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SR 39 south of Martinsville north approximately 25.9 miles to I-465 in Indianapolis. The Tier 1
ROD does allow the flexibility to consider alternatives outside the selected corridor to avoid
significant impacts within the selected corridor.

During development of this EIS, comments will be solicited from appropriate federal, state and
local agencies, as well as other interested persons and the general public, in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations 40 CFR Part 1500-
1508, and guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

We appreciate your interest in the project and look forward to feedback your agency can provide.
We respectfully ask that you provide us with your written comments by March 19, 2015. If you
have any questions please contact Michelle Allen with FHWA at 317.226.7344.

Sincerely,

RN~

Richard J. Marquis
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
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U.S.Department Indiana Division 575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254

of Transportation Indianapolis, IN 46204
Federal Highwa Feb 2,2015 -

Admlnlstrlgﬂon y ebruary (317) 226-7475

In Reply Refer To:

HDA-IN

Ms. Christie Stanifer

Environmental Coordinator

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Fish & Wildlife
402 West Washington Street

Room W264

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Christie Stanifer,

Re:  1-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section 6 from Martinsville to Indianapolis
Resource Agency Scoping Meeting

The Indiana Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Indiana Department
of Transportation (INDOT) are resuming the planning and environmental studies for Section 6 of
the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project. Section 6 will connect the cities of Martinsville and
Indianapolis. During the planning and environmental studies, the needs within the Section 6
Project Area will be assessed as this final link of I-69 from Evansville to Indianapolis is
evaluated.

We respectfully request that you and/or a representative from your agency attend the Resource
Agency Scoping Meeting for 1-69 Section 6, scheduled for Tuesday, February 17" in the Indiana
Government Center South Building in Conference Room B. The meeting time is scheduled for
9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. eastern time. The purpose of the meeting is to provide information on
the scoping process and give a general overview of the upcoming Tier 2 study. A conference
call line (Dial-In Number: (877) 422-1931; Passcode: 1360297993) will also be available for
those who cannot attend in person.

FHWA and INDOT are considering studying alternatives outside the SR 37 corridor due to the
potential for increased impacts and/or changed conditions since the original 2004 Tier 1 Record
of Decision (ROD). As part of the scoping process we are requesting your feedback on what
considerations INDOT and FHWA should take into account when determining if alternatives
outside the SR 37 corridor will be evaluated. Additional information will be provided at the
Resource Agency Scoping Meeting.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on October 15, 2014. The
purpose of this NOI was to advise that pursuant to the March 24, 2004 Tier 1 ROD for this
project, a range of alternatives will be evaluated for Section 6, which may include alternatives
that are outside of the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. The corridor selected in the Tier 1
ROD and published in the NOI on April 24, 2004 for Section 6 generally followed SR 37 from
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SR 39 south of Martinsville north approximately 25.9 miles to I-465 in Indianapolis. The Tier 1
ROD does allow the flexibility to consider alternatives outside the selected corridor to avoid
significant impacts within the selected corridor.

During development of this EIS, comments will be solicited from appropriate federal, state and
local agencies, as well as other interested persons and the general public, in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations 40 CFR Part 1500-
1508, and guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

We appreciate your interest in the project and look forward to feedback your agency can provide.
We respectfully ask that you provide us with your written comments by March 19, 2015. If you
have any questions please contact Michelle Allen with FHWA at 317.226.7344.

Sincerely,

2P g

Richard J. Marquis
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
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US. Department Indiana Division 575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254

of Transportation Indianapolis, IN 46204
Federal Highway February 2, 2015 317) 226-747

Administration . b S °

In Reply Refer To:

HDA-IN

Mr. Matt Buffington

Environmental Supervisor

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Fish & Wildlife
402 West Washington Street

Room W264

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Mr. Matt Buffington,

Re:  1-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section 6 from Martinsville to Indianapolis
Resource Agency Scoping Meeting

The Indiana Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Indiana Department
of Transportation (INDOT) are resuming the planning and environmental studies for Section 6 of
the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project. Section 6 will connect the cities of Martinsville and
Indianapolis. During the planning and environmental studies, the needs within the Section 6
Project Area will be assessed as this final link of 1-69 from Evansville to Indianapolis is
evaluated.

We respectfully request that you and/or a representative from your agency attend the Resource
Agency Scoping Meeting for I1-69 Section 6, scheduled for Tuesday, February 17" in the Indiana
Government Center South Building in Conference Room B. The meeting time is scheduled for
9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. eastern time. The purpose of the meeting is to provide information on
the scoping process and give a general overview of the upcoming Tier 2 study. A conference
call line (Dial-In Number: (877) 422-1931; Passcode: 1360297993) will also be available for
those who cannot attend in person.

FHWA and INDOT are considering studying alternatives outside the SR 37 corridor due to the
potential for increased impacts and/or changed conditions since the original 2004 Tier 1 Record
of Decision (ROD). As part of the scoping process we are requesting your feedback on what
considerations INDOT and FHWA should take into account when determining if alternatives
outside the SR 37 corridor will be evaluated. Additional information will be provided at the
Resource Agency Scoping Meeting.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on October 15, 2014. The
purpose of this NOI was to advise that pursuant to the March 24, 2004 Tier 1 ROD for this
project, a range of alternatives will be evaluated for Section 6, which may include alternatives
that are outside of the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. The corridor selected in the Tier 1
ROD and published in the NOI on April 24, 2004 for Section 6 generally followed SR 37 from
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SR 39 south of Martinsville north approximately 25.9 miles to I-465 in Indianapolis. The Tier 1
ROD does allow the flexibility to consider alternatives outside the selected corridor to avoid
significant impacts within the selected corridor.

During development of this EIS, comments will be solicited from appropriate federal, state and
local agencies, as well as other interested persons and the general public, in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations 40 CFR Part 1500-
1508, and guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

We appreciate your interest in the project and look forward to feedback your agency can provide.
We respectfully ask that you provide us with your written comments by March 19, 2015. If you
have any questions please contact Michelle Allen with FHWA at 317.226.7344.

Sincerely,

)

Richard J. Marquis
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
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US.Department Indiana Division 575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254

of Transportation Indianapolis, IN 46204

Federal Highwa February 2, 2015 317) 226-7475
Mmlnm'rgﬂon . — (317)

In Reply Refer To:

HDA-IN

Mr. Mitchell Zoll

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology
402 West Washington Street

Room W274

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Mr. Mitchell Zoll,

Re:  I-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section 6 from Martinsville to Indianapolis
Resource Agency Scoping Meeting

The Indiana Division of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Indiana Department
of Transportation (INDOT) are resuming the planning and environmental studies for Section 6 of
the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project. Section 6 will connect the cities of Martinsville and
Indianapolis. During the planning and environmental studies, the needs within the Section 6
Project Area will be assessed as this final link of 1-69 from Evansville to Indianapolis is
evaluated.

We respectfully request that you and/or a representative from your agency attend the Resource
Agency Scoping Meeting for 1-69 Section 6, scheduled for Tuesday, February 17" in the Indiana
Government Center South Building in Conference Room B. The meeting time is scheduled for
9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. eastern time. The purpose of the meeting is to provide information on
the scoping process and give a general overview of the upcoming Tier 2 study. A conference
call line (Dial-In Number: (877) 422-1931; Passcode: 1360297993) will also be available for
those who cannot attend in person.

FHWA and INDOT are considering studying alternatives outside the SR 37 corridor due to the
potential for increased impacts and/or changed conditions since the original 2004 Tier 1 Record
of Decision (ROD). As part of the scoping process we are requesting your feedback on what
considerations INDOT and FHWA should take into account when determining if alternatives
outside the SR 37 corridor will be evaluated. Additional information will be provided at the
Resource Agency Scoping Meeting.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on October 15,2014, The
purpose of this NOI was to advise that pursuant to the March 24, 2004 Tier 1 ROD for this
project, a range of alternatives will be evaluated for Section 6, which may include alternatives
that are outside of the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. The corridor selected in the Tier 1
ROD and published in the NOI on April 24, 2004 for Section 6 generally followed SR 37 from
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From: McWilliams, Robin [mailto:robin _mcwilliams@fws.gov]
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 3:29 PM

To: Rubin, Sarah; HETRICK, KEVIN

Subject: 169 Section 6 comments

Dear Sarah and Kevin,

I have not had time to prepare official comments on the 169 Section 6 agency

meeting. Obviously our agency's primary concern will be for federally listed species and their
habitat including the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat (proposed to be listed April
2015). To that extent, alternatives that require extensive tree-clearing or crossing of the White
River would certainly raise red flags for us. As Jason Randolph mentioned, there are numerous
mitigation areas in the vicinity of the Indianapolis Airport in southern Marion/Hendricks County
as well as northern Morgan County, including Sodalis Nature Park which contains numerous
Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat records. We will also be conducting mist net surveys
this summer along the existing SR 37 alternative and will likely be able to obtain additional
roosting and foraging information for both bat species.

We support recommendations made by other resource agencies, including the IDNR, Division of
Fish and Wildlife, and IDEM, Office of Water Quality.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input at this stage of project planning.
Sincerely,

Robin

Robin McWilliams Munson

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, Indiana 46403
812-334-4261 Fax: 812-334-4273

Monday, Tuesday - 7:30a-3:00p
Wednesday, Thursday - telework 8:30a-3:00p

Appendix C, Page 66 of 112






















































Letter to Ms. Rubin
June 1, 2015
Page 4

Alternative P will also likely cut off the Three Rivers Public Fishing area from access thereby severely impacting the
value to the public of an on-going DNR public access project,

The Al portion of this route will likely result in impacts to the forested hills west of Brooklyn, including the Meyer
Nature Preserve shown on the alternative maps.

Al, AZ: These alternatives cross the WFK White River very itear the confluence of White Lick Creek, and as a resuli,
the amount of floodplain/floodway area impacted is extensive. In addition to significant bridging needs at this location,
the 2008 floods caused substantial damage at the base of the hills near Fox Hill which caused SR 37 to be under repair
for a significant length of time. To compound the risks associated with crossing this floodplain area, White Lick Creek
is a typically dynamic river with high amplitude of flow levels and bank instability. This crossing area is not
recommended.

D: This alternative crosses the WFK White River adjacent to the Henderson Ford Public Access site, Impacts to the
river, forested floodway habitat, and the public access site should be avoided by selecting Alternative C/N, This
alternative also crosses the White Lick Creek and appears to potentially impact three separafe river bends. This
.alternative is not recommended due to the significant impacts to large river segments from river crossings.

B: This alternative crosses the WFK White River at a location where a very large forested block (contiguously forested
from the river’s edge well into upland areas) will be fragmented by the road corridor. In addition, there may be a Bald
Eagle’s nest or the nest of another species of large raptor within that river bend area. This alternative also crosses
White Lick Creek. This alternative is also not recommended due to multiple large river and stream crossings and
“impacts to significant large forested habitat areas. ‘

Mann Road to I-465:
The K alignments impact the WFK White River as well as bottomland and upland forested areas west of the river and
are consequently not recommended.

- K1:KI crosses the WFK White River at a location that has substantial forested river bend areas including one
designated as the Amos Butler Heron Preserve. Due to the direct impacts to the heron preserve, this alternative should
not be carried forward. h

K3: This alternative crosses the WFK White River north of Waverly. The forested floodway areas on each side of the
river are relatively narrow due to residential area and sand and gravel mining operations. This alternative impacts
several significant forested floodway areas on tributaries to the WFK White River on its alignment west of the river
prior to connecting to I-465.

K4: K4 crosses the WFK White River af approximately the same location as alternative B where there is a very large
forested area on the left bank and a possible Bald Eagle or other large raptor nest within the crossing area. The road
impacts some forested areas along the upper ends of the wooded hills above the WFK White River floodplain before
connecting the combined K alignment north of SR 144.

SR 37 to 1-465:
C and N do not cross the WFK White River, although they do cross the river’s floodplain. We recommend alternative
C as it would generally result in fewer impacts to fish, wildlife and botanical resources than other alternatives.

East to I-65:

While the F & G alternatives generally result in fewer floodway and wetland impacts, the forested habitat impacts are
greater than with the SR37 alternatives, and the purpose and need goals are not well achieved by these alternatives in
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Letter to Ms. Rubin
June 1, 2015
Page 5

terms of travel time, congestion reduction, connectivity, etc. These alternatives do not appear to merit further
consideration.

Habitat Mitigation:
All mitigation plans for impacts located in the floodway should be developed following the DNR’s Floodway Habitat

Mitigation guidelines (and plant lists), which can be found online at: http://www.in.gov/legislative/iac/20140806-1R-
312140295NRA xml.pdf,

Impacts to non-wetland forest of one (1) acre or more should be mitigated at a minimum 2:1 ratic. If less than one acre of
non-wetland forest is removed in a rural setting, replacement should be at a 1:1 ratic based on area. Impacts to non-wetland
forest under one (1) acre in an urban setting should be mitigated by planting five trees, at least 2 inches in diameter-at-breast
height (dbh), for cach tree which is removed that is 10" dbh or greater (5:1 mitigation based on the number of large trees).
Impacts to wetland habitat should also be mitigated at the appropriate ratio according to the 1991 INDOT/ADNR/USFWS
Memorandum of Undeistanding.

Mitigation ratios may be adjusted upwards from the standard ratio in the case of impacts to mitigation areas, high-
value natural areas such as very large or mature forested areas, etc. The mitigation sites should be located in the
floodway, downstream of the one (1) square mile drainage area of that stream (or another stream within the 8-digit
HUC, preferably as close to the impact site as possible) and adjacent to existing forested riparian habitat.

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

Sincerely,

e

~ Matthew Buffington
Environmental Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Enclosure

Appendix C, Page 85 of 112




ER-11896-1: Species, managed lands, and significant natural areas within ¥ mile of each alternate route as indicated moving
from south to north along the alternate routes. {NOTE: FE = Federally Endangered, SE=State Endangered, SCC=State Special Concern)

ALTERNATIVE P!

T11N, R1W, Sec 1 (southeast of project)

Indiana Bat : Myotis sodalis FE & SE
Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus 58C
Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis §sC
Eastern Pipistrelle ' Perimyotis subflavus S5C

T11N, R1E, Sec 17 {also A-1, A-2} (southeast of project)

Red Bat Lasturus borealis §5C
Evening Bat Nycticeius humeralis SE

Eastern Pipistrelle Perimyotis subflavus 55C
Little Brown Bat Myotis fucifugus SSC

T12N, R1E, Sec 32 {(mussels in WIF White River southeast of project)

Clubshell Pleurobema clava FE & SE
Round Hickorynut Obovaria subrotunda SE
Kidneyshell Ptychobranchus fasciolaris 55C

T12N, RIE, Sec 20 (within project area)
Alligator Shapping Turtle Macrochelys temminckii SE

T12N, R1E, Sec9

MANAGED LAND: Three Rivers Public Fishing Area

COMMUNITY: Mesic Upland Forest

Fanshell Cyprogenia stegaria FE & SE

T12N,R1E, Sec 9 & 4 (within project area}
MANAGED EAND: Bradford Woods

T13N, R1E, Sec 26 (adjacent to west end of project)
MANAGED LAND: Meyer (Fred and Dorothy) Nature Preserve

ALTERNATIVES A-1, A-2:
T12N, R1E, Sec 26

MANAGED LAND: Cikana State Fish Hatchery .
Indiana Bat Myaotis sodalis FE & SE

Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus SSC
Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis S5C

Ti2N, R1E, Sec 13 {south of project)

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis FE & SE
Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus SsC
Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis SsC
Eastern Pipistrelle Perimyotis subflavus SsC

T12N, R1E, Sec 11
MANAGED LAND: Blue Bluff Nature Preserve .
COMMUNITIES: Eroding Cliff, Mesic Upland Forest, & Dry-mesic Upland Forest

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis FE & SE .
Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus 55C
Red Bat Lasiurus borealis S5C
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 55C

adjacent to east end of project
west of project
southeast of project

within project area
east of project
east of project
east of project

west of project
west of project
within project area
within project area
within project area
west of project

ALTERNATIVES A-1 & A-2: From SR 67 north to I-70, there have been no natural heritage occurances or managed lands within 1/2 mile.

ALTERNATIVES C, N:

T12N, RIE Sec 35
MANAGED LAND: Cikana State Fish Hatchery
Kirtland's Snake Clonophis kirtlandii SE

within project area
east of project
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T12N, R1E, Sec 26 {east of project)
Indiana Bat

Little Brown Bat

Northern Myotis

T12N, R1E, Sec 13 (west of project)
Indiana Bat

Little Brown Bat

Northern Myotis

Eastern Pipistrelle

Myotis sodalis
Myotis lucifugus
Myotis septentrionalis

Myotis sodalis

Myotis lucifugus
Myotis septentrionalis
Perimyotis subflavus

T12N, RZE, Sec & {also F1, F2) {southeast of project)

Little Brown Bat
Eastern Pipistrelle

Myotis lucifugus
Perimyotis subflavus

T13N, R2E, Sec 34 (within project area)

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis

Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus
Red Bat Lasiurus borealis
Eastern Pipistrelle Perimyotis subflavus

T13N, R2E, Sec 26
COMMUNITY: Circumneutral Seep

T13N, R2E, Sec 13 {mussels in WF White River west of project)
Northern Riffleshell Epioblasma torulosa ranglana

Fanshell Cyprogenia stegaria
Clubshell Pleurobema clava
Sheepnose Plethobasus cyphyus
Rough Pigtoe Pleurobema plenum
Snuffbox Epioblasma triquetra

. Rabbitsfoot Quadrula cylindrica cylindrical
Longsolid Fusconaia subrotunda
Pyramid Pigtoe Pleurobema pyramidatum

Obovaria subrotunda
Ptychobranchus fasciolaris

Round Hickorynut
Kidneyshell

T13N, R3E, Sec 7 (southeast of project)
Little Brown Bat
Northern Myotis

Myotis lucifugus
Myotis septentrionalis

T14N, R3E, Sec 33 (southeast of project}
Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus

ALTERNATIVES K1,K3,K4:

T13N, R2E, Sec 32 & 33 (K4) {within project area)
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

T14N, R3E, Sec 18 {east of K1,K3,K4)
MANAGED LAND: Southwestway Park (Indy Parks}

T14N, R3E, Sec 7 {east of K1,K3,Ka) {west of project)
MANAGED LAND: Dollar Hide Creek Park
Red Bat Lasiurus borealis

T14N, R3E, Sec 31, 32, 5, 6 (K1) (within project area)
MANAGED LAND: Amos Butler Heron Sanctuary
COMMUNITY: Wet-mesic Floodplain Forest

Northern Myotis
Little Brown Bat
Red Bat

Myotis septentrionalis
Myotis [ucifugus
Lasiurus borealis

FE & SE
55C
55C

FE & SE
S5C
55C
S5C

S5C
SSC

FE & SE
S5C
55C
S5C

FE&SE
FE & SE
FE & SE
FE & SE
FE & SE
FE & SE
FT & SE
SE

SE

SE

S5C

SSC
55C

55C

SsC

5SC

SsC
SSC
SSC

northwest of praject in “Waverly Bog”
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Michael R. Pence, Governor
Cameron F. Clark, Director

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Py
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology-402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapelis, IN 46204-2739 1 ]
Phone 317-232-1646-Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dur.IN.gov HISYORIC PRESERUATION

AND /RGIAFQLOGY

July 30, 2015

Richard 1. Marquis

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

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

Re:  Preliminary Alternatives for the 1-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section 6 from Martinsville to Indianapoiis
(HDA-IN; Des. No. 0300382; DHPA No. 4615)

Dear Mr. Marquis:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. § 306108}, 36 C.F.R.
Part 800, and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C § 4321, et seq.), the staff of the Indiana State
Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed the aforementioned document, which we received by e-mail from Sarah Rubin
of the Indiana Department of Transportation on June 30, 2015, for the project in Morgan, Hendricks, Johnson, and
Marion counties in Indiana.

- Thank you for providing the information on the Preliminary Alternatives. The “Preliminary Alternatives Selection
Report for Tier 2, Section 6 (Martinsville to Indianapolis) of the I-69 Evansville to Indjanapolis Project, June 30, 2015)”
explains that only sites (presumably meaning individual properties) and districts that already have been listed in the
National Register of Historic Places within a 400-foot-wide footprint for each alternative were considered in winnowing
the Conceptual Alternatives down to the smaller group of Preliminary Alternatives. Because the preparation and
submission of an application to have a property nominated for listing in the National Register is usually a voluntary
activity, it tends to be the case that within an area as large as a civil township, the numbers of properties that have been
listed in the National Register (if any) typically represent only a fraction of the properties that would be eligible for
listing. Table A-2 states that no National Register listed properties were found. One cemetery was idendified in each of
three Conceptual Alternatives: D, FI, and F2, Cemeteries often are of interest to archaeologists, historians, or
architectural historians, but they generally are not considered eligible for the National Register, except in unusual cases,
such as where they contain very early burials in the history of that conumnunity or where they display unusual artistry.
Alternative D is the only one of the three alternatives containing a known cemetery that is being studied further as a
Preliminary Alternative, but impacts or the lack thereof on cemeteries were not mentioned as disadvantages or advantages
in Appendix E. Consequently, we surmise that impacts on historic properties played no role in the winnowing of
alternatives that has occurred to this point.

The schematic information that has been provided so far about the locations of four of the five Preliminary Alternatives is
not specific enough to enable us to draw any conclusions about impacts to above-ground properties (such as buildings
and structures) or to archaeological resources that might be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places. Although we have considerably more information about above-ground properties within and along the corridor
for the Tier 1 Selected Alternative (C) than we have about the other four alternatives, it is our understanding that the
surveys of properties in or along that corridor are ongoing. Accordingly, we do not have any specific comments to offer
about any of the Preliminary Alternatives at this time, and we are unable to draw any conclusions about which
alternatives might result in either more or fewer impacts to historic properties.

vy DNRLIN . gov
An Egual Opportunity Emplover

inr the Denatl
TRGRMET #
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Richard J. Marquis
July 30, 2015
Page 2

The “Preliminary Alternatives Selection Report” indicates that the results of previous surveys of above-ground properties
and archaeological resources, as well as windshield surveys, will be used to identify and evaluate historic properties
during the analysis of the Preliminary Alternatives. Investigations of that level of intensity should be fairly helpful in
identifying at least those above-ground properties that are most likely to be eligible for the National Register. However,
previows archaeological surveys have examined only a fraction of the State of Indiana and any given county, and
windshield surveys are unkikely to identify many potentially significant archaeological sites. We hope that sufficient
flexibility has been built into the alterpatives to allow for avoidance of at least direct impacts on any historic properties
that may lie within or nearby them.

We have been advised that responses to our comments in our May 15, 2015, letter on the Draft Purpose and Need
statement and the Conceptual Alternatives will be provided at a later date. We need not repeat those comxments here, but
we look forward to recejving responses

Please direct questions about above-ground properties to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or JCarr@dnr.in.gov. Questions
about archaeology should be directed to Wade T. Tharp at (317) 232-1650 or WTharpl@dnr.in.gov.

In ali future correspondence regarding the 1-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section & from Martinsville to Indianapolis (HDA-IN;
Des. No. 0300382), please refer to DHPA No. 4615,

Very truly yours,

4 ]@/M

Mitchelt K. Zol
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

MKZJLCWTTwit

emc: Richard Marquis, Division Adminisirator, Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division
Michelle Allen, Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division
Sarah Rubin, Indiana Department of Transpostation
Kevin Hetrick, P.E., Indiana Department of Transporiation
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation
Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Drepartment of Transportation
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shirley Clark, Indiana Department of Transportation
William Wiedelman, P.E., HNTB Corporation
Christine Meador, HNTB Corporation
Rich Connolly, HNTB Corporation
Jason DuPont, P.E., Lochmueller Group
Timoily Miller, Lochmueller Group
Kia Gillette, Lochmueller Group
Connie Zeigler, Lochmueller Group
Kyle Boot, Lochmueller Group
Linda Weiniraut, Ph.ID,, Weinfraut & Associates, Ine.
Beth MeCord, Gray & Pape, Inc.
Matt Buffmgion, Department of Natural Resources
Mitchell Zoll, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Department of Natural Resources
Chad Shider, Department of Natural Resources
Wade Tharp, Department of Natural Resources
John Carr, Department of Natural Resources
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REGION 5
2 3 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
P2t p e CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590
MAY 12 2016
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
E-18]
Michelle Allen

Project Manager, Interstate 69, Section 6

Federal Highway Administration — Indiana Division
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Sarah Rubin

Project Manager, Interstate 69, Section 6
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue, Room 642
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Re:  1-69 Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report, Tier 2 Environmental Impact Statement,
Section 6. Martinsville to Indianapolis, Indiana (dated March 29, 2016)

Dear Ms. Allen and Ms. Rubin:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reviewed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) /
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) above referenced report and participated in
INDOT/FHWA’s May 5, 2016, field tour of the I-69 Section 6 Alternative C route. The field tour was

highly informative. Thanks to both yvour agencies and to the consulting team for planning that tour.

1-69 Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report (Parts 1 and 2)

Part 1: Identifies the route alternative(s) for consideration in the Environmental Impact Statement (ELS)
for the project. The report concludes that Alternatives B, D, K3 and K4 should be eliminated from
further consideration and all reasonable alternatives advanced for evaluation in the Tier 2 EIS will
follow the Alternative C route [State Road (SR) 37]. The Alternative C route corresponds to the
alternative selected in the 1-69 Tier 1 Record of Decision (ROD), known as Alternative 3C.

Part 2: Alternative roadway configurations (referred to as alternative alignments) are evaluated for use
within the SR 37 corridor. Alternative alignments (C1, C2 and C3) are defined by mainline treatment
(on sections between interchanges), interchange types and locations, crossing locations (grade
separations), and local service road configurations. Geographic subsections 1 through 8 provide a
structure for describing issues and differences among the alternative alignments that may be relevant to
one Jocation but not another. The report identifies that it is likely that the preferred alternative in the EIS
will include a mix of components from different alternative alignments.

Recycled/Recyclable e Printed with Vegetable Ol Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (100% Post-Consumer)
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Recommendation: EPA recommends that the Draft EIS provide adequate discussion and justification
for the elimination of any component that has the potential for fewer impacts to wetlands and streams,
forest land/wildlife habitat, and/or environmental justice communities.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment. We look forward to further review and comment on this
project as additional information is developed and shared with the resource agencies. If vou have any
questions or concerns, I can be reached at westlake kenneth@epa.gov or 312-886-2910, or contact
Virginia Laszewskl of my staff at laszewski.virginia(@epa.gov or 312-886-7501.

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

ce (via email}):

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Debra Snyder, Deborah.D.Snvder@usace. army.mil
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services -

Scott Pruitt, scott_pruitti@fws. gov

Robin McWiiliams-Munson, robin_mewilliams@fws.gov
Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Water Quality,

Section 401 Water Quality Certification Program ~—

Randy Braun, RBRAUN@idem. IN.oov, Jason Randolph, JRANDOIP@idem. IN gov
Indiana Department of Natural Resources - Matt Buffington, mbuffington(@dnr.IN.gov
Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Histerie Preservation and

Archaeology - Mitchell Zoll mzoll@dnr.IN.gov / John Carr, carr@dnr. IN.gov / Wade

Tharp, wtharpizdnr.IN.gov
HNTB Corporation - Bill Wiedelman, Project Manager, wwiedelman(@hnth.com,

Christine Meador, Environmental Scientist, emeadori@hntb.com )

Lochmueller Group - Kia Gillette, kgillette@lochgroup.com,

Tim Miller, tmiller@lochgroup.com)
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Michael R. Pence, Govermnor
Cameion F. Clark, Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Environmental Unit

Division of Fish and Wildlife

402 W, Washington Street, Rm. W273
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2781

May 17,2016

James Earl

Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N Senate Ave, Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re: DNR #11896-2: 1-69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2
Section 6 Alternative C Alignment; Multi (Johnson, Marion, and Morgan Counties)

Dear Mr. Eark:

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 actual amounts of habitat impacts were not provided for our review of alternative alignments C1, C2, and
C3. As the project design continues, alignments or portions of alignments should be selected that avoid and minimize
impacts upon natural resources (e.g. streams, wetlands, riparian areas, woods) to the greatest extent possible. Of
particular concern are impacts upon Indiana and Northern Long-eared Bats, As indicated by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, both of these species are known to occur along the project corridor, particularly at some of the nearby streams.
Avoidance and minimization of impacts to these species should play a critical role in selecting a final alternative.

With any stream crossings, the design must include consideration of fish and wildlife passage. Any new or
modified structure must not create conditions that are less favorable for passage under the structure compared to the
current conditions. Wherever possible, bridges should be used for stream crossings rather than culverts. If culverts
must be used, we recommend a three-sided structure,

The Division of Fish and Wildlife prefers that the access road around Cikana Fish Hatchery be excluded from
the selected alternative in order to reduce potential impacts to the property that may result from even a slight increase
of nearby local traffic.

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

Sincerely,

W’/
J. Matthew Buffington
Environmental Supervisor

Division of Fish and Wildlife

The DNR mission: Prolect, enhance, preserve and wisely use natural, www.DNR.IN.gov
cultural and recreational resources for the benafi of indiana’s citizens An Equal Opportunity Employer
through professional leadership, management and education.
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Questionnaire for the Indiana Department of Transportation,
Office of Aviation

Job No. Des/Bridge No: 0300382

Project Description:

I 69 Section 6 Morgan, Johnson, Marion

, Indiana

Requested By:
Lochmueller Group

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.

The Indianapolis International Airport is located
15,900’ Northwest of the

project. If any permanent structures or equipment utilized
for

the project penetrates the 100:1 slope from the airport FAA

Form 7460 (Notice of Proposed contstruction or alteration) must

be filed. For assistance contact Adam French, INDOT Office of

Aviation, 317-232-1477.

This information was furnished by:

Name: James W. Kinder
Title: Chief Airport Inspector — INDOT Office of Aviation
Date: July 11, 2016
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th Indiana Department of Environmental Management
IDEM We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment.
ANNNERSARY 100 N. Senate Avenue + Indianapolis, IN 46204
(800) 451-6027 « (317) 232-8603 + www.idem.IN.gov
Michael R. Pence Carol S. Comer
Governor Commissioner

November 29, 20i6

Ms. Sarah Rubin

Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N. Senate Avenue, Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Rubin:

Re: 1689 Section 6 Mitigation Sites
County: Morgan and Johnson

The Indiana'Department of Environmental Management ({DEM) offers the
following comments on the twelve (12) potential compensatcry mitigation properties for
impacts to aquatic resources associated with |-69 Section 6. IDEM representatives
inspected the properties during field visits hosted by your agency and your designated

~ representatives, on November 9 & 10, 2016. Regulatory agencies who participated in
the field visit included the Army Corps of Engineers, the Indiana Department of
Enviranmental Management, the Indiana Department of Natural Resources, the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
and the Federal Highway Administration.

These comments are limited to those sites suitable for compensatory mitigation
requirements associated with IDEM’s jurisdiction. The majority of the sites are for
compensatory mitigation requirements outside of IDEM's jurisdiction. Based on initial
estimates, wetland compensatory mitigation needs include 11.0 acres of forested/scrub-
shrub wetland, 15 acres of emergent wetland, and 17-50 acres of open water. The
proposed stream impacts include 16,500 linear feet of perennial stream, 6,400 linear
feet of intermittent stream, and 21,400 linear feet of ephemeral stream. In general, all
the sites were well suited for a mixture of compensatory mitigation requirements
associated with upland forest loss, floodway habitat loss, wetland loss, stream loss, and
Indiana Bat mitigation. Approximately 898.30 acres of land is available for purchase by
willing sellers.

November 9, 2016

Farmstead Site

This site is approximately 38.42 acres in size and would involve the preservation of
16.77 acres of forest with the remaining 21.64 acres of land available for reforestation,
wetland, and stream mitigation. The site was located adjacent to a mitigation site
currently being constructed by Vectren. Due to the limited amount of time, the IDEM
representatives were only able to view a small portion of the southwest corner and wete

Please Reduce, Reuse, Recycle
AStatethat Works
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INDOT [-69 Section 6 Mitigation Field Review
Page 2

unable fo view or verify the proposed wetland mitigation on this site. Bryant's Creek
crosses the site in the southwest corner of the property. The riparian corridor was only
one tree wide and the stream exhibited vertical stream banks in areas. The site would
be an excellent location for reforestation, stream bank stabilization, and riparian corridor
enhancement. The area viewed in the southwest corner was not proposed for wetland
mitigation, however, it did have attributes such as drainage patterns and tile blow outs
which might be utilized for wetland creation.

Riverfield Site

This site is approximately 15.72 acres in size and would involve the preservation of
11.02 acres of forest with the remaining 4.69 acres of land available for reforestation
and wetland creation. The site is located adjacent to the West Fork White River and
contains a large riparian corridor with slough like features. The stream banks are stable
and there is a large sandbar on this property containing dead mussel shells. The area
of proposed wetland creation and reforestation contained a large population of invasive
species that would need to be controlled. The proposed wetland mitigation area would
require a lot of excavation. The wetland may be better situated as a linear wetland
along the slough feature rather than a block style wetland at the end of the field. Overall
the site is better suited for reforestation.

Mahalasville Site

The site is approximately 42.06 acres in size and would involve the preservation of
34.08 acres of forest with the remaining 7.98 acres available for reforestation and
wetland creation. There were two small areas suitable for wetland restoration which
would add to the overall value of the site. The site is bordered on the south and west by
the Morgan Monroe State Forest. Indian Creek runs through the site and is listed on the
current Section 303(d) list of impaired waters. A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
and a Watershed Management Plan have been completed for Indian Creek. The
majority of mitigation at this site does not fall under IDEMs jurisdiction however this site
should be pursued to maintain and improve the watershed of Indian Creek.

Berean Valley Site

The site is approximately 245 acres of forested land and would involve preservation
only. The site is a closed canopy forest with deep ravines and numerous headwater
tributary streams to Lambs Creek. Lambs Creek is listed on the current Section 303(d)
list of impaired waters. A TMDL and Watershed Management Plan have been
completed for Lambs Creek. Though this mitigation proposal would not fall under
IDEM’s jurisdiction, this is a priority site for maintaining and improving the water guality
of Lambs Creek.
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INDOT 1-69 Section 6 Mitigation Field Review
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Crooked Creek Site

This site is approximately 201.47 acres in size and would involve the preservation of
83.83 acres of forest with the remaining 117.61 acres available for reforestation,
wetland, and stream mitigation. The site has two existing low quality wetlands. The
wetland located in the northwest corner of the property exhibited low species diversity.
This wetland had all three wetland criteria and appeared to be groundwater fed. This
area would be suitable for wetland expansion and enhancement activities. The wetland
located in the center of the property was much drier and was dominated by reed canary
grass. The majority of the proposed 33.52 acres of wetland mitigation would be
adjacent to this drier and low gquality wetland. Based on field conditions, IDEM does not
believe this area is suitable for the proposed mitigation acreage. Piezometers or other
ground water monitoring devices should be installed and monitored one full growing
season to determine the appropriate amount of wetland mitigation. During the ground
water monitoring period you should also evaluate the effects of the sand and gravel
mining operation occurring in the adjacent property. The site also borders a significant
reach of the West Fork White River. There is suitable area for stream bank stabilization
on this property. Of the sites observed on Day 1, this site is best suited for your wetland
mitigation needs and would be IDEM’s number one priority for acquisition.

November 10, 2016

Stotts Creek Landlocked Site

This site consists of 306 acres of multiple landlocked tracts adjacent to the West Fork
White River. We didn't get to see much of the site so our comments are limited. There
are suitable areas for wetland restoration and streambank stabilization. Several years
of aerial photos show significant scour and sediment deposition. It was noted that
there is an open water mitigation requirement. Since these parcels are adjacent to the
proposed |I-69 Section 6 cotridor, this may be an area suitable for open water mitigation
and the excavated material can be stockpiled for use on the 1-69 project site.

Mapleturn Site

This site consists of 3.54 acres and is adjacent to Clear Creek. It contains existing
buildings, gravel parking lot, and numerous locations of buried construction demolition
waste, IDEM considers this the lowest priority site visited. The site across the street
would be more suitable for mitigation purposes. At the time of the visit it was thought
the area across the street was owned by Mapleturn Utilities. Based on Morgan County
GIS, this parcel is actually owned by Brent Milhon.

Waverly Bog Site
This site consists of 119.29 acre of land with 79.69 acres proposed for preservation and

39.59 available for reforestation. The site contains the Waverly Bog and numerous
seeps. The seeps have formed wetland and stream systems across the property, The
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site also contains a 70 foot tall ceremonial earthwork. Bogs are considered rare and
ecologically important wetland types in the state of Indiana. Depending upon the
chemistry of the seeps, acid seeps and circumneutral seeps are also rare and
ecologically important wetland types.. The site contained a wetland adjacent to Old SR
37 that was dominated by cattail. Due to the presence of the bog, seeps, and wetland
areas, IDEM considers the preservation of this site a high priority. The possibility of
wetland enhancement activities and preservation can compensate for some of the
weatland mitigation requirements for 1-69 Section 6.

Sinking Ditch Site

This site consists of 48.91 acres of land with 12.44 acres proposed for preservation and
30.16 acres available for reforestation, wetland, and stream mitigation. The site has
experienced significant bank erosion along the West Fork White River. The site is
extremely flat and it appears to be well drained even though it is in the floodway.
Several years of aerial photos show some saturation in the east central portion of the
property. The site is suitable for reforestation and has some existing forested wetlands
along the southeast portion of the site. As mitigation you are proposing to construct
2.76 acres of wetland. IDEM considers this a priority site for stream mitigation
requirements.

Waverly Farms Sife

This site consists of 111.4 acres of land with 34.02 acres proposed for preservation and
77.38 acres available for reforestation and wetland mitigation. This is a large track of
land in the floodway of the West Fork White River. The existing forested areas contain
forested and slough like wetlands. The site has a slightly rolling topography towards the
west and a scoured ouf flat topography on the east side. Portions of the site have gone
fallow and are dominated by wetland tree species. There are suitable areas for wetland
mitigation on the site. Several years of aerial photos show hydrology indicators on the
east side of the site. Due to the existing habitats being preserved and the topography
IDEM considers this site a priority site for mitigation.

Sandbar Site

This site consists of 26.27 acres of land as preservation. The property is located across
the river from one of the largest Heron rookeries known in Indiana. The site contains
numerous forested sloughs and the mouth of Honey Creek. This stretch of the West
Fork White River is under heavy pressure from agricuiture, sand and gravel mining, and
residential impacts. The purchase and preservation of this property with its sloughs and
approximately 2,500 feet of forested riverbanks is important in protecting the water
guality and habitat values of the river. IDEM considers this site a priority for mitigation.
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Sloughs Site

This site consists of 46.23 acres of land for preservation purposes. The property is
located immediately north of the Sandbar site and the twe sites combined would
preserve approximately 72 acres of forested and fallow land. This site contains some
high quality forested sloughs. Numerous aerial photos show this site has an active
floodway habitat with heavy scour and sediment deposition. Portions of the riverbank
are highly eroded and the fallow portion of the property is dominated by invasive
species. There was some evidence of tree growth. There is suitable area for
streambank stabilization and riparian corridor mitigation. This site along with the
Sandbar site is important preservation sites in protecting the water quality and habitat
values of the West Fork White River.

During the field visit, some discussions occurred regarding the open water
mitigation requirements. IDEM requires a 1:1 mitigation ratio on open water. IDEM
recommended that you take the time to obtain an Approved Jurisdictional Determination
(AJD) from the Army Corps of Engineers. The AJP will locate and quantify the open
water, wetland, and stream impacts that are regulated under the Federal Clean Water
Act and will provide direction on the mitigation needs. In regards to overall
compensatory mitigation, if properly designed, the sites selected will both restore
(creation/restoration) and maintain (preservationfenhancement) the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of waters of the state impacted by the I-69 Section 6 project.

If you have any questions about this letter, please contact Jason Randolph,
Project Manager, of my staff by phone at 317-233-0467, or by e-mail at
irandolp@idem.in.gov.

Sincerely,

/Zfé - /én/ r% 2

Brian Wolff, Brénch Chief
Surface Water, Operations, and Enforcement
Office of Water Quality

c¢c.  Deb Snyder, USACE-Louisville, Indianapolis Field Office
Robin McWilliams Munson, USFWS
Michelle Allen, FHWA-Indiana
Virginia Laszewski, EPA Region 5
Laura Hilden, INDOT
Matt Buffington, IDNR
Dr. Tom Cervene, Lochmueller Group, Inc.
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United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812) 3344261 Fax: (812) 334-4273

November 29, 2016

Ms. Sarah Rubin

Project Manager, I-69 Section 6
Indiana Department of Transportation
Indiana Government Center North
100 N. Senate Ave., Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Ms. Rubin:

This letter is in response to your email dated November 15, 2016 requesting comments on
potential Section 6 mitigation sites visited during our tour held on November 9" and 10®, 2016.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is reviewing each site for its potential to provide
suitable roosting and foraging habitat for the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat to
compensate for impacts associated with the construction of Section 6 of the I69 interstate,
between Martinsville and Indianapolis, Indiana. While all of the sites provide some ecological
benefit by being restored and/or preserved, some sites are more appealing than others with
respect to mitigation for impacts to bat habitat. Following are comments for each of the sites
visited and discussed during our recent tour and meeting.

Farmstead Site

We concur that this site is appropriate for bat mitigation. Although the site is located at the
northern end of Section 5, the site is also located within two maternity colonies and includes
Bryant Creek. There are several bat capture records along Bryant Creek less than 1.5 miles from
the site and several roost trees within three miles of the property. The property is approximately
40 acres and adjacent to a 30 acre mitigation site for Vectren. The adjacent mitigation work adds
value, as does the potential for improvements to Bryant Creek via stream bank restoration.

Riverfield

We concur this site is appropriate for bat mitigation. Although this site is also in the northern
end of Section 5, the site is located along the White River, which is known to be used by Indiana
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and northern long-eared bats, and just downstream of an area with known Indiana bat roost trees.
The property is small (15.75 acres) and unlike some sites, there appears to be little concern for
development or timbering impacts to the site.

Mabhalasville Site

This site would be acceptable for forest/bat habitat mitigation. We would rank this as a medium
priority. It is unlikely the site would be suitable for development or logging due to the steep
nature of the existing forest. There could be benefits to Indian Creek if restoration work was
completed here.

Berean Valley

As mentioned in the November 14™ meeting minutes, the Berean Valley site is outside of our
targeted area for Indiana and northern long-eared bat mitigation. The site is very rural and at this
time appears to lack any real pressure from development. While the site is very appealing, at this
time we feel it is a low priority.

Crooked Creek

The Crooked Creek mitigation site is approximately 200 acres and consists of forests, wetlands
and farm fields. This site is located within two known maternity colonies and situated along the
West Fork of the White River, which is known to be used by Indiana and nerthern long-eared
bats. The site is also very near documented Indiana bat roost trees, as well as the large block of
landlocked parcels, also under consideration for mitigation. Based on the size, location, and
mitigation potential, the Service believes this site is a high priority for acquisition and
restoration. In addition, there may be some development threats in this area, especially
considering the proximity to the proposed Henderson Ford Road interchange and several large
gravel quarries,

Landlocked Stott’s Creek property

This area consists of multiple properties that are likely to be landlocked along the West Fork
White River as a result of the highway development. There are approximately 300 acres
comprised of farm fields, wetlands, and bottomland forest. Four maternity colonies for the
Indiana and northern long-eared bats are located in this area and several roost trees have been
found less than a mile downstream; several roost trees have also been noted upstream. The site is
also very near the Crooked Creek property and, if both were acquired, would provide for a large
block of protected habitat along the White River. The Service feels this site is a high priority for
bat mitigation.
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Mapleturn property

The Mapleturn property is a small 6 acre parcel adjacent to Clear Creek and Mapleturn Road.
There are a number of vacant buildings and a large asphalt and gravel parking area on part of the
site. Although Indiana and northern long-eared bats have been captured along Clear Creek at this
location, the potential for reforestation and mitigation is undermined by the potential purchase
cost, clean-up, and other liability issues present at the site. This site would be a very low priority
for bat mitigation.

Waverly Bog

This site was previously reviewed as part of the mitigation proposal for Section 5. At that time
the Service agreed that the site was acceptable for Indiana bat forest mitigation. The site is in
close proximity to a known Indiana bat maternity colony, contains unique habitat, and has
previously been the subject of potential development. With that said, the site is in need of
invasive species management, is barely within one of the maternity colonies, and is further from
the White River than other prospective sites. We would consider this site a medium priority for
bat mitigation,

Sinking Ditch

The Sinking Ditch property is approximately 50 acres in size and consists of farm fields,
bottomland forest and sloughs along the West Fork White River. The site is located between
several maternity colony areas for the Indiana and northern long-eared bat and would consist
primarily of reforestation and preservation. We would consider this site a medium priority based
on location and size.

WF Farm

WF Farm is a large property located along the West Fork White River north of SR 144, The
property is currently a mix of agricultural fields, bottomland/riparian forest, wetlands and
sloughs. The site is located within two bat maternity colonies and less than 0.5 miles from both
an Indiana bat and a northern long-eared bat capture location. In 2015, a northemn long-eared bat
roost was found approximately 0.2 miles northeast of the site along the river. During the field
trip, several potential roost trees were noted within the slough area. We feel this site is a high
priority for bat mitigation purposes.

Sandbar and Slough

These two properties are adjacent to each other along the West Fork White River near Smith
Valley Road, west of SR 37. Together they total just over 70 acres and would be used for forest
preservation credit. One issue noted for both properties is the need for significant invasive
species management on portions of the sites. The properties are located within one Indiana bat
maternity colony and two northern long-eared bat colonies. There are also several Indiana bat
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roost trees about 0.5 miles north of the site. The area is surrounded by several other protected
properties and could contribute to a large block of preserved habitat. While we are supportive of
these sites being pursued for mitigation, these two sites would have a slightly lower priority than
some of the larger sites with more pressure or potential for development or farming. It is unclear
if these two areas would be conducive to gravel mining. If so, then protection would be more
warranted.

We appreciate the continued effort in focusing the Indiana bat forest mitigation within known
Indiana bat maternity colony areas as these locations may be under increasing development
pressures in the coming years.

We look forward to continued coordination for the development of mitigation properties for
Section 6 of the I-69 project. If you have any questions about our recommendations, please call
Robin McWilliams Munson at (812) 334-426] (Ext. 1207).

Field Supervisor

cc: Dr. Tom Cervone, Lochmueller Group, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715-4006
Jason Randolph, IDEM, Office of Water Quality, Indianapolis, IN
Matt Buffington, IDNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife, 402 W. Washington St., Room W273
Indianapelis, IN 46204
Deborah Snyder, COE, Indiana Regulatory Office, 9799 Billings Rd, Indianapolis, IN 46216
Michelle Allen, FWHA, 575 N. Pennsylvania St., Rm. 254, Indianapolis, IN 46204
Laura Hilden, INDOT, 100 N. Senate Av., Rm. 642, Indianapolis, IN 46204
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Michael R. Pence, Governor
Cameron F, Clark, Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Environmental Unit
Division of Fish and Wildlife
402 W. Washington Street
Room W273

Indianapolis, IN 46204
Phone (317) 232-4080

Fax (317) 232-8150
www.in.gov/dnr/fishwild/

November 30, 2016

Sarah Rubin

Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N. Senate Ave., Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re: Comments from Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Fish and Wildlife,
regarding Interstate 69 Section 6 Proposed Mitigation Sites, DNR File ER-11896-3

Dear Ms. Rubin:

On November 9 and 10, 2016, an agency field meeting was held to review potential mitigation sites
associated with impacts in Section 6 of Interstate 69. The Indiana Department of Transportation
issued a request for comments from the attending agencies regarding the meeting by November 30,

2016. The following comments are in regard only to those sites visited.

November 9, 2016

Farmstead

This site has another mitigation site being installed to the immediate west. The Bryant Creek stream
corridor possessed a narrow riparian corridor that was about one tree wide and even then the trees
were rather scattered. The stream showed signs of erosion. The north side of the parcel contains the
wetland restoration and forest preservation areas; though visible from the south side this area was not
visited. Overall, this site holds good potential for stream restoration, enhancement of the riparian
corridor, and reforestation. Wetland restoration and preservation potential was less obvious,
primarily due to the limited amount of site inspection completed. The location of this parcel within
Section 5 is not a grave matter as far as DNR is concerned.

Riverfield

The site is located on the south side of the West Fork White River. Portions of the site were forested,
with the middle portion open and previously farmed. The frequency and intensity of flooding at this
site was not clear, though the open ground appeared fairly high and floodwaters may enter the nearby
sloughs, encircling this area more than flooding it. The DNR supports protecting property adjacent to
the White River but it is not clear how much benefit would occur by making this a mitigation site.
Upland forest restoration and preservation are probably the best choices though due to the site’s
location, it is likely to remain in a natural condition unless it is cleared for marginal farming. The
location of this parcel within Section 5 is not a grave matter as far as DNR is concerned.

The DNR mission: Protect, enhance, preserve and wisely use natural, www.DNR.IN.gov
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana’s citizens An Equal Opportunity Employer
through professional leadership, management and education.
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Sarah Rubin, (Section 6, 1-69)
November 30, 2016
Page Two

Mahalasville

This parcel is located adjacent to Morgan-Monroe State Forest. The site offers primarily forest
preservation credit with some wetland restoration and reforestation. The amount of wetland
restoration may be more than depicted in the meeting diagrams. Overall, this site seemed to offer less
potential positive enhancement compared to other sites.

Berean Valley

The site only offers forest preservation credit, but would be 245 acres over hills and ravines and some
bottomlands. The parcel looked to be of high quality, with fairly large hard mast species and an
understory that appeared void of bush honeysuckle and other invasive species. Only a portion of the
site was inspected, given its size, though the property owner suggested the site was similar
throughout. The DNR supports protecting large, intact pieces of habitat. However, it is not clear who
would manage this site or what threats the site faces (outside of silviculture practices).

Crooked Creek

This large parcel contains a mix of forest preservation, reforestation, and wetland restoration. There
is a utility easement that bisects the property. Where the utility easement abuts the West Fork White
River, there exists the potential for some bank stabilization to occur. A known bald eagle nest is
located in the southeast corner of the site and at least one eagle was seen during the field visit. This
site appeared to offer good potential for wetland enhancement and restoration. Given the lateral
movement of the White River, there stands the potential that this site could be drastically altered in
the future should the river move further west where the utility easement abuts the river. Overall, this
site seems to offer excellent mitigation potential.

November 10, 2016

Landlocked

This site was essentially inspected from the vehicle right off of SR 37, with a small portion of the
upstream area inspected on foot. Mitigation on the downstream parcels would create a large block of
primarily forested habitat adjacent to the West Fork White River, with some forest preservation
upstream. Wetland inclusions are likely but the extent was indeterminable from the vehicle. The
DNR views the placement of mitigation sites directly adjacent to the new interstate as less than ideal
as it can create vehicle-wildlife conflicts. Should this site be further considered, there needs to be
some inclusion of wildlife passage opportunities across the new interstate. Passage should be
included in any bridge work at Stotts Creek and other opportunities made across the interstate
southwest of Stotts Creek, using overpass and/or underpass options.

Maple Turn
This site was highly disturbed. Given the site’s small size and current condition, the DNR views this
as the site with the least mitigation potential.

Waverly Bog

This site has been considered for mitigation more than once. It continues to possess a fairly unique
bog surrounded by decent woods, wetlands, seeps, and a stream. The site also faces some potential
development pressure in terms of subdividing within the current landowner’s family. The site has
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some issues with invasive species, like bush honeysuckle and Vinca minor, but also has skunk
cabbage, a high quality, native wetland plant. The potential to protect and enhance a bog remains and
this site should be considered a good mitigation option.

Sinking Ditch

This site would include mostly reforestation but also some forest preservation and wetland
restoration, along with bank stabilization on the West Fork White River. It appeared that the river is
moving laterally into the potential mitigation site, particularly the western portion where the river
curves to the southwest where stabilization is proposed. This bank had vertical slopes and no riparian
vegetation. Given the nature of the White River and its propensity to move within its floodplain, this
site could look considerably different by the time mitigation begins. The DNR does not oppose the
use of this site as mitigation but offers caution in counting on this site being the same in a few years
as it is now.

WF Farm

Roughly two-thirds of the site would be for reforestation, with the other third mostly forest
preservation, with less than 10 acres of wetland restoration. A sand and gravel operation is located to
the immediate north. The existing sloughs were in good condition, with the western slough appearing
older and in better condition that the eastern slough. Overall, this site appears to hold good mitigation
potential and the DNR supports further investigation of the site.

Sandbar/Sloughs

Sandbar is the southern parcel, Sloughs to the north. Aerial photos show that water has been moving
across these sites, in a roughly northwest to southeast direction. The West Fork White River banks of
the Sloughs showed significant erosion, supporting what the aerial photos show. There are sloughs
and other drainage features through both properties, including a portion of Honey Creek. Mature
trees were typical large river riparian species but the open areas, particularly in Sloughs, contained
large stands of invasive species. On the other side of the river, south of Sandbar, a significant heron
rookery exists. Protecting these parcels would greatly benefit the river and surrounding landscape.
Agriculture, sand and gravel mining, and residential development are common in the area. Both sites
are identified for preservation and there is some concern about the amount of effort needed to do
meaningful reforestation and bank stabilization. The active erosion at Sloughs may cause the river to
change alignment in the near future, creating a significantly different site than what was inspected.

Please contact me at (317) 233-4666 or mbuffington@dnr.in.gov, if we can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,

Matt Buf on

Environmental Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlife
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From: "Snyder, Deborah D CIV USARMY CELRL (US)"
<Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil>

Date: November 30, 2016 at 1:12:10 PM CST

To: "srubin@indot.in.gov" <srubin@indot.in.gov>

Cc: "DuPont, Jason™ <JDuPont@lochgroup.com>, "'Groce, Samantha™
<SGroce@idem.IN.gov>, "'MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov"
<MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov>, "McWilliams, Robin"
<robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov>

Subject: I 69 Section 6 mitigation sites

Ms. Rubin,

This is in regard to the potential mitigations sites for impacts to waters of the U.S. resulting
from the construction of Section 6 of the Interstate 69 Evansville to Indianapolis extension.
INDOT hosted field visits to each site on November 9 and 10, 2016. | attended the
November 9th visit but was unable to attend the November 10th visit. The following
comments are based on the information on all sites provided at the November 9th
interagency meeting and in the meeting minutes provided by INDOT in addition to site
visits to Riverfield, Mahalaville, and Crooked Creek mitigation sites. My comments only
address the sites that have the potential to mitigate for impacts to waters of the U.S. and do
not address the sites used exclusively for forest preservation/restoration.

Farmstead Site

This property includes Bryants Creek and INDOT proposes that it has the potential for the
creation of forested and emergent wetland as well as the establishment of riparian buffer
along Bryants Creek for stream mitigation. | was unable to visit this site. The information
provided indicates that INDOT believes that wetland could be established within the parcel.
Without more information on the potential source of hydrology and the existing soil
condition, I am unable to make a determination of the suitability of this site to support
wetlands. However, Bryants Creek would benefit from reforestation of the riparian corridor
and would likely provide appropriate stream mitigation.

Riverfield Site

This property is adjacent to the West Fork White River. The potential wetland creation would
involve some excavation. Based on the information provided and a site visit, | am not confident
that the area would develop into a successful forested wetland.

Mabhalasville Site

This site includes Indian Creek and is located adjacent to the Morgan Monroe State Forest. The
potential mitigation identified by IDEM would be two small forested wetlands. Since these
potential wetlands would be located within an area that appears to be forested wetland, it seems
that they would have a good chance of developing successfully and provide appropriate
mitigation.

Crooked Creek Site

This site is located adjacent to the West Fork White River. The site includes a section of the
West Fork White River's bank that would likely be suitable for streambank stabilization
measures as mitigation for impacts to perennial streams. The parcel also includes two areas of
potential forested wetland creation. Without more detailed information on hydrology or soils, it
is difficult to determine the likelihood of successful wetland mitigation at this site.
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Stotts Creek Landlocked Mitigation Property

This site is located adjacent to West Fork White River. | was unable to visit this site. Based on
the material provided, it appears that there are opportunities for stream mitigation along Stotts
Creek and West Fork White River. The parcel may be able to support successful forested
wetland creation, but that is difficult to assess with the information I have.

Waverly Bog Site

This site appears to feature unnamed tributaries to West Fork White River as well as a bog. | was
unable to visit this site. Because the site reportedly includes a high quality bog and appears to be
in some danger of being developed, it may be appropriate for preservation mitigation credit.

Sinking Ditch

This site is adjacent to West Fork White River and, according to INDOT, has the potential to
support wetland forest creation. | did not visit this site. Based on the information available, it
appears that the site has potential to provide stream mitigation in the form of stabilization along
the river. Without more detailed information on hydrology, it is difficult to determine whether or
not the site would support forested wetland creation.

Waverly Farms Site

This site is adjacent to West Fork White River. | was unable to visit this site. The potential
mitigation includes creation of forested and emergent wetland in low-lying areas. The site
appears to have existing forested wetlands and would likely support successful wetland creation.

As a reminder, mitigation for impacts under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act using a
watershed approach should replace the functions of the impacted resources. Without detailed
information of the proposed impacts, the Corps cannot provide a detailed assessment of the
suitability of proposed mitigation. However, having visited the proposed impact sites, the Corps
is under the impression that the sites listed above have a high likelihood of providing appropriate
mitigation. As stated in the brief discussion of each site, we would need more detailed
information on hydrology and soils to determine the appropriateness of several of the sites. We
are aware of the challenges of identifying appropriate and available mitigation sites for this
project. We appreciate the opportunity to visit these sites and provide comments on each site.

If you have any questions, please call or e-mail me.

Sincerely,

Deborah Snyder

Project Manager, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Louisville District, Indianapolis Regulatory Office
Phone: 317-543-9424
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

ANOHIAN

- % REGION 5
K 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
L CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590
PRO
NOV 3 0 2016
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
-18J

Michelle Allen

Federal Highway Administration — Indiana Division
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Sarah Rubin

Project Manager, 1-69 Section 6
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue, Room 642
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Re:  Interstate 69 Section 6 Potential Mitigation Sites
Dear Ms. Allen and Ms. Rubin:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) received your November 15, 2016, email
requesting comments on the potential mitigation sites visited during the November 9% and 10t
mitigation sites field tour for Section 6 (Martinsville to Indianapolis) of the I-69 (Indianapolis to
Evangville) project. Please see the enclosure for our detailed comments.

We appreciate this opportunity provide potential comments. We look forward to further review
and comment on mitigation sites for Section 6 as additional information is developed and shared
with the resource agencies.

If you have any questions, please contact Virginia Laszewski of my staff at
laszewski.virginia@epa.gov or 312-886-7501.

Sincerely, 7 )

S /// "
/ Z
7 Keaneih A, Wemniake; Chief
NEPA Implemeritation Section
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

Enclosure

cc (email):  Deborah Snyder, Corps of Engineers
Robin McWilliams Munson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Recycled/Recyclable = Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (50% Postconsumer)
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ce (email):  Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation
Jason Randolph, Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Matt Buffington, Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Tom Cervone, Lochmueller Group, Inc.

(3]
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EPA’s Preliminary Review Comments Regarding I-69 Section 6
Potential Mitigation Properties
(following mitigation sites field tour)

Day-1 (Nov. 9. 2016) Mitgation Sites Preliminary Review
(In order of preference, subject to change.)

¢« Farmstead: An approximately 38-acre site. Property abuts a wetland mitigation site
under construction. The stream is perennial and we understand that it is not represented
in Photo 1. This site has potential for stream bank stabilization, riparian corridor, forest
preservation, reforestation, and possibly wetland mitigation. Ideally, for stream
restoration, the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) would start by restoring
the headwaters and move downstream instead of restoring a segment in the middle like
the one at Farmstead.

e Mahalasville: A larger site (approx. 42 acres) with some forest and floodplain restoration
potential. We would like more information on what the threat to the preservation area
may be. ,

¢ Berean Valley: This is a very large site (approx. 245 acres} with no restoration
potential. Based on the mature forests, logging is likely the threat to the site.

s Crooked Creek: Large site (approx. 201 acres) with a large area of restoration potential,
mcluding wetlands. INDOT would need to add a buffer (100 £t.7) surrounding the Section
6 right of way (ROW) that would likely not get credit because of edge atfects.
Specifically, the ROW bisects the floodplain and goes right up to the White River, which
will add fo the river’s instability. Impacts to the riparian area and floodplain must be
avoided and minimized before considering this area for mitigation.

e Riverfield: This is a small site (approx. 16 acres) in good condition with only 4 acres
available for restoration. Although it would be good to preserve White River riparian
area, there does not appear to be a threat to that area, and the value of adding extra
protection to the site is minimal.

Day 2 (Nov. 10, 2016) Mitigation Sites Preliminary Review
(In order of preference, subject to change.)

e Stotts Creek Landlocked: We were not able to see the site (approx. 306 acres) in detail
because we did not have landowner access. Based on the size of the site, and the
potential for forest, riparian buffer, wetland restoration, and bat habitat, this site 1s worth
pursuing. For Stotts Creek and potentially White River bank stabilization, we would
encourage constructing bankful shelves, root wads, and live stakes, with minimal hard
armoring only where the river approaches a structure.

e Waverly Bog: This site (approx. 119 acres) would provide sufficient value to be used as
mitigation. Based on our site visit and documentation of the bog, as well at the

-
3
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demonstrable threat of the landowner wanting to develop the site, this site should be
considered forforest and wetland mitigation. We would recommend that a long-term
mapagement plan be employed for invasive species, etc. and that a land steward manage
the site.

Waverly Farms: This site (approx. 114 acres) has potential for restoration in that it is
large and already contains some mature forested areas with the sloughs. It would be
beneficial to reconnect those communities with the riparian fioodplain forests. If
possible, the property to the north has no riparian buffer, so it would be nice addition to
the site. Also, before selecting this site, INDOT needs to make sure the quarry to the
north won’t have any adverse impacts on the site due to water-level manipulation or
blasting.

Sinking Ditch: The site (approx. 49 acres) is not as large as others. It has a relatively
small area of riparian restoration potential. See Stotts Creek Landlocked site comments
for stream bank recommendations. :
Sandbar and Sloughs: The sites (approx. 26 and 46 acres, respectively) should be
considered as one; the value in the dynamic system would depend on both sites being

- restored and protected. The Slough site would benefit greatly from some stream bank

vegetation.

Mapleturn: We recommend eliminating this site (approx. 3.5 acres) for natural resource
mitigation unless the entire site would be remediated. The mitigation credits generated by
this site would be small (a small amount of forested and stream buffer).
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