alternatives that seam to be 
reasonably close to the same in cost and environmental impact.  
The option that stands out to have the most negative impact in this 
report in my opinion is Eastern Alternative D.  This is the longest 
alternative in the study. 
 

Concerns I have with Eastern  Alternative D  
 

1. Eastern Alternative D is $48.4 million more than the next 
closest alternative A, and $55.4 million more than alternative 
B.  With the National Debt where it is and our economic 
situations we are facing now I think we should look for the 
most efficient ways to spend our Tax Revenue, and I don’t 
think this is it. 

   
2. Eastern Alternative D will also cover 200 acres more 

Farmland than the next closest Alternative A, and 236 acres 



more than Alternative B.  With Grain and Food prices 
increasing because of the increased use of corn and soybeans 
for Ethanol and Bio fuels, the continued lose of Farmland is 
only going to drive these prices higher for Food and Fuel. 

 
3. Eastern Alternative D will also cover 63 acres more Forest 

than the next closest Alternative A, and 129 acres more than 
Alternative B.  Alternative D will also impact 6 classified 
forest compared to only 3 in Alternative A and NONE in 
Alternative B. 

I understand that there are some concerns with Eastern     
Alternative A with Selmier State Forest and St. Ann Golf 
Course.  In this area I feel that some adjustments could be 
made to minimize the impact to these to areas.  The Bypass 
could be narrowed, similar to an Urban Route where there is 
no grass medium and this would reduce the road width and 
environmental impact to this area.  Even without this 
adjustment I feel the small amount of acres affected in this 
area of Alternative A are minimal to the 6 Classified Forest, 
63 more Forest Acres, 200 more Farmland Acres and 4.4 
more Wetland Acres that are in Alternative D. 
 

4. There are also several other negative impacts with this larger 
Eastern Alternative D that are more than in the shorter 
Alternatives with only a few impacts being less. 

 
5. According to this studying Eastern Alternatives A and B 

would both meet the needs for Transportation and Safety 
considerations for North Vernon, Muscatatuck Urban 
Training Center, and Jennings County with less Cost and 
Environmental impact to our community.  Although all 3 
Alternatives meet our needs.  In several areas of the study 
Alternatives A or B are pointed out as being better than 
Alternative D in meeting our needs. 

 



   
6. Alternatives A and B also closely represent the Bypass plans 

that were adopted as part of Jennings County Comprehensive 
Plan in November 1994. 

 
 

In Conclusion  
 

 I feel that if we do need to have an Eastern Bypass of North 
Vernon it should be either Alternative A or B.  Eastern Alternative 
D is not a good option.  It is the largest and has the most negative 
impact on the environment.  I do not feel that the extra $48.4 -
$55.4 million cost is a good way to spend our Tax Revenue when 
there are other options that can achieve the same goals for less 
cost. 
 
I sincerely Thank You for listening to my concerns! 
 
 
Tom Gasper and Family  
 
Home Ph#  812-346-6918 
Cell     Ph#  812-525-4844 
E – Mail   tgasper@seidata.com 
  
I sent copies to:  Sen. Richard Lugar 
    Rep. Baron Hill 
    Sen. Evan Bayh 
 
    Rep. Dave Cheatham 
    Sen. Johnny Nugent 
    Sen. James Lewis 
     



 













 





 

















 













 

















 



Randy Weaver

Full Name: Teresa Arthur
Last Name: Arthur
First Name: Teresa

Home Address: 75 N County Road 600 E
Seymour, IN  47274-9581

E-mail: ta57at@wmconnect.com
E-mail Display As: ta57at@wmconnect.com

Anniversary: March 31, 2007

I have traveled this road for 49 years and have seen so many bad wrecks due to the terrible conditions of this road. It is 
much too narrow,too crooked, and has long stretches with no way for traffic to pass slow moving traffic. It is time all the 
money is spent maintaining big interstates when the people of southern Indiana have to travel such treacherous State 
Roads and US routes. 
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Traci Ashley
Last Name: Ashley
First Name: Traci

Home Address: 2655 W Co Rd 200 N
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: trace812@yahoo.com
E-mail Display As: trace812@yahoo.com

Anniversary: September 11, 2007

Though I fear my comments will come too little, too late, I feel I need to make them heard.

North Vernon is in no economic position to support a bypass.  Those who think that it will only encourage new business 
are mistaken. North Vernon has always been a "bedroom community" to the area counties, namely Columbus.   
Downtown businesses can't attract customers or remain open. North Vernon has even had two restaraunt closings in the 
past month.  Other communities are able to attract businesses without having a 4-lane limited access divided highway.  
Traffic is NOT the problem in North Vernon.

On a more personal note the bypass alternatives that use County Road 250 West will effect my family directly. Not my 
home, but the homes of my parents, my brother's family, my aunt's family, and my uncle's family.  I mean these houses 
will have to be demolished.  My home, and 3 other family members will then be located on a highway.  We will all be 
"forced" to move from land that has been in our family for about 140 years.  My brothers' home, which will have to be 
demolished, has been home to 6 generations of my family.  
Though I have not done my neighbor's genealogy, from browsing census records, I'm confident that our neighbors - 5 of 
them - will lose homes that sit on land that has been in their family just as long.

Proponents argue that a bypass will increase property values.  With the way my taxes are, if my home value increases 
any more, I will be taxed from my home as well. 

In the 1920's, my grandfather and his brothers went to Michigan to work for Ford to make enought save the family farm. 
Every generation since has made major sacrifices to keep family land in the family.  It will be a very sad time for our family 
to have an unneeded road displace us all.

Traci Ashley
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Shawn Bevers
Last Name: Bevers
First Name: Shawn

Home Address: 5380 W. County Road 175 N.
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: srwbevers1@netzero.com
E-mail Display As: srwbevers1@netzero.com

Anniversary: June 27, 2007

I am opposed to the "A" route by-pass.  This would bring the bypass within a mile of my property and would defeat the 
purpose of buying property and building my home in this location.  Which was to live "in the country".  
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Lisa Biehle
Last Name: Biehle
First Name: Lisa

Home Address: 4830 West 100 South
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: lbiehle@seidata.com
E-mail Display As: lbiehle@seidata.com

Anniversary: July 06, 2007

I feel that the alternatives D&E would not be effective at eliminating the traffic problem currently disrupting downtown 
North Vernon because they are so extremely north and south of the city. 
Alternative E would actually force the traffic to 
travel further into town, causing congestion 
in a completely new location south of town.  Alternative A seems most effective at eliminating the current problem by 
allowing the heavy traffic to travel around the city.
I appreciated the opportunity to attend the proposal meeting to be informed the five possible options.

             Sincerely,
             Lisa Biehle
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: John & Rita Bott
Last Name: Bott
First Name: John & Rita

Home Address: 4410W 740N
Scipio, IN  47273

E-mail: johnritabott@verizon.net
E-mail Display As: johnritabott@verizon.net

Anniversary: August 08, 2007

While the bypassing of small towns by US 50 looks like a good idea for traffic flow, it is too late to move the roadway from 
its existing path. Too many people have built on the planned routes and/or it may destroy our county park which is 
unacceptable. It's time to think seriously about fixing what you have! 
1. Buy and remove Ruby Janes building and round off that corner of US 50 and devise a method of removing that 
stoplight on 50. (this will require creative thinking)
2. Remove the stoplight at Millers Tavern. It was installed for Arvin traffic and is now an extreme hinderence to traffic flow 
since Arvin left town 40 years ago. It causes grid lock traffic.
3. Relane 50 through town to make 2 major lanes with a center turn lane. Remove parking if necessary.
4. Re program stoplight at 7 & 50 intersection so that left turn arrow is at the end of the green light instead of before the 
green light and only if turn traffic is present. (left turn priority stop lights are also an extreme
hinderence to traffic flow in small towns as most left turn traffic will clear during a normal light cycle without the arrow)
5. On the west side, remove the stoplight at Norris Ave. Widen the right of way by removing power poles and trees to 
make 2 major lanes and a center turn lane. Re route traffic from Norris Ave to enter 50 at some other place beside the 
turn in front of Hall Heating. Round off this turn to make it more gentle.
Please seriously consider this option in lieu of raping our country side or our county park. This method would also be 
much more cost effective.
Thanks for listening. Although we live in Scipio, we are in North Vernon and on 50 at least 2 or 3 times a day.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: James Brewner
Last Name: Brewner
First Name: James

Home Address: 205E. 350N.
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: brew@netscape.com
E-mail Display As: brew@netscape.com

Anniversary: July 02, 2007

Please explain the property value determination process if property has to be bought from private citizens for this project.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Scott Chasteen
Last Name: Chasteen
First Name: Scott

Home Address: 1555 Victoria Dr
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: schasteen@seymourtubing.com
E-mail Display As: schasteen@seymourtubing.com

Anniversary: July 31, 2007

A northern bypass makes the most sense.  It would allow easier access to the major highways from the industrial section 
and help North Vernon be able to better compete for industry.  Also, any downtown option would not alleviate the 
congestion from truck traffic going through the town.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Curtis & Kaye De Camp
Last Name: De Camp
First Name: Curtis & Kaye

Home Address: 1330 E., Private Rd.,  350 N
North Vernon, IN  47265-6770

E-mail: totenki@yahoo.com
E-mail Display As: totenki@yahoo.com

Anniversary: July 06, 2007

Thank you for allowing my family the opportunity to comment on the proposed upgrading of U.S. 50 at North Vernon. We 
hope you will take our concerns and suggestions seriously.

Our extended family is strongly opposed to Alternative A being used as a bypass. 
It would go through the family farm (which has been in the De Camp family for 60 years).
Five (5) of our homes would be either destroyed or made untenable and the tranquility and privacy of our rural way of life - 
which way of life is our deliberate choice - would be destroyed. 

We have strived to make this place a sanctuary for wildlife as well as for ourselves and the effect Alternative A would 
have on this beautiful section of Muscatatuck Creek and all who live here would be quite devastating. We invite you to 
come and visit us to see for yourselves before you make such a devastating choice.

It is no light matter to propose to tear up people’s whole lives even if you have the power to do it. So we ask that those in 
charge seriously consider the results of any choices they make. It does not only affect the families directly in the path of 
the road works, but eventually the decision makers themselves who have to live with the consequences of their actions.

For this reason, we also cannot condone the use of most of the other bypasses. Think of all the families who would be 
similarly devastated by any uncompassionate or ill-considered decisions.

If  the road needs upgrading, then we would opt for one of the following 3 choices.

Choice 1: Keep the highway going through North Vernon but use 2 (one-way) roads. With off and on ramps provided, the 
North Vernon businesses would not be adversely affected by the loss of transiting business- especially gas stations, 
restaurants and the like. And the highway would remain in an urban environment just as it is now.
Choice 2:  Alternative E would be the shortest and straightest route with less impact on people who have chosen rural, 
uncrowded lifestyles.
Choice 3: Alternative B would skirt and contain the industrial area which would have several benefits. [a] It would prevent 
industrial sprawl and create a contained, sensible area for industry.    [b] There are not too many homes in the industrial 
area so it would not affect as many individuals. [c] This alternative would also preserve access to St. Anne’s golf course 
and Selmier State Forest (unlike Alternative A).

Thank you for reading and especially for taking time to consider our concerns.
Please come and visit us.

Sincerely,
Curtis & Kaye De Camp
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Tom Gasper
Last Name: Gasper
First Name: Tom

Home Address: 5795 n co rd 150 e
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: tgasper@seidata.com
E-mail Display As: tgasper@seidata.com

Anniversary: December 14, 2007

I am sending this with the hope that I could get some information as to the progress of this project. I was at the public 
meeting this summer and at that time we were told that we would be getting an update on this sometime this fall. The 
location of this bypass would have a very big affect on our family and our farming oppertion. The alternative D would go 
thruogh the home farm were our family grew up.This would split our families and farming operation to be living and 
working on both sides of this.
    If you could send me an up date on this project my family and I would greetly appreciate it. 
     Thank You for your time !!

     Tom Gasper

     Ph# 812-346-6918     Mob# 812-525-4844
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Bernard Hauersperger
Last Name: Hauersperger
First Name: Bernard

Home Address: 1125 S. CR 700 W.
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: bhauer@fpbhonline.com
E-mail Display As: bhauer@fpbhonline.com

Anniversary: July 11, 2007

I reside fairly close to the realignment area around the Hayden Area.  I have a few comments:
1.  I would like to see Limited Access for as much of the Cooridor as possible with no driveway access.
2.  I would like to see a bicycle trail added to US 50.  This could be a multiuse cooridor with future utilities.
3.  I would like to see a future Utility area added to US 50.  This could be a multiuse cooridor with a bicycle trail.
4.  I would like noise control to be considered in your budget.  Either a lower (cut) profile grade or screening is suggested.  
5.  A CR 700 W. Underpass is suggested because of current steep grades and improvements to current alignment with 
US 50.

I am in favor of the project.  Hopefully, final alignment details and education to the process will gain further support for 
your efforts.

Sincerely,
Bernard Hauersperger     
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Hoosier Landscapes Inc.
First Name: Hoosier Landscapes, Inc.

Home Address: 490 South County Road 660 West
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: hoosierlandscapesinc@yahoo.com
E-mail Display As: hoosierlandscapesinc@yahoo.com

Anniversary: July 11, 2007

We are interested in better understanding the maps considering our address. The maps do not detail our exact location in 
reference to the proposed highway expansion. It appears that our property falls in the path of three of the alternatives. Is 
our property going to be affected by any of the proposed alternatives? Thank you for your help in this matter.

Dusty Williams
Hoosier Landscapes, Inc.
(812) 346-6939
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Elizabeth Kirchner
Last Name: Kirchner
First Name: Elizabeth

Home Address: 2100 E CR 450 N
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: elkirchner2007@aol.com
E-mail Display As: elkirchner2007@aol.com

Anniversary: July 12, 2007

To whom it may concern:

I am obviously writing concerning the bypass, and I am obviously directly affected by the decisions and choice that you 
will make or have already made.  I want to make it clear that I do not want this bypass to be on my land, near my land, 
near my home or near my neighborhood.  Most of the land in our area has been in families for years.  We all have worked 
hard our whole lives to keep it that way. Now someone, just because they can, wants to ruin our little piece of heaven on 
earth.  I drive through North Vernon daily and the only time that traffic is bad is when a function is going on in North 
Vernon.  A bypass is not going to help that!  You could not convince me that there is one good reason that this bypass will 
be necessary.  I don't know what the motives are that you may have to make the decisions or recommendations that you 
have or will make, but they cannot be moral or in the best interest of the people.

In closing, it saddens me that I will no longer have the peacefulness I once enjoyed.  I will no longer be able to let my 
children play outside, I can no longer go for jogs or let my kids ride their bikes down the road. These are all things that 
affected where I lived and raised my children, and now all the things I have cherished are gone.  You will make your 
decisions and recommendations regardless of what I say, but don't you dare tell me that I or any of Jennings County 
should be excited about it.  This is the worst thing to ever happen to Jennings County.  North Vernon is a small farming 
town, and that is why most choose to stay here.  We do not want it to get bigger or have more industry or to attract more 
people or have a need for a bypass.  Just leave well enough alone.

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Kirchner
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Steve Kirchner
Last Name: Kirchner
First Name: Steve

Home Address: 4112 E. 31st Street
Columbus, IN  47203

E-mail: kirchnerfam@sbcglobal.net
E-mail Display As: kirchnerfam@sbcglobal.net

Anniversary: July 12, 2007

We feel like this road should be kept closer to North Vernon.  Route C&D should not be used as it will affect numberous 
families.  The use of  routes C or D would result in several families who have lived a lifetime in this area to suffer 
hardships from such a drastic change. We are planning a future on our property in the route C area. Please consider the 
families affected when making this decision.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Deborah Kuntz
Last Name: Kuntz
First Name: Deborah

Home Address: 3280 W. Co. Rd. 150 N
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: deborah_kuntz@yahoo.com
E-mail Display As: deborah_kuntz@yahoo.com

Anniversary: July 10, 2007

I travel highway 50 each day to work from N. Vernon to Seymour and find that the only times there is congestion is during 
peak school hours as buses are arriving and departing.  Actually I find it more frustrating in Seymour and never have a 
long wait in North Vernon.  I understand a new route is to assist the MUTC vehicles but can they not use Highway 50 
during non-peak hours to travel.  I have given much thought about this project and really cannot justify destroying homes 
for convenience of commuters.  Many individuals choose to live in a country setting and would not appreciate a highway 
next to them, myself included.  I am not in favor of destroying homes to expand highway 50.

Thank you for your consideration.

Deborah Kuntz
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Jeffrey Kuntz
Last Name: Kuntz
First Name: Jeffrey

Home Address: 3280 W. Co. Rd. 150 N.
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: jeff_kuntz@yahoo.com
E-mail Display As: jeff_kuntz@yahoo.com

Anniversary: July 09, 2007

Dear project team : I would not like to see the highway 50 project come through alternatives A,B,C,D,or E. There are 
several people in the community that have lived here all there lives, and people who have just purchased new homes on 
some of the routes of the new highway. People who don't want to relocate after spending all there lives and hard earned 
money and even handed down to them from generation to generation to get something to call home and then have a 
Hwy. come through the middle of it like it or not it just don't seem fair. I don't know who's idea it was for the project but I 
would think they should let the people decide or vote on the decision . I thought this was a democratic country?  I don't 
think there is enough traffic coming through town to need a bypass, I think if they did install one af the alternatives, the 
truck drivers will still take the short route right through town. There are more traffic problems in Seymour and Columbus 
than in Noth Vernon, it takes 12 to 15 minutes to get to Seymour from North Vernon and then 20 to 25 to get through 
Seymour from Hwy.31 to Freeman Field if your lucky. The people in my neighbor hood and I'm sure a lot of other people 
in other neighbor hoods that are dealing with the Hwy. coming through there property or even close don't want it, that's 
the reason we live in the country or the out skirts of town. We enjoy the peace and quite not the sound of semi's and 
traffic buzzing all day and night. I would appreciate some long hard thought about what they are going to do and some 
consideration for the people who are being affected by it. I under stand that all of this is just an estimation of existing 
problems that might occur in the future so why not wait until there is a need and not jump to conclusions. If the military is 
the main purpose of the Hwy. then maybe they should try to time there convoy's to come through at night or even at a 
less busy time of the day. Maybe to just let the people know when they're going to be coming through if at all possible. 
The army is trained to do alot of their missions at night anyway and if they did have to leave the premises in a hurry 
wouldn't you think air evacuation would seem to be alot faster than the Hwy. They come in and out of there all the time 
with helicopters now. Besides what's the chances of them having to hurry a bunch of soldiers in training out to to do 
something anyhow, there probably not even trained completely yet. I would think they would get there soldiers from a 
trained base and not from a training center. THANKS FOR YOUR TIME. 
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Greg Martin
Last Name: Martin
First Name: Greg

Home Address: 325 North State Highway 3 & 7
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: greg@muscatatuckpark.com
E-mail Display As: greg@muscatatuckpark.com

Anniversary: July 05, 2007

[Comment_001 July 5, 2007]

Hello, I am director of Jennings County Parks & Recreation. We manage the Muscatatuck Park. We have just become 
aware that our property is listed as alternative E in a potential bypass upgrade for US 50. It is noted that alternative E is 
not the most likely alternative to be chosen. It is also noted that this is the shortest alternative, by a good percentage. With 
that in mind we would like to empress upon the planning team the extent and specifics of what this project would do to 
this facility and the community that uses it. Although a specific route is vauge at this point, your powerpoint map conveys 
a genral route and we will want to look at this.

Muscatatuck Park is now 86 years old, instated in 1921 as indiana's fourth state park. There are currently only two 
significant parks that supply recreation to the community, the county park and the city park. There are two smaller mini-
parks, and one twonship park pretty far from the population. Usage from the Muscatatuck park durning an average week 
day is well over a hundred visits per day, 500 to 750 visits per weekend is common. We cater to annual family  reunions. 
Weekend Shelter use is often booked up with these reunions, as well as birthday parties, parties in general and often 
weddings. Camping is our number one income producer, and has been growing.

The park has many historical elements. WPA shelters, road work, bridge work, etc. 1840 stone cutting mill with ruins and 
a reconfigured two story shelter at a very picturesque overlook area. 1850 homestead, which was the inn to the State 
Park. 1913 school house, moved and remodeled to award winning quality.

That is the general back ground. Last week we hosted the DINO (do Indiana off road) racing and running series. Our trails 
are increasinly popular with locals as well as recreationists throughout the state. This facility is also the only decent 
advertised place to do rock climbing in the state.

Our local paper printed an aritcle and a survey about his project. They did the community great disservice in informing 
them that this alternative would travel "between the Muscatatuck Park and Crosely SFWA". If this were the case, the road 
would be south of the Park. The proposed alternative actually runs most near the northern border of the facility.

Without going into great detail on this form to clarify to what extent each element would be effected, here is a list of major 
park elements that would either be removed or significantly altered if alternaitive E was enacted. Assuming the propsed 
road would like to use the topograghy efficiently, yet not be too steep or curvy, I can generalize a rough potential path.

From west to east following a line as represented by bypass on map: 

upper wildlife marsh (removed)
shelter one (removed)
Main park road (reconfigured)
WPA road retaining wall (removed in this area)
main park canyon (significantly altered)
Walnut grove School house (removed)
Director's Residence (removed)
Visitor center parking lot (significantly altered)
Park front entrance (significantly altered)
Two loop hiking trails (one Mountain bike race loop)

Blasting and excavation for a canyon bridge would most likely disrupt a limestone cavern system that feeds our spring 
near the Vinegar Mill. Wildlife and habitiat would be altered likewise (Most likely removing current limestone dens, was 
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fox, sometimes ground hog, maybe raccon this year?)

Everyone I have talked to about the project, (including the bikers from indy this past weekend), state this would simply 
ruin the facility. Having the entire northern border of the facility with a bypass with most likely a major intersection 
(underpass?) cannot do any good for the facility, and the community likewise.

I do live at this facility and have been very instrumental in bring this park up to a resepectable level. The facility was in 
great disrepair when I first started in 1991. Slowly but steadily the infrastructure has been cleaned and repaired to 
compliment the natrual beauty of the area. It is only a slight conflict of interest that my place of residence will be 
elimanated. I petitioned very hard a few years back to the County Council to modify my payment structure so I would be 
able to move from the Park and by my own home. I took a paycut, and lost part of the park budget, yet it went through. 
We have not moved yet, but the wife and I hope to...... maybe sooner than later?

So....we do not mind moving. I cannot imagine that I would stay working for the department if this was to come into reality. 
It would essentially undo the last fifteen years of what I worked exceptionally hard at, and create something basically not 
worth working for.

So there are the facts with regards to the facility, with a bit of perspective thrown in for good measure. I could do a bit 
better with normal email checking my spelling, and most likely will try this route also.

Have a good day

Greg Martin

[Comment_002 January 25, 2008]
Hello, just curious on the time frame for the meeting for "Preffered Alternatives". I am sure you are super busy and the 
plan is a detailed project. We (JCPR) are doing are 5-year plan for the IDNR and this information is relative. Thanks.

Have a great day!

 



Randy Weaver

Full Name: Martin F McCoy Jr.
Last Name: McCoy, Jr.
First Name: Martin F

Home Address: 1645 E. County Road 400 N.
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: mmccoynv@netzero.com
E-mail Display As: mmccoynv@netzero.com

Anniversary: June 27, 2007

Just a question that may not have been posed after last nights discussion. Has there been any thought to "Combine" one 
alternative with another in order to come up with an "Optimum" solution when considering all properties, issues, etc. as 
you spoke about last night ? For example: Combine parts of Alternative "A" with parts of Alternative "C" or something like 
that ?
I realize too that alot of this won't really affect people until 7 years from now - by that I mean full implementation of a plan. 
Maybe this can be communicated as well to ease the burden on some of these folks who feel as if they are being 
"railroaded" in the name of progress ? Just a thought.
Thanks for your time,
Marty
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Steven McIntire
Last Name: McIntire
First Name: Steven

Home Address: 1595w co rd 350n
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: horseshoesem@yahoo.com
E-mail Display As: horseshoesem@yahoo.com

Anniversary: June 26, 2007

If you would drop alterative A south to almost to road 300n there would a house next to 7 and you would be going thou a 
open gound until you get to the corner of 350 and 3 you would 2 houses you would be disruping a lot less people we are 
had ether way.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Jean Meador
Last Name: Meador
First Name: Jean

Home Address: 619 GreenBriar Circle - CSL
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: jeanmeador@comcast.net
E-mail Display As: Jean Meador (jeanmeador@comcast.net)

Anniversary: March 08, 2007

Hello, 

I attended the meeting of 2-8-2007, at the training center. We were told that this was in planning stage at this time and no 
date has been set to start construction. I live in Country Squire Lakes, and I have heard that you are to start construction 
on the by-pass sometime in 2008, is this so? I am all for the by-pass for MUTC for easy in and out. Please let me know of 
the projected date and year of construction.  

Thank you for your time.

      Jean Meador
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Jean Meador
Last Name: Meador
First Name: Jean

Home Address: 619 GreenBriar Circle - CSL
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: jeanmeador@comcast.net
E-mail Display As: Jean Meador (jeanmeador@comcast.net)

Anniversary: March 08, 2007

Hello again,

As I was looking on all of the sites I noticed that it says on Jennings County start year is 2015, as I mentioned in my first 
question, we were told start year is 2008 and end in 2010 on the by-pass, or is that just for US 50 from West UAB of North
Vernon to East of UAB of N.V.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Jean Meador
Last Name: Meador
First Name: Jean

Home Address: 619 GreenBriar Circle - CSL
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: jeanmeador@comcast.net
E-mail Display As: Jean Meador (jeanmeador@comcast.net)

Anniversary: November 29, 2007

Good Morning, Mr. Camacho,

I wanted to update my e-mail... jeanmeador@comcast.net.... I, went to the meeting back on June 26, 2007. I 
made the statement that I lived at Country Squire Lakes, and also, that it would be GREAT!! if the Hwy 50 
project would come right through the middle of us, it would solve a lot of our problems. We do own our 
properties, csl doesn't...We wanted to become a Town, last year, but that didn't pan out (commissioners) decided 
against us, loss of TAX REVENUES, and our water\sewer and sur-debt charge, are outragious, and the current 
Water Board is resigning on March 1, 2008. Although, we are part of Jennings County, we are not 
acknowledged what so ever.... So, PLEASE, Think of US, in your planning of YOUR PROJECT....

Please keep me advised on the dates of meetings...

Thank you,

Jean Meador
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Dan Megel
Last Name: Megel
First Name: Dan

Home Address: 710 S Co Rd 650 W
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: dan.megel@ocas.com
E-mail Display As: dan.megel@ocas.com

Anniversary: July 07, 2007

Dear Mr. Carl Camacho,
I was able to talk to you at the meeting regarding the "Rural new Terrain Alt" area near Hayden.I have a 220 acre farm in 
the path of the new road. I support the expansion of US 50 but feel the route could be tweaked to  make more sense.  
I know you told me at the meeting that farm ground and the Hoosier Homestead did not figue into the DOT evaluation. 
Agriculture has however been a major focus of the current administration and is a very important asset for the State of 
Indiana and Jennings County.  I serve on the Jennings County  Soil and Water Board and see first hand the importance of 
preserving farm land whenever possible.  
You said to give alternatives.  First, I know there is some support for movging the highway norht of the railroad earlier and 
avoinding the Hayden area. That is a decision for DOT because either way it affects individual's property and would just 
be passing the buck.  
I would ask that if the route must go through my farm that it be moved north as far as possible.  This would appear to be a 
good route since it would save the farm ground east of me and would bring the new route back into US 50 sooner utilizing 
some of the old rightaway and saving the DOT on acquisition costs. It would be a more direct route and save on 
construction cost.
The current route would just miss my house and my brother's house severely impacting our quality of life. We think a 
compromise would make sense for a lot of reasons and would be happy to meet on site to discuss possible changes. 
Lastly, I want to say that I know you have a difficult job trying to balance many issues.  I would hope that compromise is 
possible to reach a solution that is more acceptable to our way of life as well as my neighbors while still dealing with the 
traffic problems in the area.
Thanks for listening.

Dan Megel
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Jan Megel
Last Name: Megel
First Name: Jan

Home Address: 710 S Cty Rd 650 W
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: janmegel@hotmail.com
E-mail Display As: janmegel@hotmail.com

Anniversary: July 07, 2007

Dear Mr. Carl Camacho,
     This letter is in regard to the expansion of highway 50 through North Vernon.  My husband and I own a farm consisting 
of 220 acres about six miles west of North Vernon.  The proposed plan will cut through the middle of our property.  This 
land is designated as a Hoosier Homestead and the Megel Family acutually came from France and settled this property.  
We are in no means against progress and can see the need for the highway expansion.  We are, however, suggesting the 
plan be moved to the north edge of our property so as to keep as much of our place intake as possible.  We would very 
much appreciate your consideration in this matter.
                        Thank you,
                        Jan Megel
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Tom Moore
Last Name: Moore
First Name: Tom

Home Address: 2925 N CR 90 E
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: tomasearl@hotmail.com
E-mail Display As: tomasearl@hotmail.com

Anniversary: June 26, 2007

Dear Sirs,
1) Whatever route is chosen, if there is to be a median, then please consider bringing all 4 lanes together and using 
concrete barriers, thus eliminating the median.  This -a- reduces land use and environment impact -b- improves LOS by 
keeping vehicles in the respective lanes -c- eliminates the need of future installation of barriers that are now being 
installed on I-65 -d- reduces the long-term maintenance costs (mowing, landscaping, etc.) -e- provides efficient access 
control.

2) For environmental and human impact reasons, I hope you use a route through town.  If so, then veering east after the 
intersection with Hwys 3&7 and proceeding immediately behind the Carnegie building, then onto the Regal Rug complex 
will take away the sharp turn at the railroad tracks, leave the historic district intact to develop on its own, and use some 
real estate that the owners are ready to unload.  
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Gary & Kristi Nolker
Last Name: Nolker
First Name: Gary & Kristi

Home Address: 280 West County Road 260 North
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: gnolker@seidata.com
E-mail Display As: gnolker@seidata.com

Anniversary: November 02, 2007

Hello,
I would like to voice my comments about the Hwy 50 Bypass in North Vernon. I live at 280 W. 260 N. where one of the 
projected paths is close to our home. I would like to note that we have so many facets of wildlife in our area that would be 
disrupted and obliterated if the bypass would go thru around this area. We see regularly fox, coyotes, deer, wild turkeys 
not to mention the birds and bats we have. I wanted you to note that the wildlife is of much concern to us and our 
neighbors and we don't want to permanently disrupt their habitat. Thank you very much for your time. We have attended 2 
meetings thus far about the bypass.
I would like to see the meetings held in a bigger room or somewhere that can house the people who would like to come.
Thanks
Kristi & Gary Nolker
North Vernon, IN
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Catherine Reed
Last Name: Reed
First Name: Catherine

Home Address: 2715 North County Road 275 East
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: Cathy.Reed61@Gmail.com
E-mail Display As: Cathy.Reed61@Gmail.com

Anniversary: November 11, 2007

Attended June meeting and interested in any updates on the project.  Have all the studies been evaluated and a feasible 
route been established? Jennings County businesses need some promising news about its future and I feel this by-pass 
will eventually play a key role in surviving our economic slump. Thanks.
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Theodore (Ted) Brunner
Last Name: Brunner
First Name: Theodore (Ted)

Home Address: 11287 Clarkston Rd.
Zionsville, IN  46077

E-mail: tbrunner@indy.rr.com
E-mail Display As: tbrunner@indy.rr.com

Anniversary: April 04, 2008

My wife and I own a 160 A. farm .5 mi. north of US 50 at Co. Rd. 400 West in Spencer twp., Jennings county.  Further the 
proposed route of the US 50 relocation in this immediate vacinity comes within about 500 ft. of our south east property 
corner as you cross existing 50 proceeding north along the existing RR row.  The proposed route does not interfere with 
our property but its proposed route unnecessarily takes out the homes of my father, James Brunner and brother Jeff 
Brunner.  We realize the proposed routing is only preliminary at this point and with 30 years management experience in 
the highway construction industry I realize there are many hurdles to cross before finalizing the roadway alignment.  We 
would like to be supportive of improvements to highway 50 because we realize they are needed and that some properties 
will be impacted.  Although my wife and I do not currently live in the area we were raised in Jennings county, many of the 
people to be impacted along this route are life long friends and we plan to return in the next few years.  This proposed road 
alignment could easily be adjusted to eliminate many of the locally objectionable intrusions, reduce the amount of new right 
of way, significantly reduce the costs of the improvement, and still meet both the current and long term improvement 
needs.  
Other points I want to make in this quick overview are consideration needs to be given to how far from the high school and 
west side of town the new route ties in to the current alignment.  This will make it difficult for the new road to assist with 
congestion relief and improved trafice flow needed for the school and west side. If the new alignment is too far west and or 
north of town it will add through town traffic to the current roadways needing to go south on SR 3 & 7 which will add to the 
significant congestion already on that roadway on the near north side in the area from the north split to the current us 50 
location. And, finally, when the "old" us 50 alignment is turned back to the city and county for maintenance where will the 
money come from for long term to care.  The city and county are already short on highway maintenance money.  There 
are many details that I would welcome the opportunity to review with the planning group that I believe could add to the 
success of ultimately helping the project happen. I look forward to that opportunity.  
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Deloris Fox
Last Name: Fox
First Name: Deloris

Home Address: 6025 N County Rd 750 E
Butlerville, IN  47223

E-mail: msfoxtrot@hotmail.com
E-mail Display As: msfoxtrot@hotmail.com

Anniversary: February 04, 2008

I like alternative D. If you are going to do it. Do it right. Go by Muscatatuck so it will be accessable to semis. 
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: David Hocking
Last Name: Hocking
First Name: David

Home Address: 9800 NCR 700 E
Seymour, IN  47274

E-mail: david.hocking@grote.com
E-mail Display As: david.hocking@grote.com

Anniversary: January 04, 2008

As a person who commutes from Seymour to Madison via HWY 50 & SR7 daily, I am very much interested in this project. I 
am certainly not opposed to any of the proposals that were flagged for further study. I was not aware of the recent public 
meeting, otherwise, I would have made an effort to attend. I am not sure what kind of direct input I can contribute to this 
project, but feel free contact me if the need arises. I very much would like to be kept informed of further activities. I will 
check on the website more frequently for updates. Thank You for your time. David Hocking (wk.ph. 812-265-8254)
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Randy Weaver

Full Name: Delbert Vincent
Last Name: Vincent
First Name: Delbert

Home Address: 135 S Co Rd 610 West
North Vernon, IN  47265

E-mail: deldigs@hotmail.com
E-mail Display As: deldigs@hotmail.com

Anniversary: March 31, 2008

I would like to offer my opinon on how routes should be chosen. I aatended the last meeting held in March at the High 
School. During the presentation given by your staff they showed a chart giving the breakdown of how many houses and 
businesses each route would potentially involve. My opinon is this that along each of those routes for both the west and 
east side projects all affected property owners be asked if they would be interested in selling their property. As an example 
if along one route there are 30 homes and along another there are 15 homes and each home owner is asked if they would 
be willing to sell their homes, and 25 out of the 30 said yes and only 3 out of the 15 said yes then although more homes 
might have to be bought your actions of trying to respect everyones private property rights would be better suited. This is 
my only opinon as for now concerning this project since everything is still preliminary at this point. As per my 
understanding.
Sincerey
Delbert F. Vincent 
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