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CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION / ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

After completing this form, I conclude that this project qualifies for the following type of Categorical Exclusion (FHWA must 
review/approve if Level 4 CE): 

Note:  For documents prepared by or for Environmental Services Division, it is not necessary for the ESM of the district in which the project is 
located to release for public involvement or sign for approval.

Approval ___________________ __________ _______________________ __________
ESM Signature Date ES Signature Date

___________________ __________
FHWA Signature Date

Release for Public Involvement

ESM Initials Date ES Initials Date

Certification of Public Involvement ________________________ __________
INDOT District ESM Date

Note: Do not approve until after Section 106 public involvement and all other environmental requirements have been satisfied. 

INDOT ES/District Env. Reviewer Signature: Date:

Name and Organization of CE/EA Preparer: Elayna Stoner, Metric Environmental

Road No./County: Jackson County, East CR 300 South

Designation Number: 1703020

Project Description/Termini:

Bridge Improvement Project
Jackson County Bridge No. 154 (NBI #3600099) The project is located
approximately 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E.

Project improvements will extend 150 ft. west and 150 ft. east along East
CR 300 South for a total project length of 0.081 mile.

Categorical Exclusion, Level 2 – The proposed action meets the criteria for Categorical Exclusion Manual 
Level 2 - table 1, CE Level Thresholds. Required Signatories: ESM (Environmental Scoping Manager)

Categorical Exclusion, Level 3 – The proposed action meets the criteria for Categorical Exclusion Manual 
Level 3 - table 1, CE Level Thresholds.  Required Signatories: ESM, ES (Environmental Services Division)

X Categorical Exclusion, Level 4 – The proposed action meets the criteria for Categorical Exclusion Manual 
Level 4 - table 1, CE Level Thresholds. Required Signatories: ESM, ES, FHWA

Environmental Assessment (EA) – EAs require a separate FONSI.  Additional research and documentation 
is necessary to determine the effects on the environment. Required Signatories: ES, FHWA

N/A 11/3/2021
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Part I - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Every Federal action requires some level of public involvement, providing for early and continuous opportunities throughout the 

project development process. The level of public involvement should be commensurate with the proposed action. 

 
   Yes    No 

Does the project have a historic bridge processed under the Historic Bridges PA*? X   

If No, then:     

    Opportunity for a Public Hearing Required?     
*A public hearing is required for all historic bridges processed under the Historic Bridges Programmatic Agreement between 

INDOT, FHWA, SHPO, and the ACHP. 
 

Discuss what public involvement activities (legal notices, letters to affected property owners and residents (i.e. notice of entry), meetings, 

special purpose meetings, newspaper articles, etc.) have occurred for this project. 

Remarks: Notice of Entry letters were mailed to potentially affected property owners near the project area on April 13, 2020, 

notifying them about the project and that individuals responsible for land surveying and field activities might be seen 

in the area.  A sample copy of the Notice of Entry letter and a list of property owners is provided in Appendix G, 

pages G-1 to G-2. 
 

On November 15, 2019 a legal notice to interested parties for proposals for the rehabilitation and reuse, or the storage 

and future reuse of the bridge was published in the Seymour Tribune newspaper and the advertisement was also 

included on the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Historic Bridges Marketing Program website. Signs 

were posted at the bridge site on November 19, 2019. An advertisement was also placed in the Indianapolis Star on 

May 1, 2020. To date no interested parties have come forward to take ownership of Jackson County Bridge 154. The 

marketing period will end when the public hearing comment period ends. The text of the legal notices and the 

affidavits of publication are provided in Appendix D, pages D-44 to D-49. 
 

To meet the public involvement requirements of Section 106, a legal notice of Federal Highway Administration-

Indiana Division’s (FHWA’s) finding of “No Historic Properties Affected” was published in The Tribune on May 

30, 2020 offering the public an opportunity to submit comment pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2(d), 800.3(e), and 

800.6(a)(4). The public comment period closed 30 days later on June 29, 2020. No comments or responses were 

received. The text of the legal notice and the affidavit of publication are provided in Appendix D, pages D-52 to D-

56.  
 

Pursuant to the Historic Bridge Programmatic Agreement (Historic Bridges PA), a public hearing is required. A legal 

notice will appear in a local publication contingent upon the release of this document for public involvement. This 

document will be revised after the public involvement requirements are fulfilled. 

 

Public Controversy on Environmental Grounds  Yes    No 

Will the project involve substantial controversy concerning community and/or natural resource impacts?   X 

 

Remarks: At this time, there is no substantial public controversy concerning impacts to the community or to natural resources. 
 

Part II - General Project Identification, Description, and Design Information 
 

Sponsor of the Project: Jackson County  INDOT District: Seymour 

Local Name of the Facility: East CR 300 South 

 

Funding Source (mark all that apply): Federal  X State   Local   X Other*  

 

*If other is selected, please identify the funding source:  
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PURPOSE AND NEED: 

Describe the transportation problem that the project will address. The solution to the traffic problem should NOT be discussed in this section.  

(Refer to the CE Manual, Section IV.B.2. Purpose and Need)     

The purpose of this project is to restore service to E CR 300S over Rider Ditch by providing a structure with a capacity of 15 

tons minimum. 
 

The need for this project is based on the poor physical condition of the existing bridge. The bridge has been closed since March 

19, 2019. The project has a specific structural need due to deficiencies observed at the lower panel points on the truss that 

drastically reduce the load carrying capacity of the structure. The plates connecting the intermediate vertical posts and floor 

beams have severe corrosion and advanced section loss (up to 85%). At one location the plate is severed through. The bridge 

was closed immediately upon observing the failure during the most recent bridge inspection. Prior to the bridge closing in 

March 2019, the bridge was posted at a 5 ton load limit. The minimum required load carrying capacity for the bridge is 15 tons 

per the Indiana Design Manual (IDM). 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE): 

 

County: Jackson County                                   Municipality: Washington Township 

 

Limits of Proposed 

Work: 

The project limits will extend approximately 150 ft. west and 150 ft. east along East CR 300 South for a 

total project length of 401 ft. (0.081 mile) 

Total Work Length:   0.081 Mile Total Work Area: 0.5 acre 

 

 Yes1     No  

Is an Interchange Modification Study / Interchange Justification Study (IMS/IJS) required?   X 

If yes, when did the FHWA grant a conditional approval for this project?  Date:  
 1If an IMS or IJS is required; a copy of the approved CE/EA document must be submitted to the FHWA with a request for final approval of the 

IMS/IJS. 

 

Jackson County with oversight from INDOT and partial funding from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for a 

portion of the cost of the preferred alternative, which involves replacing the existing bridge that carries East CR 300 South over 

Rider Ditch in Jackson County, Indiana.   
 

Project Location 

The project is located on East CR 300 South in southeast Jackson County. Specifically, the project is located approximately 0.82 

mile east of CR 840 E in Sections 28 and 33, Township 5 North, Range 6 East, in Washington Township, as illustrated on the 

Crothersville, Indiana 7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle (Appendix B, page B-2).    
 

Existing Roadway 

East CR 300 South is a two-lane, east/west, gravel roadway, classified as a Low-Volume local rural road. Low Volume Roads are 

generally classified as rural roadways that have less than 400 vehicles per day. The existing cross-section provides one 9 ft. travel 

lane in each direction bordered by 2-3 ft. shoulders. The approach roadway width at the bridge is 15 ft. and narrows to 11 ft. to 

the east and west of the crossing. There are no guardrails, curbs or sidewalks. There is no posted speed on East CR 300 South. 

The design speed for the project is 35 miles per hour (mph).  
 

Land use in the vicinity of the project is a combination of agriculture and wooded riparian land adjacent to the surrounding 

waterways. Along Rider Ditch there is a narrow riparian corridor consisting of various native trees and underbrush. East CR 300 

South is currently closed at the bridge crossing. 
 

Existing Bridge 

Jackson County Bridge 154 (NBI #3600099) is a single-span, Steel Pratt Pony Truss that is 90 ft. in length with a wooden deck. 

The bridge was built originally built in 1910 and rehabilitated in 1992 and 2008. The out-to-out deck width is 16 ft. and the clear 

roadway width is 15 ft.-4 inches. The bridge is a single-lane structure; however, the one-lane bridge signs are missing at either 

end of the crossing. The approach roadway width is 15 ft. The substructure consists of steel caissons filled with concrete and a 

concrete retaining wall. The substructure is in fair condition with minor section loss. There are no guardrails on the bridge or 

along the roadway approaches.  The bridge is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and is designated as a 

Non-Select Bridge in the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory List (Mead and Hunt 2010).  
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The bridge was determined eligible under Criterion C, as an example of a bridge built during the initial period of development or 

application of standards for its type in Indiana; thus, represents an important phase in construction. Further, the bridge also 

displays exceptional main span length for its type, representing an innovative design and/or construction method. 
 

Alternatives Analysis Process 

Per the terms of the “Programmatic Agreement Regarding Management and Preservation of Indiana’s Historic Bridges” (Historic 

Bridges Programmatic Agreement (HBPA)), the FHWA will satisfy its Section 106 responsibilities involving “Select” and “Non-

Select” bridges through the Project Development Process (PDP) of the Historic Bridges PA (Stipulation III).  
 

Jackson County Bridge 154, a historic property, has been classified as a Non-Select Bridge by the INDOT Historic Bridge 

Inventory, and thus, the procedures outlined in Stipulation III.B of the Historic Bridges PA has been followed to determine the 

preferred alternative that meets the purpose and need of the project. The various alternatives shall be evaluated based on whether 

the alternative is feasible and prudent. Prudence of projects involving Non-Select bridges on low-volume roads should be 

assessed based on cost-effectiveness and other criteria as noted in the Indiana Design Manual (IDM 412-5.04(02)). If the bridge 

rehabilitation cost is > 40% of the replacement cost, then replacement is warranted.  

 

An initial Historic Bridge Alternatives Analysis (HBAA, 5/28/2020) was developed and approved. After approval of the initial 

HBAA, modifications were made to the proposed project design including the widening the proposed bridge structure to provide 

a 24 ft. clear roadway width, providing a larger 50 ft. middle span length to reduce debris collection, adjusting the horizontal 

alignment of the bridge to correct the angle point located to the east of the bridge and additional channel protection along the 

Rider Ditch embankments. As a result of these changes, an HBAA Addendum (6/24/2021) was prepared to re-evaluate the 

alternatives and include scour protection and roadway approach work that are typically included as part of bridge rehabilitation 

analysis. The HBAA Addendum is provided in Appendix D, pages D-57 to D-177.   
 

Preferred Alternative 

Alternative E: Relocation of Existing Bridge and New Bridge on Current Alignment 
The preferred alternative will provide a new bridge structure across Rider Ditch on the existing roadway alignment. The new, 

three-span continuous reinforced concrete slab bridge will be approximately 111 ft.-6 inches in length with an out-to-out deck 

width of 27 ft. and a clear roadway width of 24 ft. New, 20 ft.-6 inch reinforced, concrete bridge approaches that are 24 ft. in 

width will be installed at either end of the new bridge. The deck will be constructed with a 2 percent cross slope. The bridge 

railing will consist of standard, 2 ft.-9 inch concrete bridge rails and new, steel crash rated approach guardrail will be installed 

along both sides of the east and west approaches. riprap will be added north and south of the structure where bank erosion is 

present and significant. Along the west embankment, the channel will be cleared to allow a greater waterway opening through the 

structure during normal flow conditions. Approximately 100 linear feet of permanent impacts to Rider Ditch will result from the 

construction of the new bridge piers and placement of riprap at the toe of slope for erosion control. 
 

Alternate E is prudent and feasible and provides an opportunity to preserve the bridge. If no organization or private parties come 

forward to fund the relocation and rehabilitation, Alternative F will become the preferred feasible and prudent alternative. If an 

organization or private party comes forward to fund the relocation and rehabilitation, this document will be updated to cover the 

impacts to the site where the bridge will be moved. 
 

The limits of the preferred alternate will extend approximately 150 ft. west and 150 ft. east along East CR 300 South for a total 

project length of 401 ft. (0.081 mile) including the length of the new bridge. The preferred alternative will meet the purpose and 

need of the project by restoring service to E CR 300S over Rider Ditch by providing a structure with a capacity of 15 tons 

minimum. The project termini are logical because they encompass only the area necessary to install the new bridge and tie the 

improvements into the existing roadway for a smooth transition. Design plans are provided in Appendix B, pages B-7 to B-13.  
 

East CR 300 South, east and west of the bridge has been closed since March 2019 and the community has been using local 

detours since that time. The official detour during construction will utilize CR 825 East and SR 250. Additional details are 

discussed in the Maintenance of Traffic Section of this CE document. The project letting is scheduled for February 2023 and 

construction is anticipated to extend into November 2023. The estimated cost of the preferred alternative is approximately 

$1,025,000.00 and takes into account the cost of dismantling and relocating the bridge by a private party. If Alternative F (Bridge 

Replacement) is chosen as the preferred alternative, the cost would be approximately $1,090,000.00. which includes the cost to 

construct the new bridge and demolish the existing bridge.    
 

 

 

 



Indiana Department of Transportation 
 

County Jackson                         Route: East CR 300 South                                    Des. No. 1703020 

 

   
This is page 5 of 30                       Project name: Bridge Project         Date:    October 4, 2021 

 
Form Version: June 2013 

Attachment 2 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

Describe all discarded alternatives, including the Do-Nothing Alternative and an explanation of why each discarded alternative was not selected.  

Additional details regarding each alternative can be found in the HBAA Addendum located in Appendix D, pages D-57 to D-177.   
 

Alternative A:   Do Nothing Alternative 

This alternative means that no federal funds would be expended, and no action would be taken to correct the current deficiencies. 

The road would remain closed, and the bridge would continue to deteriorate. This alternative would not meet the purpose and 

need for the project. For this reason, this alternative was discarded from further consideration.  
 

Alternative B-1:   Rehabilitation in Accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards  

Alternative B-1 involves rehabilitating the existing bridge to a standard that meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards (SOIS) 

for Rehabilitation. This alternative would maintain the structure’s historic integrity and restore the structure’s original design 

capacity. To achieve this objective, all replacement procedures would maintain and/or restore the historic elements of the 

structure as closely as possible. The expected service life after rehabilitation would be 25 years but, the bridge would still have a 

deficient load rating. This alternative does not provide the minimum structural capacity of 15 tons as required by the purpose and 

need. For this reason, this alternative was discarded from further consideration.  
 

Alternative B-2:  Rehabilitation Not in Accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 

This alternative would rehabilitate the existing bridge in a manner not compliant with the SOIS for Rehabilitation. The bridge’s 

historic features would not be considered in the repairs. The primary goal of this alternative would be to correct the existing 

structural deficiencies and strengthen the bridge to handle a minimum H15 loading rating. The expected service life after 

rehabilitation would be 25 years but the rehabilitation would significantly modify the original structure by replacing the tension 

eye-bars, diagonals, and stringers with new steel members of differing size, shape, and type in order to provide the required 

capacity. Guardrail and end treatments would be installed to prevent vehicular strikes to the pony trusses and errant vehicle entry 

into Rider Ditch. The estimated cost for this alternate was determined to be 42% higher than the replacement cost of Alternative 

F. The bridge would continue to have insufficient width and load capacity and would not meet the purpose and need. For these 

reasons, this alternative was discarded from further consideration.  

 

Alternative C-1: Rehabilitation in Accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards (One-way Pair) 

This alternative would rehabilitate the existing bridge in the same fashion as Alternative B-1 except that a new bridge would be 

built adjacent to the existing for use as a one-way pair. The new bridge would be a continuous three-span, reinforced concrete 

slab bridge. This alternative would also include building an additional approach roadway. In addition to the rehabilitation costs 

described in Alternative B-1, this option includes additional costs associated with a new bridge, increased right-of-way 

purchasing, and road approach modification. This alternate would be constructed on an existing one-lane, two-way road which is 

not intended to be upgraded from this configuration. As noted previously in the discussion of Alternative B-1, for Alternative C-1 

the structure would be rehabilitated to the SOIS and, the expected service life after rehabilitation would be 25 years. As identical 

to Alternative B-1, the rehabilitated truss would have substandard load capacity. Although Alternative C-1 is feasible, the 

estimated cost of this alternate is 26% higher than the replacement cost of Alternative F. This alternate would not improve the 

load carrying capacity of the existing bridge to the minimum of 15 tons. For these reasons, this alternative was discarded from 

further consideration.  
 

Alternative C-2:  Rehabilitation Not in Accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards (One-way Pair) 

This alternative would rehabilitate the existing bridge in the same fashion as Alternative B-2 except that a new bridge would be 

built adjacent to the existing for use as a one-way pair. The new bridge would be a continuous three-span, reinforced concrete 

slab bridge. This alternative would also include building an additional approach roadway. For additional details related to 

rehabilitation of the existing structure see the description in Alternative B-2. As with Alternative B-2 the expected service life 

extension would be 25 years. In addition to the rehabilitation costs as described in Alternative B-2, this alternative includes 

additional costs associated with a new bridge, increased right-of-way purchasing, and road approach modification. This alternate 

would be constructed on an existing one-lane two-way road which is not intended to be upgraded from this configuration. 

Identical to Alternative B-2, the existing truss would be significantly modified to provide enough load capacity. Alternative C-2 

would not rehabilitate the structure to the SOIS and would include the introduction of replacement elements. Although 

Alternative C-2 is feasible, the estimated cost for this alternative is 36% higher than the replacement cost of Alternative F. For 

these reasons, this alternative was discarded from further consideration.  
 

Alternative D:  Rehabilitation of the Existing Structure with a Two-Way Bypass  

Alternative D would rehabilitate the existing bridge for non-vehicular use and build a bypass bridge adjacent to it. This 

alternative is effectively identical to Alternate C-1. This Alternative would rehabilitate the truss to the SOIS.  
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The main difference is that following rehabilitation, the existing bridge will be closed to vehicular traffic and the adjacent 

approach will be graded for parking. Due to the severely deteriorated condition of the existing structure, it would need to be 

rehabilitated in an equivalent manner to the B-1 Alternative. Once rehabilitated and permanently closed to vehicle traffic, 

inspection requirements would no longer be applicable. This alternative would require a private party to assume ownership of the 

bridge and maintain the bridge for perpetuity. To date no interested parties have come forward to take ownership of Jackson 

County Bridge 154 as required for this alternate. Alternative D is feasible; however, the estimated cost for this alternative is 26% 

higher than the replacement cost of Alternative F. For these reasons, this alternative was discarded from further consideration. 
 

Alternative E:  Relocation of Existing Bridge and New Bridge on Current Alignment 

Alternative E would relocate the historic bridge and build a new bridge on the current alignment. The existing bridge would not 

be destroyed; however, a responsible party must come forward and fund the relocation and rehabilitation of the bridge. The 

existing truss bridge would be replaced by a three-span, haunched concrete slab bridge on the existing alignment and would meet 

all applicable design criteria. The cost of this alternative is $1,025,000.00 which is 94% of the demolition and replacement cost of 

Alternative F. The bridge has been advertised for the minimum six month marketing period but to date, no interested party has 

come forward. The opportunity to relocate and reuse the bridge will remain viable until the public hearing requirements for this 

project have concluded. As a result, this alternate is still feasible. Given that this alternate is cost effective and meets the purpose 

and need, this alternative is also prudent if a responsible party comes forward to take ownership of the bridge. 
 

Alternative F:  Bridge Replacement 

Alternative F would demolish the existing truss bridge and a new, three-span bridge would be built on the same alignment. There 

would be no bridge relocation process included as part of this alternative. The existing truss bridge would be replaced by a three-

span, haunched concrete slab bridge on essentially the same alignment and would meet all applicable design criteria. If 

Alternative F is chosen as the preferred alternative, the cost would be approximately $1,090,000.00. which includes the cost to 

construct the new bridge and demolish the existing bridge. Impacts to the bridge would be mitigated through the stipulations 

outlined within the Historic Bridges Programmatic Agreement (HBPA) process. This alternative is both feasible and prudent and 

meets the purpose and need of the project by providing a cost effective and structurally sufficient bridge at the project site. 
 

Alternate E is prudent and feasible and provides an opportunity to preserve the bridge. If no organization or private parties come 

forward to fund the relocation, Alternative F will become the preferred feasible and prudent alternative. The State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) requested that photo documentation of the bridge be conducted consistent with the Historic Bridges 

PA: Attachment B- Standard Treatment Approach for Historic Bridges. This will apply regardless of whether Alternative E or F 

is the chosen as the preferred alternative.  

  

The Do Nothing Alternative is not feasible, prudent or practicable because (Mark all that apply):  

It would not correct existing capacity deficiencies;  

It would not correct existing safety hazards;  

It would not correct the existing roadway geometric deficiencies;         

It would not correct existing deteriorated conditions and maintenance problems; or        X  

It would result in serious impacts to the motoring public and general welfare of the economy.  

Other (Describe) 

 
 

ROADWAY CHARACTER: 
 

East CR 300 South 

Functional Classification: Low-Volume Local Rural Road 

Current ADT:       30 VPD (2013)       Design Year ADT: 40  VPD (2033) 

Design Hour Volume (DHV): N/A* Truck Percentage (%) 5 

Designed Speed (mph): 35 Legal Speed (mph): 35 (Not Posted) 

              

                                                           Existing                                            Proposed 

Number of Lanes: 2 2 

Type of Lanes: 15 ft bi-directional travel lane 15-24 ft bi-directional travel lane 

Pavement Width: 11-15 ft. 15-24 ft. 

Shoulder Width: N/A ft. N/A ft. 

Median Width: N/A ft. N/A ft. 

Sidewalk Width: N/A ft. N/A ft. 
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If the proposed action has multiple roadways, this section should be filled out for each roadway. 

*Since East CR 300 South is a Low Volume Road, a traffic study was not conducted to determine the Design year 

DHV. This is the best available traffic data.  

 

Setting:  Urban  Suburban X Rural 

Topography: X Level  Rolling  Hilly 

 

DESIGN CRITERIA FOR BRIDGES: 

 

Structure/NBI Number(s): Jackson County Bridge No. 154 (NBI # 3600099)              Sufficiency Rating: 22 out of 100 
                                                                                                                                                       Source: March 13, 2019 Bridge Inspection Report 

                              

                                                             Existing                                             Proposed 

Bridge Type: Steel Pratt Pony Truss Three-span continuous concrete 

Number of Spans: 1 3 

Weight Restrictions: 0 ton 36 Ton/minimum 

Height Restrictions: N/A ft. N/A ft. 

Curb to Curb Width: 15-4 ft./in. 24 ft. 

Outside to Outside Width: 16 ft. 27 ft. 

Shoulder Width: N/A ft. N/A ft. 

Length of Channel Work:   103 ft. 

 
          Describe bridges and structures; provide specific location information for small structures. 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The preferred alternative will provide a new bridge structure across Rider Ditch on essentially the existing roadway 

alignment. The existing pony truss bridge will be replaced with a three-span, continuous haunched, concrete slab  

bridge with a 50 ft. middle span and longer end spans to match, wider approach work, wall piers in the channel 

instead of pile bents, and a slight bridge realignment to the north to relax a horizontal curve. Expanded scour 

protection measures will be installed to address the existing bank erosion upstream and downstream.  
 

The new bridge will be approximately 111 ft.-6 inches in length with an out-to-out deck width of 27 ft. and a clear 

roadway width of 24 ft. New, 20 ft.-6 inch reinforced, concrete bridge approaches that are 24 ft. in width will be 

installed at either end. The deck will be constructed with a 2 percent cross slope. The bridge railing will consist of 

standard, 2 ft.-9 inch concrete bridge rails and new, steel crash rated approach guardrail will be installed along both 

sides of the east and west approaches.  Riprap will be installed along the east and west banks of Rider Ditch (around 

Bent No. 2 and Bent No. 3) for scour protection. Approximately 100 linear feet of permanent impacts to Rider Ditch 

will result from the construction of the new wall piers and placement of riprap below the Ordinary High Water Mark 

(OHWM) at the toe of slope for erosion control. Channel shaping limits will extend beyond the riprap and above the 

OHWM by the approximate lengths (measured perpendicular to the channel): northeast corner: 19 ft, northwest 

corner: 35 ft, southeast corner: 16 ft, southwest corner: 33 ft. for a total of 103 ft. of channel clearing work. The 

project limits will extend approximately 150 ft. west and 150 ft. east along East CR 300 South for a total project 

length of 401 ft. (0.081 mile). 
 

Temporary cofferdams will be provided around the proposed wall pier locations via a temporary sheet pile or 

sandbag cofferdam. These temporary enclosures will be roughly 14 ft. x 41 ft. (574 sq. ft.) No temporary crossings 

are anticipated; however, temporary construction access paths will be installed in the northeast and northwest 

quadrants of the bridge crossing. These temporary access paths will consist of stone overlaid geotextiles and will 

impact approximately 0.096 acre. The temporary access paths are anticipated to be in place for approximately 180 

days. The banks of Rider Ditch will be restored to preconstruction conditions and seeded per INDOT Standard 

Specifications. 

  

 Yes  No  N/A 

Will the structure be rehabilitated or replaced as part of the project? X     

If the proposed action has multiple bridges or small structures, this section should be filled out for each structure. 
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MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (MOT) DURING CONSTRUCTION: 

 

 Yes  No 

Is a temporary bridge proposed?     X 

Is a temporary roadway proposed?     X 

Will the project involve the use of a detour or require a ramp closure? (describe in remarks) X   

     Provisions will be made for access by local traffic and so posted.   X   

     Provisions will be made for through-traffic dependent businesses.   X 

     Provisions will be made to accommodate any local special events or festivals.   X 

Will the proposed MOT substantially change the environmental consequences of the action?   X 

Is there substantial controversy associated with the proposed method for MOT?   X 
 

 

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST AND SCHEDULE: 

 

Engineering: $244,613.000  (2020) Right-of-Way: $15,000.00  (2022) Construction:  $1,025,000.00 (2023) 

Anticipated Start Date of Construction: Spring 2023  

Date project incorporated into STIP July 2, 2019  

 

 Yes  No  

 Is the project in an MPO Area?   X  

 If yes, 

Name of MPO N/A  

Location of Project in TIP N/A  

Date of incorporation by reference into the STIP  N/A 

 

The scheduled letting date for the project has been extended to February 2023 as opposed to 2022 as illustrated in 

the FY 2020-2024 STIP. Once the preferred alternative has been determined based on the outcome of the public 

hearing, the project description will be updated in the STIP, in addition to the estimated cost of construction and 

right-of-way, if required. Any necessary modifications to the STIP will be completed before the Request for 

Contract (RFC). 

 
 

RIGHT OF WAY: 

 

 Amount (acres) 

Land Use Impacts Permanent Temporary 

Residential 0.00 0.00 

Commercial 0.00 0.00 

Agricultural 0.21 0.00 

Wooded 0.11 0.00 

Wetlands 0.01 0.00 

Other: Riparian Land (southeast side) 

           Channel Shaping   

0.03 

0.11 

0.00 

0.12 

TOTAL 0.47 0.12 

Remarks: 

 

East CR 300 South has been closed at the bridge crossing since March 2019; however, a detour will be posted as part 

of the construction process. The preferred detour route will utilize SR 250 and S. CR 825 E., S. CR 840 E., and E CR 

300 S.  The detour will result in three miles of additional travel.  
 

The road closure will pose a temporary inconvenience to traveling motorists (including school buses and emergency 

services); however, no significant delays are anticipated, and all inconveniences will cease upon project completion. 

There are no adjacent residential or commercial businesses that will require special access considerations. There is no 

MOT sheet for this project since the bridge and the portions of East CR 300 South immediately adjacent to the east 

and west of the bridge have been closed since March 2019. The project letting is scheduled for February 2023 and 

construction is anticipated to extend into November 2023. 
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Describe both Permanent and Temporary right-of-way and describe their current use.  Typical and Maximum right-of-way widths (existing and 

proposed) should also be discussed. Any advance acquisition or reacquisition, either known or suspected, and there impacts on the environmental 

analysis should be discussed. 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional permanent right-of-way will be required to complete the project. The existing right-of-way limits along 

East CR 300 South extends approximately 8 ft. north and south of the centerline (edge of the existing roadway). The 

proposed permanent right-of-way limits will extend approximately 50 ft. north and 58 ft. south of the centerline of 

East CR 300 South. Permanent right-of-way limits only extend as far upstream and downstream as the proposed 

riprap and channel shaping limits.  
 

The proposed permanent right-of-way limits constrict on the east and west end of the project to approximately 12 ft. 

from the centerline at the east end to approximately 20 ft. from the centerline at the west end. The proposed 

additional permanent right-of-way consists of 0.21 acre of agricultural land and 0.11 acre of lightly wooded land 

adjacent to the stream crossing. Approximately 0.01 acre of forested wetland will be impacted in the southeast 

quadrant in addition to 0.03 acre of riparian land and 0.11 acre of land within Rider Ditch for channel re-shaping.  
 

Approximately 0.12 acre of temporary right-of-way will be necessary for channel shaping and construction access. 

The temporary right-of-way limits will extend from a minimum of approximately 48 ft. in the southwest quadrant 

and a maximum of 90 ft. in the northeast quadrant. Construction access is anticipated to be undertaken from the 

northeast and northwest quadrant of the crossing. Plan sheets are provided in Appendix B, pages B-7 to B-13.  
 

If the scope of work or permanent or temporary right-of-way amounts change, the INDOT Environmental Services 

Division (ESD) and the INDOT District Environmental Section will be contacted immediately.  

       

      Part III – Identification and Evaluation of Impacts of the Proposed Action 
  

SECTION A – ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

 Presence            Impacts  

     Yes    No  

Streams, Rivers, Watercourses & Jurisdictional Ditches  X  X    

Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers        

State Natural, Scenic or Recreational Rivers        

Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) listed       

Outstanding Rivers List for Indiana       

Navigable Waterways       

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2020 by Metric Environmental (Metric), a review of the 2016 

aerial photograph (Appendix B, page B-3), and the water resources map in the Red Flag Investigation (RFI) Report 

(Appendix E, pages E-2 and E-8), there are twenty-five (25) stream/waterway segments mapped in the project area. 

There are no Federal, Wild and Scenic Rivers; State Natural, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers; Outstanding Rivers 

for Indiana; navigable waterways or National Rivers Inventory waterways present in the project area. The U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) makes all final determinations regarding jurisdiction.  
 

A Waters of the U.S. Determination / Wetland Delineation Report was prepared by Metric on November 20, 2020. 

Please refer to Appendix F for the Waters of the U.S. Determination / Wetland Delineation Report. The field 

investigation confirmed that one (1) waterway is present within the project area. In addition, the Muscatatuck River 

is located approximately 175 ft. south, beyond the construction limits. 
 

Rider Ditch to flows north to south into the Muscatatuck River, which flows east into the East Fork White River, a 

Section 10 Traditional Navigable Waterway (TNW). Therefore, Rider Ditch should be considered a jurisdictional 

Water of the U.S. The waterway is approximately 168 linear feet within the survey limits. Rider Ditch is associated 

with a solid blue line on the USGS topographic map, indicating it is likely a perennial waterway. The OHWM was 

measured at approximately 43. ft. wide and approximately 5 ft. deep both upstream and downstream of the bridge. 

The dominant stream substrate was silt. Rider Ditch was classified as average quality. Vegetation observed along 

the streambanks included bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis) and stinging nettle (Uritica dioica).  
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Remarks: 

 

 

Riprap will be installed along the east and west banks of Rider Ditch for scour protection. Approximately 100 linear 

feet of permanent impacts to Rider Ditch will result from the construction of the new bridge piers and placement of 

riprap for erosion control at the toe of slope. Stream mitigation will not likely be required as the permanent 

waterway impacts are less than 300 linear feet. Temporary cofferdams will be built around the proposed wall pier 

locations via temporary sheet pile or sandbag cofferdams. These temporary enclosures will be roughly 14 ft. x 41 ft. 

(574 sq. ft.). 
 

No temporary stream crossings are anticipated; however, temporary construction access will be necessary to install 

the falsework for slab construction. Temporary access paths will be installed in the northeast and northwest 

quadrants of the bridge crossing. These temporary access paths will consist of stone overlaid geotextiles and will 

impact approximately 0.096 acre of land. These access paths will not extend into the channel or below the OHWM 

of Rider Ditch. The temporary access paths are anticipated to be in place for approximately 180 days. Once 

construction is complete the access paths will be removed, and the banks of Rider Ditch will be graded and restored 

to preconstruction conditions and seeded per INDOT Standard Specifications. 
 

Early coordination letters were sent on May 19, 2020, to the Indiana Department of Natural Resources-Division of 

Fish and Wildlife (IDNR), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) (Appendix C, pages C-1 to C-2). Metric Environmental also generated the automatic IDEM Proposed 

Roadway Construction Projects letter, in which IDEM recommended obtaining the appropriate 401/404 permits 

(Appendix C, pages C-33 to C-39). The IDNR responded on June 18, 2020 with recommendations to avoid or 

minimize impacts to waterways, including bank stabilization measures, methods for riprap placement, and the 

minimization of in-channel disturbance (Appendix C, pages C-4 to C-6). All applicable IDNR recommendations are 

provided in the Environmental Commitments section of this CE document. 
 

The USFWS responded on June 10, 2020 and did not object to the project as proposed (Appendix C, pages C-40 to 

C-41). The USFWS recommended restricting below low‐water work in streams to placement of culverts, piers, 

pilings and/or footings, shaping of the spill slopes around the bridge abutments, and placement of riprap, and restrict 

channel work and vegetation clearing to the minimum necessary to construct the project. The USFWS also 

recommended minimizing the extent of hard armor (riprap) in bank stabilization by using bioengineering techniques 

whenever possible. This project meets the conditions of the USFWS 2013 Interim Policy, dated 5/29/2013, and no 

further coordination is required at this time. Should new information arise pertaining to project plans, it will be 

necessary to reinitiate consultation.  The USACE did not respond to the early coordination letter.  

  

Presence 

        

    Impacts 

 

Other Surface Waters     Yes   No  

Reservoirs       

Lakes       

Farm Ponds       

Detention Basins       

Storm Water Management Facilities       

Other:         

         

Remarks: 

 

 

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2020 by Metric Environmental, a review of the 2016 aerial 

photograph of the project area (Appendix B, page B-3), and the water resources map in the RFI report (Appendix E, 

pages E-2 and E-8), there is one (1) lake located within the 0.5 mile search radius. No surface waters are present 

within the project area therefore, no impacts are expected. 
 

A Waters of the U.S. Determination / Wetland Delineation Report was prepared by Metric on July 29, 2020. Please 

refer to Appendix F for the Waters of the U.S. Determination / Wetland Delineation Report. It was determined that 

there are no surface waters located within or adjacent to the project area.  
 

The early coordination letter was sent to the IDNR, the USFWS and the USACE on May 19, 2020 (Appendix C, 

pages C-1 to C-2). The IDNR responded on June 18, 2020 but did not reply with recommendations specific to 

surface waters (Appendix C, pages C-4 to C-6). The USFWS response dated June 10, 2020 had no recommendations 

related to other surface waters (Appendix C, pages C-40 and C-41). The USACE did not respond to the early 

coordination letter.  
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       Presence                Impacts  

                                                                                                                                                           Yes                         No  

Wetlands  X  X    

Total wetland area:  0.122 acre(s) Total wetland area impacted: 0.012 Acre 

 

(If a determination has not been made for non-isolated/isolated wetlands, fill in the total wetland area impacted above.) 

 

Wetland No. Classification Total Size (Acres) Impacted Acres Comments 

Wetland A PFO1A 0.122 0.01  
 

 Documentation      ES Approval Dates 

Wetlands (Mark all that apply)   

Wetland Determination X              N/A 

Wetland Delineation  X              N/A 

USACE Isolated Waters Determination    

Mitigation Plan    

 

Improvements that will not result in any wetland impacts are not practicable because such avoidance would 

result in (Mark all that apply and explain): 

 

 

Substantial adverse impacts to adjacent homes, business or other improved properties;  

Substantially increased project costs;  

Unique engineering, traffic, maintenance, or safety problems;  

Substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts, or   

The project not meeting the identified needs. X 

 

                   Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetland impacts need to be discussed in the remarks box. 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a review of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) online mapper 

(https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html), a site visit on May 27, 2019 by Metric Environmental, a review of 

the USGS topographic map (Appendix B page B-2), and the RFI report (Appendix E, page E-2) there are (11) 

wetlands within the 0.5 mile search radius. 
 

A Waters of the U.S. Determination / Wetland Delineation Report was prepared by Metric on November 20, 2020. 

Please refer to Appendix F for the Waters of the U.S. Determination / Wetland Delineation Report. It was determined 

that one (1) Palustrine, Forested, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Temporarily Flooded (PFO1A) wetland is present within 

and adjacent to the project area (Appendix F, page F-14).   
 

Wetland A  (0.122 acre) 

Wetland A is classified as a PFO1A wetland. This wetland is located in the southeast quadrant of Rider Ditch and East 

CR 300 South. Approximately 0.122 acre of Wetland A was delineated within the survey limits. The wetland 

continues south and east beyond the survey limits. The northern boundary of Wetland A was delineated by lack of 

wetland vegetation and increased elevation. Due to its location within a floodplain, Wetland A likely receives flood 

waters on a consistent basis during rain events. Based on topography, it can be deduced that water drains south in 

Rider Ditch, which flows into the Muscatatuck River, which flows into the East Fork White River, a Section 10 TNW. 

Therefore, Wetland A should be considered a jurisdictional Water of the U.S. The wetland is associated with a 

Palustrine, Forested, Broad-leaved Deciduous, Temporarily Flooded NWI polygon and was formed within a hydric 

mapped soil unit. The wetland exhibited decent plant diversity. These factors contribute to the conclusion the wetland 

can support an average amount of wildlife or aquatic habitat, and therefore should be considered average quality.  
 

The dominant vegetation within Wetland A, located on the eastern bank of Rider Ditch, south of East CR 300 South 

was bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis) and American beech (Fagus grandifolia) in the tree stratum, boxelder 

maple (Acer negundo) and common pawpaw (Asmina triloba) in the sapling/shrub stratum, stinging nettle (Urtica 

dioica) in the herb stratum, and common greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia) in the woody vine stratum. 
 

There will be approximately 0.01 acre of permanent impacts to Wetland A due to bridge and roadway construction 

activities. Construction access to build the new bridge piers and foundation units will take place from the northwest 

and northeast quadrants; however, fencing and “Do not Disturb” signs will be installed along the construction 

https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html
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Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

boundaries in the southeast quadrant to avoid additional and unnecessary impacts to this wetland. This wetland area is 

marked with “Do Not Disturb” call out stamps on the plan sheets with instructions to the contractor to maintain all 

work in this area within the established construction limits. These additional avoidance and minimization measures to 

protect this wetland have been included as a firm commitment in the Environmental Commitments section of this CE 

document. Wetland mitigation will not likely be required as the permanent impacts are less than 0.10 acre. The 

disturbed area of Wetland A will be seeded according to INDOT standard specifications.  
 

Early coordination letters were sent on May 19, 2020 to IDNR, the USFWS and the USACE (Appendix C, pages C-1 

to C-2). The IDNR responded on June 18, 2020 and had no recommendations specific to wetlands (Appendix C, pages 

C-4 to C-6). The USACE did not respond and the USFWS did not have any recommendations specifically related to 

wetlands (Appendix C, pages C-40 to C-41).    

                       Use the remarks box to identify each type of habitat and the acres impacted (i.e. forested, grassland, farmland, lawn, etc). 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2019 by Metric Environmental and a review of the 2016 aerial 

photograph of the project area (Appendix B, page B-3), the predominant land use in the project area consists of 

cultivated agricultural land.  
 

Approximately 0.47 acre of terrestrial habitat is anticipated to be impacted to facilitate the proposed project. 

Approximately 0.03 acre of trees and understory brush will be removed in the northwest, southwest and southeast 

quadrants. The northeast quadrant is clear of trees and underbrush and there will be no need to conduct any clearing in 

this area. All efforts to minimize terrestrial impacts were considered during the design phase of the project. The 

construction limits have been reduced to the extent that is practical to build the project while limiting terrestrial 

disturbance. No terrestrial habitat restoration or mitigation will not likely be necessary. 
 

The IDNR responded on June 18, 2020, with recommendations to minimize terrestrial impacts including revegetating 

all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of grasses (excluding all varieties of tall fescue) and legumes as soon as 

possible upon project completion. The IDNR also recommended that appropriately designed measures for controlling 

erosion and sediment must be implemented to prevent sediment from leavening the construction area and maintaining 

these measures until construction is complete and all disturbed areas are stabilized (Appendix C, pages C-4 to C-6). 

All applicable IDNR recommendations are included in the Environmental Commitments section of this CE document. 
 

The automatic IDEM Proposed Roadway Construction Projects letter recommended that all solid waste generated by 

the project or removed from the project site be taken to an approved solid waste disposal facility (Appendix C, pages 

C-33 to C-39). The USFWS responded on June 10, 2020 and recommended implementing temporary erosion and 

sediment control methods within areas of disturbed soil. All disturbed soil areas upon project completion will be 

vegetated following INDOT’s standard specifications. The USFWS also recommended avoiding clearing trees or 

understory vegetation outside the construction zone boundaries (Appendix C, pages C-40 to C-41). 
If there are high incidences of animal movements observed in the project area, or if bridges and other areas appear to be 

the sole corridor for animal movement, consideration of utilizing wildlife crossings should be taken. 

 

Karst   Yes  No 

  Is the proposed project located within or adjacent to the potential Karst Area of Indiana?   X 

  Are karst features located within or adjacent to the footprint of the proposed project?        X 

      If yes, will the project impact any of these karst features?    
 

Use the remarks box to identify any karst features within the project area.  (Karst investigation must comply with the Karst MOU, 

dated October 13, 1993) 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review, the project is located outside the designated karst region of Indiana as outlined in the 

October 13, 1993 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).  According to the topo map of the project area (Appendix 

B, page B-2) and the RFI report (Appendix E, page E-2), there no karst features identified within or adjacent to the 

project area. The Indiana Geological Survey (IGS) responded to early coordination efforts on May 19, 2020 and did 

not indicate that karst features exist in the project area (Appendix C, page C-31 to C-32).  

 

 

 

Presence 

  

Impacts 

   Yes  No 

Terrestrial Habitat  X  X   

Unique or High Quality Habitat      
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Remarks: There is a high liquification potential for the project area and a 1 percent annual chance of flood hazard. There is a 

moderate potential for bedrock resources and a low potential for sand and gravel resources. No documented active or 

abandoned mineral resource extraction sites are documented within the search radius. The response from IGS has been 

communicated with the designer on May 19, 2020. No impacts are expected.  

  

Presence 

  

Impacts 

Threatened or Endangered Species  Yes  No 

     Within the known range of any federal species X  X   

     Any critical habitat identified within project area      

     Federal species found in project area (based upon informal consultation)        

     State species found in project area (based upon consultation with IDNR) X    X 

 

       Yes  No 

     Is Section 7 formal consultation required for this action?    X 
 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review and the RFI report (Appendix E) completed by Metric Environmental on October 10, 

2019, the IDNR Jackson County Endangered, Threatened and Rare (ETR) Species List has been checked and is 

included in Appendix E, pages E-10 to E-12. The highlighted species on the list reflect the federal and state identified 

ETR species located within the county. According to the IDNR early coordination response letter dated June 18, 2020 

(Appendix C, pages C-4 to C-6), the Natural Heritage Program’s Database has been checked and the Little 

Spectaclecase (Villosa lienosa), a state species of special concern, has been documented in Rider Ditch within the 

project area. The IDNR recommended that standard erosion control measures be implemented, and in-channel 

disturbance be minimized as much as possible, to avoid any impacts to Little Spectaclecase. These recommendations 

have been included as a firm commitment in the Environmental Commitments section of this CE document. No other 

plant or animal species listed as state or federally endangered, threatened and/or rare have been reported to occur in 

the project vicinity.    
 

Project information was submitted through the USFWS’s Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) portal, 

and an official species list was generated (Appendix C, pages C-22 to C-27). The project is within range of the 

federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and the federally threatened northern long-eared bat (NLEB) 

(Myotis septentrionalis). No additional species were found within or adjacent to the project area. The project qualifies 

for the USFWS 2013 Interim Policy, dated 5/29/2013. No additional coordination is required at this time; however, 

should new project plans or species be identified, it will be necessary to reinitiate coordination.     
 
 

The project qualifies for the Range-wide Programmatic Informal Consultation for the Indiana bat and northern long-

eared bat (NLEB), dated May 2016 (revised February 2018), between FHWA, Federal Railroad Administration 

(FRA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and USFWS. An effect determination key was completed on February 

10, 2020 and based on the responses provided, the project was found to “May Affect/Not Likely to Adversely Affect” 

finding for the Indiana bat and the NLEB (Appendix C, pages C-7 to C-21).  
 

INDOT reviewed and verified the effect finding on February 10, 2020 and requested USFWS’s review of the finding 

on July 6, 2020 (Appendix C, page C-28). No response was received from USFWS within the 14-day review period; 

therefore, it was concluded they concur with the finding. Avoidance and Mitigation Measures (AMMs) are included 

as firm commitments in the Environmental Commitments section of this CE document. This precludes the need for 

further consultation on this project as required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended. If new 

information on endangered species at the site becomes available, or if project plans are changed, USFWS will be 

contacted for consultation. 
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SECTION B – OTHER RESOURCES 

 

 Presence              Impacts  

Drinking Water Resources     Yes   No  

     Wellhead Protection Area       

     Public Water System(s)       

     Residential Well(s)       

     Source Water Protection Area(s)       

     Sole Source Aquifer (SSA)      

             If a SSA is present, answer the following:   

               Yes    No 

             Is the Project in the St. Joseph Aquifer System?    

             Is the FHWA/EPA SSA MOU Applicable?    

             Initial Groundwater Assessment Required?    

             Detailed Groundwater Assessment Required?    

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project is located in Jackson County, which is not located within the area of the St. Joseph Sole Source Aquifer, 

the only legally designated sole source aquifer in the state of Indiana. Therefore, the FHWA/EPA Sole Source Aquifer 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is not applicable to this project. Therefore, a detailed groundwater assessment 

is not needed, and no impacts are expected. 
 

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s Wellhead Proximity Determinator website 

(http://www.in.gov/idem/cleanwater/pages/wellhead/) was accessed on May 4, 2020 by Metric Environmental. This 

project is not located within a Wellhead Protection Area or Source Water Area.  No impacts are expected. 
 

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources Water Well Record Database website 

(https://www.in.gov/dnr/water/3595.htm) was accessed on May 4, 2020 by Metric Environmental. No wells are 

located near the project site.  Therefore, no impacts are expected. 
 

Based on a desktop review of the INDOT MS4 website (https://entapps.indot.in.gov/MS4/) by Metric Environmental 

on May 4, 2020, and the RFI report this project is not located in an Urban Area Boundary location. No impacts are 

expected. Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2020 by Metric Environmental, a review of the 2016 

aerial photograph of the project area (Appendix B, page B-3) no public water systems were identified.  Therefore, no 

impacts are expected. 
  

 

      Presence     Impacts  

Flood Plains        Yes        No  

     Longitudinal Encroachment       

     Transverse Encroachment X  X   

     Project located within a regulated floodplain X  X   

Homes located in floodplain within 1000’ up/downstream from project         
                  

                      Discuss impacts according to classification system described in the “Procedural Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies”. 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review of The Indiana Department of Natural Resources Indiana Floodway Information Portal 

website (http://dnrmaps.dnr.in.gov/appsphp/fdms/) by Metric Environmental on May 4, 2020 and the RFI report; this 

project is located within a regulatory floodplain as determined from approved IDNR floodplain maps (Appendix F, 

page F-12).  

 

Early coordination letters were sent on May 19, 2020 to the IDNR, the USACE and the Jackson County Floodplain 

Administrator (Appendix C, pages C-1 to C-2). The IDNR responded on June 18, 2020 that this project will require 

the formal approval of their agency for construction in a floodway pursuant to the Flood Control Act (IC 14-28-1) 

(Appendix C, pages C-4 to C-6). The project will require a construction in a Floodway Permit. The USACE and the 

Jackson County Floodplain Administrator did not respond within the 30-day time frame.   
 

 
 

http://www.in.gov/idem/cleanwater/pages/wellhead/
https://www.in.gov/dnr/water/3595.htm
https://entapps.indot.in.gov/MS4/
http://dnrmaps.dnr.in.gov/appsphp/fdms/
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Remarks: 

 

This project qualifies as a Category 4 per the current INDOT CE Manual, for projects involving replacement of 

existing drainage structures on essentially the same alignment which states the modifications to drainage structures 

included in this project will result in an insubstantial change in their capacity to carry flood water. There are no homes 

located within the base floodplain within 1,000 ft. upstream or downstream. The closest structure appears to be a large 

barn structure that is located approximately 1,600 ft. southwest of the project site. The proposed structure will have an 

effective capacity such that backwater surface elevations are not expected to substantially increase.  As a result, there 

will be no substantial adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values; there will be no substantial change 

in flood risks; and there will be no substantial increase in potential for interruption or termination of emergency 

service or emergency evacuation routes; therefore, it has been determined that this encroachment is not substantial.   

 

A hydraulic design study that addresses various structure size alternatives will be completed during the preliminary 

design phase. The designer will provide a summary of this study and a summary of the resolution of floodplain 

impacts for the project file. 

   

 Presence 

         

           Impacts 

 

Farmland      Yes     No  

     Agricultural Lands  X  X    

     Prime Farmland (per NRCS) X  X    

      

Total Points (from Section VII of CPA-106/AD-1006* 150  
*If 160 or greater, see CE Manual for guidance. 
 

                       See CE Manual for guidance to determine which NRCS form is appropriate for your project. 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2020 by Metric Environmental, the 2016 aerial photograph of the 

project area (Appendix B, page B-3), the project will convert 0.10 acre of farmland as defined by the Farmland 

Protection Policy Act.  An early coordination letter was sent on May 19, 2020 to Natural Resources Conservation 

Services (NRCS). Coordination with NRCS resulted in a score of 150 on the NRCS-AD 1006 Form (Appendix C, 

pages C-29 to C-30). NRCS’s threshold score for significant impacts to farmland that result in the consideration of 

alternatives is 160.  Since this project score is less than the threshold, no significant loss of prime, unique, statewide, 

or local important farmland will result from this project.  No alternatives other than those previously discussed in this 

document will be investigated without reevaluating impacts to prime farmland.   
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SECTION C – CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

     Category       Type      INDOT Approval Date          N/A 

Minor Projects PA Clearance      X 

 

 

Results of Research  

Eligible and/or Listed 

 Resource Present 

  

 

                

    

 Archaeology        

 NRHP Buildings/Site(s)        

 NRHP District(s)        

 NRHP Bridge(s) X       

  

 

Project Effect 

No Historic Properties Affected X      No Adverse Effect             Adverse Effect  

 

                                                                          Documentation 

                                                                               Prepared 

Documentation (mark all that apply)  

       

        ES/FHWA                                          SHPO 

Approval Date(s)                             Approval Date(s)                

Historic Properties Short Report X  February 25, 2020  March 30, 2020 

Historic Property Report      

Archaeological Records Check/ Review X  February 21, 2020  March 30, 2020 

Archaeological Phase Ia Survey Report X  February 21, 2020  March 30, 2020 

Archaeological Phase Ic Survey Report      

Archaeological Phase II Investigation Report      

Archaeological Phase III Data Recovery      

APE, Eligibility and Effect Determination  X  May 26, 2020  June 8, 2020 

800.11 Documentation X  May 26, 2020  June 8, 2020 

      

    MOA Signature Dates    (List all signatories)  

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)    

   
Describe all efforts to document cultural resources, including a detailed summary of the Section 106 process, using the categories outlined in the 

remarks box.   The completion of the Section 106 process requires that a Legal Notice be published in local newspapers. Please indicate the 

publication date, name of paper(s) and the comment period deadline.  Likewise include any further Section 106 work which must be completed at a 

later date, such as mitigation or deep trenching. 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Per the terms of the “Programmatic Agreement Regarding Management and Preservation of Indiana’s Historic 

Bridges” (Historic Bridges PA), the Federal Highway Administration-Indiana Division (FHWA) will satisfy its 

Section 106 responsibilities involving “Select” and “Non-Select” bridges through the Project Development Process 

(PDP) of the Historic Bridges PA (Stipulation III).  
 

Jackson County Bridge 154 has been classified as a Non-Select Bridge by the INDOT Historic Bridge Inventory, and 

thus, the procedures outlined in Stipulation III.B of the Historic Bridges PA will be followed to fulfill FHWA’s 

Section 106 responsibilities for the bridge. Therefore, the finding for this project only applies to other resources 

located within the APE and not Jackson County Bridge 154. This document will satisfy the Section 106 

responsibilities for other resources located in the APE.   

 

Area of Potential Effect: 

Qualified professionals working for Metric and meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 

Standards defined an Area of Potential Effect. The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is “the geographic area or areas 

within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, 

if any such properties exist. The area of potential effects is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and 

may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking” [36 CFR § 800.16(d)]. 
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The APE for aboveground resources was drawn sufficiently large to encompass potential impacts including visual, 

physical, and traffic-related impacts that may result from the undertaking, whichever alternative is selected. The 

established APE consists of a 0.25 (1,350 ft.) mile radius around the bridge (Appendix D, page D-8).  
 

Coordination with Consulting Parties: 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their 

undertakings on historic properties. In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2(c), individuals and groups with a demonstrated 

interest in the undertaking were invited to participate in efforts to identify historic properties potentially affected by 

the undertaking, assess its effects, and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on historic 

properties. 
 

On November 12, 2019, the following individuals and groups listed in the table below were sent an email on behalf of 

INDOT requesting them to act as a consulting party for the undertaking. They were also advised that the Early 

Coordination Letter was available for review at the INDOT’s Section 106 Consultation and Outreach Portal 

Enterprise, known as INSCOPE. The invitees were requested to respond within 30 days indicating whether the agency 

agreed or did not agree to participate as a consulting party. Also, on November 12, 2019 the INDOT Cultural 

Resources Office emailed the Native American Tribes listed in the table to invite them to be consulting parties, and to 

direct them to the documents available for review on INSCOPE. It was noted in the email correspondence that if no 

response was received, the individual or group would not be considered a consulting party and would not receive 

further information about the undertaking unless the scope changed. 

 

Invited Organization  Reply Received 

Indiana Landmarks (Southern Regional Office) None Received 

Jackson County Historical Center None Received 

Jackson County Historian None Received 

Jackson County Commissioners None Received 

Jackson County Parks and Recreation Board None Received 

Dr. James L. Cooper None Received 

Historicbridges.com None Received 

Historic Spans Taskforce None Received 

Historic Hoosier Bridges None Received 

Historic Bridge Foundation None Received 

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma None Received 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma December 10, 2019 

Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma None Received 

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma None Received 

Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians None Received 

 

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (SHPO) is 

automatically considered a consulting party for federally funded transportation projects due to its mandated or 

designated role as specified in 36 C.F.R. § 800.2. The SHPO was also emailed a copy of this early coordination letter 

and sent a paper copy of the documentation for review and comment on November 12, 2019. On December 16, 2019 

SHPO replied that they were not aware of any additional parties who should be invited to participate in the Section 

106 consultation (Appendix D, pages D-31 to D-32). An affirmative response to join in consultation was received 

from the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma on December 10, 2019 (Appendix D, page D-30).  
 

The letter from the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma offered no objection to the project but stated that "if any human remains 

or Native American cultural items falling under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

(NAGPRA) or archaeological evidence is discovered during any phase of this project, the Miami Tribe requests 

immediate consultation with the entity of jurisdiction for the location of discovery." No other responses were received 

from invited tribes. 
 

In January 2020, a representative of the Jackson County Parks and Recreation made a telephone inquiry to SHPO staff 

regarding truss bridges in Jackson County that may be proposed for replacement. The inquiry was forwarded to 

INDOT Cultural Resources Office staff, who responded to the representative via email on January 10, 2020.  
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On the same date, SHPO staff also encouraged the representative via email to let INDOT know if she wanted to 

become a consulting party for the project. No response was received from the representative of the Jackson County 

Parks and Recreation.  
 

Archaeology: 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b), a Qualified Professional Archaeologist with Metric conducted an archaeological 

records check on January 2, 2020 which involved review the State Historical Architectural and Archaeological 

Research Database (SHAARD), site maps on file with the IDNR-Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology, 

cultural resource management reports, cemetery records, and historical data. A Phase Ia Archaeological Survey was 

conducted on January 7, 2020. No archaeological resources were identified in the project area. On January 31, 2019, 

an Archaeology Short Report (ASR) (Snell 1/31/2019) was prepared and recommended the project proceed as 

planned. On February 24, 2020 INDOT-Cultural Resources Office (CRO) approved the report and the document was 

uploaded to INSCOPE on February 24, 2020. On February 24, 2020 INDOT-CRO notified the Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma of the approval of the ASR. No reply was received. The SHPO concurred with the ASR in a letter dated 

March 30, 2020 (Appendix D, pages D-40 to D-41). Excerpts of the ASR are provided in Appendix D, pages D-21 to 

D-23. 
 

Historic Properties: 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b), personnel with Metric Environmental (Metric), who meet the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as per 36 CFR Part 61, reviewed the NRHP, the Indiana Historic Sites 

and Structures Inventory (IHSSI), the Indiana State Historic Architectural and Archaeological Research Database 

(SHAARD) and the Indiana Historic Buildings, Bridges, and Cemeteries Map, the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory, 

the Indiana Historical Bureau’s Historical Markers Database, and the 1988 Jackson County Interim Historic Sites and 

Structures Inventory (IHSSI) for previously-identified properties. Primary and secondary documentary research 

included numerous published county and local histories, historical and current atlases and maps, and online resources. 

Additionally, in January 2020 a field survey was conducted by walking all the areas within the APE and taking 

photographs in an effort to identify and evaluate any historic resources present. A Historic Property Short Report 

(HPSR) (Becher Gilliam, 2/21/2020) was developed and provided recommendations concerning the historic 

significance of the properties within the APE. As a result of identification and evaluation efforts for this project, no 

properties within the project APE were recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP.  
 

The HPSR was submitted to the CRO for review on January 31, 2020, and on February 24, 2020 their office released 

the document for consulting party review. On February 25, 2020, the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma and the SHPO; 

consulting parties who had accepted the invitation to participate were sent a letter to notify them that the HPSR and 

the Archaeology Report were available for review on INSCOPE. The SHPO concurred with the limits of the 

established APE and with the findings of the HPSR in a letter dated March 30, 2020 (Appendix D, pages D-40 to D-

41). No other comments from the consulting parties were received. Excerpts of the HPSR are provided in Appendix 

D, pages D-18 to D-20. 
 

Documentation, Findings: 

Per the terms of the “Programmatic Agreement Regarding Management and Preservation of Indiana’s Historic 

Bridges” (Historic Bridges PA), the Federal Highway Administration-Indiana Division (FHWA) will satisfy its 

Section 106 responsibilities involving “Select” and “Non-Select” bridges through the Project Development Process 

(PDP) of the Historic Bridges PA (Stipulation III). Jackson County Bridge No. 154 (NBI #3600099) is classified as a 

“Non-Select” bridge by the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory and thus, the procedures outlined in Stipulation III. of 

the Historic Bridges PA will be followed to fulfill FHWA’s Section 106 responsibilities. Photo documentation of the 

bridge will be conducted consistent with the Historic Bridges PA: Attachment B- Standard Treatment Approach for 

Historic Bridges. This will apply regardless of whether Alternative E or F is the chosen as the preferred alternative. 
 

Per the terms of the Historic Bridge PA, the finding for this project only applies to other resources located within the 

APE and not Jackson County Bridge No. 154. Regarding other resources in the project area, INDOT, on behalf of the 

FHWA, has determined a "No Historic Properties Affected" finding is appropriate because no other properties listed 

in or eligible for listing in the National Register are present within the APE. 
 

On May 26, 2020, the INDOT-CRO, on behalf of the FHWA approved the APE and issued a “No Historic Properties 

Affected” finding for this project (Appendix D, Page D-1 to D-7). Following this finding, the effect documentation 

was provided to the Indiana SHPO for a 30-day review and comment period.  
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On June 8, 2020, the Indiana SHPO responded and concurred with the “No Historic Properties Affected” finding 

(Appendix D, Page D-50 to D-51). No additional responses were received. 
 

Public Involvement: 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2(d), 800.3(e), and 800.6(a)(4), the views of the public were sought regarding the 

effect of the proposed project. A legal notice was published in the Seymour Tribune on May 30, 2020 with a 30-day 

comment period. The 30-day deadline for comments was June 29, 2020.  No comments were received by the 30-day 

deadline. A copy of the legal notice and the publisher’s affidavit are provided in Appendix D, pages D-52 to D-56.  
 

The HBAA Addendum (6/24/2021) was sent out to CPs on July 13, 2021. An e-mail was sent to the tribal consulting 

parties inviting them to review and comment on the HBAA (Appendix D, page D-178). No responses were received 

from any of the tribal consulting parties. The SHPO responded with their concurrence of the HBAA on July 26, 2021 

(Appendix D, Pages D-179 to D-180).  
 

In accordance with the HBPA, Stipulation III.B.2, on November 15, 2019 a legal notice to interested parties for 

proposals for the rehabilitation and reuse, or the storage and future reuse of the bridge was published in the Seymour 

Tribune newspaper and the advertisement was also included on the INDOT Historic Bridges Marketing Program 

website. Signs were posted at the bridge site on November 19, 2019 (Appendix B, page B-6). A secondary 

advertisement was also placed in the Indianapolis Star on May 1, 2020. The bridge must be marketed at for at least six 

months prior to the required public hearing. The six-month marketing period for the May 1, 2020 publication, ended 

on October 31, 2020. To date no interested parties have come forward to take ownership of Jackson County Bridge 

154. The text of the legal notices and the affidavits of publication are provided in Appendix D, pages D-44 to D-49. 
 

Pursuant to the Historic Bridge Programmatic Agreement (PA), a public hearing for the project is required. A legal 

notice for the public hearing will appear in a local publication contingent upon the release of this document for public 

involvement. The Section 106 process will be complete after the public hearing is held and the Public Involvement 

section of this document is updated per the outcome of that public hearing.  
 

SHPO has determined that photo documentation of the bridge is required consistent with the Historic Bridges PA: 

Attachment B- Standard Treatment Approach for Historic Bridges (Appendix D, Pages D-179 to D-180). The 

documentation shall be produced in keeping with the applicable photographic standards of the Indiana DNR–Division 

of Historic Preservation and Archaeology Minimum Architectural Documentation. One CD or DVD of the 

documentation shall be provided to the Indiana State Archives and one CD or DVD shall be provided to at least one 

local public or not-for-profit organization that agrees to retain the CD or DVD permanently and make it available to 

the public. 
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SECTION D – SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES/ SECTION 6(f) RESOURCES 

 

Section 4(f) Involvement (mark all that apply)     

  Presence            Use  

Parks & Other Recreational Land   Yes  No  

 Publicly owned park       

 Publicly owned recreation area       

 Other (school, state/national forest, bikeway, etc.)       

        

  Evaluations 

Prepared 

     

             FHWA  

    Programmatic Section 4(f)*    Approval date 

    “De minimis” Impact*    

    Individual Section 4(f)     

 

        Presence            Use  

Wildlife & Waterfowl Refuges   Yes  No  

 National Wildlife Refuge       

 National Natural Landmark       

 State Wildlife Area        

 State Nature Preserve       

        

  Evaluations 

Prepared 

     

                FHWA  

       Programmatic Section 4(f)*    Approval date 

       “De minimis” Impact*    

       Individual Section 4(f)     

   

    Presence           Use  

Historic Properties        Yes     No  

 Sites eligible and/or listed on the NRHP  X  X    

        

  Evaluations 

Prepared 

     

                  FHWA  

       Programmatic Section 4(f)*  X    Approval date  
       “De minimis” Impact*    

       Individual Section 4(f)     

*FHWA approval of the environmental document also serves as approval of any Section 4f Programmatic and/or De minimis evaluation(s) 

discussed below. 

 

Discuss Programmatic Section 4(f) and “de minimis” Section 4(f) impacts in the remarks box below.  Individual Section 4(f) documentation must 

be separate Draft and Final documents. For further discussions on Programmatic, “de minimis” and Individual Section 4(f) evaluations please 

refer to the “Procedural Manual for the Preparation of Environmental Studies”.  Discuss proposed alternatives that satisfy the requirements of 

Section 4(f). 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 prohibits the use of certain public and historic lands 

for federally funded transportation facilities unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative. The law applies to 

significant publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife / waterfowl refuges, and NRHP eligible or listed historic 

properties regardless of ownership. Lands subject to this law are considered Section 4(f) resources.  
 

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2020 by Metric Environmental, the 2016 aerial photograph of the 

project area (Appendix B, page B-3), and the RFI report (Appendix E, page E-2) there are no 4(f) resources located 

within the 0.5 mile search radius other than Jackson County Bridge 154. Jackson County Bridge 154 is afforded 

protection under Section 4(f) as a historic site that is eligible for listing on the NRHP.  
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The Section 4(f) statute places restrictions on the use of land from historic sites for highway improvements but makes 

no mention of historic bridges or highways that are already serving as transportation facilities. FHWA therefore, 

determined that Section 4(f) will only apply when a historic bridge is demolished, or if the historic quality for which 

the facility was determined eligible for the NRHP is substantially affected by the proposed improvements. This 

resource is used for transportation purposes. Jackson County Bridge 154 will be evaluated through the Programmatic 

Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for FHWA Projects that Necessitate the Use of Historic Bridges. The proposed 

bridge project qualifies for the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation and approval for FHWA projects that necessitate 

the use of a historic bridge when the project meets the following criteria: 

 

1. The bridge is to be replaced or rehabilitated with Federal funds. 

2. The project will require the use of a historic bridge structure which is on or is eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

3. The bridge is not a National Historic Landmark. 

4. The FHWA Division Administrator determines that the facts of the project match those set forth by the 

investigation of the appropriate Alternatives, Findings, and Mitigation. 

5. Agreement among the FHWA, the SHPO, and the ACHP has been reached through procedures pursuant to Section 

106 of the NHPA. 
 

The Jackson County Bridge 154 bridge project meets these criteria. To apply the Historic Bridge Programmatic 

Section 4(f) Evaluation, three alternatives that avoid any use of the historic bridge must be examined: do nothing, 

build a new structure at a different location without affecting the historic integrity of the historic bridge, and 

rehabilitate the historic bridge without affecting the historic integrity of the structure. The Indiana Historic Bridges PA 

requires a more extensive alternatives analysis evaluating additional alternatives. Per the terms Historic Bridges PA, 

FHWA will satisfy its Section 106 responsibilities involving “Select” and “Non-Select” bridges through the PDP of 

the Historic Bridges PA (Stipulation III).  
 

Jackson County Bridge 154 has been classified as a Non-Select Bridge by the INDOT Historic Bridge Inventory, and 

thus, the procedures outlined in Stipulation III.B of the Historic Bridges PA will be followed to fulfill FHWA’s 

Section 106 responsibilities for the bridge. The alternatives described in this document are based on the guidance for 

writing a historic bridge Section 4(f) alternatives analysis, produced by Janssen & Spaans Engineering Inc. Per the 

guidance, alternatives A, B1, B2, C1, C2, D1, D2, E, and F must be analyzed in consecutive order until a feasible and 

prudent alternative has been determined which also results in the least amount of harm to the protected resource. A 

feasible alternative is one that is possible to engineer, design, and build, and a prudent alternative is one that does not 

present significantly unique or unusual factors (e.g. cost; social, economic, or environmental impacts; community 

disruption). Once a feasible and prudent alternative has been determined, the remaining alternatives do not need to be 

analyzed.  
 

As previously explained, an initial HBAA was developed and approved in May 2020. After approval of the initial 

HBAA, modifications were made to the proposed project design and a HBAA Addendum was prepared to re-evaluate 

the alternatives. The HBAA Addendum is provided in Appendix D, pages D-57 to D-177.   
 

Alternative A:   Do Nothing Alternative 

This alternative means that no federal funds would be expended, and no action would be taken to correct the current 

deficiencies. The road would remain closed, and the bridge would continue to deteriorate. This alternative would not 

meet the purpose and need for the project. For this reason, this alternative was discarded from further consideration.  
 

Alternative B-1:   Rehabilitation in Accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards  

Alternative B-1 involves rehabilitating the existing bridge to a standard that meets the Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards (SOIS) for Rehabilitation. This alternative would maintain the structure’s historic integrity and restore the 

structure’s original design capacity. To achieve this objective, all replacement procedures would maintain and/or 

restore the historic elements of the structure as closely as possible. The expected service life after rehabilitation would 

be 25 years but, the bridge would still have a deficient load rating. This alternative does not provide the minimum 

structural capacity of 15 tons as required by the purpose and need. For this reason, this alternative was discarded from 

further consideration.  
 

Alternative B-2:  Rehabilitation Not in Accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 

This alternative would rehabilitate the existing bridge in a manner not compliant with the SOIS for Rehabilitation. The 

bridge’s historic features would not be considered in the repairs.  
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The primary goal of this alternative would be to correct the existing structural deficiencies and strengthen the bridge 

to handle a minimum H15 loading rating. The expected service life after rehabilitation would be 25 years but the 

rehabilitation would significantly modify the original structure by replacing the tension eye-bars, diagonals, and 

stringers with new steel members of differing size, shape, and type in order to provide the required capacity. Guardrail 

and end treatments would be installed to prevent vehicular strikes to the pony trusses and errant vehicle entry into 

Rider Ditch. The estimated cost for this alternate was determined to be 42% higher than the replacement cost of 

Alternative F. The bridge would continue to have insufficient width and load capacity and would not meet the purpose 

and need. For these reasons, this alternative was discarded from further consideration.  

 

Alternative C-1: Rehabilitation in Accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards (One-way Pair) 

This alternative would rehabilitate the existing bridge in the same fashion as Alternative B-1 except that a new bridge 

would be built adjacent to the existing for use as a one-way pair. The new bridge would be a continuous three-span, 

reinforced concrete slab bridge. This alternative would also include building an additional approach roadway. In 

addition to the rehabilitation costs described in Alternative B-1, this option includes additional costs associated with a 

new bridge, increased right-of-way purchasing, and road approach modification. This alternate would be constructed 

on an existing one-lane, two-way road which is not intended to be upgraded from this configuration. As noted 

previously in the discussion of Alternative B-1, for Alternative C-1 the structure would be rehabilitated to the SOIS 

and, the expected service life after rehabilitation would be 25 years. As identical to Alternative B-1, the rehabilitated 

truss would have substandard load capacity. Although Alternative C-1 is feasible, the estimated cost of this alternate is 

26% higher than the replacement cost of Alternative F. This alternate would not improve the load carrying capacity of 

the existing bridge to the minimum of 15 tons. For these reasons, this alternative was discarded from further 

consideration.  
 

Alternative C-2:  Rehabilitation Not in Accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards (One-way Pair) 

This alternative would rehabilitate the existing bridge in the same fashion as Alternative B-2 except that a new bridge 

would be built adjacent to the existing for use as a one-way pair. The new bridge would be a continuous three-span, 

reinforced concrete slab bridge. This alternative would also include building an additional approach roadway. For 

additional details related to rehabilitation of the existing structure see the description in Alternative B-2. As with 

Alternative B-2 the expected service life extension would be 25 years. In addition to the rehabilitation costs as 

described in Alternative B-2, this alternative includes additional costs associated with a new bridge, increased right-

of-way purchasing, and road approach modification. This alternate would be constructed on an existing one-lane two-

way road which is not intended to be upgraded from this configuration. Identical to Alternative B-2, the existing truss 

would be significantly modified to provide enough load capacity. Alternative C-2 would not rehabilitate the structure 

to the SOIS and would include the introduction of replacement elements. Although Alternative C-2 is feasible, the 

estimated cost for this alternative is 36% higher than the replacement cost of Alternative F. For these reasons, this 

alternative was discarded from further consideration.  
 

Alternative D:  Rehabilitation of the Existing Structure with a Two-Way Bypass  

Alternative D would rehabilitate the existing bridge for non-vehicular use and build a bypass bridge adjacent to it. 

This alternative is effectively identical to Alternate C-1. This Alternative would rehabilitate the truss to the SOIS 

standards. The main difference is that following rehabilitation, the existing bridge will be closed to vehicular traffic 

and the adjacent approach will be graded for parking. Due to the severely deteriorated condition of the existing 

structure, it would need to be rehabilitated in an equivalent manner to the B-1 Alternative. Once rehabilitated and 

permanently closed to vehicle traffic, inspection requirements would no longer be applicable. This alternative would 

require a private party to assume ownership of the bridge and maintain the bridge for perpetuity. To date no interested 

parties have come forward to take ownership of Jackson County Bridge 154 as required for this alternate. Alternative 

D is feasible; however, the estimated cost for this alternative is 26% higher than the replacement cost of Alternative F. 

For these reasons, this alternative will likely be discarded from further consideration. 
 

Alternative E:  Relocation of Existing Bridge and New Bridge on Current Alignment 

Alternative E would relocate the historic bridge and build a new bridge on the current alignment. The existing bridge 

would not be destroyed; however, a responsible party must come forward and fund the relocation and rehabilitation of 

the bridge. The existing truss bridge would be replaced by a three-span, haunched concrete slab bridge on the existing 

alignment and would meet all applicable design criteria. The cost of this alternative is $1,025,000.00 which is 94% of 

the demolition and replacement Alternative F. This cost takes into account that a private party would fund the 

dismantling and removal of the existing bridge. The bridge has been advertised for the minimum six month marketing 

period but to date, no interested party has come forward.  
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Remarks: The opportunity to relocate and reuse the bridge will remain viable until the public hearing requirements for this 

project have concluded. As a result, this alternate is still feasible. Given that this alternate is cost effective and meets 

the purpose and need, this alternative is also prudent if a responsible party comes forward to take ownership of the 

bridge. 

Alternative F:  Bridge Replacement 

Alternative F would demolish the existing truss bridge and a new, three-span bridge would be built on the same 

alignment. There would be no bridge relocation process included as part of this alternative. The existing truss bridge 

would be replaced by a three-span, haunched concrete slab bridge on essentially the same alignment and would meet 

all applicable design criteria. If Alternative F is chosen as the preferred alternative, the cost would be approximately 

$1,090,000.00. which includes the cost to construct the new bridge and demolish the existing bridge. Impacts to the 

bridge would be mitigated through the stipulations outlined within the Historic Bridges Programmatic Agreement 

(HBPA) process. This alternative is both feasible and prudent and meets the purpose and need of the project by 

providing a cost effective and structurally sufficient bridge at the project site. 

The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation and approval may be used only for projects where the FHWA Division 

Administrator, in accordance with this evaluation, ensures that the proposed action includes all possible planning to 

minimize harm. The project has considered all appropriate measures to minimize harm and mitigate for adverse 

impacts or effects on Jackson County Bridge 154, including development of the initial alternative analysis.  

Alternative E would meet the project purpose and need; however, if a responsible party does not come forward to 

relocate the bridge, then Alternative F will become the preferred alternative. Alternative F would result in demolition 

of Jackson County Bridge 154; therefore, the required photo documentation as described below, will mitigate for the 

adverse effect to the bridge. If an interested party comes forward to acquire the bridge, it would be dismantled and 

relocated to a different site.  

The HBAA Addendum was sent out to CPs on July 13, 2021. An e-mail was sent to the tribal consulting parties 

inviting them to review and comment on the HBAA (Appendix D, page D-178). No responses were received from any 

of the tribal consulting parties. The SHPO responded with their concurrence of the HBAA on July 26, 2021 

(Appendix D, Pages D-179 to D-180). The SHPO letter stated “If no responsible party steps forward to fund the 

relocation of this bridge, we understand that demolition of the bridge will occur. As a result, pursuant to the Indiana 

Historic Bridges PA, we request that this bridge be photographically documented prior to commencement of the 

project by a qualified professional historian, architectural historian, or architect. Please provide overall views of the 

bridge and representative photographs of its deck, abutments, piers, along with any additional character defining 

features”. 

The documentation shall be produced in keeping with the applicable photographic standards of the Indiana DNR–

Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology Minimum Architectural Documentation. One CD or DVD of the 

documentation shall be provided to the Indiana State Archives and one CD or DVD shall be provided to at least one 

local public or not-for-profit organization that agrees to retain the CD or DVD permanently and make it available to 

the public. These are firm commitments and are discussed in the Environmental Commitments section of this 

document. No other consulting parties have commented on the HBAA. Pursuant to the Programmatic Section 4(f) 

Evaluation and Approval for FHWA projects that necessitate the use of historic bridges, the preferred alternative, 

Alternative F, will result in a use of the historic bridge. The FHWA signature of this Level 4 Categorical Exclusion 

will act as FHWA concurrence of this Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation for Jackson County Bridge 154.  
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Section 6(f) Involvement     Presence          Use 

   Yes  No  

Section 6(f) Property       

 
                      Discuss proposed alternatives that satisfy the requirements of Section 6(f).  Discuss any Section 6(f) involvement. 

Remarks:  The U.S. Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 established the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

(LWCF), which was created to preserve, develop, and assure accessibility to outdoor recreation resources. Section 6(f) 

of this Act prohibits conversion of lands purchased with LWCF monies to a non-recreation use. A list of 6(f) 

properties obtained from the IDNR-Division of Outdoor Recreation via the INDOT Environmental Policy Office 

website (https://www.in.gov/indot/2523.htm) revealed a total of six properties in Jackson County (Appendix I, page I-

1).  None of these sites are located within or adjacent to the project area. Therefore, no use is expected.   
      

SECTION E – Air Quality 

 

 Air Quality 

 

Conformity Status of the Project  Yes    No 

Is the project in an air quality non-attainment or maintenance area? X   

If YES, then:     

      Is the project in the most current MPO TIP?    X 

      Is the project exempt from conformity?  X   

      If the project is NOT exempt from conformity, then:     

            Is the project in the Transportation Plan (TP)?    

            Is a hot spot analysis required (CO/PM)?     

 

Level of MSAT Analysis required?    

 

 

Level 1a X        Level 1b      Level 2        Level 3          Level 4      Level 5  

            

            
 

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This project is included in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2024 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

(Appendix H, page H-1).  Modifications to the STIP may be necessary depending on the outcome of the preferred 

alternative that is selected after the public hearing. Jackson County is not located within a recognized MPO region.  
 

This project is located in Jackson County, which is currently a maintenance area for Ozone per the IDEM County 

Nonattainment List located at http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/files/nonattainment_county_list.pdf. under the 1999 

Ozone 8-hour standard, which was revoked in 2015 but is being evaluated for conformity due to the February 16, 

2018, South Coast Air Quality Management District V. Environmental Protection Agency, Et. Al. Decision. The 

project’s design concept and scope are accurately reflected in the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Therefore, the 

conformity requirements of 40 CFR 93 have been met. 
 

This project is of a type qualifying as a categorical exclusion (Group 1) under 23 CFR 771.117(c) or exempt under the 

Clean Air Act conformity rule under 40 CFR 93.126, and as such, a Mobile Source Air Toxics analysis is not 

required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.in.gov/indot/2523.htm
http://www.in.gov/idem/airquality/files/nonattainment_county_list.pdf
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SECTION F – NOISE 

 

Noise Yes    No 

Is a noise analysis required in accordance with FHWA regulations and INDOT’s traffic noise policy?   X 

Remarks: This project is a Type III project.  In accordance with 23 CFR 772 and the current Indiana Department of 

Transportation Traffic Noise Analysis Procedure, this action does not require a formal noise analysis. 

  

SECTION G – COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

 

Regional, Community & Neighborhood Factors 

 

Yes 

  

No 

Will the proposed action comply with the local/regional development patterns for the area? X   

Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts to community cohesion?   X 

Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts to local tax base or property values?   X 

Will construction activities impact community events (festivals, fairs, etc.)?   X 

Does the community have an approved transition plan? X   

      If No, are steps being made to advance the community’s transition plan?     

Does the project comply with the transition plan? (explain in the remarks box) X   

Remarks: On May 19, 2020, Metric sent an early coordination packet to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) requesting comments regarding any possible environmental effects associated with this project 

(Appendix C, pages C-1 to C-2). HUD did not respond to the early coordination letter. No permanent impacts to 

community cohesion, the local tax base, or property values will result from the proposed project. Furthermore, there 

will be no impact to local mobility, access, pedestrian or motorist safety or emergency services as a result of the 

project.  
 

On May 4, 2020, Metric conducted an on-line review of the Indiana Festivals website (http://www.indianafestivals. 

org). There were no events identified within or near the project area that would be impacted during the construction 

schedule. 
 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires a transition plan by local and state governments. Such a plan 

includes how the government will remove barriers to accessibility over time for persons with disabilities, such as 

installing curb ramps at intersections, making a web site accessible for persons with low vision, ensuring public 

meetings are fully accessible to persons with disabilities and other related issues. Jackson County has an approved 

ADA transition plan, and the project is in compliance with that plan because it will not create barriers to accessibility.    

 

 

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts  Yes     No 

Will the proposed action result in substantial indirect or cumulative impacts?       X 

Remarks: Indirect impacts are effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are 

still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced 

changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate. Cumulative impacts affect the environment 

which result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such actions. 
 

This project will not result in indirect or cumulative impacts as it will improve an existing intersection within a 

residential area and will not change the general development patterns, population density, or growth rate of the project 

area. The project will be a positive improvement for the area and will not result in any negative direct or cumulative 

impacts. 

  

 

 No Yes/ Date 

ES Review of Noise Analysis   

   

http://www.indianafestivals/
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Public Facilities & Services 

              

Yes 

     

   No 

Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts on health and educational facilities, public 

and private utilities, emergency services, religious institutions, airports, public transportation or 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities?   

 

                    Discuss how the maintenance of traffic will affect public facilities and serves. 

  X 
  

Remarks: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on May 27, 2020 by Metric Environmental, the 2016 aerial photograph of the 

project area (Appendix B, page B-3) and the RFI report (Appendix E, page E-7) there are no public facilities within 

the 0.5 mile search radius. There are no public facilities within or adjacent to the project area. Utility coordination 

has been conducted and because there are no public or private utilities in the project area, there are no anticipated 

utility conflicts. Access to all properties will be maintained during construction.  Therefore, no impacts are expected. 
 

There will be no substantial impacts on health and educational facilities, public and private utilities, emergency 

services, religious institutions, airports, public transportation or pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The early 

coordination letter was sent to the INDOT Office of Aviation on May 19, 2020, and no response was received.  

There are no public or private airports in the project area. It is the responsibility of the project sponsor to notify 

school corporations and emergency services at least two weeks prior to any construction that would block or limit 

access. 

 

Environmental Justice (EJ) (Presidential EO 12898) 

 

  Yes 

    

   No 

During the development of the project were EJ issues identified?   X 

Does the project require an EJ analysis?   X 

If YES, then:    

         Are any EJ populations located within the project area?      

         Will the project result in adversely high or disproportionate impacts to EJ populations?      

 

Remarks: 

 

 

 

Under FHWA Order 6640.23A, FHWA and Jackson County, as a recipient of funding from FHWA, are responsible 

to ensure that their programs, policies, and activities do not have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on 

minority or low-income populations. Per the current INDOT Categorical Exclusion Manual, an Environmental 

Justice (EJ) Analysis is required for any project that has two or more relocations or 0.5 acre of new, additional 

permanent right-of-way. This project will have no relocations and will require only 0.47 acre of new, additional 

permanent right-of-way; therefore, an EJ analysis is not required. 

  

Relocation of People, Businesses or Farms Yes    No 

Will the proposed action result in the relocation of people, businesses or farms?   X 

Is a Business Information Survey (BIS) required?   X 

Is a Conceptual Stage Relocation Study (CSRS) required?   X 

Has utility relocation coordination been initiated for this project?   X 

    

Number of relocations: Residences: 0 Businesses: 0 Farms: 0    Other: 0 

 

                    If a BIS or CSRS is required, discuss the results in the remarks box. 

Remarks: No relocations or displacements of people, businesses, farms or other facilities will be required as a result of this 

project. Therefore, a Business Information Survey and Conceptual Stage Relocation Study will not be required. There 

will be no utility relocation as part of this project. There are no public utilities located in the project area.  

  

SECTION H – HAZARDOUS MATERIALS & REGULATED SUBSTANCES 

 

 Documentation  

Hazardous Materials & Regulated Substances (Mark all that apply)   

Red Flag Investigation  X  

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA)   

Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (Phase II ESA)   

Design/Specifications for Remediation required?   
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    No Yes/ Date 

ES Review of Investigations   Yes / June 30, 2020 

 

                    Include a summary of findings for each investigation. 

Remarks: Based on a review of GIS and available public records, and a Red Flag Investigation (RFI) completed by Metric on 

June 30, 2020 (Appendix E, pages E-1 to E-12), no sites with hazardous material concerns (hazmat sites) or sites 

involved with regulated substances were identified in or within 0.5 mile of the project area. Further investigation for 

hazardous material concerns or regulated substances is not required at this time. 

 

 

SECTION I – PERMITS CHECKLIST 

 

Permits (mark all that apply) Likely Required       

Army Corps of Engineers (404/Section10 Permit)    

 Individual Permit (IP)   

 Nationwide Permit (NWP) X  

 Regional General Permit (RGP)   

 Pre-Construction Notification (PCN)   

 Other   

 Wetland Mitigation required   

 Stream Mitigation required   

IDEM     

 Section 401 WQC X  

 Isolated Wetlands determination   

 Rule 5   

 Other   

 Wetland Mitigation required   

 Stream Mitigation required   

IDNR 

 Construction in a Floodway X  

 Navigable Waterway Permit   

 Lake Preservation Permit   

 Other   

 Mitigation Required   

US Coast Guard Section 9 Bridge Permit   

Others  (Please discuss in the remarks box below)   

   

Remarks: The project will not require a Rule 5 permit as less than 1.0 acre of land will be disturbed. An IDEM 401 

Water Quality Certification Regional General Permit and an USACE 404 Nationwide waterway permit will 

be necessary due to the permanent impacts to Rider Ditch and to Wetland A. In addition, an IDNR 

Construction in a Floodway permit will be required.  
 

Applicable recommendations provided by the Indiana Department of Natural Resources are included in the 

Environmental Commitments section of this CE document. If permits are found to be necessary, the 

conditions of the permit will be requirements of the project and will supersede these recommendations. It is 

the responsibility of the project sponsor to identify and obtain all required permits. 
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SECTION J- ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

The following information should be provided below: List all commitments, name of agency/organization requesting the commitment(s), 

and indicating which are firm and which are for further consideration.  The commitments should be numbered. 

Remarks: Firm: 

1. If the scope of work or permanent or temporary right-of-way amounts change, the INDOT 
Environmental Services Division (ESD) and the INDOT District Environmental Section will be 
contacted immediately. (INDOT ESD)

2. It is the responsibility of the project sponsor to notify school corporations and emergency services at 
least two weeks prior to any construction that would block or limit access. (INDOT ESD)

3. General AMM 1: Ensure all operators, employees, and contractors working in areas of known or 
presumed bat habitat are aware of all FHWA/FRA/FTA (Transportation Agencies) environmental 
commitments, including all applicable AMMs. (USFWS)

4. Lighting AMM 1: Direct temporary lighting away from suitable habitat during the active season.

(USFWS)

5. Tree Removal AMM 1: Modify all phases/aspects of the project (e.g., temporary work areas, 
alignments) to the extent practicable to avoid tree removal in excess of what is required to 
implement the project safely. (USFWS)

6. Tree Removal AMM 2: Apply time of year restrictions (April 1 through September 30) for tree 
removal when bats are not likely to be present, or limit tree removal to 10 or fewer trees per project 
at any time of year within 100 feet of existing road/ rail surface and outside of documented 
roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors; visual emergence survey must be conducted with no 
bats observed. (USFWS and IDNR-DFW)

7. Tree Removal AMM 3: Ensure tree removal is limited to that specified in project plans. Install 
bright colored flagging/fencing prior to any tree clearing to ensure contractors stay within clearing 
limits.  Ensure that contractors understand clearing limits and how they are marked in the field.

(USFWS)

8. Tree Removal AMM 4: Do not remove documented Indiana Bat or NLEB roosts (that are still 
suitable for roosting) or trees within 0.25 mile of roosts or documented foraging habitat at any time 
of the year. (USFWS)

9. Pursuant to the Indiana Historic Bridges PA, this bridge must be photographically documented prior 
to commencement of the project by a qualified professional historian, architectural historian, or 
architect. Provide overall views of the bridge and representative photographs of its deck, abutments, 
piers, along with any additional character defining features. The documentation shall be produced in 
keeping with the applicable photographic standards of the Indiana DNR–Division of Historic 
Preservation and Archaeology Minimum Architectural Documentation. One CD or DVD of the 
documentation shall be provided to the Indiana State Archives and one CD or DVD shall be 
provided to at least one local public or not-for-profit organization that agrees to retain the CD or 
DVD permanently and make it available to the public. (IDNR-SHPO)

10. The Little Spectaclecase (Villosa lienosa), a state mussel species of special concern, has been 
documented in Rider Ditch within the project area. The IDNR recommends standard erosion control 
measures be implemented, and in-channel disturbance minimized as much as possible.  (IDNR-

DFW)

11. Additional fencing and “Do Not Disturb” signs will be installed along the construction limits in the 
southeast quadrant to avoid unnecessary or additional impacts to Wetland A. This wetland area will 
also be marked as “Do not Disturb” on the plan sheets with instructions to the contractor to adhere 
to the established construction limits and avoid any activities beyond those limits. (INDOT ESD)
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Remarks: For Further Consideration: 

12. Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written approval of the

Division of Fish and Wildlife. (IDNR)

13. Do not excavate in the low flow area except for the placement of piers, foundations, and riprap, or

removal of the old structure. (IDNR)

14. Do not construct any temporary runarounds, access bridges, causeways, cofferdams, diversions, or

pump-arounds. (IDNR-DFW)

15. Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap stone extended below the normal water level to provide

habitat for aquatic organisms in the voids. (IDNR)

16. Impacts to non­wetland forest of one (1) acre or more should be mitigated at a minimum 2:1 ratio. If

less than one acre of non­wetland forest is removed in a rural setting, replacement should be at a 1:1

ratio 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 diameter­at­breast height (dbh), for each tree

which is removed that is 10 inches dbh or greater (5:1 mitigation based on the number of large

trees). (IDNR)

17. Riprap or other hard bank stabilization materials should only be used at the toe of slopeslopes up to

the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) with the exception of areas directly under bridges. The

banks above the OHWM must be restored, stabilized, and revegetated using geotextiles and a

mixture of grasses, sedges, wildflowers, shrubs, and trees native to Central Indiana and specifically

for stream bank/floodway stabilization purposes as soon as possible upon completion. (IDNR)

18. The new, replacement, or rehabbed structure should not create conditions that are less favorable for

wildlife passage under the structure compared to the current conditions. (IDNR)

19. Do not clear trees or understory vegetation outside the construction zone boundaries. (This

restriction is not related to the “tree clearing” restriction for potential Indiana Bat habitat.)

(USFWS)

20. Restrict below low‐water work in streams to placement of culverts, piers, pilings and/or footings,

shaping of the spill slopes around the bridge abutments, and placement of riprap. (USFWS)

21. Restrict channel work and vegetation clearing to the minimum necessary for installation of the

stream crossing structure. (USFWS)

22. Minimize the extent of hard armor (riprap) in bank stabilization by using bioengineering techniques

whenever possible. If riprap is utilized for bank stabilization, extend it below low‐water elevation to

provide aquatic habitat. (USFWS)

23. Avoid all work within the inundated part of the stream channel (in perennial streams and larger

intermittent streams) during the fish spawning season (April 1 through June 30), except for work

within sealed structures such as caissons or cofferdams that were installed prior to the spawning

season. No equipment shall be operated below Ordinary High Water Mark during this time unless

the machinery is within the caissons or on the cofferdams. (USFWS)

24. Evaluate wildlife crossings under bridge/culverts projects in appropriate situations. Suitable

crossings include flat areas below bridge abutments with suitable ground cover, high water shelves

in culverts, amphibian tunnels and diversion fencing. (USFWS)
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SECTION K- EARLY COORDINATION 

 
Please list the date coordination was sent and all agencies that were contacted as a part of the development of this Environmental Study.  

Also, include the date of their response or indicate that no response was received. INDOT and FHWA are automatically considered early 

coordination participants and should only be listed if a response is received. 

Remarks: 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Resource Agencies Date Sent Date Response 

National Park Service  May 19, 2020 None Received 

Federal Highway Administration  May 19, 2020 None Received 

INDOT Office of Public Hearings  May 19, 2020 None Received 

INDOT Seymour District Office  May 19, 2020 None Received 

USFWS IPaC Coordination  May 19, 2020 July 6, 2020 

USFWS Bloomington Field Office May 19, 2020 June 10, 2020 

NRCS May 19, 2020 June 4, 2020 

USACE, Louisville District May 19, 2020 None Received 

IGS May 19, 2020 May 19, 2020 

IDEM, Proposed Roadway Construction Projects May 19, 2020 Automatic 

IDNR, DFW May 19, 2020 June 18, 2020 

INDOT, Office of Aviation May 19, 2020 None Received 

U.S. Dpt. of Housing and Urban Development  May 19, 2020 None Received 

Jackson County Commissioners May 19, 2020 None Received 

Jackson County Floodway Administrator  May 19, 2020 None Received 

Jackson County Emergency Management  May 19, 2020 None Received 

Jackson County Highway Department May 19, 2020 None Received 

Jackson County Surveyor  May 19, 2020 None Received 

Hoosier National Forest  May 19, 2020 May 19, 2020 
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1. View looking west at Jackson County Bridge No. 154 2. View of  the northeast quadrant of the Jackson County
Bridge No. 154  crossing 
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5. View of the northwest quadrant of the Jackson County Bridge No. 154
crossing 

6. View of Rider Ditch looking south (downstream)

7. View of Rider Ditch looking north (upstream) 8. View of east embankment of Jackson County Bridge No. 154



9. View of west embankment of Jackson County Bridge No. 154 10. View looking northeast at farm field located beyond the
stream corridor 
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Point
Number Northing Easting Monument Description Found/Set/Calculated

500 57255.9097 51007.8335 No monument fnd or set Calculated
501 57264.5433 51320.6063 No monument fnd or set Calculated
502 57307.8155 51501.5797 No monument fnd or set Calculated
503 57313.5976 51537.3002 No monument fnd or set Calculated

102 57266.6057 55577.6153 5/8'' Rebar w/ Aluminum Cap
Stamped ''Jackson Co Survey Marker'' Found

104 57265.1640 50993.7740 5/8" Rebar w/ Cap Stamped Ryan D
Perry LS 21500015" Set

105 57264.0349 51265.4925 5/8" Rebar w/ Cap Stamped Ryan D
Perry LS 21500015" Set

107 57242.4008 50250.0316 5/8'' Rebar w/ Aluminum Cap
Stamped ''Jackson Co Survey Marker'' Found

October 15, 2020
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Full Depth Aggregate Pavement
10 in. Min. (placed in 3 in. to 6 in. lifts) Compacted Aggregate, No. 53 on
Subgrade Treatment, Type II, (6 in. of Compacted Aggregate, No. 53)

Borrow

NOTES:
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depth is greater than 4" in thickness shall be compacted in 3"
to 6" lifts.

R Resurface
Variable Depth Compacted Aggregate, No. 53
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Existing
Ground
Typ.

Profile Grade
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O O

3'-5"

2'-0" 1'-5"

Sta. 6+25 to Sta. 6+83.4
Sta. 8+38.0 to 9+00

24'-8"
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P.V.I Sta. 7+50.00
P.V.I. Elev. 537.000

V.C. 200'

P.V.I Sta. 5+88.50
P.V.I. Elev. 530.750

V.C. 77'

P.V.I Sta. 9+12.50
P.V.I. Elev. 530.711

V.C. 75'
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A   -  Type TFC Bridge Railing Transition

B   -  Type MGS W-Beam Guardrail Transition

C   -   Type OS End Treatment
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-0.56%0.36%
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WASHINGTON TWP., JACKSON CTY.
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El. 522.73 (Typ.)

1:4 Slope
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Proposed Profile Grade along Line "PR-A"

Brg. N84°58'28.9"E

STATION EQUATION:
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EXISTING STRUCTURE
SCALE: N.T.S.

The Existing Structure Was Built in 1910 and is to be Removed.

HYDRAULIC DATA
Waterway Opening Required (Str.)
Waterway Opening Provided (Str.)  
Ex. Road Overflow Waterway Area Below Q100 El.
Road Overflow Waterway Area Below Q100 El.
Drainage Area
Design Discharge, Q100
Velocity
Q100 Elevation
Estimated Scour Elevation
Backwater @ Q100
Existing Waterway Opening
Existing Backwater
Required Low Structure Elevation
Existing Low Structure Elevation

NOTES:

1. All Existing R/W and Proposed R/W on this sheet
is described from Line "A".

2. A quantity of XXX Sys of Mulched Seeding U is included for permanent
ground cover over all disturbed areas and embankments where
necessary.

3. See RSP 621-R-697 for seed mixture information.

4. PLS = Pure Live Seed

SCOUR DATA
Q100 Discharge
Q100 Headwater Elevation 
Velocity @ Q100

       Q100 Contraction Scour 
       Q100 Total Scour 
       Q100 Low Scour Elevation 

       Q500 Discharge
       Q100 Headwater Elevation 
       Velocity @ Q500
       Q500 Contraction Scour 
       Q500 Total Scour 
       Q500 Low Scour Elevation 

EARTHWORK TABULATION
Fill + 20%
Common Excavation
BorR/W

= XXX.X Cys
= XXX.X Cys
= XXX.X Cys

6+00 7+00 8+00 9+005+00

P.V.I Sta. 7+50.00
P.V.I. Elev. 537.000

V.C. 200'

P.V.I Sta. 5+88.50
P.V.I. Elev. 530.750

V.C. 77'

P.V.I Sta. 9+12.50
P.V.I. Elev. 530.711

V.C. 75'

Flowable Backfill,
non-removable on
Geotextiles (Typ.)

Revetment Riprap on Type IA
Geotextiles @ 2:1 slope
perpendicular to skew (Typ.)Flow Line

El. 516.73

O.W.H. El.
521.73

Q100 El.
539.11

Channel Clearing
El. 522.73 (Typ.)

Existing Ground
1:4 Slope

Typ.

+0
4.

95

+1
6.

46

9/17/2020

CONTINUOUS REINFORCED CONCRETE SLAB
3 SPANS: 30'-0", 50'-0", & 30'-0"

SKEW: 5° RT, CLEAR ROADWAY = 24'-0"
E COUNTY ROAD 300 S OVER RIDER DITCH

JACKSON COUNTY

_

1703020

15

1703020B-40895

= 1,028 sq. ft.
= 1,030 sq. ft.
= 19237 sq. ft.
= 18938 sq. ft.
= 378.0 sq. mi.
= 66,500 c.f.s.
= 1.95 ft./sec.
= 539.11 ft.
= 511.3 ft.
= 0.01 ft.
= 855.0 sq. ft.
= 0.01 ft.
= 532.39 ft.
= 533.10 ft.

=   66,500 c.f.s.
=   539.13 ft.
=   2.08 ft/sec

       =   0.00 ft.
       =   5.23 ft.
       =   511.52 ft.

       =   86,900 c.f.s.
       =   540.63 ft.
       =   2.27 ft/sec
       =   0.00 ft.
       =   5.45 ft.
       =   511.3 ft.

111.51'  (Structure Limits)

6+
00

7+
00

8+
00

9+
00

SEC. 28, T. 5 N, R. 6 E
WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP

JACKSON COUNTY

SEC. 33, T. 5 N, R. 6 E
WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP

JACKSON COUNTY

L Structure
Sta 7+60.70
Line "PR-A"

C

Line "A"
E CR 300 S

Terkhorn, Tilford

Vehslage, Joyce & Roger BeckmanWienhorst, Colt Lawrence &
Amos John Wienhorst

Pollert, Jonathan

Brg. N88°25'08"E

5+
00

East Side: ___ T Revetment Riprap
on _____ Sys of Type IA Geotextiles

West Side: _____T Revetment Riprap
on ______ Sys of Type IA Geotextiles

Constr. Limits

Constr. Limits
Constr. Limits

Constr. Limits+50
20'

+50
20'

+50
8'

(Ex. R/W)

+50
8'

(Ex. R/W)

App. Ex. R/W

Proposed R/W

+05
71'

+00
48'

+90
20'

+15
20'

+08
43'

+01
57'

Proposed R/W

Temporary
R/W

+50
20'

App. Ex. R/W

+50
8' (Ex. R/W)

+50
8' (Ex. R/W)

+28
47'

Proposed
R/W

Temporary R/W

+28
91'

+28
55'

+00
20'

+00
35' +90

38'

+07
50'

Proposed R/W

Channel
Shaping
Limits

Section Line &
Apparent PL

WIENHORST, COLT LAWRENCE &
AMOS JOHN WEINHORST

Forested Wetlands

CURVE DATA
P.I. STA. = 9+00.21 "A"

 = 8°25'25" RT.
R = 288.00'
T = 21.21'
D = 19.89
L = 42.34'
E = 0.78'

CURVE DATA
P.I. STA. = 6+00.00 "A"

 = 3°26'39" LT.
R = 288.00'
T = 8.66'
D = 19.89
L = 17.32'
E = 0.13'

+20
80'

Brg. N76°33'09"E
Brg. N84°58'28.9"ELine "PR-A"

E CR 300 S

STATION EQUATION:
"PR-A" STA. = 8+98.89
LINE-"A" STA. = 9+00.21

Low Str.
El. 532.39

+50
30'

Proposed Grade along Line "PR-A"

 Indicates limits of Revetment Riprap over Type 1A Geotextiles. 
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KDEKDE

ZGC TLH LAYOUT SHEET
LINE "PR-A"

Skew 5° Rt.

Ap
p. 

P L

E
90.0' Structure Length

ABUT. 1 ABUT. 2

86.5 Clear Span

16
.7

' 11
.1

'

2.
1'

5.
7'

P.I. Sta. 8+12.89

34 Sys. Permanent Turf Reinforcement Mat
0.25 PLS Lb Seed Mixture Floodplain

39 Sys. Permanent Turf Reinforcement Mat
0.25 PLS Lb Seed Mixture Floodplain

13 Sys. Permanent Turf Reinforcement Mat
0.25 PLS Lb Seed Mixture Floodplain

6 Sys. Permanent Turf Reinforcement Mat
0.25 PLS Lb Seed Mixture Floodplain

Vehslage, Joyce &
Roger Beckman
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30'-0"  L Brg. to  L PierC C

L Structure
Sta. 7+60.70 "PR-A"
P.G. El. 535.04

C

6" Pvmt
Ledge

Ri
de

r D
itc

h

PLAN
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

GENERAL NOTES
There are no plans for the current existing structure.

Reinforcing steel covering shall be 21
2 inches in top and 1" minimum in bottom of floor

slab,  and 2" in all other parts, unless noted.

DESIGN STRESSES
CONCRETE

Class C f'c = 4000 psi
Class A f'c = 3500 psi

REINFORCING STEEL
Grade 60 f'y = 60,000 psi

STRUCTURAL STEEL FOR PILES
ASTM A272, Grade 50 f'y = 50 ksi

DESIGN DATA
Designed for HL-93 loading, in accordance with the AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design
Specifications, Eight Edition, 2017 & all subsequent interims.

DEAD LOAD
Actual weight plus 35lb/ft² for future wearing surface.

FLOOR SLAB
Designed with a 17 1/2" structural depth plus 1/2" sacrificial wearing surface, with an
18"deep haunch.

SEISMIC DESIGN DATA
Seismic Performance Zone Zone X
Acceleration Coefficient, SD1 X.XXX
Seismic Soil Profile Type Class X

50'-0"  L Pier to  L PierC C

20'-6" Min. R.C. Bridge
Approach

30'-0"  L Pier to  L Brg.C C 9 1/16"
Typ.

24
'-0

" C
lea

r R
oa

dw
ay

CONTINUOUS REINFORCED CONCRETE SLAB
3 SPANS: 30'-0", 50'-0", & 30'-0"

SKEW: 5° RT, CLEAR ROADWAY = 24'-0"
E COUNTY ROAD 300 S OVER RIDER DITCH

JACKSON COUNTY

L Abut No. 4
Sta. 8+15.70 "PR-A"
P.G. El. 534.23

L Pier No. 3
Sta. 7+85.70 "PR-A"
P.G. El. 534.82

L Pier No. 2
Sta. 7+35.70 "PR-A"
P.G. El. 535.03

L Abut No. 1
Sta. 7+05.70 "PR-A"
P.G. El. 534.69

C
C

C
C

27
'-0

" O
ut

 to
 O

ut
 C

op
ing

24
'-0

" C
lea

r R
oa

dw
ay

1'-
6"

Ty
p.

1'-
6"

Ty
p.

9 1/16"

111'-6 1/8" Out to Out Bridge Floor

Abutment No. 1 Pier No. 2 Pier No. 3 Abutment No. 4

Flow Elev.
516.73

Span A Span B Span C

Channel Clearing
El. 522.73

2:1 Slope Perp. to Roadway (Typ.)

Low Str. El. 532.39
Type FC Concrete
Bridge Railing

Type TFC Concrete
Bridge Railing Transition

3.87% -3.87%

STRUCTURE TO BE BUILT ON A 200' VERTICAL CURVE

ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

O.H.W.
El. 521.73

Q100
El. 539.11

Type TFC Concrete Bridge Railing Transition

Bottom of Mud Sill
El. 510.73 (Typ.)

Integral
Fixed IntegralFixed

HP12x74 Steel H-Piles
w/ Pile shoes (Typ.)

Flowable Backfill
Non-removable

(Typ.)

Type MGS W-Beam Guardrail Transition (Typ.)

18" Revetment Riprap
over  Geotextiles

Type 1A (Typ.)

Channel Clearing
El. 522.73

Skew 5°0'0" Rt.

20'-6" Min. R.C. Bridge
Approach

Line "PR-A" &
C StructureL

Line "A"

Limits of Riprap Slope Limits of Riprap Slope

2'-0"
Pier Stem
(Typ.)

Type FC Concrete
Bridge Railing (Typ.)

Type TFC Concrete
Bridge Railing

Transition (Typ.)

3'-0" Berm

2'-6" Cap
(Typ.)

2' x 2' Keyway
(Typ.)

Type MGS W-Beam
Guardrail Transition (Typ.)

Approximate
Edge of Channel

Approximate
Edge of Channel

8'-0"4'-0"

2'-0"

3'-
0"

Toe of Slope (Typ.)

Sodding Strip (Typ.)

Constuct a Riprap Drainage
Turnout from the end of the
Barrier Rail Transition down the
side slope. (See detail this sheet)
(Typ. all corners)

NOTE TO REVIEWER:
Deck drain locations as shown are preliminary.
Final deck drain design to be completed at future submittal.

4'-0" 4'-0" 4'-0"
Sod Strip

1'-
6"

1'-
0"

Geotextile
Type 1A

18" Revetment
Riprap

SECTION A-A
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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www.in.gov/dot/ 
An Equal Opportunity Employer

100 North Senate Avenue 
Room N642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Eric J. Holcomb, Governor 
Joe McGuinness, Commissioner

The following agencies received Early Coordination Letters:

Federal Highway Administration
Seymour District
{Michelle.Allen@dot.gov}
{Erica.Tait@dot.gov} 

Indiana Geological Survey
{https://igs.indiana.edu/eAssessment/} 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Wellhead Protection Proximity 
{ }

Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
{environmentalreview@dnr.in.gov}

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Proposed Roadway Construction Projects 
{https://www.in.gov/idem/5284.htm}

INDOT Office of Public Involvement
{rclark@indot.in.gov}

United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development
{Paul.J.Lehmann@hud.gov}

National Parks Service
Midwest Regional Office
{Hector_Santiago@nps.gov}

INDOT Seymour District
{DDye@indot.in.gov}

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bloomington Indiana Field Office
{robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov} 

Forest Supervisor 
Hoosier National Forest
{kamick@fs.fed.us}

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
{Rick.Neilson@in.usda.gov}

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
{ @usace.army.mil}

Jackson County Surveyor 
Daniel Blann, Surveyor 
{dblann@jacksoncounty.in.gov} 

Jackson County Highway Department 
Jerry Ault, Highway Superintendent 
{jault@jacksoncounty.in.gov} 

Jackson County – Emergency Management 
Duane Davis - Director 
{ema@jackson.in.gov} 

Jackson County Commissioners 
Drew Markel 
{drew@drewmarkel.com} 
Bob Gillaspy 
{auditor@jacksoncounty.in.gov} 
Matt Reedy 
{auditor@jacksoncounty.in.gov} 



DNR #:

Requestor:

Project:

Request Received:ER-22575

Metric Environmental
Susan Castle
6971 Hillsdale Court
Indianapolis, IN  46250

May 19, 2020

CR 300 South bridge (#36-00154) replacement over Rider Ditch, about 0.82 mile east
of CR 840 East; Des #1703020

County/Site info: Jackson

Regulatory Assessment: This proposal will require the formal approval for construction in a floodway under the
Flood Control Act, IC 14-28-1.  Please submit a copy of this letter with the permit
application.

Natural Heritage Database: The Natural Heritage Program's data have been checked.
Little Spectaclecase (Villosa lienosa), a state species of special concern, has been
documented in Rider Ditch within the project area.

Fish & Wildlife Comments: As long as standard erosion control measures are implemented, and in-channel
disturbance is minimized as much as possible, we do not foresee any impacts to Little
Spectaclecase as a result of this project.

Avoid and minimize impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources to the greatest
extent possible, and compensate for impacts.  The following are recommendations that
address potential impacts identified in the proposed project area:

1) Bank Stabilization & Wildlife Passage:
The banks under the bridge currently appear to facilitate the unimpaired movement of
wildlife along the creek banks under the road.  The new, replacement, or rehabbed
structure, and any bank stabilization under the structure, should not create conditions
that are less favorable for wildlife passage under the structure compared to current
conditions.  A level area of natural ground under the structure is ideal for wildlife
passage.  If channel clearing will result in a flat bench area above the normal water
level under the structure, this area should allow wildlife passage and should remain free
of riprap and other similar materials that can impair wildlife passage.

Minimize the use of riprap and use alternative erosion protection materials whenever
possible.  Riprap must not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the
streambed in a manner that precludes fish or aquatic organism passage (riprap must
not be placed above the existing streambed elevation).  Where riprap must be used, we
recommend placing only enough riprap to provide stream bank toe protection, such as
from the toe of the bank up to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  The banks above
the OHWM should be restored, stabilized, and revegetated using geotextiles and a
mixture of grasses, sedges, wildflowers, shrubs, and trees native to the area and
specifically for stream bank/floodway stabilization purposes as soon as possible upon

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. 

If our agency has regulatory jurisdiction over the project, the recommendations
contained in this letter may become requirements of any permit issued.  If we do not
have permitting authority, all recommendations are voluntary.

State of Indiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife
Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT



State of Indiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife
Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

completion.

While hard armoring alone (e.g. riprap or glacial stone) may be needed in certain
instances, soft armoring and bioengineering techniques should be considered first.  In
many instances, one or more methods are necessary to increase the likelihood of
vegetation establishment.  Combining vegetation with most bank stabilization methods
can provide additional bank protection and help reduce impacts upon fish and wildlife. 
If hard armoring is needed, wildlife passage can be facilitated by using a
smooth-surfaced armoring material instead of riprap, such as articulated concrete block
mats, fabric-formed concrete mats, or other similar smooth-surfaced material.

Information about bioengineering techniques can be found at
http://www.in.gov/legislative/iac/20120404-IR-312120154NRA.xml.pdf.  Also, the
following is a USDA/NRCS document that outlines many different bioengineering
techniques for streambank stabilization:  http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/17553.wba.

2) Riparian Habitat:
We recommend a mitigation plan be developed (and submitted with the permit
application, if required) for any unavoidable habitat impacts that will occur.  The DNR's
Habitat Mitigation guidelines (and plant lists) can be found online at:
http://iac.iga.in.gov/iac/20200527-IR-312200284NRA.xml.pdf.

Impacts to non-wetland forest of one (1) acre or more should be mitigated at a minimum
2:1 ratio.  If less than one acre of non-wetland forest is removed in a rural setting,
replacement should be at a 1:1 ratio based on area.  Impacts to wetland habitat should
be mitigated at the appropriate ratio according to the 1991 INDOT/IDNR/USFWS
Memorandum of Understanding.

The mitigation site 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.

The additional measures listed below should be implemented to avoid, minimize, or
compensate for impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources:
1. Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of native grasses, sedges,
wildflowers, and also native hardwood trees and shrubs if any woody plants are
disturbed during construction as soon as possible upon completion. Do not use any
varieties of Tall Fescue or other non-native plants, including prohibited invasive species
(see 312 IAC 18-3-25).
2. Minimize and contain within the project limits inchannel disturbance and the clearing
of trees and brush.
3. Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written
approval of the Division of Fish and Wildlife.
4. Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat or Northern Long-eared bat roosting
(greater than 5 inches dbh, living or dead, with loose hanging bark, or with cracks,
crevices, or cavities) from April 1 through September 30,
5. Do not excavate in the low flow area except for the placement of piers, foundations,
and riprap, or removal of the old structure.
6. Do not construct any temporary runarounds, access bridges, causeways,
cofferdams, diversions, or pumparounds.
7. Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap stone extended below the normal water
level to provide habitat for aquatic organisms in the voids.
8. 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



State of Indiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife
Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

Christie L. Stanifer
Environ. Coordinator
Division of Fish and Wildlife

Date: June 18, 2020

stabilized.
9. Seed and protect all disturbed streambanks and slopes not protected by other
methods that are 3:1 or steeper with erosion control blankets that are heavy-duty,
biodegradable, and net free or that use loose-woven / Leno-woven netting to minimize
the entrapment and snaring of small-bodied wildlife such as snakes and turtles (follow
manufacturer's recommendations for selection and installation); seed and apply mulch
on all other disturbed areas.

Contact Staff: Christie L. Stanifer, Environ. Coordinator, Fish & Wildlife
Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service.  Please contact the above
staff member at (317) 232-4080 if we can be of further assistance.

Christie L. Stanifer



July 06, 2020

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Indiana Ecological Services Field Office

620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121

Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/step1.html

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 03E12000-2020-I-2117 
Event Code: 03E12000-2020-E-08439 
Project Name: Bridge Project (Des. No. 1703020) East County Road 300 South over Rider 
Ditch, Jackson County 

Subject: Concurrence verification letter for the 'Bridge Project (Des. No. 1703020) East 
County Road 300 South over Rider Ditch, Jackson County' project under the revised 
February 5, 2018, FHWA, FRA, FTA Programmatic Biological Opinion for 
Transportation Projects within the Range of the Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared 
Bat.

To whom it may concern:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your request to verify that the Bridge 
Project (Des. No. 1703020) East County Road 300 South over Rider Ditch, Jackson County 
(Proposed Action) may rely on the concurrence provided in the February 5, 2018, FHWA, FRA, 
FTA Programmatic Biological Opinion for Transportation Projects within the Range of the 
Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat (PBO) to satisfy requirements under Section 7(a)(2) of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C 1531 et seq.).

Based on the information you provided (Project Description shown below), you have determined 
that the Proposed Action is within the scope and adheres to the criteria of the PBO, including the 
adoption of applicable avoidance and minimization measures, and may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect (NLAA) the endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and/or the threatened 
Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis).

The Service has 14 calendar days to notify the lead Federal action agency or designated non- 
federal representative if we determine that the Proposed Action does not meet the criteria for a 
NLAA determination under the PBO. If we do not notify the lead Federal action agency or 
designated non-federal representative within that timeframe, you may proceed with the Proposed 
Action under the terms of the NLAA concurrence provided in the PBO. This verification period 
allows Service Field Offices to apply local knowledge to implementation of the PBO, as we may 
identify a small subset of actions having impacts that were unanticipated. In such instances, 
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Service Field Offices may request additional information that is necessary to verify inclusion of 
the proposed action under the PBO.

For Proposed Actions that include bridge/structure removal, replacement, and/or 
maintenance activities: If your initial bridge/structure assessments failed to detect Indiana bats, 
but you later detect bats during construction, please submit the Post Assessment Discovery of 
Bats at Bridge/Structure Form (User Guide Appendix E) to this Service Office. In these 
instances, potential incidental take of Indiana bats may be exempted provided that the take is 
reported to the Service.

If the Proposed Action is modified, or new information reveals that it may affect the Indiana bat 
and/or Northern long-eared bat in a manner or to an extent not considered in the PBO, further 
review to conclude the requirements of ESA Section 7(a)(2) may be required. If the Proposed 
Action may affect any other federally-listed or proposed species, and/or any designated critical 
habitat, additional consultation between the lead Federal action agency and this Service Office is 
required. If the proposed action has the potential to take bald or golden eagles, additional 
coordination with the Service under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act may also be 
required. In either of these circumstances, please contact this Service Office.
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Project Description
The following project name and description was collected in IPaC as part of the endangered 
species review process.

Name

Bridge Project (Des. No. 1703020) East County Road 300 South over Rider Ditch, Jackson 
County

Description



07/06/2020 Event Code: 03E12000-2020-E-08439   4

The Jackson County Commissioners with oversight from the Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT), and partial funding from Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), intend to proceed with a bridge project on East CR 300 South over Rider Ditch, in 
Washington Township, Jackson County. 

The project is located on East CR 300 South over Rider Ditch, approximately 0.82 mile east 
of CR 840 E in southeast Jackson County. Specifically, the project is located in Sections 28 
and 33, Township 5 North, Range 6 East as illustrated on the Crothersville, Indiana 7.5- 
minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle. 

The project is located in a rural agricultural area, and suitable summer habitat does exist 
within and adjacent to the project area. The scope of work currently proposes the replacement 
of the existing single-span, steel pony truss bridge with a new, three-span, concrete slab 
bridge on the same alignment. The existing bridge is 90 feet in length with a wood plank 
deck. 

Approximately 0.03 acre of trees and brush will be removed from the northwest, southwest 
and southeast quadrants of the bridge crossing to make room for the installation of the new 
bridge structure. The northeast quadrant has been cleared of trees and consists of mainly low 
ground covers such as red fescue and red clover and poison ivy. The dominant vegetation 
observed in the project area consisted of bitternut hickory in the tree stratum, pawpaw and 
silver maple in the sapling and shrub stratum, yellow wingstem and creeping jenny in the 
herb stratum. 

At this time, it is estimated that less than 0.5 acre of new, additional permanent right-of-way 
will be required to complete the project. There is no existing, permanent lighting present at 
the project site, and no new permanent lighting is proposed as part of the bridge replacement 
project. Temporary lighting could be used during construction at the contractor s discretion; 
however, due to the rural location of the project it is unlikely that night-time work would be 
conducted. The project is scheduled to let in October 2021, and tree clearing activities are 
anticipated to begin in early 2022, during the inactive season for bats. 

On May 20, 2020, the INDOT Seymour District reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
database and it was revealed that no endangered bat species have been documented in or 
within 0.5 mile of the project area. On May 27, 2020 qualified individuals with Metric 
Environmental inspected Jackson County Bridge No. 154 for bats. No bats were seen or 
heard in/or under the bridge and no evidence such as guano or urine staining was observed.
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Determination Key Result
Based on your answers provided, this project(s) may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
the endangered Indiana bat and/or the threatened Northern long-eared bat, therefore, consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) is required. However, also 
based on your answers provided, this project may rely on the concurrence provided in the revised 
February 5, 2018, FHWA, FRA, FTA Programmatic Biological Opinion for Transportation 
Projects within the Range of the Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat.

Qualification Interview
Is the project within the range of the Indiana bat ?

[1] See Indiana bat species profile

Automatically answered
Yes

Is the project within the range of the Northern long-eared bat ?

[1] See Northern long-eared bat species profile

Automatically answered
Yes

Which Federal Agency is the lead for the action?
A) Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Are all project activities limited to non-construction  activities only? (examples of non- 
construction activities include: bridge/abandoned structure assessments, surveys, planning 
and technical studies, property inspections, and property sales)

[1] Construction refers to activities involving ground disturbance, percussive noise, and/or lighting.

No

Does the project include any activities that are greater than 300 feet from existing road/ 
rail surfaces ?

[1] Road surface is defined as the actively used [e.g. motorized vehicles] driving surface and shoulders [may be
pavement, gravel, etc.] and rail surface is defined as the edge of the actively used rail ballast.

No

[1]

[1]

[1]

[1]
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

Does the project include any activities within 0.5 miles of a known Indiana bat and/or 
NLEB hibernaculum ?

[1] For the purpose of this consultation, a hibernaculum is a site, most often a cave or mine, where bats hibernate
during the winter (see suitable habitat), but could also include bridges and structures if bats are found to be
hibernating there during the winter.

No

Is the project located within a karst area?
No

Is there any suitable  summer habitat for Indiana Bat or NLEB within the project action 
area ? (includes any trees suitable for maternity, roosting, foraging, or travelling habitat)

[1] See the Service s summer survey guidance for our current definitions of suitable habitat.

[2] The action area is defined as all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely
the immediate area involved in the action (50 CFR Section 402.02). Further clarification is provided by the
national consultation FAQs.

Yes

Will the project remove any suitable summer habitat  and/or remove/trim any existing 
trees within suitable summer habitat?

[1] See the Service s summer survey guidance for our current definitions of suitable habitat.

Yes

Will the project clear more than 20 acres of suitable habitat per 5-mile section of road/rail?
No

[1]

[1]
[2]

[1]
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11.

12.

13.

Have presence/probable absence (P/A) summer surveys  been conducted  within 
the suitable habitat located within your project action area?

[1] See the Service's summer survey guidance for our current definitions of suitable habitat.

[2] Presence/probable absence summer surveys conducted within the fall swarming/spring emergence home range
of a documented Indiana bat hibernaculum (contact local Service Field Office for appropriate distance from
hibernacula) that result in a negative finding requires additional consultation with the local Service Field Office to
determine if clearing of forested habitat is appropriate and/or if seasonal clearing restrictions are needed to avoid
and minimize potential adverse effects on fall swarming and spring emerging Indiana bats.

[3] For projects within the range of either the Indiana bat or NLEB in which suitable habitat is present, and no bat
surveys have been conducted, the transportation agency will assume presence of the appropriate species. This
assumption of presence should be based upon the presence of suitable habitat and the capability of bats to occupy
it because of their mobility.

[4] Negative presence/probable absence survey results obtained using the summer survey guidance are valid for a
minimum of two years from the completion of the survey unless new information (e.g., other nearby surveys)
suggest otherwise.

No

Does the project include activities within documented Indiana bat habitat ?

[1] Documented roosting or foraging habitat  for the purposes of this consultation, we are considering
documented habitat as that where Indiana bats and/or NLEB have actually been captured and tracked using (1)
radio telemetry to roosts; (2) radio telemetry biangulation/triangulation to estimate foraging areas; or (3) foraging
areas with repeated use documented using acoustics. Documented roosting habitat is also considered as suitable
summer habitat within 0.25 miles of documented roosts.)

[2] For the purposes of this key, we are considering documented corridors as that where Indiana bats and/or
NLEB have actually been captured and tracked to using (1) radio telemetry; or (2) treed corridors located directly
between documented roosting and foraging habitat.

No

Will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees occur within suitable but undocumented 
Indiana bat roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors?
Yes

[1][2] [3][4]

[1][2]
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

What time of year will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees within suitable but 
undocumented Indiana bat roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors occur ?

[1] Coordinate with the local Service Field Office for appropriate dates.

B) During the inactive season

Does the project include activities within documented NLEB habitat ?

[1] Documented roosting or foraging habitat  for the purposes of this consultation, we are considering
documented habitat as that where Indiana bats and/or NLEB have actually been captured and tracked using (1)
radio telemetry to roosts; (2) radio telemetry biangulation/triangulation to estimate foraging areas; or (3) foraging
areas with repeated use documented using acoustics. Documented roosting habitat is also considered as suitable
summer habitat within 0.25 miles of documented roosts.)

[2] For the purposes of this key, we are considering documented corridors as that where Indiana bats and/or
NLEB have actually been captured and tracked to using (1) radio telemetry; or (2) treed corridors located directly
between documented roosting and foraging habitat.

No

Will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees occur within suitable but undocumented 
NLEB roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors?
Yes

What time of year will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees within suitable but 
undocumented NLEB roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors occur?
B) During the inactive season

Will any tree trimming or removal occur within 100 feet of existing road/rail surfaces?
Yes

Will any tree trimming or removal occur between 100-300 feet of existing road/rail 
surfaces?
No

Are all trees that are being removed clearly demarcated?
Yes

Will the removal of habitat or the removal/trimming of trees include installing new or 
replacing existing permanent lighting?
No

[1]

[1][2]
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Does the project include wetland or stream protection activities associated with 
compensatory wetland mitigation?
No

Does the project include slash pile burning?
No

Does the project include any bridge removal, replacement, and/or maintenance activities 
(e.g., any bridge repair, retrofit, maintenance, and/or rehabilitation work)?
Yes

Is there any suitable habitat  for Indiana bat or NLEB within 1,000 feet of the bridge? 
(includes any trees suitable for maternity, roosting, foraging, or travelling habitat)

[1] See the Service s current summer survey guidance for our current definitions of suitable habitat.

Yes

Has a bridge assessment  been conducted within the last 24 months  to determine if the 
bridge is being used by bats?

[1] See User Guide Appendix D for bridge/structure assessment guidance

[2] Assessments must be completed no more than 2 years prior to conducting any work below the deck surface on
all bridges that meet the physical characteristics described in the Programmatic Consultation, regardless of
whether assessments have been conducted in the past. Due to the transitory nature of bat use, a negative result in
one year does not guarantee that bats will not use that bridge/structure in subsequent years.

Yes

SUBMITTED DOCUMENTS

USFWS Bat Datasheet.pdf https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/ 
EBM3O4E6JNASZEVKA2WZBYUD4U/ 
projectDocuments/22430543

[1]

[1] [2]
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Did the bridge assessment detect any signs of Indiana bats and/or NLEBs roosting in/under 
the bridge (bats, guano, etc.) ?

[1] If bridge assessment detects signs of any species of bats, coordination with the local FWS office is needed to
identify potential threatened or endangered bat species. Additional studies may be undertaken to try to identify
which bat species may be utilizing the bridge prior to allowing any work to proceed.

Note: There is a small chance bridge assessments for bat occupancy do not detect bats. Should a small number of 
bats be observed roosting on a bridge just prior to or during construction, such that take is likely to occur or does 
occur in the form of harassment, injury or death, the PBO requires the action agency to report the take. Report all 
unanticipated take within 2 working days of the incident to the USFWS. Construction activities may continue 
without delay provided the take is reported to the USFWS and is limited to 5 bats per project.

No

Will the bridge removal, replacement, and/or maintenance activities include installing new 
or replacing existing permanent lighting?
No

Does the project include the removal, replacement, and/or maintenance of any structure 
other than a bridge? (e.g., rest areas, offices, sheds, outbuildings, barns, parking garages, 
etc.)
No

Will the project involve the use of temporary lighting during the active season?
Yes

Is there any suitable habitat within 1,000 feet of the location(s) where temporary lighting 
will be used?
Yes

Will the project install new or replace existing permanent lighting?
No

Does the project include percussives or other activities (not including tree removal/ 
trimming or bridge/structure work) that will increase noise levels above existing traffic/ 
background levels?
No

[1]
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Are all project activities that are not associated with habitat removal, tree removal/ 
trimming, bridge and/or structure activities, temporary or permanent lighting, or use of 
percussives, limited to actions that DO NOT cause any additional stressors to the bat 
species?

Examples: lining roadways, unlighted signage , rail road crossing signals, signal lighting, and minor road repair 
such as asphalt fill of potholes, etc.

Yes

Will the project raise the road profile above the tree canopy?
No

Are the project activities that are not associated with habitat removal, tree removal/ 
trimming, bridge and/or structure activities, temporary or permanent lighting, or use of 
percussives consistent with a No Effect determination in this key?
Automatically answered
Yes, other project activities are limited to actions that DO NOT cause any additional 
stressors to the bat species as described in the BA/BO

Is the habitat removal portion of this project consistent with a Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect determination in this key?
Automatically answered
Yes, because the tree removal/trimming that occurs outside of the Indiana bat's active 
season occurs greater than 0.5 miles from the nearest hibernaculum, is less than 100 feet 
from the existing road/rail surface, includes clear demarcation of the trees that are to be 
removed, and does not alter documented roosts and/or surrounding summer habitat within 
0.25 miles of a documented roost.

Is the habitat removal portion of this project consistent with a Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect determination in this key?
Automatically answered
Yes, because the tree removal/trimming that occurs outside of the NLEB's active season 
occurs greater than 0.5 miles from the nearest hibernaculum, is less than 100 feet from the 
existing road/rail surface, includes clear demarcation of the trees that are to be removed, 
and does not alter documented roosts and/or surrounding summer habitat within 0.25 
miles of a documented roost.

Is the bridge removal, replacement, or maintenance activities portion of this project 
consistent with a No Effect determination in this key?
Automatically answered
Yes, because the bridge has been assessed using the criteria documented in the BA and no 
signs of bats were detected
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40.

41.

42.

43.

General AMM 1
Will the project ensure all operators, employees, and contractors working in areas of 
known or presumed bat habitat are aware of all FHWA/FRA/FTA (Transportation 
Agencies) environmental commitments, including all applicable Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures?

Yes

Tree Removal AMM 1
Can all phases/aspects of the project (e.g., temporary work areas, alignments) be modified, 
to the extent practicable, to avoid tree removal  in excess of what is required to 
implement the project safely?

Note: Tree Removal AMM 1 is a minimization measure, the full implementation of which may not always be 
practicable. Projects may still be NLAA as long as Tree Removal AMMs 2, 3, and 4 are implemented and LAA as 
long as Tree Removal AMMs 3, 5, 6, and 7 are implemented.

[1] The word trees  as used in the AMMs refers to trees that are suitable habitat for each species within their
range. See the USFWS  current summer survey guidance for our latest definitions of suitable habitat.

Yes

Tree Removal AMM 3
Can tree removal be limited to that specified in project plans and ensure that contractors 
understand clearing limits and how they are marked in the field (e.g., install bright colored 
flagging/fencing prior to any tree clearing to ensure contractors stay within clearing 
limits)?

Yes

Tree Removal AMM 4
Can the project avoid cutting down/removal of all (1) documented  Indiana bat or NLEB 
roosts  (that are still suitable for roosting), (2) trees within 0.25 miles of roosts, and (3) 
documented foraging habitat any time of year?

[1] The word documented means habitat where bats have actually been captured and/or tracked.

[2] Documented roosting or foraging habitat  for the purposes of this consultation, we are considering
documented habitat as that where Indiana bats and/or NLEB have actually been captured and tracked using (1)
radio telemetry to roosts; (2) radio telemetry biangulation/triangulation to estimate foraging areas; or (3) foraging
areas with repeated use documented using acoustics. Documented roosting habitat is also considered as suitable
summer habitat within 0.25 miles of documented roosts.)

Yes

[1]

[1]
[2]
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44.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Lighting AMM 1
Will all temporary lighting be directed away from suitable habitat during the active 
season?

Yes

Project Questionnaire
Have you made a No Effect determination for all other species indicated on the FWS IPaC 
generated species list?
N/A

Have you made a May Affect determination for any other species on the FWS IPaC 
generated species list?
N/A

How many acres  of trees are proposed for removal between 0-100 feet of the existing 
road/rail surface?

[1] If described as number of trees, multiply by 0.09 to convert to acreage and enter that number.

0.03

Please describe the proposed bridge work:
The scope of work currently proposes the replacement of the existing single-span, steel 
pony truss bridge with a new, three-span, concrete slab bridge on the same alignment.

Please state the timing of all proposed bridge work:
The project is scheduled to let in October 2021, and tree clearing activities are anticipated 
to begin in early 2022, prior to the start of bridge construction and during the inactive 
season for bats.

Please enter the date of the bridge assessment:
On May 27, 2020

Avoidance And Minimization Measures (AMMs)
This determination key result includes the committment to implement the following Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures (AMMs):

[1]
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GENERAL AMM 1

Ensure all operators, employees, and contractors working in areas of known or presumed bat 
habitat are aware of all FHWA/FRA/FTA (Transportation Agencies) environmental 
commitments, including all applicable AMMs.

LIGHTING AMM 1

Direct temporary lighting away from suitable habitat during the active season.

TREE REMOVAL AMM 1

Modify all phases/aspects of the project (e.g., temporary work areas, alignments) to avoid tree 
removal.

TREE REMOVAL AMM 2

Apply time of year restrictions for tree removal when bats are not likely to be present, or limit 
tree removal to 10 or fewer trees per project at any time of year within 100 feet of existing road/ 
rail surface and outside of documented roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors; visual 
emergence survey must be conducted with no bats observed.

TREE REMOVAL AMM 3

Ensure tree removal is limited to that specified in project plans and ensure that contractors 
understand clearing limits and how they are marked in the field (e.g., install bright colored 
flagging/fencing prior to any tree clearing to ensure contractors stay within clearing limits).

TREE REMOVAL AMM 4

Do not remove documented Indiana bat or NLEB roosts that are still suitable for roosting, or 
trees within 0.25 miles of roosts, or 
documented foraging habitat any time of year.
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Determination Key Description: FHWA, FRA, FTA 
Programmatic Consultation For Transportation Projects 
Affecting NLEB Or Indiana Bat
This key was last updated in IPaC on December 02, 2019. Keys are subject to periodic revision.

This decision key is intended for projects/activities funded or authorized by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and/or Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), which may require consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the endangered Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis) and the threatened Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis septentrionalis).

This decision key should only be used to verify project applicability with the Service s February 
5, 2018, FHWA, FRA, FTA Programmatic Biological Opinion for Transportation Projects. The 
programmatic biological opinion covers limited transportation activities that may affect either bat 
species, and addresses situations that are both likely and not likely to adversely affect either bat 
species. This decision key will assist in identifying the effect of a specific project/activity and 
applicability of the programmatic consultation. The programmatic biological opinion is not 
intended to cover all types of transportation actions. Activities outside the scope of the 
programmatic biological opinion, or that may affect ESA-listed species other than the Indiana bat 
or NLEB, or any designated critical habitat, may require additional ESA Section 7 consultation.



July 06, 2020

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Indiana Ecological Services Field Office

620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121

Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/step1.html

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 03E12000-2020-SLI-2117 
Event Code: 03E12000-2020-E-08431  
Project Name: Bridge Project (Des. No. 1703020) East County Road 300 South over Rider 
Ditch, Jackson County

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The attached species list identifies any federally threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate 
species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project or may be affected by your 
proposed project. The list also includes designated critical habitat if present within your proposed 
project area or affected by your project. This list is provided to you as the initial step of the 
consultation process required under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, also referred to 
as Section 7 Consultation.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires that actions authorized, funded, or 
carried out by Federal agencies not jeopardize federally threatened or endangered species or 
adversely modify designated critical habitat. To fulfill this mandate, Federal agencies (or their 
designated non-federal representative) must consult with the Service if they determine their 
project may affect  listed species or critical habitat.

Under 50 CFR 402.12(e) (the regulations that implement Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act) the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally. You may verify the list by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website 
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ at regular intervals during project planning and implementation and 
completing the same process you used to receive the attached list. As an alternative, you may 
contact this Ecological Services Field Office for updates.

Please use the species list provided and visit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Region 3 
Section 7 Technical Assistance website at - http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/ 
s7process/index.html. This website contains step-by-step instructions which will help you 
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determine if your project will have an adverse effect on listed species and will help lead you 
through the Section 7 process.

For all wind energy projects and projects that include installing towers that use guy wires or 
are over 200 feet in height, please contact this field office directly for assistance, even if no 
federally listed plants, animals or critical habitat are present within your proposed project or may 
be affected by your proposed project.

Although no longer protected under the Endangered Species Act, be aware that bald eagles are 
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.) and Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq), as are golden eagles. Projects affecting these species may 
require measures to avoid harming eagles or may require a permit. If your project is near an 
eagle nest or winter roost area, see our Eagle Permits website at http://www.fws.gov/midwest/ 
midwestbird/EaglePermits/index.html to help you determine if you can avoid impacting eagles or 
if a permit may be necessary.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. Please include the 
Consultation Tracking Number in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or 
correspondence about your project that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Indiana Ecological Services Field Office
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
(812) 334-4261
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 03E12000-2020-SLI-2117

Event Code: 03E12000-2020-E-08431

Project Name: Bridge Project (Des. No. 1703020) East County Road 300 South over 
Rider Ditch, Jackson County

Project Type: TRANSPORTATION

Project Description: The Jackson County Commissioners with oversight from the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT), and partial funding from Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), intend to proceed with a bridge project 
on East CR 300 South over Rider Ditch, in Washington Township, 
Jackson County. 

The project is located on East CR 300 South over Rider Ditch, 
approximately 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E in southeast Jackson County. 
Specifically, the project is located in Sections 28 and 33, Township 5 
North, Range 6 East as illustrated on the Crothersville, Indiana 7.5-minute 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle. 

The project is located in a rural agricultural area, and suitable summer 
habitat does exist within and adjacent to the project area. The scope of 
work currently proposes the replacement of the existing single-span, steel 
pony truss bridge with a new, three-span, concrete slab bridge on the same 
alignment. The existing bridge is 90 feet in length with a wood plank 
deck. 

Approximately 0.03 acre of trees and brush will be removed from the 
northwest, southwest and southeast quadrants of the bridge crossing to 
make room for the installation of the new bridge structure. The northeast 
quadrant has been cleared of trees and consists of mainly low ground 
covers such as red fescue and red clover and poison ivy. The dominant 
vegetation observed in the project area consisted of bitternut hickory in 
the tree stratum, pawpaw and silver maple in the sapling and shrub 
stratum, yellow wingstem and creeping jenny in the herb stratum. 

At this time, it is estimated that less than 0.5 acre of new, additional 
permanent right-of-way will be required to complete the project. There is 
no existing, permanent lighting present at the project site, and no new 
permanent lighting is proposed as part of the bridge replacement project. 
Temporary lighting could be used during construction at the contractor s 
discretion; however, due to the rural location of the project it is unlikely 
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that night-time work would be conducted. The project is scheduled to let 
in October 2021, and tree clearing activities are anticipated to begin in 
early 2022, during the inactive season for bats. 

On May 20, 2020, the INDOT Seymour District reviewed the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service database and it was revealed that no endangered bat 
species have been documented in or within 0.5 mile of the project area. 
On May 27, 2020 qualified individuals with Metric Environmental 
inspected Jackson County Bridge No. 154 for bats. No bats were seen or 
heard in/or under the bridge and no evidence such as guano or urine 
staining was observed.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/place/38.83730710286185N85.86614660724364W

Counties: Jackson, IN
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species. Note that 1 of these species should be 
considered only under certain conditions.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949
Species survey guidelines:  

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/survey/population/1/office/31440.pdf

Endangered

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:

Incidental take of the NLEB is not prohibited here. Federal agencies may consult using the 
4(d) rule streamlined process. Transportation projects may consult using the programmatic 
process. See www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/index.html

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

1



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hi Elayna,

I have reviewed and submitted this determination to USFWS for their 14-day review period.

Let me know if you have any additional questions.

Environmental Section Manager
185 Agrico Lane
Seymour, IN 47274

 (812) 524-3723
ddye@indot.in.gov

 Elayna Stoner <elaynas@metricenv.com> 
 Monday, July 06, 2020 3:57 PM

 Dye, David <DDYE@indot.IN.gov>
 Des 1703020 _ Jackson County Bridge #154 _ NLAA Determination Review Request

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

David

RE:  Jackson County Bridge No. 154
  Des 1703020

      East CR 300 South over Rider Ditch
 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E
 Jackson County, IN

Hi there, hope all is well.  I’ve generated a NLAA determination for the Jackson County Bridge 154
project over Rider Ditch.  Jackson County Bridge 154 is a Non-Select historic bridge. The preferred
alternative at this time is replacement; however, the NEPA process is still ongoing.

The IPaC Record Locator No: 424-22430551 and I’ve attached the Consistency letter for your



Natural Resources Conservation Service
Indiana State Office

6013 Lakeside Boulevard
Indianapolis, IN 46278

317-290-3200

Helping People Help the Land.

USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender.



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request     

Name of Project     Federal Agency Involved     

Proposed Land Use County and State     

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By
NRCS                

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form)

  YES      NO Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

   Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                % 

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:              %

Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

     

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly    

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly

C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland    

B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland    

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted      

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value   

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

  

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106)

Maximum
Points

Site A Site B Site C Site D 

1. Area In Non-urban Use  (15)   

2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10)   

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20)   

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20) 

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15)   

6. Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)   

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10)   

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10) 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5) 

10. On-Farm Investments  (20) 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10) 

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10) 

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160   

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)
   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100   

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160   

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260    

Site Selected: Date Of Selection

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

YES                 NO  

Reason For Selection:

     

     

     

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:      Date:
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 

 5/19/2020
DES1703020 CR 300 South Bridge Repl  Federal Highway Administration

Jackson County, Indiana

5/19/2020 JRA

✔ 303 ac

Corn 259626 79 58190548

LESA 6/4/2020

0.10

0.10
0.00

<0.001
46
77

15
10
15
0
10
10
10
0
3
0
0
0
73 0 0 0

77 0 0 0
73 0 0 0
150 0 0 0

A ✔

Bridge replacement due to the bridge deck exhibited heavy wear from gravel, an isolated hole with
patch, and minor splits. The superstructure exhibited heavy rusting and section loss of the lower
connection plates. The substructure showed signs of heavy honeycombing and scaling in the concrete

 Susan Castle, Metric Environmental, LLC  June 11, 2020







��������� ���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	!

���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	! ��"

�������#��	�
�����#�$#����
��������
����������

%&#'()*&+*#,))-.&(-#/01#23(#405.()06&0*7#

���#8�
��#9�����#:���;�#<#�������	���
=#�8#>?��>

@A��B#>��<?��"#<#@C�"B#�C�<A?�C#<#����������8����

D�EF
�#G;�� #H����� #��	�
�����#

D�

 #:;��#

C?�#9�;��#GI#��#��
�#

J
���
����#=#�8#>"���

���
�E#����
��������=#KKG#

9;
��#G�
���#

?�"�#H���
����#G�;
�#

�������	���
#=#�8#>?���#

����

L�#�������

#���#G��
;�����
#M
�	�
���#I����� #G��
�
;E����#M
�N�E�
�

I����
�#8��#�"�C���=#J
����#M
�N�E�=#J
����#8��#C?<����>=#��
�#G�;�� #I���#@GIB#C��#9�;��#���
#I���
#���E�=

��A�#����#��
�#�$#GI#A>�#��
�=#��
�������#L���
��	=#D�EF
��#G�;�� =#��������#L��#E;

���#	
�	�
��#	
�N�E�

��;��#��#��#
�	��E�#���#�!�
����#�
����#OC?<����>�#L��#�!�
����#�
;

#�
����#��;��#��#
������#���#
���E����

�$#�#	�
� #E���
#$�
��
�#��#$����E�#���#�
����#
���E�����#�
#����#��#������
���#��#	��E��#L��#���#�
����#��;��

��#�#E�����;�;
#��
��<
	��#
���$�
E��#E��E
���#
���#�
����#��#���#
���#����������#��#�
#����E�	����#����#��



����#���#�E
�#�$#����������#
����<�$<�� #����#��#
�P;�
��#$�
#���
#	
�N�E��#L��#���;��#�$#
����<�$<�� #����#��

��$����#�
#���#��
���#	
�E�

#�����E�
�

L��
#�����
#$
��#���#�������#��	�
�����#�$#����
��������#����������#@����B#
�
��
#�
#�#
�����
��Q��#
�
	��
�

��#��P;�
��
#��������#����#E������
#��#
����� #E��
�
;E����=#
�E��
�
;E����=#�
#����
#��	
�������#	
�N�E�


������#�!�
����#
����� #E�

���

#����#���#	
�	�
��#
E�	�#�$#���#	
�N�E�#�
#�������#���#��
�
����#
�P;�
���#�

$�
���#8�������#����
��������#M���E #:E�<��������#����
��������#:

�

����#�
#����
��������#��	�E�

9���������#:
#���#�����
#�����	�
#��#���
�

#���#
����� <
������#����
��������#��	�E
#�$#	��������#E��E�
�=#��#�


	�

����#����#���#���
 #��	�E#���
�

��#��#���#�����
#����#��#�		��E����#��# �;
#	�
��E;��
#
����� #	
�N�E��

��
#����������#��$�
������#��#
	�E�$�E#
����� <
������#��	�E
#�$#����
�
�=#	���
�#��
��#���#�		
�	
����#���#	���


E����#�����=#��� #�$#���E�#	
�����#E����E�#��$�
������#$�
#	�

��
#������#���#��
��;
#	
��
��#�
��
#���#E��

��
��
#P;�
����
#���#$;�� #���
�

��#��#���
#�����
�#:�
�#	���
�#��#����$;�#����#
���#����
��������#
�P;�
�����


�� #��#
;�N�E�#��#E�����#���#
�#��E�#	�

��#���������#��#��E�;��#�#E�	 #�$#���
#�����
#��#����
#	
�N�E�

��E;���������#	�EF��#�
#����
��#��#��������#���#��
�#
�E���� #
���
��#��

���#�$#���#�����
R#$�;��#���

���	���������������������AC����#@���	���������������������AC����B�

L�#��
;
�#����#���#����
��������� <
������#�

;�
#�
�#���P;���� #���
�

��=#����#
�E������
#����# �;#
���#���


�����
#��#��
#����
�� =#���#E��
���
#��E�#�$#���#$��������#�

;�
#�
# �;#����#$�
��
�#����#���#	�������#�$# �;


	
�	�
��#
����� #E��
�
;E����=#
�E��
�
;E����=#�
#��	
�������#	
�N�E��

�:L�I#:8�#J�SL�G#TU:K�LV

��#9�E����#>�>#�$#���#G����#����
#:E�#
�P;�
�
#����# �;#������#�#	�
���#$
��#���#U�9�#:
� #G�
	
#�$#�������



@U9:G�B#��$�
�#��
E��
����#�
�����#�
#$���#����
���
#����#�� #�������
#�
#����
#����

=#
;E�#�
#
���

=

��F�
=#
�
���
=#���#���E��
�#S���
#�E�������
#
��;�����#��E�;��#���#
���E�����=#E�������Q�����=#��������=#�


����
#
;E�#����
�����#�$#�#
�
���=#���#���#��E����E��#E���
���#@;
�#�$#���� #E��
�
;E����#�P;�	����B#�$

�������
�#L�;
=#�
#�#	
�N�E�#����
#�
#
	��
�
=#��#�
# �;
#
�
	��
������ #��#��
;
�#����#��#�������
#�
�



��������� ���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	!

���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	! ��"

��
�#
���$�����#�$���$	
�	�
$	�
����$%����#��$ �#$�� $�������� $
�&�
$��$���$'�(�$��
�$���$������&�$(�
��)�

*�������$�������$�������
 $��	
$�
$�$����
$�&$������& ���$	��������$�
��
$�&$)��)�
�+$	���
�$��$����&#�

����$���
�$��	
$��$���$��	�)�$,#
�
��)������$�������
$
��#�����$� $���$'(%-�$�
$���$��	�
�����$�&

����
��������$�����������$%$�����$,#
�
��)������$�������
$����
��������$)��$��� $��$����$� $���$'(%-�+

#
���$���$��."$�������$�����������$���#���

'(%-�$
�)������
$����$ �#$����$�$)��
#�����$)��)/$��$����
����$������
$ �#
$	
�,�)�$����$��#�+$�
$���

������+$�$�������$�
���$0�$����$�$��
�$�&$)��
#�����
$����$����$
�1#�
���$��$��$��)�#���$��$�$��
�$	�
���$� 

���$'(%-�$��$����
$���$
���+$
��$'(%-�$2�
���
$���$2#���)$*���)�


3���	��������
��#
�)���
� ������
&���&�#����
	4$3���	��������
��#
�)���
� ������
&$���&�#����
	

3���	��������
��#
�)���
� ������
&���&�#����
	44$���$����$)��)/$��$5��&�
������5$&
��$���$���#$��$���$
����6

����$
���$�&$����$	����$0���
$5-��
#�����$7�
�5$�
$���$&�#
��$���
 $����$��$���$5��&�
������5$	����$2���
�

����$����$���$'(%-�$	�
�
$���$)��
#�����
$����$
�1#�
�$��$�		��
$��$���$��
�+$���$����$��)�#
���$�&$�� 

	�
��)#��
$)��
#�����$��$���$��
�$���
$���$
�	
�
���$��$����

�����$�&$����$)��
#�����$� $���$'(%-�+$�
$� 

�����

�#)�$�&$��
���
�$�������$3*�����+$7�/�+$2�
��
+$7�2�
��+$(��$8�
�	�+$��/��
�+$7�9
����+$(��#���+$���

��/���$)�#����
:$��
��$	�
����
$�&$8�
	�
+$(��
/�+$��

����+$*����+$%����+$���$%���
$)�#����
:$���$��

�


	�
����
$�&$;�����+$�����+$2#��
/�+$<�
)�#
/�+$���$����
$)�#����
4$�
$
�
���$� $���$'(%-�$��
�
�)�$=&&�)�$��

���
���$3>�>6��?6?.��4�$0��$)���
��$���$
�#���
�$	�
����
$�&$���$
����$3��
��$	�
����
$�&$;�����+$�����+

2#��
/�+$<�
)��
/�+$���$����
$)�#����
:$
�����
$	�
����
$�&$8�
	�
+$(��
/�+$��

����$+$*����+$%����+$���

%���
$)�#����
:$���$���$����
$�������$)�#����
$��)����$��$��
��6)���
��+$)���
��+$���$
�#���
�$�������$4$�
�


�
���$� $���$'(%-�$7�#�
�����$��
�
�)�$=&&�)�$3���6>��6?">>4�

%���������$��&�
������$��$)����)����$���
�$'�(�$%
� $-�
	
$�&$�������

$3'(%-�4$��
�
�)�$=&&�)�
+

����
�����$����)��
$����$,#
�
��)����$���
$�������
+$���$����
$����
$1#���� $�

#�
+$)��$��$&�#��$��

���	�������������������@>�?����$3���	�������������������@>�?����4�$����$
�)������
$����$��	�)�
$��

�������
$���$����
$����
$
�
�#
)�
$��$�������$��$���$&#���
�$�!�����

��$��$���$�����$�$(�)����$@�@$�������
$	�
���$�
$
�1#�
��$&
��$���$'(%-�+$ �#$��
�$�#
�$������$�$(�)����$@��

����
$A#���� $-�
��&�)�����$&
��$���$����$=&&�)�$�&$����
$A#���� $�������
$2
��
���$0�$���
�$��
�$���#�

���$�������
$2
��
��+$��
���$���	�������������������@>.@����$3���	�������������������@>.@����4�

>�$�&$���$'(%-�$����
����
$����$�$�������$�
$����
$����
$��� $�
$�
������$���$���$
#�,�)�$��$-����$����
$%)�


��#������+$��$�
$
����$
��#�����$� $���$
����$�&$�������$�$%$(����$�
������$�������$	�
���$&
��$����B
$=&&�)�$�&

����
$A#���� $3=�A4$�
$
�1#�
��$&�
$�� $�)����� $����$
�
#��
$��$���$��
)��
��$�&$�
�����$�
$&���$����
���
$����

�
������$�������
�$0�$���
�$��
�$���#�$�
������$�������
+$)����)�$���$=�A$�������
$2
��
��$��$>�"6�>>6

.@..�

@�$�&$ �#
$	
�,�)�$����$�������$���
$�$���$�)
�$�&$�������$��	�)�+$
�
���$
���)�����+$�
$����
$��
��6
)���

����
�����
$��$����
$�����
$
#)�$�
$���$)
������$�&$�$���$�
$�$����
$����

���+$ �#$
��#��$
��/$����������

��	#�$&
��$���$=�A$�������
$2
��
��$
��&&�$-��
#��$���$���$���$���	�������������������@>.@����

3���	�������������������@>.@����4$&�
$���$�		
�	
����$
��&&$)����)�$��$&#
���
$��
)#

$ �#
$	
�,�)��

��$��
/$������$���$���6�#��
��$ ��
$&������ $�&$�$�����$����
$��� $�
$
��#�����$� $���$��	�
�����$�&$*��#
��

C�
�#
)�
+$����
���$�&$����
�$0��$����
���$�

#�
$	�
���
$&�
$�)�������
$
��#�����$#���
$���$&�����$
���#��
�

�-$�@6�?6�$7�/�
$2
�
�
������$%)�$>��$�%-$��

�-$�@6�?6�$7���
���$�&$0��$%)
�$7�/�
$%)�$*�$
������$)���

�-$�@6�.6�$�����$-���
��$%)�$>��$�%-$?6�

�-$�@6��6�$*��������$����
�� 
$%)�$>��$�%-$?

�-$�@6��6>$(���$���$9
����$2�
���
$%)�$>��$�%-$?



��������� ���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	!

���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	! "�#

�$%�&'��'&%$��
�
()����%�*%$������
%+)�%,�%
������%)���

��
%��*�
������%��%���
�%�������%-
���(��
 .%$���%���%�������%+�����
�
�����%$���%)�������
/%
��%���%�,0

���%
���%���%���	����������������
�����
��&������%-���	����������������
�����
��&������.%�%$����)�%���%�,0

����
���%�*%����
%��%"�#'�"�'&�1�%*�
%*(
���
%��*�
�������

2��%	� 
�)��%��
�(
���)�%�*%���%
�
���%���%
�	�
���%����������/%�
	�)���� %��
��%�
��
%���
�������%�� 

�**�)���%����
%�����
%
��(��%��%�������%��%��� %����%���)�%�
%��
��(��� %��)�

�
 %��%)��	����%���%	
�3�)��

2��%
����%	
������%� %���%��
��%���
�������%�
��
%���	
%��������%	
�	�
%
�
���%���	�
��(
�
%���

��

�����%�! ���%*�
%�4(���)%��*��

1�%��
%	
�3�)�
%���������%)��
�
()����%�)����� %-���)�%��)�(��
%)���
���/%�
�����/%�!)�������%���%����
%����

��
�(
����%�)�������
.%����%
�
(��%��%���%��
�(
���)�%�*%���%-�./%�
%��
�/%�)
�
%�*%�����%����%�
��/%)����)�%���

5**�)�%�*%����
%6(���� %7%����

���%8�������%9
��)�%-"�#��""'�:1&.%
���
����%���%����%*�
%�*%�%0(��%�

;��
�%����
%0(��**%8�
����%<�
��%���%*��������%���%	���

���	�������������������&�������%-���	�������������������&�������.

2�%������/%���%�	�
���%(���
/%�%0(��%�%	�
���% �(%����%*�

�%����%��%������	%�%$��
�
()����%8���

-���	�������������������&��#����=)��
�
�4%-���	�������������������&��#����=)��
�
�4../%���%�
%��
)
����

��%"�#%�+$%��'�'1��%-���	������������������
���������)�2�"�#��+�����%>8��?

-���	������������������
���������)�2�"�#��+������8��./%	���
%�1%��
�(��%��.�%9�*�
�% �(%�� %�		� %*�
%�

0(��%�%8�
���/%�
%�����%)��
�
()����/% �(%�(
�%
(����% �(
%$��
�
()����%8���%��% �(
%)�(�� %;���%���%����


$��
�
������%��
�
�)�%-;�$�.%-���	���������������
���
����)����)�
���	�����

-���	���������������
���
����)����)�
���	�����..�

@	��%
�)��	�%�*%���%)��
�
()����%	���/%	�

�����%�*%���%;�$�%�
%���%�������%��	�
�����%�*%����
��������

����������%����%
�����%���%	���%��%����
����%�*%��%����
%���%
�4(�
�����
%�*%"�#%�+$%��'��%8���
%����%�
�

������%��*�)����%����%
�4(�
�%
�'
(��������%�*%���%	���%�
%
(**�)����% �(%����%��%����*���%���%��
�
()���%��%
(����

���%��
�*�)�����%��%����%�
%	�
�%�*%���%0(��%�%,���)�%�*%������%-,5�.%
(��������%5�)�%)��
�
()����%�����
/


��**%�*%���%;�$�%�
%�������%��	�
�����%�*%����
��������%����������%����%	�
*�
�%��
	�)����
%�*

�)�������
%��%���%
���%*�
%)��	����)�%����%���%
��(�������

8���
�%��%����*(�%����%�		
�!������ %�&�%�(��)�	��%;�	�
���%;��
�%;���
%; 
���%-�;&.%�
��
%�
�%���

�����%�
�����
���%� %��
��(
%��)��%����
�������%�������
%��
�(���(�%���%
����%�
%	�
�%�*%���%��	�����������

�*%8��
�%��%*���
��%
��
�%����
%
�4(�
�����
�%+��%�*%���
�%�;&%�
��
%����%�����(��� %��A�%
�
	��
������ %*�


$��
�
()����%8���%
�����/%��
	�)����/%���%��*�
)������%+
%���
�%�;&%�
��
%������%	
��
��%�		
����%*
��

����/%��� %����%��%�����%��%�%��
�%�*%�;&%�
��
%	�
���%��%���%����%���
���%���

���	�������������������&�������%-���	�������������������&�������.�

�*% �(
%	
�3�)�%�
%��)����%��%��%����'�		
����%�;&%�
��/%	���
�%)����)�%���%��)��%�;&%	
��
��%���(�

�������%����
%
��
�%����
%
�4(�
�����
�%5�)�%���%�;&%�		
���
%���%	���/%���%,5�%)��%��%
(�������%��

�����

0���
���

%�*%���%
�B�%�*% �(
%	
�3�)�/%�
%���)�%����) % �(%��
A%����%��%����%
��
�%����
%
�4(�
�����
/

����%
�)������
%����%�		
�	
����%
�
()�(
�
%���%��)���4(�
%��%(����B��%����%�(
���%���%)��
�
()����

	��
�/%���%�*��
%)��	������%�*%���%	
�3�)�/%��%������B�%���%��	�)�
%�

�)�����%����%
��
�%����
%
(��**�%2��

(
�%�*%�		
�	
����%	�������%���%
���%������	����%���%�		
�	
����%
��
�%����
%4(���� %���
(
�
%�
�


�)��������%��%	
�����%
���%*
��%�������%���%)��
�
()����%
���%�(
���%�)����%����%��
�(
���)�%���%*�
%	�
�

)��
�
()����%����
%4(���� %)��)�
�
�%��*�
������%���%�

�
���)�%
���
����%
��
�%����
%
������%��

)��
�
()����%�)�������
%�
�%���������%*
��%���%;���%���%����
%$��
�
������%��
�
�)�%-;�$�.%�**�)�
%��%��)�

)�(�� %�
%*
��%�����



��������� ���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	!

���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	! "�#

#�$��
$	
�%�&�
$���������$��	�&�
$��$'�
�$���$������&��$
�
�(
&�
)$&����&�$���$��	�
�����$�'$*��(
��$+�
�(
&�


,$����
���$�'$��
�$���$������'�$-.�#��.�,"�/�0$'�
$��������$	
�%�&�$��	(��

/�$��
$	
�%�&�
$���������$����
$����$&��
�
(&����)$����
$����$�!���
���
)$���$���$	(���&$����
$
(		���
)

&����&�$���$1''�&�$�'$����
$2(���� $,$�
��3���$����
$4
��&�$-.�#,.�/,.���0$
���
����$���$����$'�
$	�
���
�

��$��
$	
�%�&�
$���������$�''�(���$��
&��
��
$��$����

$�'$���$5����$�'$�������$)$&����&�$���$1''�&�$�'$����


2(���� $,$6�
���
$4
��&�$-.�#,�..,�"7/0$
���
����$���$����$'�
$�$*�������$6���(����$��
&��
��$�����������

5 
���$-*6��50$	�
����

���$��
$	
�%�&�
$���������$���$&��
�
(&����$�'$��
������
$'�&������
$���$
���
$����
)$&����&�$���$1''�&�$�'$����


2(���� $,$6�
���
$4
��&�$-.�#,�.�,/7#�0$
���
����$���$����$'�
$	�
���
�

89:$;<8=9>?

@��$�����,�����$	
�%�&�$
��(��$��$��
�����$��$������A�$�� $��	�&�$��$�������$��
$B(���� $��)$�
$���
)$���$	
�%�&�

�
���$@��$	
�%�&�$�(
�$&��	� $����$���$'���
��$���$
����$��
$	���(����$
��(������
�$C��
���
�����$
��(��$��$�����$��

���$'���������

��$+���
����$�	��$�(
����)$���$��
	�
���$�'$�
����&$���
�
$����
����$� $����$&���
���$�&�������
D$
���$� 	�


�'$�	��$�(
����$�
�$�������$-���	�������������������"�"/����$-���	�������������������"�"/����00$(���



	�&�'�&$&��������
�$E�($��
�$&��$
��3$��$�	��$�(
����$��
���&�$'
��$�����

F�����
)$����$����
��� $
�&������
$����$ �($��3�$����������$��
��
$��$�$
���
��
��$ �
�$��
��

&��	�
����$'�&���� $�
$����$���$��
��$��$&��		��$�
$
�
�����$����$&��	�
����$��$
���$- �($�(
�$
���
��
$����

����$�'$��
�$����$�)���$	�(��
$�
$��$��$&��	�
���D$&����&�$.�#��.�,��770�$@��$'���
���$&��	�
�$&��$����

��$(
��$�
$�$�(�&�$�
$
���$����������$E�($��
�$�� $�(
 $�� $����������$��
��
$-
(&�$�
$�����
)$����
)

�
��&��
)$����
)$�
��$�
(�3
$���$
�(�	
0$��
���)$�����(��$�(
 ���$��
��$B(�������
$�'$
(&�$����
���$&��$����

��$
(�
����&�$	
�����
)$����
$���

+��
������$	
�&�(����
$�(
�$��$��3��$��$������A�$'(������$�(
�$���

���
$'
��$&��
�
(&����$���$����������

�&�������
�$��
$�!��	��)$�������$���$�
��$����$����
)$&��
�
(&����$����$��

��

)$�
$�
������$�(
� $�
��
$����

&����&��$
������A�

$-
(&�$�
$&��&�(�$&���
���$�
$
���
��$����
$&����
&���$	
��(&�
0�$��
�$�
�&3��$����

	����$
���
$'
��$(�	����$�
��
$
��(��$��$������A���

G���������� )$�'$&��
�
(&����$�
$����������$�
$&���(&���$��$�$������$�
��$���
�$���&3��
�
$����$
��
���$�


���������$�(������
$�
$�(������$
�&����
$��$���&�$	�����
$�
$���
$����$
��
���$'�
$.,�$ ��

$	
�&�(�����
 

���
(
�
$
��(��$��$��3��$��$�����$��$�(��
��3$�'$��
��	��
��
�
�$@��
$��
��
�$�
$&�(
��$� $���$'(��(


F�
��	��
��$&�	
(���(�)$���&�$
���
$'
��$��
�$�
$���$�
�		���
$����$����$�&&(�(�����$��$���$�
��$'�
$.,�

 ��

�$@��$
	�
�
$'
��$���
$'(��(
$��&���$��
��
��$����$���$�
��$�
$��
�(
���$���$&��$&�(
�$��'�&����


���
$��$����
�$&���(��� $��������$�'$���$
����$@��$�
��$
��(��$��$������$����$	
��
$��$&����(	$�


����������$�'$���$	
�%�&�$
����$��
$��
�$��������$��'�
������$��$��
��	��
��
�
$	
��������$���$&���
��)

	���
�$&����&�$���$G&(��$��
��
�$C���
��$����
���$�'$���$�������$5����$��	�
�����$�'$F�����$��$-.�#0$�..,

#�#��

��$@��$H�5�$�6G$���$���$5(
����$I���
��$
�&������$����$	��	��$���$����$����,��
�$�!	�
(
�$��$
����$��

�����
$�����$"$	C��J�$-��
$�$&�(�� ,� ,&�(�� $��	$�'$	
���&���$
����$�����
$��$�������)$��
���

���	�������������������"�"�����$-���	�������������������"�"�����0�0

@��$H�5�$�6G$'(
���
$
�&������
$����$���$����
$-���$�	�
�����
$������$��
��$
��
��
$�'$�
�(��$�����0$��

��
���$'�
$
�����$�'$��,����$
����$�����
$�
�$����
�����$��$��$"$	C��J)$�
$�����
)$�6G$
�&������
$�$'�����,

(	$��
��$�'$���$
�&���$��
�$&��'�
�
$����$
����$�����
$�
�$"$	C��J)$�
$�����
)$�6G$
�&������
$���$��
���������



��������� ���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	!

���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	! ��"

�#$
����%
��&'����$���
&
�
�$(��
$�$��
�$�#$)&���#���$
����$��
��

$���$
����$����������$(�
$
��&'����*


	�'����
�
$��
���$���	���������������
���
��
�'
�
���������	�#
�
����+��
��

+��������

+��
��	�#

(���	���������������
���
��
�'
�
���������	�#
�
����+��
��

+��������

+��
��	�#*�*$��$��
�$�
$
�'��������

����$
����$
��&'����$���
&
�
$��$�&���$����$���$���$����
,$	�
��'&��
� $��$�
��
$��-�$�������$����$����

����
���$��$����$	
���'���$
����$�����
�

.�$���
�$��
�$���&�$
����,$
����$
�
-
,$���$�� 
$��$
��&'�$�!	�
&
�$��
���

���	���������������
���
��
�'
�
���������
��������$(���	���������������
���
��
�'
�
���������
��������*,

���	�������������������/�/�����$(���	�������������������/�/�����*,$�
$���	��������	������
���������!�����

(���	��������	������
���������!�����*�

0�$����$
�
	�'�$��$�
��
��
$
�������$���$#�'������
$
�����$#�
$
���������$�
$����������$(�!'�	�$
�
��������

�&������
$����$����$(/*$#�&
$�
$#���
$��������$&���
$���$���'�$����$���$��$&
��$#�
$'����
'���$	&
	�
�
*

�&
�$��$��
	�'���$� $��$�������%��'��
��$�
��
��
$��
	�'��
$	
��
$��$���$'�����'�����$�#$�� $
���������

�
$����������$�'�������
�$�#$
��&�����$�
��
��
%'���������$����
���$(123�*$����$�� $��'���$��
��
��$�


#�&��,$�� $
&�
�)&���$����������,$
���������,$�
$�
��
��
$
������$�'�������
$�&
�$��$	�
#�
���$��

�''�
���'�$����$���$	
�	�
$����#�'�����$���$���

���$'���
��$
�)&�
�����
�

�#$��$�
��
��
$�
$#�&��$���
�$�$
���������$�'����� $����$�''&
,$�
$�#$���$
���������$�������
$
������$�#$��



����$�4�$�����
$#���$�#$123�$�##$�#$	�	�
,$��

$����$�4�$
)&�
�$#���$�#$123�$�##$�#$����
$#�'���� 

'��	�����
,$�
$��

$����$0�$'&��'$#���$�#$123�$�##$�#$���$#�'���� $'��	�����
,$���$����
$�
$�	�
���
$�#$���

	
�5�'�$���
$���$����$��$����# $����$��#�
�$���������$���$
���������$�'����� �

��
$)&�
����
$��$�
��
��
$����������$���$
���������$�'�������
,$ �&$'��$��
�$'���$����6
$7����2
��
��



�'����$��$�%888%�"/%8����

9�����
,$��$���$'�
�
$���
�$�$����������$�'����� $����$�''&
$(����$�#$��$�
��
��
$�
$#�&��*,$���$����
$�


�	�
���
$�&
�$
����$����# $����$��$��
-���$�� 
$	
��
$��$���$����������,$&
���$���$#�
�$#�&��$��

���	���������������'	
����#����#�
�
����//��0�	�#$(���	���������������'	
����#����#�
�
����//��0�	�#*�

2� ���$
&��������$�$
��������������������$����#�'�����$#�
�$����$��$������$�$����#�'�����$#��$��
��$&	��$���

���&��$�#$#
�����$�
��
��
$'���������$����
���$��$��$
������$�
$������
����$:
�5�'�
$����$�������$���


������$�#$��
�$����$�,4��$�����
$#���$�#$#
�����$�
��
��
$'���������$����
���
$��$	�	�
,$�
$�,4��$
)&�
�

#���$�
$/��$'&��'$#���$�#$#
�����$�
��
��
$'���������$����
���$��$����
$#�'���� $'��	�����
,$����$��$������$�$#��

�#$;���$	�
$	
�5�'�<$	
�5�'�
$�����$���
�$���&��
$����$��$������$�$#��$�#$;��$	�
$	
�5�'��$2��$����#�'�����


������

$����$��$������$��$�$)&�
��
� $��
�
�

��
$��
�$��#�
������$���&�$����$	���' $
���
����$�
��
��
$
������$���$��
	�
��,$��
���

���	�������������������/�80����$(���	�������������������/�80����*�

/�$����$
�
	�'�$��$����%��
��$	����$
�������$����$��'�&
���
$���$�##�
�
$��$������=�$�&���$�!	�
&
�$��$����%

��
��$	����$'��	
$���$�&
��$����$�
$	�
��'&��
� $'��'�
���$����$ �&��$'����
��$�!	�
��$��$����$'��$
&##�


#
��$���
����$��
��������
�$2����&��$����%��
��$	����$���������$�##�
�
$�
�$���$�������
 ,$�� $���������

����$�
$'���&'���$������$��&
���$�&���$��#�
�$>��&�
 $�,$��"8$,$�
$�$'����%�''&	���$#�'���� $�
$
�)&�
��$��

'��	� $����$���$����%��
��$	����$��
-$	
�'��'�$
�����
�
,$��'��
���$���$����#�'�����$
�)&�
�����
�$��
$��
�

��#�
������$���&�$����%��
��$	����$
������$��
���$���	���������������
������0�����

(���	���������������
������0�����*�

��$��
&
�$����$�
	����$	�����$	����
$�
�$	�
������$���$�	�
���$	
�	�
� �$.��$&
�$�#$'&���'-$�
	����,$�
$�
	����

��&�
���$'���������$��
�$����$
����$	�
'���$("?*$���$��
�������,$�
$	
��������$�&
���$���$�����
$2	
��

��
�&��$@'����
�$A��$0�4$�23$8%�%�$,$2
	����$:�����$1&��



��������� ���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	!

���	
���	�
�������������������������
�
�
����� �����
��
	! "�#

$���	�����������
������
���������%�&�'�"��(���)��*��

$���	�����������
������
���������%�&�'�"��(���)��*��++�

"�,�-, �.
,	
�/�%�,�������
,���,%��
�
.%����,�-,�,���,
�.
%�,�-,��
,���

���
,�
,���,����-�%�����,�-,��,�!�
����


�.
%�,�-,��
,���

���
,�
,��
,	���.����,%���
��,�0.�	����1,��,����,����,��,��,
�������,� ,���,����,2--�%�,�-

(�
,3.���� ,$2(3+�,(,
���
�
�����,�
,	�
���,�� ,��,
�0.�
��,.���
,'�",�(4,�,$5���,���

��������
������
���������%���'�"���������	�-,$���	�����������
������
���������%���'�"���������	�-+�+,6��


�.
%�
,����,.
�,�
,����,��7�
��.
,��
,	���.����
,�� ,��,
.�/�%�,��,8�%����,���,�-,���,4����,(�
,(%�,���

%�

�
	������,
����,��
,
��.������
,����
����,��7�
��.
,��
,	���.����
�

#�,��
,��
�,��-�
������,��,��
,	�
���
,��
���,���	�������������������9��'����

$���	�������������������9��'����+1,�
,��,��������,���,����,��
,	�
�������,	
�%�

1,	���
�,%����%�,���,2--�%�,�-

(�
,3.���� ,*�
���,:������
,�-,���,�� ,��,$'�#+,�'';��#),�
,2(�*:2�,������
��������.
�

<(6�,3=(<�&>

��,�
��
,��,��������,%��	����%�,����,���,�		��%����,���
,
���
����,%������������,�����
,	
�	�
,��
��,��
	�
��1

����,
�%������
,�����

��,�-,���,
���,�
,-�.��,��,%������,�� ,�
��
,.
��,��,��
	�
�,�-,
����,�
,��7�
��.
,��
��1, �.,����,��,%����%�,���

2--�%�,�-,<���,3.���� ,$2<3+��,'�#;'�);'��'�

��,(��,
����,��
��
,����
����,� ,���,	
�/�%�1,�
,
������,-
��,���,	
�/�%�,
���1,����,��,��,��?��,��,�,	
�	�
� 

	�
������,
����,��
��,	
�%�

���,�
,��
	�
��,-�%���� �,��
,��
�,��-�
������1,��
��

���	�������������������9��)����,$���	�������������������9��)����+�

'�,�-,�� ,%�����������,
���
,�
�,��
%���
��,�.
���,���
,	
�/�%�1,��� ,�� ,��,
.�/�%�,��,��
	�
��,�
,��7�
��.


��
���,*���
�,%����%�,���,2<3,��,'�#;'�);'��',��,������,��-�
������,��,	
�	�
,��
	�
��,	
�%��.
�
�

9�,�-,*4@
,�
�,-�.��,��,���
,
���1,	���
�,%����%�,���,���.
�
���,��
��,8�%����,�-,2<3,��,'�#;'�);'��',-�


��-�
������,
���
����,����������,�-,�� ,*4@,��
��
,-
��,���
,
����

��,�-,���
�,�
�,�� ,�
��
��
,��
	�
��,�

.�
,
������,��,���
,
���1,	���
�,%����%�,���,���.
�
���,��
��,8�%����,�-

2<3,��,'�#;'�);'��',-�
,��-�
������,
���
����,���,����������,�-,�
��
��
,��
��
,$(
��
��
,
������,�


���
�

��,�����1,.���
,(�
,3.���� +�

"�,�-,���,	
�/�%�,�������
,���,��
���������,�
,
������,�-,��,.���
�
�.��,
��
���,���?1,�
,�������
,%������������

-
��,��,.���
�
�.��,
��
���,���?1, �.,�.
�,%����%�,���,����,=���
�
�.��,8��
���,&��?,	
��
��,��

'�#�'�);'�'��,8���,���	�������������������9�������,$���	�������������������9�������+�

��6(<,:��(:A8

8��.��, �.,����,��,������,�� ,����
��������,	�
���
,��,�

�%������,����,���
,	
�	�
��,	
�/�%�1,	���
�,��,����-.�

����,�4,�';��;),
�0.�
�
,����, �.,����- ,���,��/������,	
�	�
� ,����

,�����
,�%%.	���
,������,���,�� 
, �.



.�������,�-,��%�,	�
���,�		��%������,B�����
1,�-, �.,�
�,
��?���,�.���	��,	�
���
1, �.,%��,
����,����,���

����-�%�����,
�0.�
�����,����,�,
�����,����%�,�-,���,
�0.�
��,	�
���,�		��%�����
,�
�,
.�������,����,���,
���,���,�� 

	�
����

8��.��,���,
%�	�,�-,���,	
�	�
��,	
�/�%�,��,�!	�����,��,���,�!����,����,�,6�������,����
��������,*���% ,(%�

����
��������,(

�

����,$�(+,�
,����
��������,��	�%�,8��������,$��8+,�
,
�0.�
��1,����,����,�%����� 

	�
��%�	���,��,�� ,��
� ,����
����% ,%��
��������,
�����,�-,���,	
�/�%��





Susan Castle

Subject: FW: [CAUTION: Suspicious Link]Agency Early Coordination Letter, Des. No. 1703020, Bridge Project E 
CR 300 South over Rider Ditch, 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E, Washington Township, Jackson County, 
Indiana

Kevin Amick  
Environmental Coordinator
Forest Service  
Hoosier National Forest 
p: 812-276-4746  
f: 812-279-3423  
kevin.amick@usda.gov
811 Constitution Ave. 
Bedford, IN 47421 
www.fs.fed.us
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Susan Castle

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Agency Early Coordination Letter, Des. No. 1703020, Bridge Project E CR 300 South 
over Rider Ditch, 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E, Washington Township, Jackson County, Indiana

From: McWilliams, Robin <robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2020 11:46 AM
To: Susan Castle <susanc@metricenv.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Agency Early Coordination Letter, Des. No. 1703020, Bridge Project E CR 300 South over Rider
Ditch, 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E, Washington Township, Jackson County, Indiana

Dear Susan,

This responds to your recent letter requesting our comments on the aforementioned project.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C.
661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy.

The project is within the range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and northern long eared bat (Myotis
septentrionalis) and should follow the new Indiana bat/northern long eared bat programmatic consultation
process, if applicable (i.e. a federal transportation nexus is established). The Service has 14 days after a “Not
Likely to Adversely Affect” determination letter is generated to review the project and provide additional
comments or request additional information; if you do not receive a response from us within 14 days, we have
no additional comments.

Based on a review of the information you provided, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has no other comments
on the project as currently proposed. However, should new information arise pertaining to project plans or a
revised species list be published, it will be necessary for the Federal agency to reinitiate consultation. Standard
recommendations are provided below.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this early stage of project planning. If you have any questions
about our recommendations, please call (812) 334 4261 x. 207.

Sincerely,
Robin McWilliams Munson

Standard Recommendations:
1. Do not clear trees or understory vegetation outside the construction zone boundaries. (This restriction is
not related to the “tree clearing” restriction for potential Indiana Bat habitat.)
2. Restrict below low water work in streams to placement of culverts, piers, pilings and/or footings, shaping
of the spill slopes around the bridge abutments, and placement of riprap.
Culverts should span the active stream channel, should be either embedded or a 3 sided or open arch culvert,
and be installed where practicable on an essentially flat slope. When an open bottom culvert or arch is used
in a stream, which has a good natural bottom substrate, such as gravel, cobbles and boulders, the existing
substrate should be left undisturbed beneath the culvert to provide natural habitat for the aquatic
community.
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3. Restrict channel work and vegetation clearing to the minimum necessary for installation of the stream
crossing structure.
4. Minimize the extent of hard armor (riprap) in bank stabilization by using bioengineering techniques
whenever possible. If riprap is utilized for bank stabilization, extend it below low water elevation to provide
aquatic habitat.
5. Implement temporary erosion and sediment control methods within areas of disturbed soil. All
disturbed soil areas upon project completion will be vegetated following INDOT’s standard specifications.
6. Avoid all work within the inundated part of the stream channel (in perennial streams and larger
intermittent streams) during the fish spawning season (April 1 through June 30), except for work within sealed
structures such as caissons or cofferdams that were installed prior to the spawning season. No equipment
shall be operated below Ordinary High Water Mark during this time unless the machinery is within the
caissons or on the cofferdams.
7. Evaluate wildlife crossings under bridge/culverts projects in appropriate situations. Suitable crossings include flat
areas below bridge abutments with suitable ground cover, high water shelves in culverts, amphibian tunnels and
diversion fencing

Robin McWilliams Munson
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 46142
812 334 4261

Mon Tues 8 3:30p
Wed Thurs 8:30 3p Telework

From: Susan Castle <susanc@metricenv.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 4:02 PM
To: 'michelle.allen@dot.gov' <michelle.allen@dot.gov>; 'erica.tait@dot.gov' <erica.tait@dot.gov>;
environmentalreview@dnr.in.gov <environmentalreview@dnr.in.gov>; Clark, Rickie <RCLARK@indot.IN.gov>;
'paul.j.lehmann@hud.gov' <paul.j.lehmann@hud.gov>; Santiago, Hector R <Hector_Santiago@nps.gov>; David Dye
(ddye@indot.in.gov) <ddye@indot.in.gov>; McWilliams, Robin <robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov>; 'kamick@fs.fed.us'
<kamick@fs.fed.us>; 'rick.neilson@in.usda.gov' <rick.neilson@in.usda.gov>; CELRL.Door.To.The.Corps@USACE.army.mil
<CELRL.Door.To.The.Corps@USACE.army.mil>; 'dblann@jacksoncounty.in.gov' <dblann@jacksoncounty.in.gov>;
'jault@jacksoncounty.in.gov' <jault@jacksoncounty.in.gov>; ema@jacksoncounty.in.gov <ema@jacksoncounty.in.gov>;
'drew@drewmarkel.com' <drew@drewmarkel.com>; 'auditor@jacksoncounty.in.gov' <auditor@jacksoncounty.in.gov>
Cc: Matern, Jeff <JMatern@jsengr.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agency Early Coordination Letter, Des. No. 1703020, Bridge Project E CR 300 South over Rider
Ditch, 0.82 mile east of CR 840 E, Washington Township, Jackson County, Indiana

Dear Interested Agency,

Metric Environmental is preparing the Categorical Exclusion document for the above referenced project.

The attached letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental review process. We are requesting
comments from your area of expertise regarding any possible environmental effects associated with this project. Should
we not receive your response within thirty (30) calendar days from the date of this letter, it will be assumed that your
agency believes that there will be no adverse effects incurred as a result of the proposed project. 

Thank you very much 



APPENDIX D  
Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act



FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION’S
SECTION 4(F) COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (for historic properties) AND

SECTION 106 FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS
AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS
EFFECT FINDING

JACKSON COUNTY BRIDGE 154 CARRYING CR 300S OVER RIDER DITCH 
WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP, JACKSON COUNTY, INDIANA

DES NO.: 1703020 

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

Jackson County Bridge 154

EFFECT FINDING



SECTION 4(f) COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (for historic properties)

.

05/26/2020



FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION’S
DOCUMENTATION OF SECTION 106 FINDINGS OF

NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES AFFECTED
SUBMITTED TO THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

PURSUANT TO 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1)
JACKSON COUNTY BRIDGE 154 CARRYING CR 300S OVER RIDER DITCH 

WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP, JACKSON COUNTY, INDIANA
DES NO.: 1703020 

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERTAKING



2. EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY HISTORIC PROPERTIES



Invited Section 106 Consulting Parties Status





3. BASIS FOR FINDING

APPENDICES

















2016 USGS topographical map of Kempton, Indiana (1:24,000 scale) 
with project area identified
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Organization Contact/Title Address City State ZIP Phone Email address Accept 
CP 
Status
(Y/N)













Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
3410 P St. NW, Miami, OK 74354  P.O. Box 1326, Miami, OK 74355

Ph: (918) 541-1300  Fax: (918) 542-7260 
www.miamination.com 







From: Carr, John
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 2:02 PM
To: Kennedy, Mary; Fleeta Arthur
Cc: Slider, Chad (DNR); Branigin, Susan; Kumar, Anuradha; Kauffmann, Danielle M
Subject: RE: Jackson County Bridges

do



Iron
Monuments to Distant Posterity

Historic Bridge Specialist



**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click 
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

.

Samuel P. Snell, MS, RPA Phone: 317.912.3499 Email: sams@metricenv.com
Archaeological Principal Investigator 6971 Hillsdale Court, Indianapolis, IN 46250

Complex Environment. Creative Solutions.
Certified DBE/MBE/SBE  INDIANAPOLIS | GARY | CINCINNATI















Appendix E: Bridge Marketing Documentation

















Eric Holcomb, Governor 
Cameron F. Clark, Director

The DNR mission: Protect, enhance, preserve and wisely use natural, 
cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of Indiana’s citizens 
through professional leadership, management and education. 

www.DNR.IN.gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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Public Notice
Des. No. 1703020



HISTORIC BRIDGE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

ADDENDUM 1
DATE: 06/24/2021

BRIDGE NUMBER: 36-00154
DESIGNATION NUMBER: 1703020
ROUTE IDENTIFICATION AND FEATURE CROSSED: 
East County Road 300 South Over Rider Ditch 
NBI NUMBER: 3600099
COUNTY: Jackson
PROJECT LOCATION: 0.82 Miles East of CR 840 East 

PREPARED BY: 
Keith D. Echternach, P.E. – JSE, Inc. 

REVIEWED BY: 
Jeff Matern, P.E. – JSE, Inc.
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feasible not prudent
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feasible not prudent

feasible not prudent 
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feasible.

prudent

feasible prudent

VI. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION
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A-No-Build No N/A N/A N/A None Feasible: Yes. 
Prudent: No.

B-1-Rehabiliation for
Continued Vehicular Use
(one-way option)

No $360,000 N/A $360,000

Does not meet required 
load capacity, fracture 

critical, inadequate 
waterway opening

Feasible: Yes. 
Prudent: No.

B-2-Rehabiliation for
Continued Vehicular Use
(one-way option)

No $460,000 N/A $460,000

Fracture critical,
inadequate waterway 
opening, and severely 

diminished historic 
integrity

Feasible: Yes. 
Prudent: No.

C-1-Rehabiliation for
Continued Vehicular Use
(one-way pair option)

No $1,359,000 1 acre, 
$15,000 $1,374,000

Does not meet required 
load capacity, fracture 

critical, inadequate 
waterway opening

Feasible: Yes. 
Prudent: No.

C-2-Rehabiliation for
Continued Vehicular Use
(one-way pair option)

Yes $1,460,000 1 acre, 
$15,000 $1,475,000

Fracture critical,
inadequate waterway 
opening and severely 
diminished historic 

integrity

Feasible: Yes. 
Prudent: No.

D - Bypass (non-vehicular 
use rehabilitation) Yes $1,359,000 1 acre, 

$15,000 $1,374,000 No new owner has come 
forward to date.

Feasible: Yes. 
Prudent: No.

E - Relocate Yes $1,010,000 1 acre, 
$15,000 $1,025,000 No new owner has come 

forward to date.
Feasible: Yes. 

Prudent: **

F - Replacement Yes $1,075,000 1 acre, 
$15,000 $1,090,000 None Feasible: Yes. 

Prudent: Yes.
*Right of Way Cost Based on $15,000 budgeted
**Yes if a new owner comes foreward

VII. PRELIMINARY PREFERRED ALTERNATE

prudent feasible

not prudent expected Alternative F preferred 
alternative
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