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Indiana Department of Transportation

County  Jackson/lennings Route U.S. 50 Des. No. 1005615 Project No.

FHWA-Indiana Environmental Document
CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION / ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Road No./County: U.S. 50/ Jackson and Jennings
Designation Number: 1005615, 1005614, 1005613
Project Description/Termini: Structure Replacements on U.S. 50 in Jackson and Jennings County, Indiana.

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

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.

Categorical Exclusion, Level 4 — The proposed action meets the criteria for Categorical Exclusion Manual

X Level 4 - table 1, CE Level Thresholds (See Appendix A). 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.

Approval i
ESM Signature Date ES Signature Date
FHWA Signature Date
Release for Public Involvement 372 DD Fy
ESM Initials Date - ES Initials Date

Certification of Public Involvement
Manager, Public Hearings Signature Date

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

7
Reviewer Signhature Q/M Q’va Date /J)\‘“ T;Z.;SS - \{2—»

Name and organization of CE/EA Preparer: Tim Miller, CEP — HNTB Corporation
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Part | — 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.

Discuss what public involvement activities (legal notices, letters to affected property owners and residents,
meetings, special purpose meetings, newspaper articles, etc.) have occurred for this project.

Remarks:

This is page 2 of 34.

In May 2008, the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), published the U.S.50 Corridor Planning Study and Preliminary
Alternatives Screening Report. The report examined the deficiencies with the existing U.S. 50
roadway through Jennings County and the city of North Vernon. The report proposed several
alternatives to meet current and future transportation needs. The report can be found on the
project website, www.in.gov/indot/div/projects/us50/northvernon/index.html.\

Since completion of the Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report, the scope of the project has been
refined in an effort to focus improvements in areas where they are most needed at this time. The
objective of this element of the overall program is to improve traffic operation in and around North
Vernon and increase accessibility to existing and potential growth areas. Three sections of
Independent Utility were identified:

1) New partial bypass of North Vernon: This component will improve traffic operation in North
Vernon by creating a new link from U.S. 50 on the west side of North Vernon to SR 3 on the
north side of the city. This approach will address the principal transportation needs and still
allow for the completion of a bypass around the east side of North Vernon as a separate project
in the future. An Environmental Assessment of this project was published in October 2001, and
FHWA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact on Dec. 16, 2011.

2) Spot improvements on existing U.S. 50: This component will address operational problems
along U.S. 50 from U.S. 31 in Jackson County to CR 15 North on the west side of North Vernon
by improving intersections and adding travel lanes to certain sections of existing U.S. 50. These
improvements are expected to have very minor or no environmental impacts, which will be
documented in a Categorical Exclusion environmental document.

3) Structure replacements on existing U.S. 50: This component of the project will replace the
Mutton Creek and Storm Creek bridges and the culvert over Branch of Storm. These three
improvements are covered under this Categorical Exclusion.

Although each of the three projects has independent utility, all three projects were discussed at
many of the public involvement meetings.

The following is a summary of some public involvement activities:

Notice of Survey Letters

Notice of survey letters were mailed on Aug. 23, 2010, to property owners in the vicinity of the
bridges. The letter indicated that project personnel may enter area properties to gather project-
related information. A copy of the notice is included in Appendix C.

Early Agency Coordination Letters

Early agency coordination letters were sent on Nov. 9, 2010, to State and Federal Agencies. All
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agency correspondence is located in Appendices C and D.

Section 106 Consulting Party Coordination

Surveys of historic architectural and archaeological properties were completed for this project. The
findings were distributed to the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology of the Indiana
Department of Natural Resources as well as consulting parties. The Finding of Effect was sent to
Consulting Parties on December 27, 2011 for a 30-day comment period. The offices of the State
Historic Preservation Officer, Indiana Landmarks, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service responded,
concurred with the Finding of Effect, and had no additional comments. The Finding of Effect will be
published in local media for public comment along with the public comment period of this
document. More information on the Section 106 process can be found in Section C (Cultural
Resources) of this document and Appendix D.

Public Meetings

Information related to the structure replacement projects was discussed and addressed at two
public open houses and three CAC meetings. The main purpose of the meetings was to discuss the
new U.S. 50 North Vernon project, but associated spot improvements and the three structure
replacement projects were addressed and open to public comment. A summary of the public
meetings are included in Appendix I.

Public Hearing

A public hearing will be offered for this project. Notification of the opportunity of a public hearing
will be advertised in the North Vernon Plain Dealer and the Seymour Tribune. Letters offering a
public hearing will also be sent to property owners near the improvements. If a public hearing is
held, the public will have 30 days to provide comments on the proposed improvements. All
comments will be considered, summarized, and addressed in a subsequent version of this
document. If the number of requests does not warrant a public hearing, the parties submitting the
request for a public hearing will be contacted in order to answer questions or address concerns.
Subsequent to the satisfaction of the public involvement requirements, the Categorical Exclusion will
be revised accordingly and submitted to FHWA for their approval.

Project Website

The project team maintained web pages at www.in.gov/indot/div/projects/us50/northvernon/ to
share project information. This website has been updated throughout the public involvement
process with meeting materials and dates of upcoming meetings. The website also includes maps,
handouts and documents that can be viewed or downloaded. Information is also available on the
site about how to reach project staff and submit comments.

Public Controversy on Environmental Grounds Yes No

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

Remarks: | The Mutton and Storm Creek bridge replacements will require approximately 2.2 acres of right of
way from the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge (MNWR). A Memorandum of Understanding
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(MOU) between the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transportation,
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was signed in December 2011. The MOU confirmed the
acquisition will not harm the refigure. Coordination with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service can be found
in Section D and in Appendix G.

Public Hearing Yes No

Opportunity for Public Hearing required? |I| |:|

Remarks: | Yes. An opportunity for the general public to request a public hearing is required to be offered
according to the current FHWA-approved public hearing requirements because the project will
require the acquisition of more than 0.5 acre of additional permanent right of way. In addition, due
to the nature of the right-of-way impacts to the MNWR, it was determined that it is in the public’s
interest to offer the opportunity for a public hearing.
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Part Il — General Project Identification, Description and Design Information

Sponsor of the Project: INDOT INDOT District:  Seymour
Local Name of the Facility: U.S. 50

Funding Source: Federal State |:| Local |:| Private

PURPOSE AND NEED: |
Describe the problem that the project will address.

The following reasons comprise the need for the project:

1) The existing bridge structures do not meet current hydraulic design guidelines;
2) The existing bridge structures have undesirable geometrics;

3) The existing culvert is in very poor structural condition.

The purpose of the project is to provide adequate hydraulic capacity at the three water crossings and to
improve the roadway geometry to meet current design standards. The need also will meet INDOT Seymour
District’s 2012-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan.

The Mutton Creek and Storm Creek bridges (see cover images) are being replaced because the existing hydraulic
openings are not adequate for existing hydraulic data. Both the Mutton Creek and Storm Creek bridges were
constructed in 1957, and both were reconstructed in 1984.

The Branch of Storm Creek culvert (see cover image) is in very poor structural condition and needs to be
replaced.

The INDOT Seymour District identified the replacement of these three structures in the FY2012-2015 Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program. The projects can be found on Page 11 of 15, in the Major Projects
FY2012-2015 section. (www.in.gov/indot/files/STIP2012-2015Final.pdf)
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" PROJECT DESCRIPTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE):

County: Jackson and Jennings

Municipality: Seymour

Limits of Proposed Work: e The Mutton Creek Bridge along U.S. 50 is located 0.92 miles east of U.S. 31, in
Section 14, T6N, R6E, Jackson Township, Jackson County, Indiana. Total project

length is .174 miles.

e The Storm Creek Bridge along U.S. 50 is located 2.06 miles east of U.S. 31, in
Section 13, T6N, R6E, Jackson Township, Jackson County, Indiana. Total project

length is .123 miles.

e The Branch of Storm Creek culvert is located 3.6 miles east of U.S. 31, in Section 8,
TGN, R7E, Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana. Total project length is .193

miles.

Total Work Length: .49 Miles

Is an Interchange Modification Study / Interchange Justification Study (IMS/1JS) required?
If yes, when did the FHWA grant a conditional approval for this project?

Date:

1Ij‘ an IMS or IS 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.

In the Remarks box below, describe in detail the scope of work for the project, including the preferred alternative.
Include a discussion of logical termini. Discuss any major issues for the project and how the project will improve

safety or roadway deficiencies if these are issues.
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Remarks: | The undertaking consists of the replacement of bridges over Mutton Creek and Storm Creek, and a
culvert over a Branch of Storm Creek (Des. Nos. 1005615, 1005614, and 1005613). This undertaking
is part of a larger project that consists of multiple roadway spot improvements along U.S. 50 and a
new U.S. 50 roadway in Jackson and Jennings counties, Indiana. The bridge and culvert replacements
have independent utility from the other improvements and can be constructed with or without
future improvements.

The existing structure at Mutton Creek is a 136-foot, three-span (42 feet, 5 inches — 51 feet — 42
feet, 5 inches), continuous steel-beam bridge and will be replaced with a three-span bridge (72 feet
— 72 feet — 80 feet) that is 224 feet long. In addition, 67 linear feet of stream will be stabilized with
riprap material.

The existing structure at Storm Creek is a 102-foot (30 feet — 42 feet — 30 feet), reinforced concrete
slab bridge. The new structure is a three-span, (57’- 57’ - 66’) 180-foot, continuous, composite, pre-
stressed AASHTO Type Il I-beam bridge with integral end bents. Riprap spill slopes will be utilized at
each end bent. In addition, 62 linear feet of stream will be stabilized with riprap and geotextile
material.

The existing structure at the Branch of Storm Creek is a 14-foot-wide reinforced slab culvert. The
new structure is a 24-foot wide, three-sided structure. The existing structure is 52 feet in length
whereas the new structure will be 64 feet in length.

This project involves bridge replacements along U.S. 50.

Table 1: Structure Replacement Locations

Bridge/Structure Location DES Number County NBI # Structure #
Mutton Creek 1005615 Jackson 18640 050-36-04081A
Storm Creek 1005614 Jackson 18650 050-36-04101A
Branch of Storm Creek 1005613 Jennings N/A N/A

| OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: |
Describe alternatives considered, including the Do-Nothing Alternative and an explanation of why each non-
preferred alternative was not selected.

The Do-Nothing Alternative

The Do-Nothing Alternative was considered for the bridge replacement projects. This alternative proposed
utilization of the existing bridges with no expenditure of capital funds. The Do-Nothing Alternative would not
have addressed the overall purpose of the project, which is to improve structural and hydraulic deficiencies of
the bridges. Under this alternative, the deficiencies would remain, and the project would not satisfy the
purpose and need. Routine maintenance would have continued under the Do-Nothing Alternative. Therefore,
for the stated reasons, the Do-Nothing Alternative was not determined to be feasible or prudent and was not
considered further.

Other Build Alternatives Considered:

Rehabilitating the existing bridge structures was considered but dismissed due to the age of the existing
structures (built in 1957) and the amount of required sub-structure construction. In addition, rehabilitating the
existing structures would not address the hydraulic deficiencies. Due to the poor condition of the culvert over
the branch of Storm Creek, rehabilitation is not prudent.
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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; X

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)

Remarks: | Hydraulic deficiencies would remain under the Do Nothing Alternative.
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County Jackson/Jennings

Indiana Department of Transportation

Route

u.S. 50

Des. No.

1005615 Proje

ct No.

| ROADWAY CHARACTER:

Functional Classification:  Rural Arterial

Current ADT:

Current Year DHV: 609

11,060 / VPD 20(10)

Designed Speed (mph): 55

Number of Lanes:
Type of Lanes:
Pavement Width:
Shoulder Width:
Median Width:

Sidewalk Width:

Setting:

Typography:

Design Year ADT:

Trucks (%) 17%

Legal Speed (mph):

Existing

11,679 / VPD 20(32)

Design
Year DHV: 643

55

2

Through-lanes

24
4
N/A
N/A

Urban

Level

feet
feet
feet

feet

Suburban

Rolling

Trucks (%) 17%

Proposed

2

Through-lanes

24
4
N/A
N/A

If the proposed action has multiple roadways, this section should be filled out for each roadway.
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County Jackson/Jennings Route U.S. 50 Des. No. 1005615 Project No.

| DESIGN CRITERIA FOR BRIDGES: |
U.S. 50 Culvert over Branch of Storm Creek

Structure No. N/A (culvert)

Sufficiency Rating N/A (culvert)

Existing Proposed

Structure Type Reinforced Slab Culvert 3-Sided Box Culvert

No. of Spans N/A N/A

Weight Restrictions N/A N/A

Height Restrictions N/A N/A

Curb to Curb Width N/A N/A

Outside to Outside Width N/A N/A

Shoulder Width 3 feet, O inches 8 feet, 0 inches

Length of Channel Work N/A 105 linear feet

Yes No

Will the branch of Storm Creek culvert be rehabilitated or replaced as part of the project? | X | | |
U.S. 50 Bridge over Mutton Creek

Structure No. 050-36-04081A

Sufficiency Rating 84.0

Existing Proposed

Bridge Type 3-span 3-span

No. of Spans 3 3

Weight Restrictions 22 tons N/A

Height Restrictions N/A N/A

Curb to Curb Width 40 feet, 0 inches 39 feet, 4 inches

Outside to Outside Width 41 feet, 7 inches 42 feet, 4 inches

Shoulder Width 8 feet, O inches 7 feet, 8 inches

Length of Channel Work N/A 110 linear feet

Yes No

Will the U.S. 50 Bridge over Mutton Creek be rehabilitated or replaced as part of the project? | X | | |

Remarks: | The U.S. 50 Bridge over Mutton Creek is recommended for replacement due to the need of
improving hydraulics. Longer span lengths that will improve hydraulics are not possible with

rehabilitation.
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U.S. 50 Bridge over Storm Creek

Structure No. 050-36-04101A
Sufficiency Rating 80.2
Existing Proposed
Bridge Type 3-span 3-span
No. of Spans 3 3
Weight Restrictions 28 tons N/A
Height Restrictions N/A N/A
Curb to Curb Width 40 feet, 4 inches 39 feet, 4 inches
Outside to Outside Width 43 feet, 4 inches 42 feet, 4 inches
Shoulder Width 8 feet, 2 inches 7 feet, 8 inches
Length of Channel Work N/A 106 linear feet
Yes No
Will the U.S. 50 Bridge over Storm Creek be rehabilitated or replaced as part of the project? | X | | |

Remarks: | The U.S. 50 Bridge over Storm Creek is recommended for replacement due to the need of improving
hydraulics. Longer span lengths that will improve hydraulics are not possible with rehabilitation.
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Project No.

MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (MOT) DURING CONSTRUCTION FOR
Mutton Creek, Storm Creek and Branch of Storm Creek Structures

The following answers apply to all three structures:

Is a temporary bridge proposed?

Is a temporary roadway proposed?

Will the project involve the use of a detour or require a ramp closure? (describe in remarks)
Provisions will be made for access by local traffic and so posted.

Provisions will be made for through-traffic dependent businesses.

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

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

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

Yes No

x

X | X | X [ X

Remarks: | The preferred MOT option for the bridge replacements maintains one-lane, one-way operation over the bridges

be able to utilize the bridges while under construction.

and three-sided culvert. This requires that a temporary signal be placed on both sides of each bridge to alternate
the one-way direction. This will require the placement of temporary signals and advanced warning devices.

By maintaining one lane over the existing bridges and culvert, the proposed structures can be constructed in

halves. The bridge over Mutton Creek has a 40-foot clear width and is the narrowest of the three bridges. An 11-
foot lane with 2-feet-shy distance and temporary barrier can be maintained on half the existing bridge while the
other half of the bridge is removed and reconstructed. Once half of the proposed bridge is constructed, the one-
lane operation would shift to it, and the other half of the bridge would be replaced. Oversize and wide loads will
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| ESTIMATED PROJECT COST AND SCHEDULE

Engineering S 292,800 (2011) Rightof Way S 46,000(2011-2012) Construction $ 3,928,602 (2012)

Anticipated Start Date of Construction: 2012

Date Project Incorporated into STIP: 7/2011 (See Appendix | for documentation)

If in an MPO area, location of project in TIP N/A which was incorporated into the STIP by reference
onJuly 11, 2011.

NEW PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY: 4.06 acres

Acres
Land Use Impacts Mutton Creek Bridge Storm Creek Bridge Branch of Storm Culvert
Residential 0 0 0
Commercial 0 0 0
Ag 0.50 0 0.48
Forest 0.68 0.58 1.55
Wetlands 0 0 0.16
Other — 0.11 —
Subtotal 1.18 0.69 2.19
Total Acres 4.06

Remarks: | To provide for the two bridges and one structure replacement, approximately 4.06 acres of additional permanent
right of way will be required. The Mutton Creek Bridge replacement will require .09 acre of temporary right of
way. No other temporary right of way is required.
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Part lll — Identification and Evaluation of Impacts of the Proposed Action

|| SECTION A — ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Presence Impacts
Yes No Yes No
Streams, Rivers, Watercourses and Jurisdictional Ditches X X
State Wild, Scenic or Recreational River X

Remarks: | The three structure replacements were originally part of a 17-spot improvement project for which there would

and County Road 15 Jennings County. Field investigations and wetland delineations were performed in the 17

of this CE, the impacts are related only to the three bridge structures.

The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map and the IndianaMAP GIS database were reviewed for the project
area to identify waterways that may be impacted by the proposed project. A total two (2) named creeks were
located on the NWI and the Indiana GIS mapping. These streams were verified in the field and identified as
Mutton Creek and Storm Creek. The field investigation located five (5) additional ephemeral and intermittent
streams within the project study area. A total 735 linear feet of ephemeral streams; 1,633 linear feet of
intermittent streams; and 772 linear feet of perennial streams were located within the study area (Wetlands
and Other Waters Delineation Report, Appendix F).

A total 147 linear feet of ephemeral streams; 450 linear feet of intermittent streams; and 216 linear feet of
perennial streams will be impacted by the proposed project. Descriptions of each are located in the Wetlands
and Other Waters Delineation Report (Appendix F).

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s 2008 list of impaired waterways and outstanding
resource waters was researched, and neither classification of waterway was identified in the project area or
determined to be affected either directly or indirectly by the proposed project.

be one Categorical Exclusion (CE). The 17 spot improvements were located between U.S. 31 in Jackson County

spot improvements and included the impacts at Mutton and Storm Creeks, as well as the Branch of Storm Creek
culvert. The study area was approximately 200 feet wide and varied in length at each location. The Wetlands and
Waters Report of the 17 spot improvements was submitted and accepted by INDOT in July 2011. In November
2011, INDOT decided to break out the three bridges as one project and determined that separate CEs should be
prepared (one for the structures and a second CE will cover the remaining spot improvements). For the purposes
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County Jackson/Jennings

Other Surface Waters

Reservoirs

Lakes

Farm ponds

Detention basins

Storm water management facilities

Other:

Indiana Department of Transportation

Route

U.S. 50

Des. No.

1005615 Project No.
Presence Impacts
Yes No Yes No
X
X
X
X
X
X

Remarks: No other surface waters — including reservoirs, lakes, farm ponds, detention basins, and storm water

management facilities — were located within the project area. No impacts are proposed to other surface waters.

Wetlands

Presence Impacts
Yes No Yes No
X X

Total wetland area: 4.83 acre(s)

Total wetlands impacted: 0.16 acre(s)

(If a determination has not been made for non-isolated/isolated wetlands, fill in the total wetland area impacted above.) For
more detailed information on the wetlands within the project study area, please see the Wetlands and Other Waters

Delineation Report, Appendix F).
Table 2: Wetland Impacts

T2-W10 PFO 2.04 None Near Storm Creek
T2-W11 PFO 0.19 None Near Storm Creek
T2-W12 PFO 2.60 0.16 Near Mutton Creek
Total 4.83 0.16
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Wetlands Yes No ES Approval Dates
Wetland Determination X
Wetland Delineation Report X July 13, 2011
USACE Isolated Waters Determination X
Mitigation Plan X Sept. 7, 2011

Individual
Wetland Finding

Improvements that will not result in any wetland impacts are not practicable because such avoidance Yes No
would result in (Mark all that apply and explain):

Substantial adverse impacts to adjacent homes, business or other improved properties; X
Substantially increased project costs; X
Unique engineering, traffic, maintenance, or safety problems; X

Substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts, or X
The project not meeting the identified needs. X

Measures to avoid minimize and mitigate wetland impacts need to be discussed in the Remarks section.

Remarks: | The NWI map was reviewed to identify potential wetlands that may be impacted by the proposed project. Two
wetland areas were located on the NWI map within the study area of the project; however three were observed
during the field investigation. One wetland was delineated adjacent to Mutton Creek, and two were delineated
adjacent to Storm Creek. All three wetlands were classified as forested wetlands and are described in the
Wetlands and Other Waters Delineation Report (see Appendix F).

Two of the wetlands will be avoided by the proposed project by minimizing construction and right-of-way limits.

In an order to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands, the original construction limits were adjusted to
minimize wetland impacts. In addition, once the original wetland impacts were identified, a retaining wall was
proposed and incorporated into the final U.S. 50 over Storm Creek bridge plans. The primary purpose of the
retaining wall was to minimize wetland and right-of-way impacts. Finally, construction limits were refined to
reduce wetland impacts.

In areas where wetland impacts could not be avoided, onsite mitigation for the two of the tributaries of Storm
Creek will occur. In addition, offsite mitigation will occur as a mitigation measure.

Impacts resulting from the proposed project will be confined to the construction limits and will be mitigated by
the measures identified in the Section J of this document, Environmental Commitments.
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Presence Impacts
Yes No Yes No
Terrestrial Habitat | X | | | | X | |

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

Remarks: | The following floral and faunal species were noted as dominating the project area.

Flora: Observed vegetation included black walnut, silver maple, shagbark hickory, pin oak,
green ash, grease grass, tall fescue, bristle grass, and sweet flag.

Fauna: Animals observed by sightings, calls or tracks included raccoon, squirrel, rabbit,
predatory birds, songbirds, and amphibians

The proposed project activities will be conducted in areas of existing and proposed right of way. Direct impacts
to terrestrial habitat/land uses in the proposed right of way will be 1.99 acres (see Appendix B). The following
impacts are categorized by land type and exclude areas containing wetlands:

Agricultural ........... 0.48 acres
Forest.......c.cccuneeeet 1.39 acres
Open field ............. 0.12 acres

Residential/lawn... 0.00 acres

Impacts resulting from the proposed project will be confined to the construction limits and will be mitigated by
the measures identified in Section J of this document, Environmental Commitments.

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.

Presence Impacts
Karst Yes No Yes No

Does the proposed project involve the Karst Region of Indiana? | | | X | | | |

Use the remarks table to identify any karst features within the project area. (Karst investigation must comply with the Karst
MOU, dated October 13, 1993)

Remarks: This project is located outside of the designated karst area of the state as identified in the October 13, 1993
INDOT/Indiana Department of Natural Resources MOU. No karst features were observed or are known to exist
within or adjacent to the proposed project area as shown in Appendix P of the Indiana Potential Karst Features
Map in the 2011 INDOT Categorical Exclusion Manual. (http://www.in.gov/indot/files/2011 CE Manual.pdf). In
addition, the study area was compared to the KARST areas identified in the Statewide GIS database,
IndianaMap.(http://inmap.indiana.edu/download.html)
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Presence Impacts
Threatened or Endangered Species Yes No 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 | X [ X

Is Section 7 formal consultation required for this action?

Remarks: | correspondence has been received from IDNR, dated December. 9, 2010, stating that currently no plant or

animal species listed as state or federally threatened, endangered or rare have been reported to occur in the
project vicinity (see Appendix C).

Correspondence has been received from USFWS, dated December 8, 2010, stating that the project is within the
range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis). To avoid an incidental take the agency recommends no clearing from
April 1 to Sept. 30. If this is implemented, the project is not likely to affect the Indiana bat (Appendix C).
Additional correspondence took place with USFWS regarding tree clearing for the three structures. In January
2012, Mike Litwin of USFWS noted that “there are recent Indiana bat records within a mile of all three of these
bridges. However, because all tree removal will be within 55’ of a major highway, | will conclude that the
likelihood of Indiana bat roosting in the affected area is discountably small. | still recommend the seasonal (prior
to April 1) tree clearing measure but will concur with a “not likely to adverse affect” conclusion if it cannot be
implemented due to logistics.” (See Appendix C.)

In order to provide a safe wildlife crossing, the design of the U.S. 50 Mutton Creek bridge will include an 8-foot
by 24-foot wildlife crossing.
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| SECTION B — OTHER RESOURCES |

Presence Impacts
Drinking Water Resources Yes No Yes No

Sole Source Aquifer (SSA)

Is the Project in the St. Joseph Aquifer System?

Is the FHWA/EPA SSA MOU Applicable?

Initial Groundwater Assessment Required?

Detailed Groundwater Assessment Required?

X | X | X | X | X | X

Source Water Protection Area(s)

Public Water System(s) X X

Residential Well(s) X X

Wellhead Protection Area X

Remarks: | The project is not located within the legally designated St. Joseph Aquifer System, the only sole source aquifer in

the state of Indiana. The IDEM Groundwater Section was contacted on Nov. 9, 2010, to determine if the
proposed project is located in a wellhead protection area. IDEM responded on Nov. 16, 2010, that the project is
not located within a wellhead protection area (see Appendix C).

Hayden Water Association and Jennings Water, Inc., provide water services within the proposed project area.
These companies receive their water from groundwater wells located outside of the proposed project area. The
supply lines for these companies that are located in the project area are discussed in Section G of this
document, Community Impacts.
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Presence Impacts
Flood Plains Yes No Yes No
Longitudinal Encroachment X
Transverse Encroachment X X
Is the project located in a FEMA designated floodplain? X X
Homes located in floodplain within 1,000’ up/downstream from project? X

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

Remarks: | The floodplain impacts are associated with the bridge replacements located at Mutton Creek and Storm Creek.

These bridge replacements are under Category 4 according to the classification system in the “Procedural
Manual for Preparing Environmental Studies”.

No homes are located within the base floodplain within 1,000 feet upstream or downstream of the structures.
The proposed structure will have an effective capacity such that backwater surface elevations are not expected
to significantly increase. As a result, there will be no significant adverse impacts on natural and beneficial
floodplain values; no significant change in flood risks; and no significant increase in the potential for interruption
or termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes. Therefore, it has been determined that
this encroachment is not significant. However, a Construction in a Floodway permit will be required.

Presence Impacts
Farmland Yes No Yes No

Agricultural Lands X X

Prime Farmland (per NRCS) X X

NRCS Form AD-1006 scored > 160? X

Provide the NRCS Form AD-1006 score and state whether there is a significant loss of farmland as a result of the project in
the remarks section.

Remarks: As is required by the Farmland Protection Policy Act, the NRCS has been coordinated with and the Form CPA-
106 has been completed and located in Appendix H. Because the project received a total point value of less
than 160, this area will receive no further consideration for farmland protection. No alternates, other than those
previously discussed in this document, will be considered without a re-evaluation of its potential impacts upon
farmland. This project will not have a significant impact to farmland.
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| SECTION C — CULTURAL RESOURCES

Minor Projects PA Clearance

Results of Research
Archaeology
History/Architecture
NRHP Buildings/Site(s)
NRHP District(s)

NRHP Bridge(s)

Project Effect
No Historic Properties Affected
No Adverse Effect

Adverse Effect

Documentation

Historic Properties Short Report

Historic Property Report

Archaeological Records Check/ Review
Archaeological Phase la Survey Report
Archaeological Phase Ic Survey Report
Archaeological Phase Il Investigation Report
Archaeological Phase Ill Data Recovery

APE, Eligibility and Effect Determination

800.11 Documentation

Memorandum of Agreement
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Resource Present

Yes N/A
X
X
X
X
X

Yes N/A SHPO/ES/FHWA Approval Dates

X January 10, 2012/December 27, 2011

X January 10, 2012/December 27, 2011
X

Documentation Prepared

Yes N/A SHPO/ES/FHWA Approval Dates
X
X September 23, 2011 (SHPO)
X Included with Phase 1a
X July 25, 2011 (SHPO)
X
X
X
X December 27, 2011 (ES)
January 10, 2012 (SHPO)
X
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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: | section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties. In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2(c), consulting parties were invited to
participate in identifying potentially affected historic properties, assess the undertaking’s effects, and seek ways
to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects. Each organization was sent an early coordination packet and
invited to become a consulting party. The following agencies were invited on Nov. 9, 2010, to participate as
consulting parties. Organizations that responded are identified in bold print.

e Federal Highway Administration

e INDOT

e State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

¢ Indiana Landmarks, Southern Regional Office
e United States Fish and Wildlife Service

e Jennings County Historical Society

e Jennings County Historian

e Jackson County Historian

e City of North Vernon

e Jennings County Area Planning Commission

Determination of the Area of Potential Affect (APE)

Undertakings to replace the bridges over Mutton and Storm creeks each have an APE of 1,000 feet from the edge
of the bridge north of U.S. 50, and 400 feet from the edge of the bridge south of U.S. 50. The undertaking to
replace the U.S. 50 culvert at the Branch of Storm Creek has an APE of a 400-foot radius around the culvert.

Historic Resource Findings

No properties in the APEs of the Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, or Branch of Storm Creek bridge/culvert
replacements are listed in, or have been determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places. INDOT, acting on FHWA'’s behalf, determined on Dec. 27, 2011, that a No Historic Properties Affected
finding is appropriate for the undertaking. The SHPO concurred with this recommendation on Jan. 10, 2012. (The
Jan. 10, 2012, letter was inadvertently dated Jan. 10, 2011.) See Appendix D for more information.

Archaeological Resources

Assessment of Effects

Shovel testing was conducted in the spring/summer 2011 for archeological deposits in the surrounding area. The
results showed no evidence of archaeological deposits. No further archaeological testing was recommended to
INDOT and the SHPO. On July 25, 2011, the SHPO concurred that no additional testing was required.

Signed Finding
The above APE, Eligibility Determinations, and Effect Finding were approved by INDOT on Dec. 27, 2011.

| SECTION D — SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES/ SECTION 6(f) RESOURCES |
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Section 4(f) Involvement

Presence Use FHWA / ES
Parks and Other Recreational Land Yes No Yes No Approval/dates
Publicly owned park X
Publicly owned recreation area X
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation X
Individual Section 4(f) X
Other (school, state/national forest, bikeway, etc.) X X
“De minimis“ Impact X X (Wil ocacs;fos\/;;;rt of CE

Discuss Programmatic Section 4 (f) and de minimis Section 4(f) impacts in the remarks section 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) documents please refer to the “Procedural Manual for the Preparation of Environmental Studies”.
Discuss proposed alternatives that satisfy the requirements of Section 4(f).

Remarks: The Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge is located on U.S. 50, just three miles east of the I-65/U.S. 50
interchange at Seymour, Ind. The refuge was established in 1966 and includes over 7,800 acres, of which 60
percent are converted farmlands. Lakes, ponds and forests comprise 1,500 acres of the refuge. The public use of
the refuge includes hiking, hunting and fishing, education, wildlife photography and a visitors’ center.

The responsibility for Section 4(f) findings has been assigned to the FHWA Indiana Division under the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for User (SAFETEA-LU) Act of 2005. Section
6009 of SAFETEA-LU allows determinations that certain uses of 4(f) land will have a minor — de minimis —impact
on the protected resource.

Under the provisions of Section 4(f), if the proposed project would result in adverse effects to a resource under
the law, the transportation agency must conduct an evaluation to demonstrate that there is no prudent and
feasible alternative to the use of the 4(f) property. Because this evaluation can be expensive and potentially
result in project delays, an exemption is provided in cases where the official with jurisdiction over the park or
recreation area concurs that the impacts are not adverse. This concurrence enables FHWA to make a de minimis
(minimal impact) finding, which satisfies the requirements of Section 4(f), and precludes the need for a full
Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Of the proposed bridge replacements, Mutton and Storm creeks’ bridges will require approximately 2.2 acres of
refuge property. To comply with Section 4(f) requirements regarding avoidance and minimization, INDOT has
minimized to the extent practical the area required to construct and maintain the two bridges, and it has
eliminated proposed improvements to the southeast quadrant of the U.S. 50/County Road 1225 E intersection.
Combined, these efforts reduced the total impact to the MNWR from 4.7 acres to 2.2 acres.

Section 6009(a) requires that a public notice and opportunity for review and comment be provided for projects
that are determined to have a de minimis impact. A 30-day public notice was advertised in the Plain Dealer on
June 21, 2011, soliciting public comment on the intended de minimis finding (Appendix G). No public comments
were received within the 30-day comment period. It was determined that the proposed improvements will not
result in an adverse effect on the activities, features and attributes that qualify the refuge for protection under
Section 4(f).
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1. The transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into the project, does not adversely affect the activities,
features, and attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f);

2. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA's or FTA's intent to make the de
minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence that the project will not adversely affect the
activities, features, and attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f); and

USFWS deemed that the proposed acquisition would not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes
of the refuge. In a good faith measure, INDOT, FHWA and USFWS signed an MOU in December 2011. This MOU
is considered documentation for the de minimis finding. (See Appendix G). By signature of this document,
FHWA approves the de minimis determination that the project does not adversely affect the activities, features
and attributes of the Section 4(f) resource.

Section 6(f) Involvement Presence Use
Yes No Yes No
Section 6(f) Property | | | X | | | | |

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

Remarks: No Section 6(f) resources were identified by IDNR in their correspondence of Nov. 9, 2010 (See Appendix C), by
site inspection, and review of the National Park Service Land and Water Conservation database. As such, the

proposed project will not involve any properties acquired by or improved with the Land and Water Conservation
Fund.
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| SECTION E - 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)? X
Is an MSAT level 1a Analysis required? X
Is an MSAT level 1b Analysis required? X

Is an MSAT level 2 Analysis required? X
Is an MSAT level 3 Analysis required? X
Is an MSAT level 4 Analysis required? X
Is an MSAT level 5 Analysis required? X

Remarks: Jackson County is in maintenance for ozone and in attainment for all other NAAQS. Jennings County is in

attainment for all NAAQS. This project will not result in any meaningful changes in traffic volumes, vehicle
mix, location of the existing facility, or any other factor that would cause an increase in emissions relative
to the no-build alternative. As such, FHWA has determined that this project will result in minimal air
quality impacts for Clean Air Act criteria pollutants, and it has not been linked with any special Mobile
Source Air Toxic concerns. Consequently, this effort is exempt from analysis for MSATs.

Moreover, EPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause overall MSATs to decline significantly
over the next 20 years. Even after accounting for a 64 percent increase in VMT, FHWA predicts MSATs will
decline in the range of 57 percent to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020, based on regulations now in effect.
This will both reduce the background level of MSATSs as well as the possibility of even minor MSAT
emissions from this project.
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SECTION F - NOISE

Yes No
Noise
Is a noise analysis required in accordance with FHWA regulations and INDOT’s noise policy? | | | X

No Yes/ Date
ES Approval of Noise Analysis | |

Remarks: | This project is not a Type 1 project. In accordance with 23 CFR 772 and the INDOT Traffic Noise Policy (FHA
concurrence on Feb. 26, 2007), this action does not require formal noise analysis and is exempt from
construction noise requirements.

| 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

Remarks: | Social Effects
Temporary: Inconvenience associated with reduced speed limits in the construction zone, construction
noise, and fugitive dust should be anticipated.

Permanent: Reduced risk associated with unanticipated road closures due to hydraulic conditions or
structural failures.

Economic Effects (taxes)

Temporary: None

Permanent: The loss of 4.06 acres of right way will have a minor effect on the local tax base since the
property will be removed from the local property tax assessment.

Consistency/Inconsistency with Local Land Use Policies

North Vernon Comprehensive Plan (2009): The North Vernon Comprehensive Plan incorporates the U.S. 50
North Vernon project into all elements of the plan, including future land uses and the overall transportation
network. Although the Plan refers to the U.S. 50 new roadway portion of the improvements, improvements
to existing U.S. 50 are included in improving the U.S. 50 corridor in Jackson and Jennings Counties. The plan
sets implementation of the new roadway (also known as “bypass”) as a top priority and states that the city
should work closely with INDOT to ensure the final route is appropriate. However, the plan recognizes that
this is a long-term goal. Spot improvements, including structure replacements, support the goals behind the
U.S. 50 corridor improvement projects and the comprehensive plan. Spot improvements can alleviate some
traffic congestion along U.S. 50. The plan also recognizes this project by indicating that INDOT had funded
additional “travel lanes on U.S. 50 from US 31 in Jackson County to the west side of North Vernon.” Overall,
the spot improvements identified in this project are supported by and consistent with the North Vernon
Comprehensive Plan. Upgrades to U.S. 50 are included in INDOT’s Long Range Transportation Plan and were
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first inserted in INDOT’s Long Range Transportation Plan in 2002. The U.S. 50 improvement project is
currently in the 2010-2035 Draft Long Range Transportation Plan.

Jennings County Comprehensive Plan (1994): While this plan is slightly outdated (adopted in 1994), the
overall goals and direction of the plan can be considered. The Jennings County Comprehensive Plan states
that “Future growth in Jennings County will depend heavily upon the continued development of the
transportation infrastructure of the county.” It further maintains that the U.S. 50 corridor is the direct
connection to I-65 and an important economic development tool in the future. At the time the plan was
created (1994), local decision makers realized that the long term capacity of U.S. 50 would not be sufficient
and would require major upgrading within 10-20 years (2004-2014 time frame). The plan further shows that
projections for the local economy will consume all capacity of major thoroughfares, such as U.S. 50, and
that “industrial truck traffic will complicate the traffic patterns.” Finally, the comprehensive plan suggests
that the long-term solution to limited capacity on U.S. 50 is to construct a U.S. 50 bypass on the north side
of North Vernon. This bypass would reduce traffic problems in downtown North Vernon. Projections for
industrial growth also show that the demand on U.S. 50 would be significant. Generally, the plan for spot
improvements along U.S. 50 is supported by and consistent with the Jennings County Comprehensive Plan
because it is updating a key piece of infrastructure that local officials predicted would become outdated.

Jackson County Comprehensive Plan (2006): The Jackson County Comprehensive Plan does not place a large
focus on improvements to U.S. 50 in the project area; however, the comprehensive plan does state that the
county should “work with Jennings County to improve the connection between CR 1300 and Hwy 50.”

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Yes No

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

Remarks: The replacement of all three structures will not result in substantial indirect or cumulative impacts.

Public Facilities and Services Yes No

Will the proposed action result in substantial impacts on health and educational facilities, public X
utilities, fire, police, emergency services, religious institutions, public transportation or pedestrian
and bicycle facilities? Discuss the maintenance of traffic, and how that will affect public facilities
and services.

Remarks: The proposed project may have temporary inconveniences associated with construction such as increased
travel times, possible utility interruptions, vehicular operating costs, construction noise and fugitive dust.

However, no substantial impacts on health and educational facilities, public utilities, fire, police, emergency
services, religious institutions, public transportation or pedestrian and bicycle facilities are anticipated.

Any road closures and establishment of detours will be coordinated with the appropriate emergency
services to ensure minimal disruption to response times.

Environmental Justice (EJ) (Presidential EO 12898) Yes No
During the development of the project were EJ issues identified? X
Are any EJ populations located within the project area? X
Will the project result in adversely high or disproportionate impacts to the EJ population? X
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Remarks:

This is page 28 of 34.

This section addresses the issue of equality in all federally funded programs and activities in compliance
with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and Environmental Justice (EJ) Executive Order (EO) 12898. Its
purpose is to document the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the project with regard to
minority and low-income communities. The section describes how INDOT reviewed the regulations of Title
VI and the EO, identified low-income and minority populations, and examined the potential adverse impacts
associated with this proposed project.

The INDOT Categorical Exclusion Manual (July 2011) indicates that a full analysis to identify minority and
low income populations and ultimately environmental justice populations, is warranted if a project involves
0.5 acre or more of right of way, or two or more relocations. This proposed project does not require any
relocations, but will acquire 4.06 acres of permanent right of way and 0.01 acres of temporary right of way,
which exceeds the 0.5 acre threshold. Therefore, in an attempt to identify minority and low-income
populations in the project area, demographic data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2000 Census was
compiled. The detailed data and figures for the EJ analysis from the 2000 Census are contained in Appendix
H.

To assess the data and determine the presence of environmental justice populations, the following criteria
were applied. For the purposes of this project, the affected communities were defined as the block groups
that contain the structure replacements (see Table 3 and Appendix H). Affected communities that are
more than 50% minority or low income were designated as EJ populations. All other affected communities
were designated an EJ population if the low-income or minority population was 25 percent higher than the
population in the community of comparison (COC). In the case of this analysis, the COC is Jackson County,
Indiana. A reference increment of 25% was calculated over the COC population to establish a threshold
used to assess the presence of EJ populations. EJ populations were presumed to be present if the values
exceeded the threshold. The results of this analysis appear in Table 3 below with further analysis and
figures located in Appendix H.

Table 3: Summary of Environmental Justice Analysis

US Census Bureau Classification Block Group 3, Block Group 4, Jackson 25% Environmental
Census Tract 9675, Census Tract County, Threshold, Justice
Jackson County, 9604, Jackson Indiana Jackson Population
Indiana County, Indiana (Coq) County Present **
(CoCQ)
Population (Race — Total) 2,270 1,013 41,335 -- --
White Alone 2,148 992 39,736 -- --
Non-White Alone* 122 21 1,599 - --
Hispanic 74 3 1,112 - --
Population (Race - %)
White Alone 94.63% 97.93% 96.13% -- -
Non-White Alone 5.37% 2.07% 3.87% 4.84% Yes
Population (Poverty — Total) 2,270 965 40,562 -- -
Income in 1999 335 100 3,428 -- -
Below Poverty Level
Income in 1999 1,935 865 37,134 - -
Above Poverty Level
Population (Poverty — %)
Income in 1999 14.8% 10.4% 8.5% 10.6% Yes
Below Poverty Level
Income in 1999 85.2% 89.6% 91.5% - -
Above Poverty Level

* - Non-White = African American, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, Some Other Race and

Two or More Races

** - Environmental justice population present if the low income or minority population of the affected community is higher than 25%

of the Community of Comparison (COC)
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Conclusion

As illustrated above, from analysis of the Census data, there is an EJ population with respect to low-income
persons and minorities in the Study Area. As previously stated, there are no relocations associated with the
replacement of the structure replacements; therefore, the project would not have a disproportionate effect
on minority or low-income communities. The purpose of the project is to provide adequate hydraulic
capacity at the three water crossings and to improve the roadway geometry to meet current design
standards. This project would result in an overall net benefit to the EJ community as a whole by improving
the overall safety at these three bridge crossings.

Relocation of People, Businesses or Farms: Yes No
Will the proposed action result in the relocation people, businesses or farms? X
Is a business needs survey required? X
Number of relocations: Residences: 0 Businesses: 0 Farms: O Other: 0

If a business information survey or Conceptual Stage Report is required, discuss the results in the Remarks section.

Remarks: There are no relocations associated with the replacement of the Mutton, Storm, or Branch of Storm
bridges.
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| SECTION H — HAZARDOUS MATERIALS & REGULATED SUBSTANCES |

Documentation

Yes No
Red Flag Investigation X
Hazardous Materials Site Assessment Form X
Phase | Initial Site Assessment (ISA) X
Phase Il Preliminary Site Investigation(PSI) X
Design/Specifications for Remediation required? X

No Yes/ Date
| ES Review of Investigations | X

Include a summary of findings for each investigation.

Remarks: The IndianaMap GIS database was reviewed and a field survey to complete the Hazardous Materials
Site Visit Form to evaluate the spot improvement sites was conducted in February 2011. The results
of the survey did not identify any treatment, storage or disposal facilities or sites (that might
indicate illegal dumping of hazardous materials or wastes) within the project area and no parcels of
concern were identified (see Appendix E). No further investigation for hazardous materials is
required at this time.
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| SECTION I — PERMITS CHECKLIST

Required Not Required
Army Corps of Engineers (404/Section10 Permit)
Individual Permit (IP) X
Nationwide Permit (NWP) X
Regional General Permit (RGP) X
Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) X
Other
Wetland Mitigation required X
IDEM
Section 401 WQC X
Isolated Wetlands determination X
Rule 5 X
Other
Wetland Mitigation required X
Stream Mitigation required X
IDNR
Construction in a Floodway X
Navigable Waterway Permit X
Lake Preservation Permit X
Other
Mitigation Required X
US Coast Guard Section 9 Bridge Permit X
Others (Please discuss in the Remarks section below)
Remarks: The Indiana Department of Transportation will obtain all of the required permits prior to the
commencement of construction activities.
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| SECTION J — ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

Information below must be included on Commitments Summary Form. List all commitments, indicating which are firm and
which are optional.

Remarks: | The following mitigation measures are firm and will be included in the final construction specifications.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

9)

10)

1)

2)

3)

Any work in a wetland area within INDOT’s right of way or borrow/waste areas is prohibited unless
specifically allowed in the US Army Corps of Engineers or IDEM permit.

If permanent or temporary right of way amounts change, the INDOT Environmental Services (ES), should be
contacted immediately.

Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written approval of the Division
of Fish and Wildlife.

Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat roosting (greater than 3 inches dbh, living or dead, with loose
hanging bark) from April 1 through Sept. 30.

If any potential hazardous materials or contaminated soils are discovered during construction the IDEM
Office of Land Quality (317-308-3103) should be notified with details of the discovery within 24 hours.

INDOTEnvironmental Services and the INDOT Hazardous Materials Unit should be contacted to organize the
proper handling of the material to be in accordance with the IDEM guidelines.

Open burning shall not be permitted unless the appropriate variance is obtained from IDEM.

Vegetative wastes shall be disposed of at a registered yard composting facility, or chipped or shredded with
composting on site. The finished compost may be used as a mulch or soil amendment.

All solid wastes generated by the project, or removed from the project site, are to be taken to properly
permitted solid waste processing or disposal facilities.

Any road closures and establishment of detours will be communicated to the appropriate emergency services
to ensure minimal disruption to response times.

The following mitigation measures are optional and will be considered during the design phase of the project.

Bridge design plans should include a bridge opening sufficient to pass white-tailed deer under the bridge. This
does not include the size of the opening over the channel; there should be an opening under the bridge with
unsubmerged dry land for wildlife crossing passage with minimum dimensions of 8 feet tall by 24 feet wide
(approximately 12 feet wide on both banks). If riprap is planned under the bridge, only dry land unarmored
with riprap is considered in the open dimensions. Considerations can be made if alternative armoring
materials are used. This recommendation applies to the bridge replacements over Mutton Creek and Storm
Creek.

Impacts to non-wetland forest under 1 acre should be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. Impacts to non-wetland forest
over 1 acre should be mitigated at a minimum 2:1 ratio.

Where riprap will 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). From the OHWM to the top of
the bank, we recommend using erosion control blankets or turf reinforcement mats instead of riprap as these
are compatible with vegetation growth and provide equal or better erosion control protection. The use of
erosion control blankets, turf reinforcement mats, and other similar materials seeded with a native plant
seed mix will allow a natural, vegetated stream bank to develop that is also protected from erosion problems.
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4) Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas within the floodway with a mixture of grasses (excluding all varieties
of tall fescue), legumes, and native shrub and hardwood tree species as soon as possible upon completion of
construction.

5) Do not excavate in the low-flow area except for the placement of piers, foundations, riprap, or removal of the
old structure.

6) Post "Do Not Mow or Spray" signs along right of way where native vegetation has been established.

7) Plant native hardwood trees along the top of the bank and right of way to replace the vegetation destroyed
during construction within the floodway and other areas where appropriate.

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 stabilized.

9) Seed and protect all disturbed slopes that are 3:1 or steeper with heavy duty biodegradable erosion control
blankets; seed and apply mulch on all other disturbed areas.
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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.

Remarks: | Early coordination was initiated on Nov. 9, 2010, with applicable federal, state, and local agencies. Review
comments from those agencies that returned a reply have been incorporated into this study, as appropriate. The
agencies contacted and the date on which they replied is identified below (See Appendix C for full agency
coordination list, one early agency coordination letter, and agency response letters).

Agency Response Received Appendix
Indiana Department of Transportation, Cultural Resources Office June 6, 2011 Appendix D
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service March 21, 2011 Appendix D
U.S. 'Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation March 2, 2011 Appendix C
Service

Inc'jlar'1a Department of Natural Resources, Division of Fish and Dec. 13, 2010 Appendix C
Wildlife

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Dec. 10, 2010 Appendix C
Indiana D.epartment of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Dec. 8, 2010 Appendix D
Preservation & Archaeology

Indiana Landmarks, Southern Regional Office Dec. 3, 2010 Appendix D
City of North Vernon Dec. 3, 2010 Appendix C
U.s. _Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Nov. 24, 2010 Appendix C
Service

Indiana Department of Environmental Management Nov. 19, 2010 Appendix C
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Categorical Exclusion Level Thresholds

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
Relocations None <2 > 2 > 10
Right of way" < 0.5 acres < 10 acres > 10 acres > 10 acres
Length of added None < 1 miles > 1 mile > 1 mile
through lane
Permanent Traffic None None Yes Yes
pattern alteration
New alignment None None <1 mile > | mile”
Wetlands < 0.1 acres <1acre <1acre > 1 acre
<300 linear feet of > 300 linear feet N/A N/A
Stream Impacts* stream impacts, no impacts, or work
work beyond 75 feet | beyond 75 feet from
from pavement pavement
Section 4(f)* None None None Any impacts
Section 6(f) None None Any impacts Any impacts
“No Historic “No Adverse Effect” N/A If ACHP involved
Properties Affected” | or “Adverse Effect”
Section 106 or falls within
guidelines of Minor
Projects PA
Noise Analysis No No Yes® Yes®
Required
“Not likely to N/A N/A “Likely to Adversely
Adversely Affect”, Affect”*
Threatened/Endangered or F_aIIs_W|th|n
Species* Guidelines of
USFWS 9/8/93
Programmatic
Response

Sole Source Aquifer

Detailed Assessment

Detailed Assessment

Detailed Assessment

Detailed Assessment

Groundwater Not Required Not Required Not Required Required
Assessment
Approval Level

e ESM® Yes Yes Yes Yes

e ES® Yes Yes

e FHWA Yes

"These thresholds have changed from the March 2009 Manual.
*Permanent and/or temporary right of way.

?If the length of the new alignment is equal to or greater than one mile, contact the FHWA’s Air Quality/Environmental Specialist.

®In accordance with INDOT’s Noise Policy.
“If the project is considered Likely to Adversely Affect Threatened and/or Endangered Species, INDOT and the FHWA should be consulted to
determine whether a higher class of document is warranted.

SEnvironmental Scoping Manager
SEnvironmental Services

If the environmental document is being prepared as an EA, then this CE threshold chart

is not applicable and should be removed.
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United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service
6013 Lakeside Blvd.
Indianapolis, IN 46278

February 23, 2011

Jennifer D. Vicich, PWS
HNTB

111 Monument Circle

Suite 1200

Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

Dear Ms. Vicich:

The proposed project to make spot improvements on US 50 in Jackson and Jennings County, Indiana
as stated in your letter received February 16, 2011, will cause a conversion of prime farmland.

The attached packet of information is for your use in completing Parts VI and VII of the AD-1006.
After completion the federal funding agency needs to forward one copy to NRCS for our records.

If you need additional information, please contact Lisa Bolton at 317-290-3200, extension 342.

Sincerely,

%M £ Va,gﬁiér
JANE E. HARDISTY

State Conservationist

Enclosure(s)

DATE RECEIVE
HNTB INDIANAPGL

JOB No. _
FLE
M\

MAR 0 2 2011
ROUTE TO:
_

———
S
e e

ey

Helping People Help the Land

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer



HNTB Corporation 111 Monument Circle Telephone (317) 636-4682
The HNTB Companies Suite 1200 Facsimile (317) 917-5211
Engineers Architects Planners Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178 www.hntb.com

February 16, 2011

Ms. Jane Hardisty, State Conservationist H NTB

Natural Resource Conservation Service
6013 Lakeside Boulevard
Indianapolis, IN 46278

Re:  Spot Improvements along U.S. 50 from US 31 to County Road 15 N
INDOT Des. No. 1005104

Dear Ms. Hardisty:

Since the February 2008 publication of the U.S. 50 North Vernon Corridor Planning and
Environmental Assessment Study, the scope of the project has been scaled back to providing a
connection between U.S. 50 and SR 3 (U.S. 50 North Vernon Bypass) and operational spot
improvements along U.S. 50. This reduction is an effort by the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT) to focus on improvements in the areas in which they are most needed
at this time.

Our initial request for comments dated November 9, 2010 from your agency did not include a
specific right-of-way for the above referenced spot improvements along U.S. 50. Per your
request for this information dated November 22, 2010, the specific right-of-way areas for each
spot improvement are illustrated on the enclosed maps. Parts | and Il of the Farmland
Conversion Impact Rating form for “corridor type projects” (NRCS-CPA-106) have been
completed for the spot improvements and await your determination of prime, unique, statewide,
or local important farmland designation. The U.S. 50 Spot Improvements may convert farmland
covered by the FPPA and, therefore, will require your completion of Parts Il, IV, and V of form
NRCS-CPA-106.

Due to our accelerated time schedule your prompt completion of this form would be greatly
appreciated.

Please contact me at (317) 917-5220 if you have any questions or require additional
information.

Regards,
b‘:—&)ﬂ)ﬂ LA
nifer D. Vicich, PWS

cc: Gary Pence, INDOT
Dan Prevost, Parsons

Enclosures: 2 copies of NRCS-CPA-106 Form
2 copies of Project Area Maps



THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

State of Indiana

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife

Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

DNR #:

Requestor:

Project:

County/Site info:

Regulatory Assessment:

Natural Heritage Database:

Fish & Wildlife Comments:

ER-15424 Request Received: November 10, 2010

HNTB Corporation

Brock A Hoegh

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

US 50 spot improvements from US 31 to CR 15 North; Des. # 1005104

Jackson - Jennings

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.

This proposal may require the formal approval of our agency pursuant to the Flood
Control Act (IC 14-28-1) for any proposal to construct, excavate, or fill in or on the
floodway of a stream or other flowing waterbody which has a drainage area greater than
one square mile. Please submit more detailed plans to the Division of Water’s
Technical Services Section if you are unsure whether or not a permit will be required.

The Natural Heritage Program's data have been checked.
To date, no plant or animal species listed as state or federally threatened, endangered,
or rare have been reported to occur in the project vicinity.

Avoid areas of concern to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources to the greatest extent
possible. Be prepared to demonstrate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of
impacted resources. The following are recommendations for potential impacts identified
in the proposed project area:

1) Stream Crossings

Single-span bridge designs are environmentally preferable to multi-span bridge designs
with piers set in the channel. Bridge design plans should include a bridge opening
sufficient to pass white-tailed deer under the bridge. This does not include the size of
the opening over the channel; there should be an opening under the bridge with
unsubmerged dry land for wildlife passage with minimum dimensions of 8 tall by 24’
wide (approximately 12' wide on both banks). Hf riprap is planned under the bridge, only
dry land unarmored with riprap is considered in the opening dimensions.
Considerations can be made if alternative armoring materials are used. This
recommendation applies to the bridge replacements over Mutton Creek (spot 1), Storm
Creek (spot 3), Sixmile Creek (spot 11) and Indian Creek (spot 15).

2) Forest and Wetland Habitat

Forested floodway and wetland habitat are likely to be impacted by the proposed spot
improvements due fo the location of forested and/or wetland areas at or close to the
existing road right-of-way. Impacts to non-wetland forest under 1 acre should be
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. Impacts to non-wetland forest over 1 acre should be mitigated
at a minimum 2:1 ratio (see state wetlands and habitat mitigation guidelines at
http:/flwww.in.gov/legislative/register/20061213-IR-31206056 2NRA.xmi.pdf).

The National Wetlands Inventory Maps indicate that wetlands exist along several of the
bridge replacement areas. Due to the presence or potential presence of wetlands on
site, we recommend contacting and coordinating with the Indiana Department of
Environmental Management {IDEM} 401 program and also the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 404 program.
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A wetland determination/delineation of all sites where wetlands or potential wetlands
are possibly located is recommended. Impacts to wetland and habitat should be
mitigated at the appropriate ratio according to the USFWS/IDNR/INDOT Memorandum
of Understanding.

3) Bank Stabilization

Minimize the use of riprap and use alternative erosion protection materials whenever
possible. Where riprap will 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 (chwm). From the ohwm to the top of the bank, we recommend using
erosion control blankets or turf reinforcement mats instead of riprap as these are
compatible with vegetation growth and provide equal or better erosion control
protection. The use of erosion control blankets, turf reinforcement mats, and other
similar materials seeded with a native plant seed mix will allow a natural, vegetated
stream bank to develop that is also protected from erosion problems.

To minimize wildlife passage impairment along the creek's banks and riparian corridor,
bioengineered bank stabilization methods should be used on the bank slopes. The
following is a link to a USDA / NRCS document that outlines many different
bioengineering techniques for streambank stabilization:
http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/17553.wha (Choose Handbooks; Title 210
Engineering; National Engineering Handbook; Part 650 Engineering Field Handbook.
Choose Chapter 16 from next window).

Fish, wildlife, and botanical resource losses can be expected to occur as a result of this
project. These losses can be minimized through implementation of the following
measures.

Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of grasses (excluding all
varieties of tall fescue), legumes, and native shrub and hardwood tree species as soon
as possible upon completion.

Minimize and contain within the project limits inchannel disturbance and the clearing of
trees and brush.

Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written
approval of the Division of Fish and Wildlife.

Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat roosting (greater than 3 inches dbh, living
or dead, with loose hanging bark) from April 1 through September 30.

Do not excavate in the low flow area except for the placement of piers, foundations, and
riprap, or removal of the old structure.

Do not construct any temporary runarounds or causeways.

Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap stone extended below the normal water
level to provide habitat for aquatic organisms in the voids.

Plant native hardwood trees along the top of the bank and right-of-way to replace the
vegetation destroyed during construction.

Post "Do Not Mow or Spray” signs along the right-of-way.

Appropriately designed measures for controlling erosion and sediment must be
implemented to prevent sediment from entering the stream or leaving the construction
site; maintain these measures until construction is complete and all disturbed areas are
stabilized.

Seed and protect all disturbed slopes that are 3:1 or steeper with heavy duty
biodegradable erosion contro! blankets {follow manufacturer's recommendations for
selection and installation); seed and apply mulch on all other disturbed areas.
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Contact Staff:

Christie L. Stanifer, Environ. Coordinator, Fish & Wildlife

Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to
contact the above staff member at (317) 232-4160 or 1-877-928-3755 (toll free) if we
can be of further assistance.

/;;f". P N
»f”’//%;fg& o ~==———  Date: December 9, 2010

J_ Matthew Buﬁington’f“ ~
E/nvironmenta! Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlife
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Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812)334-4261 Fax: (812)334-4273

December 8, 2010

Mr. Brock Hoegh

HNTB

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-5178

Project No.: Des. #1005104

Road(s): US 50

Waterway: Multiple stream crossings

Work Type: Spot improvements for traftic flow and safety
County(ies): Jackson, Jennings

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

This responds to your letter dated November 9, 2010 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) comments on the aforementioned project. The following comments represent the views
of the FWS’s Bloomington Field Office and Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge.

These comments 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.

Your letter states that the proposed improvements consist of auxiliary lanes, passing blisters,
signage improvements and road repairs at 17 locations between US 31 and Jennings County
Road 15N. Design details were not provided. We were not able to inspect the project area, but
based on a review of maps, aerial photographs and other information the issues related to wildlife
conservation are as follows:

A. Spot improvements #1- 4 are located adjacent to the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge
(Refuge). Issues of concern for the Refuge include encroachment on federal land, degradation of
water quality and direct adverse effects on wildlife habitat. These concerns should be considered
in planning for both construction impacts and non-construction impacts such as equipment
access, staging areas and spoil disposal. Three proposed bridge replacements (Mutton Creek,
Storm Creek and unnamed tributary of Storm Creek) are on streams that flow to Moss Lake, the
largest and most significant wetland on the Refuge for water birds and other wetland wildlife.
Recent surveys have found several rare and/or sensitive fish species in streams on or near the
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Refuge. As project plans progress please coordinate with the Refuge regarding the
aforementioned issues.

Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966 requires that land from a publicly owned park,
recreation area or wildlife or waterfowl refuge or any significant public or private historical site
shall not be used by the Federal Highway Administration for highway right-of-way unless a
determination is made that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from
such property. Further, the proposed action must include all possible planning to minimize harm
to the property which results from such use. A Section 4(f) determination concerning project
impacts on the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge may be necessary as part of the
environmental review process.

B. The project includes 5 bridge replacements, 4 of which are on perennial tributaries of the
Muscatatuck River (Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, Sixmile Creek and Indian Creek). All of these
streams can be expected to support resident fish assemblages and provide spawning and nursery
habitat for some Muscatatuck River fish species. The project also crosses several small
intermittent streams with culverts.

This office provided comments and recommendations for the original North Vernon/US 50
corridor study in a letter dated July 11, 2007 (copy attached). Many of those recommendations
are appropriate for the current project. In addition, we recommend the following standard
mitigation measures to be included in the final project plans to minimize adverse impacts on
streams and riparian habitat:

1. Post DO NOT DISTURB signs at the construction zone boundaries in forested areas and
do not clear trees or understory vegetation outside the boundaries.

2. Restrict below low-water work to placement of piers, pilings and/or footings, shaping of
the spill slopes around the bridge abutments, and placement of riprap.

3. Restrict channel work and vegetation clearing to the minimum necessary for bridge
installation.

4.  For culverted crossings, culverts should span the active stream channel, should be either
embedded or a 3-sided or open-arch culvert, and installed where practicable on an
essentially flat slope. When an open-bottomed 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.

5. Minimize the extent of artificial bank stabilization, using bioengineering methods where
feasible.

6.  Ifriprap is utilized for bank stabilization, extend it below low-water elevation to provide
aquatic habitat,
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7. Implement temporary erosion and siltation control devices such as placement of riprap
check dams in drainage ways and ditches, installation of silt fences, covering exposed
areas with erosion control materials, and grading slopes to retain runoff in basins.

8. Revegetate all disturbed soil areas immediately upon project completion, using native
species of trees and shrubs wherever feasible in riparian areas.

9. Avoid channel work in perennial streams during the fish spawning season (April 1- June
30).

10.  Evaluate the use of wildlife crossings 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.

C. The National Wetland Inventory maps indicate the presence of wetlands near the road
corridor at several locations. The most significant wetlands are along the stream corridors within
and near the Refuge, and there are forested wetlands near the Sixmile Creek crossing. A wetland
delineation should be conducted prior to the design stage, and the design should incorporate
measures to avoid or minimize wetland impacts. Compensatory mitigation may be required for
unavoidable impacts.

D. The project corridor lies adjacent to upland forest at several locations. The project should be
designed to minimize removal of mature, native woody vegetation.

Endangered Species

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis).
Indiana bats hibernate in caves, then disperse to reproduce and forage in relatively undisturbed
forested areas associated with water resources during spring and summer. Recent research has
shown that they will inhabit fragmented landscapes with adequate forest for roosting and
foraging. Young are raised in nursery colony roosts in trees, typically near drainageways in
undeveloped areas. Like all other bat species in Indiana, the Indiana bat diet consists exclusively
of insects.

There is suitable summer habitat for this species present throughout the area surrounding the
project corridor. There are recent records of Indiana bats at Muscatatuck National Wildlife
Refuge and also at Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge in eastern Jennings County. To our
knowledge the remainder of the project corridor has not been surveyed. If all construction is
confined to the existing US 50 corridor and to minor additional right-of-way the project will not
eliminate enough habitat to affect this species. However, to avoid incidental take from removal
of an occupied roost tree we recommend that tree-clearing be avoided during the period April 1 -
September 30. If this measure is implemented we concur that the proposed project is not likely
to adversely affect the Indiana bat.

Subject to the aforementioned conditions, this precludes the need for further consultation on this
project as required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
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However, should new information arise pertaining to project plans or if a revised species list is
published, it will be necessary for the Federal agency to reinitiate consultation.

A permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed for the proposed project. Our
recommendations to the U.S. Army Corps of engineers for permit conditions would be consistent
with our comments here.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this early stage of project planning. As project
plans develop please recoordinate with our office and the Refuge. If you have any questions
about our recommendations, please call Mike Litwin at (812) 334-4261 (Ext. 2053).

Sincerely yours,

P
7
W Scott E. Pruitt
Field Supervisor

cc: Federal Highway Administration, Indianapolis, IN
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Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273

July 11, 2007

Mr. Carl Camacho

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.
6200 Vogel Road

Evansville, Indiana 47715-4006

Project Des.# 0401401, 0401402

+

Road(s): US 50

Waterway: Vemon Fork of Muscatatuck River and numerous tributaries
Work Type: Highway reconstruction, possible new route

County(ies): Jennings, Jackson

Dear Mr. Camacho:

This responds to your letter dated July 8, 2007 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
comments on the aforementioned project. The following comments are based on the information
provided with that letter and on the discussion at the agency meeting of June 29, 2007,
representing the FWS’ Bloomington Field Office, Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge and
Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge.

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 0f 1973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
Mitigation Policy.

At this time the project is being considered as an Environmental Assessment for a corridor study,
and the primary documents under agency review are the “Draft Identification of Existing and
Future Conditions and Issues”, and “Draft Definition of Purpose and Need and Identification of

Attachment
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Preliminary Alternatives”. We wﬂs co%nm@t ocuments separately.

Identification of Existing and Future Conditions and Issues

This document discusses project future conditions in North Vernon and Jennings County. At the
June 29 meeting a considerable amount of discussion was devoted to development of the
Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) by the Department of Homeland Security. The site
is expected to become a significant traffic generator due to commuter traffic on a daily basis and
weekly movements of military convoys, and may therefore influence which route alternative is
selected. The MUTC is discussed only briefly in the document; we recommend that it’s role in
the project analysis be expanded.

The Issues section provides a good preliminary discussion of natural resources in the study area.
The evaluation of these resources will need to become more detailed as project development
progresses. The discussion of wildlife habitat focuses on plant communities and rare species, but
will also need to address the resident native faunal communities of both terrestrial and aquatic
habitats. With regard to wetlands it should be noted that portions of the study area contain large
interfluvial expanses of Cobbsfork soils which typically support perched wetlands. These
wetlands sometimes do not appear on the National Wetland Inventory, but must be considered
when conducting wetland delineations in the study area.

Purpose and Need and Preliminary Alternatives

We have no specific comments regarding the purpose and need section. Natural resource issues
were discussed briefly at the June 29 meeting. We do not have adequate information to do a
thorough analysis of the preliminary alternatives within the current time frame for comments.
The issues that should be considered are as follows:

1. Stream Impacts

All route alternatives should be designed to minimize stream/riparian impacts and to avoid the
need to realign or relocate stream channels. The FWS would oppose realignments of perennial
streams and good-quality intermittent streams. The environmental document should provide fish
community information from existing data or, as appropriate, from site-specific stream surveys.
Stream impacts for each alternative should be estimated in terms of number of crossings, quality
of the stream at each crossing and extent of impacts at each crossing. Stream crossings on new
alignments should be located to minimize riparian forest impacts and to avoid areas of high
quality aquatic habitats such as rock riffles and mussel beds.

2. Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat

All route alternatives should be designed to minimize forest loss and avoid forest fragmentation.
Walk-through bird surveys should be conducted during migration season and nesting season.

3. Wetlands

Extensive wetlands are present in the floodplains of the Muscatatuck River and its tributaries,



and on Cobbsfork soils in interfluvial areas. A preliminary wetland survey should be conducted
for all routes, using all available mapping and orthophotography resources. A comprehensive
wetland delineation of alternatives carried forward should be conducted as soon as access
becomes available. Wetland impacts should be avoided to the extent possible, and unavoidable
impacts should be mitigated in accordance with the MOU between INDOT, the FWS and the

Indiana DNR.

4. Water Quality

The environmental document should include a discussion of best management practices to be
used to avoid erosion and runoff of soil and other pollutants during construction, and to mitigate
the effects of polluted road runoff from traffic on new routes.

5. Karst

A portion of the study area is underlain by karst geologic formations. A karst survey should be
conducted in accordance with our karst MOU with INDOT. All route alternatives should be
designed to avoid adverse physical and water quality/quantity impacts on significant karst
resources (€.g. caves, springs, water supply wells).

6. Secondary Impacts

New route alternatives will generate the potential for extensive impacts from secondary
development. Secondary impacts should be minimized by not locating new routes near good
quality habitats and sensitive areas, and by implementing access control near such areas.

7. Executive Order #13186, issued on January 10, 2001, directs each federal agency taking
actions having or likely to have a negative effect on migratory bird populations to work with the
FWS to develop an agreement to conserve migratory birds. In addition to avoiding or
minimizing impacts to migratory birds populations, agencies are expected to take reasonable
steps to restore and enhance habitat and incorporate migratory bird conservation into agency
planning processes whenever possible. The Environmental Document you are preparing will
need to address this issue.

8. Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge and Big Oaks National Wildlife Refuge

These federal properties are managed by the FWS. Some of the above issues related to wildlife
habitat, aquatic habitat and water quality may affect one or both Refuges. Additionally, widening
of US 50 on the south side may directly impact the Muscatatuck Refuge. Attachment A
highlights the most significant wildlife resources at the Muscatatuck Refuge, whose concerns
were discussed at the agency meeting of April 20, 2007. In summary, the major issues are as
follows:



i. Effects on visitation traffic flow and safety. The Refuge is opposed to the addition of a
southern lane to US 50 and would like to see wider shoulders. Major safety issue include visitors
exiting the Refuge to US 50 in either direction and those entering the refuge from US 50 from
either direction.

ii. Water quality. Mutton Creek and Storm Creek are a significant water source for the Refuge
wetland units. Water quality could be adversely affected by construction runoff, increased post-
construction runoff of road pollutants, and potential hazmat spills from increased industrial/large
carrier traffic.

iii. Aquatic habitat. Increases in pollutant loading or alteration in stream flow regimes could
adversely affect the aquatic habitat of the stream faunal communities.

iv. The Refuge supports a reproducing population of the state-endangered copperbelly
watesnake. This species is federally listed as threatened in the northern part of its range. Listing
was precluded in southern Indiana through a conservation agreement, but the FWS still classifies
the species as a Regional Resource Priority. It occupies wetlands and forested riparian areas
associated with Storm Creek and Mutton Creek.

The current route alternatives would not directly affect the Big Oaks Refuge, however the
aforementioned water quality issues are of concern for streams draining to the Refuge. In
addition to surface drainage concerns, Big Oaks also has karst groundwater concerns. The
following state-endangered species are known to occur at Big Oaks and may be present in the
adjacent portion of the study area: 4-toed salamander, northern crawfish frog, Kirtland's snake,
barn owl, sedge wren, yellow-crowned night heron, river otter, and bobcat.

Endangered Species

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)
and federally threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). There are currently no bald
eagle nests within the study area, however the Muscatatuck River and large reservoirs provide
suitable nesting habitat, and bald eagles are rapidly expanding their nesting range in Indiana.

Indiana bats hibernate in caves, then disperse to reproduce and forage in relatively undisturbed
forested areas associated with water resources during spring and summer. Recent research has
shown that they will inhabit fragmented landscapes with adequate forest for roosting and
foraging. Young are raised in nursery colony roosts in trees, typically near drainageways in
undeveloped areas. Like all other bat species in Indiana, the Indiana bat diet consists exclusively
of insects.

There are no known Indiana bat hibernacula in the project study area, but it and the surrounding
area contain extensive suitable summer habitat for this species. There are numerous recent
summer records of Indiana bats from the Muscatatuck River watershed in Jennings, Ripley and
Jefferson Counties, including both National Wildlife Refuges. Some of those records are very
near the project corridor at both Refuges and in the eastern segment of Alternative D. Informal
consultation for the US 50 project will be necessary pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered



Page 5 of 5

Species Act. As the project progresses we will address consultation in more detail. Depending
upon the extent of habitat impacts we may recommend site-specific bat surveys for some or all
route alternatives to determine whether the project may adversely affect the Indiana bat.

This endangered species information is provided for technical assistance only, and does not
fulfill the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Please coordinate with the
Indiana Department of Natural Resources for comprehensive information on species listed as
endangered or special concern by the State of Indiana.

For general coordination with the FWS please contact Mike Litwin at (812) 334-4261 ext. 205
(Bloomington Field Office). For Refuge issues please contact Susan Knowles at (812) 522-4352
(Muscatatuck NWRY); or Joe Robb (812) 273-0783 .

Sincerely yours,

Scott E. Pruitt
Field Supervisor

cc: IDEM, Water Quality Standards Section, Indianapolis, IN
Christie Stanifer, Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife, Indianapolis, IN
Federal Highway Administration, Indianapolis, IN
Virginia Laszewski, US EPA, Chicago, IL B-19J
USFWS, Muscatatuck NWR
USFWS, Big Oaks NWR

ES: MLitwin/332-4261/US 50 corridor-jennings county-jul



From: Michael_Litwin@fws.gov [mailto:Michael Litwin@fws.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2012 3:40 PM

To: Prevost, Daniel

Subject: RE: US 50 North Vernon - Indiana Bat Habitat Review

There are recent Indiana bat records within a mile of all three of these bridges, however because all tree removal will
be within 55' of a major highway | will conclude that the likelihood of Indiana bats roosting in the affected area is
discountably small. I still recommend the seasonal (prior to April 1) tree clearing measure but I will concur with a
"not likely to adversely affect” conclusion if it cannot be implemented due to logistics.

Michael Litwin

US Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403
(812) 334-4261 ext. 205

"'"Prevost, Daniel" <Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com>

To <Michael_Litwin@fws.gov>
cc
Subject RE: US 50 North Vernon - Indiana Bat Habitat Review

01/10/2012 01:32 PM

Mike —

Attached are tree clearing sheets for all three bridges (clean pdfs, previous were scans). Below is a summary of tree
clearing extents and acreage for each bridge. The extents are measured from the edge of the existing bridges.

Bridae Clearing Extent | Clearing Extent Clearing Area Clearing Area Clearing Area

g North (ft) South (ft) North (ac) South (ac) Total (ac)
Mutton N/A 41° N/A 0.08 0.08
Storm 32’ 43’ 0.05 0.14 0.19
Branch of N/A 55° N/A 0.34 0.34
Storm

Let me know if you need any additional information.

Thanks.


mailto:Michael_Litwin@fws.gov
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mailto:Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com
mailto:Michael_Litwin@fws.gov

- Dan

From: Michael Litwin@fws.gov [mailto:Michael Litwin@fws.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2012 9:51 AM

To: Prevost, Daniel

Subject: RE: US 50 North Vernon - Indiana Bat Habitat Review

Dan

Your attachments included aerial photos for all 3 bridges but the plan view sheets with tree clearing limits did not
include the branch of Storm Creek bridge, which appears on the aerials to have the most tree clearing of the
three. Can you provide me with a plan view sheet of that one also?

To make sure I'm reading the plan views correctly: | interpret that the maximum distance of tree removal at Mutton
and Storm Creeks is about 40' from the edge of the road, with 0.19 acre of trees removed at Storm Creek and 0.08
acre at Mutton Creek. Is that accurate?

Michael Litwin
US Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403
To <Michael_Litwin@fws.gov> (812) 334-4261 ext. 205
cc "Pence, Gary" <GPENCE@indot.IN.gov>, "Tim N. Miller" <TNMiller@HNTB.com>, "Marc
Woernle" <mwoernle@HNTB.com>
Subject RE: US 50 North Vernon - Indiana Bat Habitat Review

"'Prevost, Daniel"
<Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com>

01/09/2012 07:47 PM

Mike —

A follow-up request. As you recall, our project also includes three bridge replacements (including the two that are
adjacent to the Muscatatuck NWR). I’d like to ask for your review of these sites as well for potential bat habitat
and, if appropriate, provide approval to clear these areas without seasonal restrictions.

Attached are an overview map and a series of maps from our draft CE document indicating the extent proposed
clearing in this area. There have been no mist net surveys in this area to date. Also attached is an email sent by Tim
Miller to Alejandro Galvan (MNWR Manager) seeking his concurrence for a right-of-entry to clear prior to issuance
of the permit from USFWS.
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Let me know if you need any additional information to make an assessment.
Thanks.

- Dan

From: Michael Litwin@fws.gov [mailto:Michael Litwin@fws.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 06, 2012 10:06 AM

To: Prevost, Daniel

Subject: Re: US 50 North Vernon - Indiana Bat Habitat Review

Dan

After reviewing your maps | agree that all the forested areas except one do not require a seasonal tree clearing
restriction because of their proximity to bat survey sites. The one exception is the woodlots in an agricultural area at
the north end of Sheet 2. Those wooded areas are equally close or closer to a much larger habitat block to the north
(which was not surveyed), therefore they could be used by a potential bat colony centered in that area. | have
attached a map that shows the bat survey sites, the wooded areas of concern outlined in yellow, and the large habitat
block to the north outlined in green.

Michael Litwin

US Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403
(812) 334-4261 ext. 205

""Prevost, Daniel"
<Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com>

01/04/2012 10:40 AM

To <michael_litwin@fws.gov>

cc "Pence, Gary" <GPENCE@indot.IN.gov>, "Saxe, Nathan" <nsaxe@indot.IN.gov>, "Randolph, Tobias"
<Tobias.Randolph@parsons.com>, "Marc Woernle" <mwoernle@HNTB.com>

Subject US 50 North Vernon - Indiana Bat Habitat Review
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Mike —

As discussed yesterday, I’m sending a set of maps showing forested areas that are to be cleared as part of the
project. The overview map highlights forested areas throughout the corridor and also indicates where Indiana bat
surveys were conducted in 2009 and 2011. No Indiana bats were found at any of the survey locations

indicated. Based on that we have identified only two forested areas in the corridor that have not specifically been
evaluated for Indiana bat habitat/presence.

As | mentioned, INDOT would like USFWS to review these areas and provide guidance on the potential for Indiana
bat habitat and, if appropriate, provide approval to clear these areas without seasonal restrictions.

Let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.
Thanks.
- Dan

Dan Prevost, AICP CTP
Principal Planner
PARSONS

(317) 616-1017
Daniel.Prevost@parsons.com
WWW.parsons.com
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Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

=N
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeologye402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 ] g 1
Phone 317-232-1646eFax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov HISTORIC PRESERUATION

December 7, 2010

Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
Environmental Project Manager
HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-5178

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration

Re: Early coordination information regarding spot improvements along US 50 from US 31 to Jennings
Country Road 15 N (Des. No. 1005104; DHPA No. 10963)

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and the
“Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transportation, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Implementation
of the Federal Aid Highway Program In the State of Indiana,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has
reviewed the materials with your cover letter dated November 9, 2010 and received on November 10, 2010, for the above-
indicated project in Jennings County, Indiana.

Thank you for notifying our office of the proposed project. At this time, a complete analysis of the project with respect to its
effects on historic properties is not possible. Please provide the following information to facilitate the identification and
evaluation of properties within the anticipated area or areas of potential effects (see 36 C.F.R. § 800.4[a]):

5

<

Literature Review

Historic Context

Research Methodology

Property Descriptions

National Register of Historic Places eligibility evaluations and recommendations.
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In regards to archaeology, please provide details and plans for the project, degree and types of disturbance of the project area,
and archaeological information as stipulated in the Indiana Department of Transportation’s (“INDOT’s”) “Indiana Cultural
Resources Manual.” Once this information is provided, the Indiana SHPO staff will resume identification and evaluation
review of this project. Please keep in mind that additional information may be requested in the future.

For further guidance on the requested information, please refer to appendices X, AA, and BB of INDOT’s “Indiana Cultural
Resources Manual” (http://www.in.gov/indot/files/January 2008 Manual.pdf).  Please keep in mind that additional
information may be requested in the future. If you have questions regarding the manual, please contact Staffan Peterson at
(317) 232-5161 or stpeterson@indot.IN.gov.

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 regulations that took effect on August 5, 2004 may be found on the Internet at
www.achp.gov for your reference. If you have questions about archaeological issues, please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317)
233-0953 or rjones@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about buildings or structures should be directed to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or
jearr@dnr.IN.gov. Additionally, in all future correspondence regarding this project, please refer to DHPA No. 10963.

ery truly yours,

~

Jdmes A. Glas$§, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
JAGJRIJILC:le

An Equal Opportunity Employer
www.DNR.IN.gov Printed on Recycled Paper




Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
December 7, 2010
Page 2

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration
Staffan Peterson, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Ben Lawrence, P.E., Environmental Policy Section, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Patrick Carpenter, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Brock Hoegh, CEP, HNTB Corporation
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CiTY OF NORTH VERNON

HaroLp “Soup” CAMPBELL, MAYOR

December 2, 2010

Mr. Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
HNTB Corporation
Environmental Project Manager
111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

RE: Spot Improvements along U.S. 50 from US31 to County Road 15 N.
INDOT Des. No. 1005104

Dear Mr. Hoegh,
In reference to this project, I know of no environmental issues that could have an impact

. on the project as it relates to the city.

My thoughts are to avoid as many buildings, and structures as possible in the projects
path even though we do need right-of-ways and easements to accomplish the planned
project.

Thank you,

RPN WY

Harold N. Campbell, May or
City of North Vernon

ROUTE TO:

Raifroad Festival Second Weekend in June b

275 MAIN STREET, NORTH VERNON, IN 47265  PHONE: 812-346-3789  Fax: 812-346-8145  E-MAIL MAYOR@NORTHVERNON-IN.GOV
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November 30, 2010

Mr. Brock Hoegh

HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

RE: Spot Improvements along US 50 from US 31 to County Road 15N, Jackson
and Jennings counties; INDOT Des. No. 1005104

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Thank you for your letter of November 9 and the opportunity for Indiana
Landmarks to act as a consulting party on the above project.

We have reviewed the materials provided, and look forward to receiving
additional information as the project is further developed. At the outset, we want
to be sure that you are aware that this portion of US 50 is part of Indiana’s
Historic Pathways, which is a nationally-designated scenic byway
(http.//’www.byways.org/explore/byways/76130/). As plans are being developed
for the bridge replacements and spot improvements, we would strongly
encourage that the work is done in a way that maintains the scenic and historic
character of the byway and its surroundings.

In regard to historic resources, the relevant pages of the Jackson and Jennings
counties /nterim Reports are enclosed. Please note that both of these surveys
were completed more than twenty years ago and the data does need to be
updated. The most significant resource that appears to potentially be impacted by
the proposed work is identified as #33 in the Spencer Township survey, the
Josiah Cobbs Farm. This property was rated “outstanding” and is likely eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Part of that property
appears to be contained within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Spot
Improvement Number 8. Any impacts to the property and its setting should be
minimized. The bridge over Indian Creek, which would be replaced as Spot
Improvement 15, has also been determined to be National Register-eligible.

I hope this information is of help. Please do not hesitate to contact this office
should you have any questions or require any additional information.

DATE RECEIVED
HNTB INDIANAPOLIS
JOB NO.

INDIANA LANDMARKS

FILE

DEC 0 3 2010

ROUTE TO:

Community Preservation Specialist

Enclosures

INDIANA LANDMARKS REVITALIZES COMMUNITIES, RECONNECTS US TO OUR HERITAGE, AND SAVES MEANINGFUL PLACES.



Spencer Township (15001-067)

Spencer Township was organized on May 5, 1833
from a section of Vernon Township. The township’s
mw w F w w m southern boundary was altered several times
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T 300 N during the nineteenth century: in 1845 a small
& ! section was annexed to Vernon Township; and in
C 250N 1881 a section was added to Lovett Township. The
A.” township was named for Colonel Amasa Spencer,
an early settler who served as an officer in the
Revolutionary War.
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i e Kou2 w20 “ b 4150 N The first settlement, the Sullivan community,
_ oceurred along the township’s southern boundary.
JiooN A gristmill was built by Noah Sullivan and
. _ became the center of activity for the settlement.
£ ; By 1817 Peleg Baker, Johnathan Davis, Nathanie!
J : and Soloman Eastman and others had settled on
_Ex Road the Six Mile Creek northwest of the community.
The Six Mile settlement was established near the
banks of the Six Mile Creek, a few miles west of
the Sullivan community. The creek was named
by John Vawter, founder of Vernon. The Six Mile
settlement contained the Union Baptist Church,
several blacksmith shops, a wagon shop, cooper
shop and a store.
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The Catholic community established a settlement
south of the Six Mile area. A priest from Madison
visited these German and Irish families until 1841
when a log church was erected. This church,
replaced by a frame building in 1849, was named
St. Catherine’s. The church was abandoned years
later when a second Catholic church, St. James,
gained prominence in an area known as Buena
Vista. A third church (15045), which stands today,
was completed in 1892 and named St. joseph's.
This building, located across the road from the
site of St. James, was constructed of brick in the
5005 Gothic Revival style. Damaged by a storm in the
early 1900s, its original octagonal-shaped steeple
has never been replaced. The complex also includes
a rectory (15044) built about 1910 and a cemetery
(15043) started in 1868. Cemeteries are all that
remain to mark the sites of the St. Catherine
(15050) and St. James (15046) churches.
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033

Haines Curve Railroad Trestle,
Base Road; ¢.1900; Engineering,
Transportation (268)

W. O. Haines Farm, off Base Road;
House: Bungalow, 1923, Builder:

W. O. Haines, Outbuildings: Midwest
three-portal barn, English barn,
woodshed, underpasses; Agriculture,
Engineering, Transportation,
Vernacular/Construction (268)

Judge J. O. Carson Farm, Base Road;
House: Bungaloid, 1928, Builder:
Charley Barnhart and Charley Baker,
Outbuildings: Livestock barns,
garage; Agriculture, Architecture,
Vernacular/Construction (268)

John Wrape House, Base Road;
Gabled-ell/1talianate, ¢.1870;
Architecture, Vernacular/Construction
(268)

Railroad Underpass, U.S. 50; Barrel
Vault, ¢.1910; Engineering,
Transportation (268)

Six Mile Cemetery, Base Road;
1822-1956; Exploration/Settlement,
Religion (268)

Whitcomb Cemetery, Base Road;
1851-1867; Exploration/Settlement,
Religion (268)

B & O Railroad Trestle, off 660 W;
Plate Girder, ¢.1900; Engineering,
Transportation (268)

Doud Service Station, U.S. 50;
Twentieth Century Functional, 1926,
Builder: John Doud; Commerce,
Vernacular/Construction (282)

Benjamin Downs House, 750 W;
Central-passage/Federal, ¢.1850;

Architecture, Vernacular/Construction
(109)

Josiah Cobbs Farm, U.S. 50; House:
I-house/Greek Revival, 1868,
Outbuildings: Summer kitchen,
Midwest three-portal barn;
Agriculture, Architecture,
Vernacular/Construction (109)

034

035

036

037

038

033

A. L. Newby Barn, U.S. 50; Dairy,
1928; Agriculture, Vernacular/
Construction (109)

Allen Brown House, Base Road;
I-house/Federal, ¢.1865; Architecture,
Vernacular/Construction (109)

Elizabeth Childs Farm, 900 W;
House: [-house, 1873, Barn:
Transverse-frame; Agriculture,
Vernacular/Construction (109)

Wohrer Cemetery, Base Road;
1839-1975; Exploration/Settlement,
Religion (109)

B & O Railroad Trestle, off 1000 W;
Engineering, Transportation (109)

Allen Brown House (15035) The house was built about 1865
for Allen Brown, a Civil War veteran. Brown sent money home
to his wife during the war for the house's construction.

039 C
040 O
041 C
042 N
043 C
044 C
045 O

040

Ed Vogel Farm, U.S. 50; House:
Bungalow, ¢.1935, Barn: Transverse-
frame; Agriculture, Architecture,
Vernacular/Construction (109)

Edward L. Downs Farm, 900 W:
House: I-house/ltalianate, ¢. 1865,
QOutbuildings: English barn, drive-in
crib, summer kitchen; Agriculture,

Architecture, Vernacular/Construction
(109)

Henry Sandhage Farm, 900 W; House:
Hall-and-parlor, ¢.1875, Builder:
Charley Barnhart, Outbuildings:
Transverse-frame barn, English barn,
summer kitchen, granary;
Agriculture, Vernacular/

Construction (109)

Joseph Beaty Farm, 200 S; House:
Queen Anne Cottage, ¢.1890,
Outbuildings: English barn, silo,
chicken house; Agriculture,
Architecture, Vernacular/
Construction (109)

St. Joseph Catholic Cemetery, 700 W;
1868-present; Religion (268)

St. Joseph Rectory, 700 W; American
Four-Square, ¢.1910; Architecture,
Religion (268)

St. Joseph Catholic Church, 700 W

Gothic Revival, 1892; Architecture,
Religion (268)
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Center Township (20001-028)
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Prior to 1865, Center Township was included as

a section of Vernon Township. Originally named
North Vernon, it was later renamed Center
Township. In the 1840s, a small settlement known
as Lickskillet was established on the Madison and
Indianapolis Railroad line. In 1852 the Ohio and
Mississippi Railroad intersected this line and the
settlement began to develop. This induced Colonel
Hagerman Tripp, Hiram Prather, Langston
Johnson and Ezra Peabody to purchase land
surrounding the crossing. On June 24, 1854

Tripp platted and recorded the town as Trippton
incorporating the village of Lickskillet. Over the
next few years, several sub-divisions were platted
and named North Vernon, and in 1867 the town’s
name was officially changed from Trippton to
North Vernon.

Center Township contains several notable
examples of early log houses. A two-story log
saltbox house (20004) on 350 N was built about
1830. A later example of log construction is on the
Lawrence Hock Farm (20002). Hock immigrated
from Bavaria, Germany to New York on May 20,
1855 when he was 14 years old. He moved to.
Jennings County in the 1870s and built a gable-
front log house where he raised 11 children.

Located approximately one mile from these

log houses is an interesting twentieth-century
structure. Frank Selmier, who owned a laundry
service in North Vernon, had a Craftsman
Bungalow house (20005) built of stone in several
stages from 1921 to 1924. The property also has
several other interesting features such as a small
shelter built entirely of bottles, small stone guard
houses and a stone bridge.

Several nineteenth-century brick houses can

be found in Center Township. An outstanding
example of Greek Revival elements applied to the
central-passage house form is a house (20026) on
Hayden Pike. The I-house is represented by a
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020 C

021 N
022 C
023 C
024 C
025 C
026 O
027 C
028 C

30

Farm, 175 N; House: Gabled-ell,
¢.1870, Barn: Basement; Agriculture,
Vernacular/Construction (087)

B & O Railroad Bridge, 75 E; ¢.1855/
¢.1900, Builder: Bethlehem Steel
Company; Engineering,
Transportation (087)

House, 175 N; Hall-and-parlor, ¢.1860;
Vernacular/Construction (087)

House, 175 N; Queen Anne, ¢.1900;
Architecture (087)

Farm, Hayden Pike; House: Queen
Anne Cottage, ¢.1890, Outbuildings:
Transverse-frame barn, corncrib,
woodshed, privy; Agriculture,
Architecture, Vernacular/Construction
(472)

House, Hayden Pike; Queen Anne
Cottage, ¢.1890; Architecture (472)

House, Hayden Pike; Central-passage/
Greek Revival, ¢.1840; Architecture,
Vernacular/Construction (472)

Arthur Hutton Barn, U.5. 50;
Transverse-frame, ¢.1930; Agriculture,
Vernacular/Construction (268)

House, U.5S. 50; I-house, ¢.1860,
Builder: Alexander Bain; Vernacular/
Construction (268)

026

School No. 5, Hayden. Source: Rodger
Ruddick.
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Township (30001-020)
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Jackson Township is on the east side of fackson
County and is comprised of flat farmland in the
south and marshy or swampy land in the north
and east. The Driftwood or East Fork of the White
River forms the northwest border of the township
and Mutton Creek flows through the eastern half.
Jackson Township was formed in 1821.

Carly settlers concentrated primarily in the
southern and central sections of the township
because of the swampland to the north. Quaker
families were among the first settlers. A Quaker
church and school were located west of New

Farmington but were abandoned by the 1890s.
Two Quaker or Friends cemeteries (30018,019) are
all that remain of this religious community. There
are many stories of the Quaker families’
involvement with the Underground Railroad
helping to transport escaped slaves to Canada
through Indiana.

The Jeffersonville, Madison and Indianapolis
Railroad arrived in Jackson County in 1852, The
tracks passed through what is now the city of
Seymour, laid out in 1852, and the town of New
Farmington which was platted in the same year

by William O. Lancaster. New Farmington
consisted of 20 lots and the town had a store,
gristmill and sawmill. Its prosperity as a station
of the IM&I railroad was eclipsed in 1854 when
the east/west Ohio and Mississippi Railroad line
crossed the north/south line in Sevmour. From
that day forward, Seymour prospered as a
manufacturing and transportation center.

The White River restricted transportation between
Jackson Township and townships to the west. Ins
1869 it was determined that a brid ze was needed
between Jackson and Hamilton Townships at a
point in the White River called Bell’s Ford. The
area was named for the Bell family who owned a
farm at a shallow place in the river where it was
possible to cross the water. A $20,000 covered
bridge {30009) was constructed by Robert
Patterson and is the only known Post Trus Bridge
in existence. The bridge, at first a toll bridge, was
used until 1967 when two floor beams were
discovered to be broken. The bridge was
temporarily repaired but was bypassed by a
modern bridge.

The history of Jackson Township from the 1850s
to the 1950s is a history of Seymour’s expansion.
Not only has the city physically grown, taking
more acreage from the township in the form of
additions to the city plat, but Seymaour is also the
site of the crossing of U.S. 50 and 1.5, 31
constructed during the 1910s. In addition, when
Interstate 65 was created during the 1960s,
Seymour gained an entrance and exit ramp to that
route. These transportation advances have
focused attention on Seymour and Jackson
Township as a whole.

Although small schoolhouses and churches were
tocated throughout the township in the early
1800s, most of these institutions moved to
Seymour, An exception is the Clara D. Carter
School (30020) located east of Seymour on U8,
I It was constructed in 1927 and served the

£y
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United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service
6013 Lakeside Blvd.
Indianapolis, IN 46278

November 22, 2010

Brock Hoegh, CEP
Environmental Project Manager
HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Please resubmit your request regarding the project to make spot improvements along US 50 in
Jennings County, Indiana, as stated in your letter received November 10, 2010, when specific
right-of-way has been determined.

If you need more information, please contact Lisa Bolton at 317-290-3200, extension 342.

Sincerely,

W‘(

JANE E. HARDISTY
State Conservationist

ROUTE TO:

e ——————————————

Helping People Help the Land

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment.

Mitchell E. Daniels Jr. 100 North Senate Avenue
Governor Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
(317) 232-8603
Thomas W. Easterly Toll Free (800) 451-6027
Commissioner www.idem.IN.gov
November 16, 2010
Brock Hoegh
HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

RE: Wellhead Protection Area Proximity Determination
US 50 North Vernon Bypass Project, Jennings
County

Upon review of the above referenced site, it has been determined that the site is not located within
a Wellhead Protection Area.

This information is accurate to the best of our knowledge. However, there are in some cases, a
few factors that could impact the accuracy of this determination. For example, some Wellthead
Protection Area Delineations have not been submitted or may not have been approved by this
office. In these cases, we use a 3,000 foot fixed radius buffer to make the proximity
determination. To find the status of a Public Water Supply System’s Wellhead Protection Area
Delineation, please visit our tracking database at http://www.in.gov/idem/4289.htm.

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact me at the address above or at (317)
234-7476.

Sincerely,
James Sullivan, Chief
ound Water Section

rinking Water Branch
ffice of Water Quality

JS:gml

Recycled Paper @ An Equal Opportunity Employer Please Recycle &y



HNRTB Corporation 111 Monument Circle Telephone (317) 636-4682
The HNTB Companieas Suite 1200 Facsimile (317) 917-521
Cngnesrs Architects Plannsiy indianapolis, IN 46204-5178 www.hnib.com

November 9, 2010 HNTB

Ms. Christie Stanifer, Environmental Coordinator
Division of Fish and Wildlife

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

402 West Washington Street Room W264, IGC South
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re:  Spot Improvements along U.S. 50 from US 31 to County Road 15 N
INDOT Des. No. 1005104

Dear Ms. Stanifer:

Since the February 2008 publication of the U.S. 50 North Vernon Corridor Planning and
Envircnmental Assessment Study, the scope of the project has been scaled back to providing a
connection between U.S. 50 and SR 3 (U.S. 50 North Vernon Bypass) and operational spot
improvements along U.S. 50. This reduction is an effort by the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT) to focus on improvements in the areas in which they are most needed
at this time.

The U.S. 50 North Vernon Bypass project is being developed concurrently with this spot
improvement project, however, it addresses different needs and is being developed
independently under a separate designation number. Separate letters requesting your agency's
input on the bypass study will be sent, and comments on that project should be provided under
Des. 0401402. Please use the above designation number {1005104) and description in
your reply to this project.

The objective of this element of the overall program is to improve traffic operation and safety
along U.S. 50 from US 31 to County Road 15 N. Therefore, this project will address notabte
operational problems along the existing U.S. 50 from US 31 to County Road 15 N on the west
side of North Vernon (see Enclosures). These needs will be provided for through a variety of
localized improvements such as auxiliary lanes, intersection passing blisters, and improved
signage at select locations aleng U.S. 50.

We are requesting comments from your agency, within your area of expertise, regarding any
possible effects to the environment that may result from this project. The location and views of
the project area are shown in the enclosed figures for your reference. Questionnaires have also
been attached as appropriate. Comments from your agency will be included in the
environmental documentation that will be submitted to INDOT for approval.

HNTB CELEBRATING 70 YEARS IN INDIANA




Page 2 of 2

Please submit your response to my attention by December 9, 2010. If no response has been
received within thirty days from the date of this letter, it will be assumed that your agency
believes no significant environmental impact will result from this project. However, should you
find that an extension to the response time is necessary, a reasonable amount shall be granted
upon request.

If you have any questions about this project, please contact me at 317-636-4682 or by email at
bahgegh@hntb.com.

Thank you for your consideration and evaluation of this project.

Sincerely,

HNTB Corporation

BakCl

Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
Environmental Project Manager

cc: Gary Pence, INDOT Project Manager
Dan Prevost, Parsons

Enclosures



Title Last Name
Mr. Campbell
Mr. Day

Mr. Talley, Jr.

Mr. Magner, S.E.T.
Mr. Carter

Mr. Carr

Mr. Stanifer
Mr. Rector
Ms. Hasenmueller
Ms. Renwick
Mr. Peterson
Mr. McClain
Ms. Trisler
Mr. Schneider
Ms. Evans
Ms. Asher
Mr. Bushong
Mr. Hoppock
Mr. Fish

Mr. Giaquinta
Ms. Knowles
Mr. Webber
Ms. Hardisty
Ms. Dennis
Mr. McGill

Mr. Webster
Mr. Pruitt

Mr. Caldwell

U.S. 50 CE

U.S. 50 Spot Improvement Study
Early Agency Coordination

First Name Organizational Title

Harold Mayor
Jeff President

Chief, Environmental Resources ATTN: CEPMP-P-E
Robert Division Administrator

Michael J. Jennings Co. Highway Engineer/Director
Rob Director
John Historic Structures Review

Chief, Groundwater Section

Regional Environmental Officer Chicago Regional Office US Department of Housing & Urban Development Metcalfe Fed. Bldg.

Christie Environmental Coordinator Division of Fish and Wildli
Kevin Manager Aviation Section

Nancy Section Head Environmental Geology Section
Laura Community Preservation Specialist

Steffan

Nick Acting Manager

Cheryl

Richard President

Michelle  Director

Chris

Michael Superintendent

Steve Sheriff

Jeff Plant Manager

Earnest Regional Environmental Coordinator

Susan Private Lands Biologist

Marc Manager

Jane State Conservationist

Lynn Director of Government and Community Relations
Rick Chief

James Chief

Scott Field Supervisor

Brett Jennings County Historian

Organization

City of North Vernon

County Comissioner

Department of the Army Louisville District, Corps of Engineers
Federal Highway Administration

FPBH, Inc

IDNR

IDNR-DHPA

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Indiana Department of Transportation

Indiana Geological Survey

Indiana Landmarks

INDOT - Cultural Resources Section

INDOT Aeronautics

Jennings County Area Plan

Jennings County Board of Commissioners
Jennings County E.M.A.

Jennings County Historical Society

Jennings County School Corporation

Jennings County Sheriff's Department
Jennings NW Regional Utility

Midwest Regional Office National Park Service
Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge
Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge

Natural Resource Conservation Service
Nature Conservancy

North Vernon Fire Department

North Vernon Police
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bloomington Field Office

2011



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Driving Indiana’s Economic Growth

100 North Senate Avenue
Room N758 Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2216 (317) 232-5533 FAX: (317) 232-0238 Michael W. Reed, Commissioner

August 23, 2010

NOTICE OF SURVEY

Dear Property Owner:

Our information indicates that you own or occupy property near the subject proposed highway project. Our
employees will be performing a survey of the project area in the near future. It may be necessary for them to
come onto your property to complete this work. This is permitted by law per Indiana Code IC 8-23-7-26. They
will show you their identification, if you are available, before coming onto your property. If you have sold this
property, or it is occupied by someone else, please let us know the name and address of the new owner or
current occupant so we can contact them about the survey.

At this stage, we generally do not know what effect, if any, our project can eventually have on your property. If
we determine later that your property is involved, we will contact you with additional information.

The survey work will include mapping the location of features such as trees, buildings, fences and drives, and
obtaining ground elevations. The survey is needed for the proper planning and design of this highway project.
Please be assured of our sincere desire to cause you as little inconvenience as possible during this survey. If
any problems do occur, please contact myself at (317) 837-9900, Steve Davidson of Parsons Transportation
Group (Project Manager) at (317) 616-1000, or Gary Pence of INDOT at (317) 232-5198.

Sincerely yours,

S
P 7 &Y 3 >
K/ 7 e A AT 8
7 QAL ZA A/
¢ HparcE L) Y rreppon
pes 7

Grant Niemeyer, PLS
Project Manager (PCS Engineers) 317-837-9900
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the NHPA
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Bishop Henry Whipple Federal Building
1 Federal Drive
Fort Snelling, MN 55111-4056

IN REPLY REFER TO:

FWS/NWRS-VSO

MAR 2 1 2011

Mr. James Snyder

ASC Group. Inc.

6330 East 75" Street

Suite 100

Indianapolis. Indiana 46250

Dear Mr. Snyder:

Enclosed please find the Federal Archaecological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) Permit No.
2011-IN/3-1 as requested on your application for survey and recordation on lands owned by the
Federal Government and administered by the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge. Please use
this number on all correspondence with this office pertaining to this permit. Also, please put this
number on the cover of the final report. Historic Preservation activities are exempt from
compatibility reviews.

This archaeological permit is between you as the archaeologist and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service as the authorizing agency. Additionally, you must request from the Refuge Manager a
special use permit prior to commencement of field work. Also inform the Regional Historic
Preservation Officer (RHPO) by e-mail (james_myster@ftws.gov) of actual field work dates so
that he can observe the work in the field if the opportunity becomes available. Neither this
permit nor the special use permit constitutes any approval for construction or any other project or
activity by any person or organization.

Materials derived from this archaeological investigation are to be deposited with, and prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the Indiana State Museum.

Completion of the project under this ARPA permit requires. unless other arrangements are made.
an acceptable final report by no later than the end of the permit date. The permit requires you to
submit a draft report to the RHPO for 30 day review and two (2) copies of the final report to the
Regional Director after corrections.

Initiate no contacts with the media, the SHPO. nor any other organization or person for the
purpose of disseminating information relating to the investigation until the final report is
approved. Questions from the media shall be referred to the RHPO. Make no independent

distribution of interim, letter. draft, or final reports until the final report is approved by the
RHPO.



Mr. James Snyder 2

If human remains, funerary objects, or items of cultural patrimony as defined in the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act are found, your archaeologists must cease
work immediately and notify the Refuge Manager at 812-522-4352 and the RHPO at
612-713-5439.

Sincerely,

Z,;&. UmAQ

- Hes-M.-Wooley

Enclosure: Signed permit Acting Regional Director



Please use this number DI Form 1991 (Rev Sept 2004)
1 when referring to this permit OMB No. 1024-0037

Exp. Date (01/31/2009)
| No.:_2011-IN/3-1

United States Department of the Interior

PERMIT FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

To conduct archeological work on Department of the Interior lands and Indian lands under the authority of:
X The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470aa-mm) and its regulations (43 CFR 7.
X The Antiquities Act of 1906 (P.L. 59-209: 34 Stat. 225, 16 U.S.C. 431-433) and its regulations (43 CFR 3).
0O Supplemental regulations (25 CFR 262) pertaining to Indian lands.
O Bureau-specific statutory and/or regulatory authority: Sec. 302(b) of P.L.. 94-579, October 21, 1976, 43 U.S.C. 1732

1. Permit issued to 2. Under application dated
James Snyder March 15, 2011

3. Address 4. Telephone number(s)
ASC Group, Inc. (317) 915-9300 x 102

6330 East 75" Street, Suite 100

5. E-mail address(es):
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250

Jjsnyder(@ascgroup.net

6. Name of Permit Administrator 7. Name of Principal Investigator(s)
Shaune Skinner James Snyder
Telephone number(s): Telephone number(s):
(614) 310-3540 (317)915-9300 x 102
Email address(es): Email address(es):
sskinner@ascgroup.net Jjsnyder@ascgroup.net
8. Name of Field Director(s) authorized to carry out field projects Telephone number(s):
Sam Snell (317)915-9300 x 102

Email address(es): ssnell@ascgroup.net

9. Activity authorized
XX Survey and Recordation
Limited Testing and/or Collection

Excavation and/or Removal

10. On lands described as follows: Nine spot improvement areas, T6N. R6E. Sections 13 and 14: Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge, Jackson and
Jennings Counties, Indiana.

11. During the duration of the project From March 17. 2011 To  September 30, 2011

12. Name and address of the curatorial facility in which collections, records, data. photographs. and other documents resulting from work under this
permit shall be deposited for permanent preservation on behalf of the United States Government.

Indiana State Museum and Historic Sites, 650 W. Washington Street, Indianapolis. IN 46204

13. Permittee is required to observe the listed standard permit conditions and the special permit conditions attached to this permit.

N : . T .
14. Signature le of approving gfficiil: Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 15. Date

7

UV Charles M. Wooley / 7
M Q\& Acting Regional Director 3l2 /
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15. Standard Permit Conditions
a. This permit is subject to all applicable provisions of 43 CFR Part 3. 43 CFR 7, and 25 CFR 262, and applicable
departmental and bureau policies and procedures. which are made a part hereof.

b. The permittee and this permit are subject to all other Federal, State, and local laws and regulations applicable to the
public lands and resources.

¢. This permit shall not be exclusive in character, and shall not affect the ability of the land managing bureau to use, lease or
permit the use of lands subject to this permit for any purpose.

d. This permit may not be assigned.

e. This permit may be suspended or terminated for breach o7 any condition or for management purposes at the discretion of
the approving official, upon written notice.

f.  This permit is issued for the term specified in 11 above.

g. Archeological project design, literature review, development of the regional historic context framework, site evaluation,

and recommendations for subsequent investigations must be developed with direct involvement of an archeologist who
meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation; fieldwork must be generally
overseen by an individual who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation.

h.  Permittee shall immediately request that the approving official (14. above) make a modification to accommodate any
change in an essential condition of the permit. including individuals named and the nature, location, purpose, and time
of authorized work, and shall without delay notify the approving official of any other changes affecting the permit or
regarding information submitted as part of the application. for the permit. Failure to do so may result in permit
suspension or revocation.

i.  Permittee may request permit extension. in writing. at any time prior to expiration of the term of the permit, specifying a
limited, definite amount of time required to complete permitted work.

j- Any correspondence about this permit or work conducted under its authority must cite the permit number. Any

publication of results of work conducted under the authority of this permit must cite the approving bureau and the permit
number.

k. Permittee shall submit a copy of any published journal article and any published or unpublished report, paper, and
manuscript resulting from the permitted work (apart from those required in items o. and p., below), to the approving
official and the appropriate official of the approved curatorial facility (item 12 above).

. Prior to beginning any fieldwork under the authority of this permit. the permittee, following the affected bureau's
policies and procedures, shall contact the field office manager responsible for administering the lands involved to obtain
further instructions.

m. Permittee may request a review, in writing to the official concerned. of any disputed decision regarding inclusion of
specific terms and conditions or the modification. suspension. or revocation of this permit, setting out reasons for
believing that the decision should be reconsidered.

n. Permittee shall not be released from requirements of this permit until all outstanding obligations have been satisfied,
whether or not the term of the permit has expired. Permittee may be subject to civil penalties for violation of any term or
condition of this permit.

0. Permittee shall submit a clean, edited draft final report to the agency official for review to insure conformance with
standards. guidelines, regulations, and all stipulations of the permit. The schedule for submitting the draft shall be
determined by the agency official.
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15. Standard Permit Conditions (continued)

Permittee shall submit a final report to the approving official not later than 120 days after completion of fieldwork. If the
size or nature of fieldwork merits, the approving official may authorize a longer timeframe for the submission of the
final report as specified in Special Permit Condition q.

The permittee agrees to keep the specific location of sensitive resources confidential. Sensitive resources include

threatened species. endangered species, and rare species. archeological sites, caves, fossil sites, minerals, commercially
valuable resources, and sacred ceremonial sites.

Permittee shall deposit all artifacts, samples and collections, as applicable, and original or clear copies of all records,
data, photographs. and other documents, resulting from work conducted under this permit, with the curatorial facility
named in item 12, above, not later than 90 days after the date the final report is submitted to the approving official. Not
later than 120 days after the final report is submitted, permittee shall provide the approving official with a catalog and
evaluation of all materials deposited with the curatorial facility, including the facility’s accession and/or catalog
numbers.

Permittee shall provide the approving official with a confirmation that artifacts and samples collected under this permit
were deposited with the approved curatorial facility, signed by an authorized curatorial facility official, stating the date
materials were deposited, and the type, number and condition of the collected museum objects deposited at the facility.
For permits issued by the Bureau of Land Management’s Arizona State Office. the permittee shall complete a “Confirmation
of Museum Collections’ Deposition Statement™ for all museum collections curated and shall submit this statement to the Arizona
State Director within 10 days after the collections are accepted by the curatorial facility.

Permittee shall not disclose archacological site locational information. collected under the authority of this permit, to
any other entity, public or private, at any time, except with the specific approval of the Federal permitting agency. The
permittee shall not publish, in printed format, on the internet, on film, or though other methods, without the approving
official’s prior permission, any locational or other identifying archeological site information that could compromise the
Government’s protection and management of archeological sites.

For excavations. permittee shall consult the OSHA excavation standards which are contained in 29 CFR §1926.650,
§1926.651 and §1926.652. For questions regarding these standards contact the local area OSHA office, OSHA at 1-800-
321-OSHA, or the OSHA website at http://www.osha.gov.

Special Permit Conditions attached to this permit are made a part hereof.
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16. Special Permit Conditions

Archacological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) — prohibits unauthorized disturbance of archeological resources
on Federal and Indian land: and other matters. Permitiee Principal Investigator shall control the action personnel
(employees. subcontractors, and volunteers) to ensure archeological sites are not damaged.

2. Native American Graves and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) — provides for the protection of Native American
graves. and for other purposes. In event of discovery of human remains, funerary objects. or objects of cultural
patrimony., activity in the vicinity of the discovery shall immediately cease: Permittee Principal Investigator shall
immediately secure and protect these remains and notify the District Manager.

3. Prework Conference - Permittee Principal Investigator will arrange with the District Manager, a time to meet on
the Refuge prior to the start of work: to ensure a clear understanding of the scope of the investigation,
documentation requirements. inspection schedules: to obtain the telephone numbers (during and afier office hours)
to contact in event of discovery of human remains: and to request a special use permit from the Manager.

4. Permittee shall not initiate nor allow personnel 1o contact the media. the SHPO, nor any other organization or
person for the purpose of disseminating information relating to the study until the final report is approved.
Questions from the media shall be referred to the RHPO. Permittee shall make no independent distribution of
interim. letier. drafi. or final reports until the final report is approved by the Regional Historic Preservation Officer.

5. Maps will be from the relevant USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map printed or reproduced at a scale of 1 mile equals
2.62 or 2&3/8 inches (1:24.000).

6. Archeological materials from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service lands shall be collected and limited to those of
archeological interest as defined in 43 CFR 7.3.

7. Tested areas will be restored to pre-survey conditions.

8. The collection including artifacts. ccofacts. photographs and negatives, field notebooks. ficld maps, and site survey
forms is the property of the U.S. Government and shall be prepared for long-term storage. Permittee will clean.
identity. and catalog archeological materials collecied from FWS land. in a manner acceptable to the institution
accepting the materials for curation and storage.

9. Permittee will provide the FWS with a draft and a final report.

10. Environmental and cultral background (if required by State SHPO) must be limited to the county or adjacent
counties of the area being investigated. General or “boiler plate”™ descriptions will not be accepted.

11. Number of acres investigated on FWS land will be included in the report.

12. Maps. drawings. and other visual representations are to be clean. clear, and easily reproducible. Maps and sketches
will be north-oriented to the top of the page and will contain appropriate scale and identification symbols. With rare
and justified exception and approved by the RHPO. maps will be based on the USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map(s).

13. Each cultural resource site and isolated find shall be located to at least the nearest 1/4 1/4 1/4 section and
according to the Universal Transverse Mercator Grid System measured to the nearest 10 meters, and located on a
map. Boundaries will be defined as described in National Register Bulletin 12, For new sites, obtain the official
state site numbers and complete and include the state site forms. State site numbers will be used in the final report.

14. A list and number of artifacts collected from each site will be included in the report.

15. Recommendations by Permittee Principal Investi

ator for additional investigation (e.g.. a phase 2 or evaluation
study) will be provided to the RHPO as a research design proposal. not in the final report of this investigation.

16. If the investigation authorized under this permit is not accomplished. permittee shall notify the Regional Director
in writing no later than the expiration date of this permit.




Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
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December 7, 2010

Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
Environmental Project Manager
HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-5178

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration

Re: Early coordination information regarding spot improvements along US 50 from US 31 to Jennings
Country Road 15 N (Des. No. 1005104; DHPA No. 10963)

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and the
“Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transportation, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Implementation
of the Federal Aid Highway Program In the State of Indiana,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has
reviewed the materials with your cover letter dated November 9, 2010 and received on November 10, 2010, for the above-
indicated project in Jennings County, Indiana.

Thank you for notifying our office of the proposed project. At this time, a complete analysis of the project with respect to its
effects on historic properties is not possible. Please provide the following information to facilitate the identification and
evaluation of properties within the anticipated area or areas of potential effects (see 36 C.F.R. § 800.4[a]):

5

<

Literature Review

Historic Context

Research Methodology

Property Descriptions

National Register of Historic Places eligibility evaluations and recommendations.
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In regards to archaeology, please provide details and plans for the project, degree and types of disturbance of the project area,
and archaeological information as stipulated in the Indiana Department of Transportation’s (“INDOT’s”) “Indiana Cultural
Resources Manual.” Once this information is provided, the Indiana SHPO staff will resume identification and evaluation
review of this project. Please keep in mind that additional information may be requested in the future.

For further guidance on the requested information, please refer to appendices X, AA, and BB of INDOT’s “Indiana Cultural
Resources Manual” (http://www.in.gov/indot/files/January 2008 Manual.pdf).  Please keep in mind that additional
information may be requested in the future. If you have questions regarding the manual, please contact Staffan Peterson at
(317) 232-5161 or stpeterson@indot.IN.gov.

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 regulations that took effect on August 5, 2004 may be found on the Internet at
www.achp.gov for your reference. If you have questions about archaeological issues, please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317)
233-0953 or rjones@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about buildings or structures should be directed to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or
jearr@dnr.IN.gov. Additionally, in all future correspondence regarding this project, please refer to DHPA No. 10963.

ery truly yours,

~

Jdmes A. Glas$§, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
JAGJRIJILC:le

An Equal Opportunity Employer
www.DNR.IN.gov Printed on Recycled Paper




Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
December 7, 2010
Page 2

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration
Staffan Peterson, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Ben Lawrence, P.E., Environmental Policy Section, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Patrick Carpenter, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Brock Hoegh, CEP, HNTB Corporation
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November 30, 2010

Mr. Brock Hoegh

HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

RE: Spot Improvements along US 50 from US 31 to County Road 15N, Jackson
and Jennings counties; INDOT Des. No. 1005104

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Thank you for your letter of November 9 and the opportunity for Indiana
Landmarks to act as a consulting party on the above project.

We have reviewed the materials provided, and look forward to receiving
additional information as the project is further developed. At the outset, we want
to be sure that you are aware that this portion of US 50 is part of Indiana’s
Historic Pathways, which is a nationally-designated scenic byway
(http.//’www.byways.org/explore/byways/76130/). As plans are being developed
for the bridge replacements and spot improvements, we would strongly
encourage that the work is done in a way that maintains the scenic and historic
character of the byway and its surroundings.

In regard to historic resources, the relevant pages of the Jackson and Jennings
counties /nterim Reports are enclosed. Please note that both of these surveys
were completed more than twenty years ago and the data does need to be
updated. The most significant resource that appears to potentially be impacted by
the proposed work is identified as #33 in the Spencer Township survey, the
Josiah Cobbs Farm. This property was rated “outstanding” and is likely eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Part of that property
appears to be contained within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Spot
Improvement Number 8. Any impacts to the property and its setting should be
minimized. The bridge over Indian Creek, which would be replaced as Spot
Improvement 15, has also been determined to be National Register-eligible.

I hope this information is of help. Please do not hesitate to contact this office
should you have any questions or require any additional information.

DATE RECEIVED
HNTB INDIANAPOLIS
JOB NO.

INDIANA LANDMARKS

FILE

DEC 0 3 2010

ROUTE TO:

Community Preservation Specialist

Enclosures

INDIANA LANDMARKS REVITALIZES COMMUNITIES, RECONNECTS US TO OUR HERITAGE, AND SAVES MEANINGFUL PLACES.



Mitcheli E. Daniels, Jr., Govemor
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Direcior

Indiana Department of Natural Resources
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January 10, 2011

Staffan D, Peterson, Ph.D.

Manager, Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services

Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue, Room N642
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”)

Re: Indiana Department of Transportation’s (*INDOT’s”} December 11, 2011 finding and supporting
documentation, on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA™), of No Historic
Properties Affected concerning Bridge/Culvert Replacements over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek,
and Branch of Storm Creek along the US 50 Corridor, Jackson Township, Jackson County, and

Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana, Des. Nos.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615 (DHPA
No. 12835)

Dear Dr. Peterson:

Pursnant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), 36 C.F.R. Part 300, and the
“Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transportation, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the
Implementation of the Federal Aid Highway Program In the State of Indiana,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer has reviewed the materials submitted under ASC Group’s cover letter dated December 27, 2011and
received on December 28, 2011, for the aforementioned project in Jackson and Jennings counties in Indiana. We are
commenting as soon as possible, in light of your request that we expedite our review of this submission.

We have not identified any currently known archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places within the above three proposed project areas.

The documentation submitted here in support of the December 27, 2011 finding seems to Imply that the areas of potential
effects for the replacements of the culvert over a branch of Storm Creek (Des. No. 1005613), the bridge over Storm Creek
(Des. No. 1005614), and the bridge over Mutton Creek (Des. No. 1005615) all fall within one or more of the four areas of
potential effects (“APEs”) that were proposed in the “Historic Property Report, Multiple Roadway Improvements along
the U.S. 50 Corridor (Des. No. 1005104), Jackson Township, Jackson County, and Spencer and Center Townships,
Jennings County, Indiana” (Chanchani, 6/1/11; “June 1, 2011 HPR”). It seems further to have been implied that no
above-ground properties that are listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, including the
culvert and two bridges, were identified within the June 1, 2011 HPR as lying within any of the three specific APEs for
this project, as it has been described in the documentation for the review of the December 27, 2011 finding. We are
unable to find dates of construction or National Bridge Inventory numbers for the culvert over the branch of Storm Creek
or for the bridges over Storm Creek and Mutton Creek, but presumably those structures are less than 50 years of age, have
no obvious significance, do not display good integrity, or have been evaluated and found to be non-historic in INDOT’s
Historic Bridge Inventory.

The APEs proposed in the June 1, 2011 HPR extended a maximum of 400 feet to either side of the centerline of US 30.
On the other hand, the APEs for the bridge over Storm Creek and the bridge over Mutton Creek, as described in the
documentation for the December 27, 2011 finding, extend as much as 1,000 feet to the north of US 50. To visualize the
situation as we perceive it, please compare Figure 2, Sheet 1 and Figure 3, sheets | and 2 in the June 1, 2011 HPR with
Appendix A, Map 2 and Map 3, sheets 1 and 2 in the documentation for the December 27, 2011 finding.

An Equal Opportunity Emplover
www.DNR.IN.gov Printed on Aecyclad Paper




Staffan D, Peterson
January 10, 2011
Page 2

Nevertheless, having examined the relevant aerial photographs and excerpts of USGS quadrangle maps included in the
June 1, 2011 HPR and in the documentation for the December 27, 2011 finding, we have not spotted any above-ground

properties within the parts of the APEs for the two bridges in question that extend beyond 400 feet from the US 50
centerline.

Under the circumstances with which we have been presented in this review, we do not object to INDOT’s December 27,
2011 finding, on behalf of FHWA, of No Historic Properties Affected concerning Bridge/Culvert Replacements over
Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, and Branch of Storm Creek along the US 50 Corridor, Jackson Township, Jackson County,
and Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana, Des. Nos.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615.

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

If you have questions about archacological issues, please contact Dr, Rick Jones at (317} 233-0933 or

rjones@dnr.IN.gov. If you have questions about buildings or structures, please contact John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or
jearr@dnr.IN.gov.

\Qames A. Glass, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

JAGIRILILC:jle
c¢:  Luella Beth Hillen, ASC Group, Inc.

emgc; Staffan Peterson, Ph.D., Indiana Department of Transportation
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Indiana Departtnent of Transportation
Melany Prather, Indiana Department of Transpertation
Luella Beth Hillen, ASC Group, Inc.
Douglas Terpstra, ASC Group, Inc.
Daniel Prevost, Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.




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
BRIDGE/CULVERT REPLACEMENTS OVER MUTTON CREEK, STORM CREEK, AND BRANCH OF
STORM CREEK ALONG THE US 50 CORRIDOR, JACKSON TOWNSHIP,
JACKSON COUNTY, AND SPENCER TOWNSHIP, JENNINGS COUNTY, INDIANA
DES. NOS.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT
(Pursuant to 36 CFR Section 800.4(a)(1))

The undertakings to replace the US 50 bridge over Mutton Creek (Des. No. 1005615) and the US 50 bridge over Storm
Creek (Des. No. 1005614) each have an Area of Potential Effect (APE) of 1,000 ft from the edge of the bridge north of
US 50 and 400 ft from the edge of the bridge south of US 50. The undertaking to replace the US 50 culvert at the branch
of Storm Creek (Des. No. 1005613) has an APE of a 400 ft radius around the culvert.

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS
(Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(¢c)(2))

No properties in the APEs of the Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, or branch of Storm Creek bridge/culvert replacements (Des.
Nos. 1005613, 1005614, 1005615) are listed in or have been determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP).

EFFECT FINDING

Because no properties in the APEs of the Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, or branch of Storm Creek bridge/culvert
replacements (Des. Nos. 1005613, 1005614, 1005615) are listed in or have been determined eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP, INDOT, acting on FHWA’s behalf, has determined a No Historic Properties Affected finding is appropriate for
this undertaking.

SECTION 4(F) COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (for historic properties)

The undertakings will not convert property from any Section 4(f) historic property to a transportation use; the INDOT,
acting on FHWA’s behalf, has determined the appropriate Section 106 finding is No Historic Properties Affected,
therefore, no Section 4(f) evaluation is required. INDOT respectfully requests the Indiana State Historic Preservation
Officer (IN SHPO) provide written concurrence with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected.

=%

Staffan Peterson, for FHWA, Manager
INDOT Cultural Resources

/%\77/? ov

Approved Date




FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
DOCUMENTATION OF SECTION 106 FINDING OF
NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES AFFECTED
SUBMITTED TO THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR Section 800.4(d)(1)
BRIDGE/CULVERT REPLACEMENTS OVER MUTTON CREEK, STORM CREEK, AND BRANCH OF
STORM CREEK ALONG THE US 50 CORRIDOR, JACKSON TOWNSHIP,
JACKSON COUNTY, AND SPENCER TOWNSHIP, JENNINGS COUNTY, INDIANA
DES. NOS.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615
FEDERAL PROJECT NO.: Not yet assigned

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERTAKING

The undertaking consists of the replacement of bridges over Mutton Creek and Storm Creek and a culvert over a branch of
Storm Creek (Des. Nos. 1005613, 1005614, 1005615) in Jackson Township, Jackson County, and Spencer Township,
Jennings County (Appendix A). The bridges/culvert have inadequate hydraulic openings and structural deficiencies. This
undertaking is part of a larger project that consists of multiple roadway improvements along US 50 in Jackson and
Jennings counties, Indiana (Appendix B). The bridge/culvert replacements have independent utility from the other
improvements. This finding applies only to the replacement of the bridges over Mutton Creek and Storm Creek and the
culvert over a branch of Storm Creek (Des. Nos. 1005613, 1005614, 1005615). The remaining improvements will be
included in a separate finding.

The existing structure at Mutton Creek is a 136-ft three-span (42°5”-51°-42°5") continuous steel beam bridge. Forty-
three linear feet (lin ft) of the existing bridge will be replaced with 43 lin ft of new bridge. In addition, 67 lin ft of stream
will be stabilized with riprap material. The existing structure at Storm Creek is a 102-ft (30°—42°-30’) reinforced concrete
slab bridge. The new structure consists of a three-span, 57°-0”, 66°-0”, and 57°-0” continuous, composite, prestressed
AASHTO Type Il I-beam bridge with integral end bents. Riprap spill slopes will be utilized at each end bent. In addition,
62 lin ft of stream will be stabilized with riprap and geotextile material. The existing structure at the Branch of Storm
Creek is a 14-ft reinforced slab culvert. The new structure is a 24-ft three sided structure. Fifty-two lin ft of the existing
structure will be replaced with 64 lin ft of new structure; an additional 41 lin ft of stream will integrate scour protection
measures consisting of riprap and geotextile materials.

Each bridge/culvert has an Area of Potential Effect (APE) consisting of a circle 400 ft in radius centered on the center of
the bridge/culvert (Appendix A). The APEs are generally rural in character (Appendix C). The west end of the project
corridor is adjacent to the Muscatatuck Wildlife Refuge, which provides a great deal of wooded land along the road.
Other land use includes agriculture and residential lawns. Some commercial properties also are found at locations along
the corridor. Although uncommon, a few modern residential subdivisions are located adjacent to US 50.

Per Federal Highway Administration—Indiana Division (FHWA-IN) Procedures, Federal-aid highway construction
projects qualify as “undertakings” as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y) and are subject to review under FHWA-IN/Indiana
Department of Transportation (INDOT) Section 106 Procedures. Federal-aid funds would be used for planning and/or
construction of the proposed improvements. Section 106 is thus applicable.

2. EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Efforts to identify historic properties in the APE included a check of records available at the Indiana Department of
Natural Resources-Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA), historical/architectural and archaeological
fieldwork, and communication with consulting parties. DHPA serves as Indiana’s State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). The efforts to identify historic properties were conducted for the entire US 50 project corridor.

Sources of information examined at DHPA included National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listings, Indiana
Register of Historic Sites and Structures listings, the Jackson County Interim Report, the Jennings County Interim Report,
the Indiana Historic Bridges Inventory, cultural resource management reports, archaeological inventory forms in the
SHAARD, Geographic Information System (GIS) archaeological inventory maps, and cemetery maps and registry forms



in the SHAARD. No properties listed in the NRHP are located in the APEs. The records check identified nine previously
recorded history/architecture properties in the APEs in Jennings County and one in Jackson County. Fieldwork
subsequently found that two of these resources have been removed. 079-109-15033, the Josiah Cobbs Farm, is rated
Outstanding, and the remaining previously inventoried resources are rated Contributing. The latter include houses,
farmsteads, a railroad trestle, a railroad culvert, and a gas station. The US 50 bridge over Indian Creek (Bridge No. 050-
40-00854; NBI No. 18670) was identified in the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory as eligible for the NRHP under
Criterion A for its association with the Indiana State Highway Commission’s early development of the US Highway
system. No previously identified archaeological sites or cemeteries are located in the archaeological survey areas. No
previously recorded resources were identified in the APEs of the bridges/culvert over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, and a
branch of Storm Creek.

The results of the field surveys were reported in a Historic Property Report (HPR) and a Phase la Archaeological Field
Reconnaissance Report (Appendix D). The HPR recommended that 079-109-15033 (the Josiah Cobbs Farm; AL012) is
eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C as an excellent example of the Greek Revival style of architecture. The
US 50 bridge over Indian Creek (Bridge No. 050-40-00854; AL021) has been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP
under Criterion A through the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory. The archaeological survey identified one site, which
was recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Phase la archaeological report recommended Phase Ic
deep testing in the Six Mile Creek floodplain unless the proposed construction remains in the existing disturbed road
right-of-way. INDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has reviewed these reports. Neither of the identified historic resources are
located adjacent to any of the bridge replacement projects covered under this finding. No aboveground resources, apart
from the bridges/culvert, were found in any of the three APEs.

The SHPO, INDOT, and FHWA are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as a consulting party. The following
other individuals and organizations have been invited, in writing, to be consulting parties (Appendix E).

Indiana Landmarks — Southern Regional Office
Jennings County Historical Society
Jennings County Historian

US Fish & Wildlife Service

Jennings County Preservation Association
Mayor of North Vernon

Jennings County Commissioners
Jennings County Highway Engineer
Jennings County Area Plan

Jackson County Historian

Jackson County History Center

Jackson County Commissioners

Indiana Landmarks and the US Fish & Wildlife Service are consulting parties. Laura Renwick of Indiana Landmarks —
Southern Regional Office responded with a letter dated November 30, 2010 (Appendix F). The letter pointed out that the
portion of US 50 in the area of the undertaking is part of Indiana’s Historic Pathways, a nationally designated scenic
byway. The letter urges that the work be done in such a way that it maintains the scenic and historic character of the
byway and its surroundings. Ms. Renwick enclosed with the letter relevant pages from the Jackson County and Jennings
County interim reports, and, in particular, called out the Josiah Cobbs Farm and Indian Creek Bridge as resources eligible
for or likely to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. Apart from DHPA, no other responses were received.

DHPA responded with a letter dated July 25, 2011 (Appendix F). DHPA concurred that 079-109-15033 (the Josiah
Cobbs Farm; AL012) and the US 50 bridge over Indian Creek (Bridge No. 050-40-00854; AL021) appear to be eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP. The letter also called attention to two resources in apparent close proximity to the APE that
DHPA became aware of in relation to previous consultation for the US 50 North Vernon Bypass project, one being a
cattle underpass under US 50 and the other being a former gasoline station. The cattle underpass subsequently was
identified and evaluated in the HPR for the US 50 North Vernon Bypass (Des. No. 0401402), the APE for which
overlapped with the relevant APE of the US 50 roadway improvements. The underpass was recommended as not eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP, to which DHPA concurred in a letter dated September 23, 2011 (Appendix F). No building
matching the former gasoline station was identified in any of the APEs for the US 50 roadway improvements. The July



25, 2011, letter commented in regard to archaeology that DHPA concurred with the recommendation that the floodplain of
Six Mile Creek has the potential to contain buried archaeological resources. The letter recommended that any portions of
the project in the floodplain where soils have not been substantially disturbed by previous disturbance of a recent and non-
historical nature must either be avoided by all project activities, or, if this is not feasible, subjected to Phase Ic
archaeological subsurface investigation. DHPA concurred that the areas outside of the Six Mile Creek floodplain do not
appear to contain currently known archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, and no further
archaeological investigations appear necessary in these areas (Appendix F). The undertaking will not impact undisturbed
soils in the Six Mile Creek floodplain, so a Phase Ic archaeological investigation has not been conducted.

No resources listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP were identified in the APEs of the bridges/culvert over Mutton
Creek, Storm Creek, or a branch of Storm Creek.

3. BASIS FOR FINDING
No historic resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP were identified in the APEs of the bridges/culvert
over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, or a branch of Storm Creek (Des. Nos. 1005613, 1005614, 1005615). Therefore, no

historic resources will be affected by this undertaking.

A public notice regarding the APE and No Historic Properties Affected finding will be issued for this project in a local
newspaper concurrently with the issuance of these findings to the consulting parties. A 30-day comment period will be
given. This document will be revised, if necessary, after the public notice to reflect any comments received.
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Appendix A, Map 1. Map of Indiana showing the vicinity of the APEs.
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Appendix A, Map 2. Portions of the 1993 Azalia, 1980 Chestnut Ridge, 1993 Hayden, and 1993 North Vernon quadrangles (USGS 7.5’ topographic maps) showing the project areas and APEs.
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Appendix A, Map 3. Aerial photo showing APE, architectural locations, and plate locations. (3 Sheets) Sheet 1 of 3
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Appendix A, Map 3. Aerial photo showing APE, architectural locations, and plate locations. (3 Sheets) Sheet 2 of 3
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Plate 2. View west from east of the US 50 bridge over Mutton Creek.



Plate 4. View west along US 50 from the US 50 bridge over Storm Creek.
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ABSTRACT

Under contract with Parsons Transportation Group, ASC Group, Inc., has completed a
Phase la archaeological survey for the proposed US 50 spot improvements (Des. No. 1005104)
[each location has a specific Des. No. but they will be subsumed under 1005104] in Jackson
Township in Jackson County, and Center and Spencer townships in Jennings County, Indiana.
The various project areas were separated into nine separate survey areas (Areas 501-509) along
US 50. The total area surveyed for the entire project is 67.7 ha (167.4 ac). The project
areas/survey areas are located between Section 14, Township 6N, Range 6E on the 1983
Chestnut Ridge quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ topographic map) and Section 5, Township 6N, Range
8E on the 1959 Hayden quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ topographic map). They occupy agricultural,
wooded, and residential areas between 1-65 in Seymour and the western side of North VVernon.
Two of the project areas/survey areas, at Storm Creek and Mutton Creek, fall into the
Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge (MNWR).

A total of 179 shovel probes and 35 soil cores were placed across the project areas/survey
areas during the investigation. One archaeological site, 12Jn524, a prehistoric isolated find was
recorded by the investigation. 12Jn524 is recommended not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. Mutton and Storm creeks show floodplains that are very poorly to
poorly drained and soil cores advanced in each do not indicate buried A horizons. It is unlikely
archaeological deposits would be deeply buried in either of these two locations and no deep
testing is recommended for either creek. Sixmile Creek has a large floodplain that is better
drained based on shovel probes. Soil cores could not be advanced into the floodplain of Sixmile
Creek. It is recommended that deep testing be conducted in the Sixmile Creek project
area/survey area (Area 504) unless the proposed construction remains in the existing disturbed
road ROW. No additional Phase la work is recommended for the project areas/survey areas.

In the event that archaeological deposits or human remains are encountered during the
construction phase of the project, all work will cease and archaeologists from the Indiana
Department of Natural Resource-Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA)
and the Indiana Department of Transportation-Cultural Resources Office (INDOT-CRO) will be
notified.

SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATIONS OF FINDINGS

Under contract with Parsons, ASC Group, Inc., has completed a Phase la archaeological
survey for the proposed US 50 spot improvements (Des. No. 1005104) in Center and Spencer
townships, Jennings County and Jackson Township, Jackson County, Indiana. All of the spot
improvements have been assigned an overall Des. No. of 1005104. The Des. No. for each
specific spot improvement can be seen in Table 1. The project areas/survey areas are located
between Section 14, Township 6N, Range 6E on the 1983 Chestnut Ridge quadrangle (USGS
7.5’ topographic map) and Section 5, Township 6N, Range 8E on the 1959 Hayden quadrangle

(USGS 7.5’ topographic map). They occupy agricultural, woodland, and residential areas



between 1-65 in Seymour and the western side of North Vernon. The total area surveyed for the
entire project is 67.7 ha (167.4 ac). A total of 157 shovel probes and 18 soil cores were placed
across the project areas/survey areas during the investigation. Two of the project areas/survey
areas, at Storm Creek and Mutton Creek, fall into the MNWR. The areas within the MNWR
were surveyed under ARPA permit 2011-IN/3-1 and special use permit 31530-11-003.

One archaeological site, 12Jn524, was recorded by the investigation. The site is a
prehistoric isolated find. This site shows no evidence of features or in situ materials and is
disturbed by recent drainage work and the installation of rip-rap along a small creek adjacent to
the site location. Further investigation of this site likely would not produce significant
information. Consequently, the site is recommended not eligible for listing on the NRHP and no
further work is warranted.

Mutton and Storm creeks show floodplains that are very poorly to poorly drained and soil
cores advanced in each do not indicate buried A horizons. It is unlikely archaeological deposits
would be deeply buried in either of these two locations and no deep testing is recommended for
either creek. Sixmile Creek has a large better drained floodplain. Soil cores could not be
advanced into the floodplain of Sixmile Creek. It is recommended that deep testing be
conducted in the Sixmile Creek project area/survey area (Area 504) unless the proposed
construction remains in the existing disturbed road ROW. No additional Phase la work is
recommended for the project area/survey area. In the unlikely event that archaeological deposits
or human remains are encountered during the construction phase of the project, all work will
cease and archaeologists from the DHPA and the INDOT-CRO must be notified.
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ABSTRACT

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with Parsons Transportation Group, has completed a
historic property report for various proposed roadway improvements along U.S. 50 west of North
Vernon (Des. No. 1005104) in Jackson Township of Jackson County and Spencer and Center
townships of Jennings County. Des. No. 1005104 is being used as an umbrella number for the
project, which also includes 17 other improvements, each with its own designation number. The
purpose of this investigation is to provide information for compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The improvements were grouped into
four Areas of Potential Effect: 1) from 400 feet west of the center of the U.S. 50 bridge over
Mutton Creek to approximately 1,600 feet west of CR 800 West, with a width of 400 feet on
either side of the centerline of U.S. 50; 2) from approximately 700 feet east of CR 800 West to
2,000 feet east of CR 580 West, with a width of 400 feet on either side of the centerline of U.S.
50; 3) from approximately 1,500 feet west of CR 450 West to approximately 1,500 feet east of
CR 400 West, generally with a width of 400 feet on either side of the centerline of U.S. 50; and
4) from 400 feet west of the center of the U.S. 50 bridge over Indian Creek to approximately
1,400 feet north of CR 15 North, with a width of 400 feet on either side of the U.S. 50 centerline.

A literature review identified the U.S. 50 bridge over Indian Creek, located in the
easternmost Area of Potential Effect, as having been determined eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places through the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory. The
literature review also identified one resource in Jackson County and nine resources in Jennings
County as having been recorded in the Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory. One of
these resources, 079-109-15033, is rated Outstanding in the Jennings County interim report.

Field investigation and the use of the Jennings County Assessor’s GIS website were used
to identify resources 50 years of age or older in the Areas of Potential Effect. Any such resource
of sufficient integrity to warrant a rating of Contributing according to the standards of the
Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory was photographed and recorded on maps.
Twenty-seven such resources were identified. AL012 (079-109-15033) is recommended as
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C as an excellent
example of the Greek Revival style of architecture. AL021 (the U.S. 50 bridge over Indian
Creek) has been determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under
Criterion A through the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory. The remaining properties lack
significance and/or integrity and are recommended as not eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. No portion of any of the Areas of Potential Effect retain sufficient integrity to
be eligible as part of a rural historic district.



CONCLUSIONS

ASC has completed a history/architecture investigation toward compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, for the U.S. 50 roadway
improvements in Jackson Township, Jackson County, and Spencer and Center Townships,
Jennings County. A total of 27 properties 50 years in age and older that warrant at least a
Contributing rating were identified. One property, AL012 (079-109-15033), which is a
nineteenth century Greek Revival-style house and associated outbuildings, is recommended as
eligible for NRHP listing under Criterion C as an excellent example of the Greek Revival style of
architecture. ALO021 (the U.S. 50 bridge over Indian Creek) has been determined eligible for
listing in the NRHP under Criterion A through the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory. The
remaining properties lack significance and/or integrity and are recommended as not eligible for
the NRHP. Although much of the area surrounding the U.S. 50 corridor remains rural and
agricultural in character, the nature of U.S. 50 as a main through route has led to substantial
modern residential and commercial development along the road. As a result, the U.S. 50

corridor lacks sufficient integrity to constitute or be encompassed within a rural historic district.
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Consulting Parties for Des. No. 1005104
Multiple Roadway Improvements along the US 50 Corridor
Jackson Township, Jackson County, and Spencer and Center Townships, Jennings County, Indiana

Accepted/Declined

First Name Last Name Agency/Organization Address City State Zip Code | Consulting party
status
Indiana Department of Natural .
James Glass Resources-Division of Historic 402 W. Washington St, Indianapolis IN 46204- Accepted
. Room W274 2739
Preservation and Archaeology
Bishop Henry Whipple 55111-
James Myster US Fish and Wildlife Service Federal Building Fort Snelling Minnesota 4056 Accepted
1 Federal Drive
Greg Sekula Indiana Lan_dmarks i Southern 115 West Chestnut Street Jeffersonville IN 47130 Accepted (_by Laura
Regional Office Renwick)
Lilian Cramer Jennings Count_y Ereservatlon P.O. Box 412 Vernon IN 47282 No Response
Association
Charlotte A. Sellers Jackson County Historian 439 E. 100 S. Brownstown IN 4;55(7)' No Response
Richard Rumph Jackson County History Center P.O. Box 215 Brownstown IN 452252' No Response
John Schafstall Jackson County Commissioners 1133 East CR 877 N Seymour IN 47274 No Response
Brett Caldwell Jennings County Historian 134 E. Brown Street Vernon IN 47282 No Response
Harold Campbell Mayor of North Vernon 275 Main Street North Vernon IN 47265 No Response
Jeff Day Jennlng_s C_:ounty 3355 State Hwy. 7 North Vernon IN 47266 No Response
Commissioners
Michael J. Magner Jennmgg County Highway 72 Henry Street, P.O. Box 47 North Vernon IN 47265 No Response
Engineer/ Director
Cheryl Trisler Jennings County Area Plan P.O. Box 400 Vernon IN 47282 No Response
Richard Schneider Jennmg_s C_:ounty P.O. Box 383 Vernon IN 47282 No Response
Commissioners
Chris Asher Jennings County Historical 135 E. Brown Street Vernon IN 47283 No Response

Society
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November 30, 2010

Mr. Brock Hoegh

HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, IN 46204-5178

RE: Spot Improvements along US 50 from US 31 to County Road 15N, Jackson
and Jennings counties; INDOT Des. No. 1005104

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Thank you for your letter of November 9 and the opportunity for Indiana
Landmarks to act as a consulting party on the above project.

We have reviewed the materials provided, and look forward to receiving
additional information as the project is further developed. At the outset, we want
to be sure that you are aware that this portion of US 50 is part of Indiana’s
Historic Pathways, which is a nationally-designated scenic byway
(http.//’www.byways.org/explore/byways/76130/). As plans are being developed
for the bridge replacements and spot improvements, we would strongly
encourage that the work is done in a way that maintains the scenic and historic
character of the byway and its surroundings.

In regard to historic resources, the relevant pages of the Jackson and Jennings
counties /nterim Reports are enclosed. Please note that both of these surveys
were completed more than twenty years ago and the data does need to be
updated. The most significant resource that appears to potentially be impacted by
the proposed work is identified as #33 in the Spencer Township survey, the
Josiah Cobbs Farm. This property was rated “outstanding” and is likely eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Part of that property
appears to be contained within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Spot
Improvement Number 8. Any impacts to the property and its setting should be
minimized. The bridge over Indian Creek, which would be replaced as Spot
Improvement 15, has also been determined to be National Register-eligible.

I hope this information is of help. Please do not hesitate to contact this office
should you have any questions or require any additional information.

DATE RECEIVED
HNTB INDIANAPOLIS
JOB NO.

INDIANA LANDMARKS

FILE

DEC 0 3 2010

ROUTE TO:

Community Preservation Specialist

Enclosures

INDIANA LANDMARKS REVITALIZES COMMUNITIES, RECONNECTS US TO OUR HERITAGE, AND SAVES MEANINGFUL PLACES.



i<

SIS (9F0G1) sewef 3G pue (pGocT)

BULIYILT) '3G 93 JO SIS DY yAeW O} urewal

Feul [je ade $3LIa39Wa)) QYKL Ul pajaeis (CHOCT)
A1230I80 € pue gfel IN0qe IIng (FHogL) A101001 e
saprpout osje xopdwon ay “paserdar usaq 1aaau sey
sfdasys padeys-reuoBeivo jewrBuo sy ‘sgoer Ajes
A UL LIS v AQ paldewre(] 913 [eAlAY d1YI00) 5 oos
ST U DLIG JO PAIONLSUOD Sem ‘saure( '1G JO ajs
FUT LWIOL] PROT AU $$0IDe pajedo] ‘Buippng sty |
's,ydasof )5 paweu pue zegl ut pajejdwod sem
‘Aepo} SPUBIS YIIYM (GHOGL) YoINyd PIYE Y "BISIA
Buanig S8 UMOuy ealte ue ul adusutwoid paured
‘SAUR] 15 YOINYD JOYIRD) PUOIIS B UM 133e]
51834 PAaUOpURQR SEM UYDINLD JY ] °S,QULIdYIEY) 1§
paurey sem ‘gpgl W uipiing awesy e £q paoeidax
YRITRED ST TPaldale sem yoamyd 0] v uaym

LFRL [HUD Sa1[Iue] YSH] pug UeULIan) asay} pajIsia
uostpep woay 3satid v oeare afy Xig eyl Jo YInos
JUBLUS[1ISS B PAYSIqRISe AJIUNWiuoD DOy ) Sy L

1
*

£80
. 950

G50 »

M *Re b0
. £50

T
3
S

"a1035 e pue doys
sadooo “doys uoBem e ‘sdoys yprwssyoelq [eioass
Yoy 1sudeg Uotun Ay pauIRILD JUSWAYIIAS

ST XI5 S "UOUIBA JO I9pUNOJ “IajmeA uyof 4G
PRUIBU SEAM ORI Y AUNURLOD UBAING a1}
30 183M SA{IUL MIJ B DRID) B[N XIG 3] Jo Syueq o0 e €0
AYL IEIU PIYSIRISH Sem JUIIB[HIS S[UAN XIS Y] - e Toto 0 NIGAVH
AJUNWWIOD 3Y} JO ISOMUIIOU %9217 S XIS Sy} e xun_ EETRRCE I o o i i
UG PR[Has pey S1dYjo pue uBwsSRY UPWOOG pue ‘ oy H I 4o 20 |
jorueyieN ‘staec] ueipeuyof ‘1edey oja /181 Ag . % |
JUILAOS DY 0] AJALOR JO IDIUAD 3} JWIRDDG _ ?
pue ueAlng yeoN Aq ing sesm [ugsug v w oot |
Arepunog uayinos s, diysumo) ay Suope pasmaoo m - 8t . \o i - 9l
ANUNUWIWOD URAING 3Y3 JUIWD[HIS JSI1J Y| N 051 parmx §e oz0 5 N g

»

pa il 18

« 610

Srmom).

TBAA AJRUOLINOASY] nooz! (al e | . d f v

DYI UL JIDLJO UL SE PAAIIS OUYM I9[11as AJTed ue 7 i LA
‘reouads eseury [2UOL0)) 10§ paureu sem digsumoy
syl “diysumor 119a07 03 pappe sem uondas e [gg]
Ul pue (diysumO] UOULaA 0] PIXIULE SEM UOT}Das "
[[PWS B Gpg] ut tAInjuad yjusajautu oy Suunp N 008 e PR
SBUIL [RIDADS PALaj[e SeM AIRpunog WIsymos m m b : m
s,diysumor a1 diysumoy, uousap jo uondss e woy
£E8L ‘G Aepy uo paziuedio sem diysumoy 19ouadg

« 900 - )

.
mrnlcrﬁt . 00

01 -

A

* €00 = YOO M 100 »

800 o . KR

M SLE
M 000 T
M D59
004
M08
M 008
M S8
M 088
M 006
M oo

(£90-100ST) diysumoj, 1aduadg

ey

°e

A

L



(892)
UOHNIISUO)/LRNIRUISA ‘arnynoudy

YD ISWWINS ‘asnoyadqows “asnoy
URIIYD SBUIpINqINE ‘sdure] ‘|
WRITIA LIOPINY ZART 'OSNOY- (9snop]
‘proy] aseq ‘wire sautel] " WeT[IpM

(z/¥) vononnsuo)

[ARINOBPUIAA ‘2amnoudy (quo
ur-aalip ‘ureq reysod-oanyy 1sompin
:SBUIPINGINQ ‘5981 ") “XOq[eS
“9SNOL ‘M (09 “wiref 13p[IM utA[e)

(Z4) MOHONIISUOCTY /IR NORUIDA
0FR1 D ‘uad-a18urs 807 ‘A 009 ‘asnoy

(892)
UOLIMIISUOD) [IRINORLLIBA ‘amnondy

DIDOISBAIT xRy OERTD ‘PSNOY-]
IBSTNOR] M 069 “urre] LIeD) sajreyD)

{601) uogonysuo’y

MRNOPUIDA qLIdWION) duipigqinQ
‘K112 140} :12pIINg ‘0HYL "D ‘T2
-pajqen) :asnop] (N 01 asnoy Axisg

(601) uonerodsuery
‘Burraawni8uy pel D ‘ssnip Auog
Head ‘M 006 ‘LT “ON 28plag Ajuno)

(A01) UOTIINIISUOD)JIRINORULIBA ‘OF]L D
‘uad-ardurs ory !N oot ‘esnoy %00

(0g0)
UOLDMIISUC) AR NDBUIIA JUSUIR[1OG
jaonerordxyy ZLajony pryon)

HIOpENg ‘GHRT D “tojred-pue-jrey
8071 !N 007 ‘asnoy Anjoo) pryan

(0£0) uondNIISUOD
JIRINOCUISA WOOM.WH.U \mmSOS-—
‘N 00z “asnoy 1oFury weim

{0€0) UOTIDNIISUO)/IRINDLUIIA
P2IMMondY BuIedy-asIaasuLL
ysidur surey QeRL o AsNOY-|
WDSNOH {N 00z “urreg ro8ury NI

(2L

UOIIDNIISUOD)/IRINOVUIBA "2IN102JI 01y
INNOLIBY UDYDID] INUNS SISNOY
UNOIYD “wreq ysiBuy sBuppnqin
‘00610 BUUY Uaan )/ ALIOJonT)
IDSNOH N (061 “urIwy uouuen)y

e

0

170

020

610

810

L10

910

510

Lo

€10

710

()
UOHONIISUOT)/IB[NOPUIBA ‘drnyjnoudy

‘UMY Idwwns “ureq ysi8uy
S3UPIEMGINO ‘06812 ‘[P-PalqeD)
IASNOH M ((/ ‘wired usapuey wWerim

(ZL%) HONONIISUOT)/IR[NIPUIIA
InyrduBY TUSYDIY ISWWns
‘Aarrd ‘asnoyaxows ‘ureq ysyBuy
:s3up[mqing ‘00612 ‘[1P-palqeD
WOSNOH ‘M 007 ‘wirey Asfey uyof

(zz%) uondNISUOY)

JrenoRuIan ‘aamynoudy fqeriod-asiyl
ISOMPIN 1uIeq ‘DegL Y ‘Tle-pIIqeD
PSNOH ‘M 007 “Wired 3y WeIImM

(z2p) 2ampanydIy Oze1 > ‘Mofedung
N 00¢ “osnoy] 18raquadpery

(TLF) UOTIINISUO)) [ IR[NORUIIA
“0881°> TIP-PRIqeD ‘N 00€ “dsnoy

(z/%) vonpnasuony
[ARINORUIBA [C/QT O/GY8L D T[2-Palqen)
jasnoy-1 8o ‘M 009 'asnoly Jojiel "a

(7£%) UOLINIISUOD) /TR NOBUIDA
DIMNOUBY (USYDID| IoUIUns
‘asnoyeyows [SSUIPINGING SUBIM
SafIeyD) P9panyg ‘010 ‘asnoy-|
1BSNOH N G/1 ‘wre] SUD{fIpM SapreyD)

{z/¥) vononnsuo))

pemoewIan ‘armroudy fasnoysows
“ureq ypoisaary s8urppngin
“arunSes] I9ANO Haping ‘ool > ‘uad
-9IqnO(] :BSNOH ‘N (¢ ‘e urwisey

{z/%) uoi8ay "uawaIag uoneIodxy
FEEL-LP]T N 00€ ‘A1319wa) weunsey

)
UOTIONIISHOD) IR[NDLLIIA ‘2N noudy

‘awrer)-osIaAsURI], (uIRg ‘GeR1 O ‘19
-pajqen) 1ASNOK ‘N (6T ‘9SNOH 33IYM
{z/¥) uotdrey uswLag uoneloidxy

‘G061-0€81 ‘N 067 ‘Ardjaura)) yywg

uondrisagy

81y

110

010

600

800

00

900

S00

00

€00

200

100
“ON

[44

'sa8puaq ssnay YEnoay ] e jo

safdurexs y0q axe (g6ocr) (96 "oN a8puig Lumory)
a3pug piog s,Ja[ng ayj pue ‘68l Ul 1ing “(£9051)
(€11 "oN @8p1ag Aunony) a8purg prog sapdeig sy
“1ap10q wIdYInos s,drysumoy sy swoy yongm
IDATY MOTHRIRISTYA S} $S0ID 838pLig ssnil-[eiaw
jo sapdurexs Surpuesino [eiaass ‘paseider usaq
aaey sadpuiq 1opfo s,diysumoy ay3 Jo 1S0uI S[IYM

‘66l Ut ing

“(19061) 2SMOH ouIydSeIA 931095 43 pue P68l
moge g ‘(ZHOGT) osnop] Aleag ydesof sy axe
sardwexs pood omy “drysumol ay jo jjey wrnos
Yl w1 pajuasaxdal [am st 9JAls suuy uBangy auy

"898 UL Mg (€C0GT) QgD Yeisof Jo asnoy

Ay} sem asnoy-] ue o3 patdde se a1dis jpataay
}aa1y oYy Jjo adwexs Suipueisino wy speap
ajeuel{el] Uyim J[ing sem ((QHG]) 9sn0L] sumoqi
] PABMPH 9L} ‘9STIOY YOLIq IDIOUY “3[A38 [eiapa]
AU UI (GEOGL) SWOY YOLIq STY HIng pue Auiie suj
WOLJ PAUINIal UMOI UB[LY "JeAA TIALTY 813 1a1je
AHIOYS 3{Ing 219m S[TRIap [eanidayydie paydde
Yim asnoy-] ay) jo sapdwexs pood piasg

“wirey a3 0 jusdelpe pajedor st (ppasy) Axsjewan
Auey 9y [ JUaUIuIaA0g ayy woiy paseyoind

SEM I UBYM RERL 2DUTS AJIWIR) DU Ul pauieung
sey Ayzadord sty uewnsey 1ean0) Ag ooet

moqe g “(FOST) SSNOH Uewisey aij §t asnoy
uad-agnop auys jo ardwexs aigeiou v asdRIRYD U
Te[noRuIan st arnioajyoe s diysumoy sy o 1sop

TAUI0D Jsamyirou 1ey s diysumoy aug ut payeno;
Woq “(910GT) ISNOH X0D) Y3 pue (GI(G]) 2sNoH

Anjony ey Surpnput sasnoy 801 Aliea peisass
sapnout drysumo], eouadg JO sangdaIYdIR BU T

"SBESAUISIIC] IOIO
[e19AS pue 21035 "A01310 180d © SUIRIUOD UapAr]
AINJUBD YIAIUSM) L] OJUL PIAIAINS SBY (DIyMm

Ayrununuod Ajuo s, drgsumoy sy 0eg1 b sun|
uo uapAep 03 padueyd sem sweu s Singuapiepy

“uspdeH I ‘uapusjuLIadng proljies ayj jo ouoy

ut paweu sem pue yodap ayy resu padojasap
Binquapirer] jo adeyia ay ], “pury suemy qode| uo
Hinq sem odap peosprel oy "$681 Aq peraidwon
“15am 03 153 woay diysumoy ayy pessoid yimm
peoipey (ddississi pue oy sy 30 UonINIsuaD
a1 Aq pajoaye Afjeard sem digsumoy aig




€T

(892) uorBiay
‘AUNPRYILY (768 ‘[BAIARY JIYI0N)
"M 00Z Yy drjoyze) ydasof 19

(897) uotdnay
‘AUNSIYDIY (062 d.&svmﬁ:om
UBIIIWY (A4 (0, A10109y ydasof 1g

(89¢) uoiBiay qussaid-gog
‘M 002 ‘A1ppwia) drjoyie) ydasof ig

(601) uoONIISUOT

(Ael0dRUISA ‘2INIDAIYIIY
‘2anynoLIdy [asnoy uadnyd

‘ofis ‘ureq ysy3uy sSuppnging
06810 9881300 suuy udany)
WISNOH 16 o7 “wreg Ajeag ydasof

(601) uonNHSUOY

jFenoeulap ‘aunynondy

‘Areue1d ‘uayopy 1swiwuns

‘uaeq ysiBuq ‘uieq Jwrerj-asiassueiy
SBupinginQ ‘peyuteq Aapreyn)
1aping ‘g/81°> “opred-pue-ley
ASNOH ‘M (06 ‘wile] afeypueg A1udy

(601)
HOHDINAISUOT)IB[NORUIIA ‘INJI3IYILY

2y oLy (UBYDINY JauIwnS ‘qiid
ur-aaup ‘wleq ysif3uy sSupmging
‘GYRL D “ajeUB!E}[/ISNOY-] 13S0
‘M (006 “wirey sumo(q | piempy

(6(L) UOLIINIISUOT) /IR NIBUISA
BMPPINYILY ‘BUNNdUBY ‘awely
-aslaasuel], tuleg ‘Geel > ‘mojedung
19SNOH 06 "5 “waeq (2804 pY

0r0

AN W

O sho

O wo

O ¥

N oo

o o

O 00

O 6£0

"UOLINAISUOI S asnoY Y] dof avm ayp Sunnp dfim suy o)
U0 AJUOWL JU3S HALG “UDIILA JUM D) D ‘Umolg ud)y dof
$98[ 1104 yjtng sum asnoy Ay (GEOSI) ISNOY UMoLg ua||y

(601) voneyrodsuesy ‘Buuisauiduy
‘M 000L J30 ‘apisaiL peoaiey O B g

(601) uot3yay
‘Juswi|Ias, uoneIodxy ‘G/61-6€81
‘peoy] aseq ‘A131awa)) 12IYOp

(60L) UOHIONIISUOD)/TRINDBUIIA
‘a1 NdU8Y (swely-asIaAsuel],
‘uleq ‘g/8L ‘@SnoY-] :asnop
‘M 006 ‘wiIeg SPIIYD YiaqezI[y

(601) UOIDNIISUCT) /IR NDELLIBA
‘AINIBIYDIY [GORT D ‘TeIapa/asnoy-|
‘peoy| aseq ‘asnop umolg uaj|y

(601) uonINISUO)
j[ae[noeuIap ‘amynoudy ‘Rzl
‘Kare(] ‘06 "g7 ‘uaeg AgmaN T v

€£0

%

8€0

LEO

9¢0

€e0

Peo

(601) UOIIONIISUOT)/dRINOBULIIA
‘DMIBPYILY ‘AN NOLISY

‘ureq [e310d-231Y] 1SeMPIN

‘UYL Jawwng s3uLppnqing
‘B98L "TeAlASY NI 3SNOY-]
19SNOH (06 'S ‘wiie] sqqoD) yersof

(601)
UOLIINIISUO])/IR[NIBUIIA ‘BINIINYILY

{06812 ‘|eiapayseBessed-jenua)
‘M 0GZ ‘asnoy sumo(] urueluag

(Z82) uoTIONIISUOD) /1R NDBUISA
‘3212WIOY) proc] uyof jiapping
‘gz61 ‘TeuondUN AInjuad) Yanuam]
‘08 SN ‘uonelg dIAIG pRoQ

(g92) uoneysodsuel]
BuriaautBug (0oL 2 1apio) el
‘M 099 JJO “a118aIL, peos[iey O % g

(897) uoray
\uﬁmgm_twm\chuﬁ&hoaxm whowﬁémwﬁ
‘prOY| aseq ‘Arajawia)) qUIOdIIYM

(897) uot3ray
‘Juawsieg uoneloldxy 9561 -7z81
‘peoy] aseq ‘4110w I[N XIS

(897) uoneyiodsuely
‘Bunaaurdug (161" NeA
[a11eg 06 "5 ‘ssedrapun peoijrey

(892)

UOLIDNISUOT) IB[NOBUISA ‘BINIDAIUDIIY
‘048170 ‘areURLE}|/|]9-PIqRD

‘peoy| aseq ‘asnol adespy uyof

(897) UONINIISUOD)/IBINDRLLIIA
‘aIndanyd1y ‘aInynoudy ‘o8eied
‘suleq }003saAlT sSupinginQ
‘1aveq AalieyD) pue jreyuieg Aareyn)
:19p[ing 'gz6l ‘plojedung asnoy
‘peoy aseq ‘wreq uosie) - ‘[ 38pn(

(897) UOIIONLISUOT)/IRINORULISA
‘uonjerrodsuery ‘Buuisaut8uy
‘aanynouiy sassediapun ‘payspoom
‘ureq ysi8uy ‘ureq [ejrod-sang)
1SOMPIA (SBUIplIQInQ ‘sauteH 'O 'M
1apling ‘gz6l ‘moredung asnop|
‘peoy aseq jjo ‘wireq sauteHy ‘0O ‘M
(g97) uonelrodsuely

‘Quusauiduy ‘gosl o ‘proy aseq
‘a[isa1], prOI[IRY 3AIN)) SAUIRYH

€60

20

1e0

0£0

670

870

420

920

£20

¥2o

€20




8¢

e Aq pajussardar st asnoy-] oy “ayi] uspAeyy

w0 {97007} asnoy e st urioy asnoy afessed-fenuad
a1 01 pardde syuawape [eaady ¥oa10) jo ajduwexs
Buipueisino uy “drysumoy 193ua7) Ut punoy aq
HED SISNOY NILIG AINIUad-JUSalauIU [R13A9G

ic!eitq:i:ls

“a8puiq auols © pue sasnoy
preni ouois (RS ‘Sa[N0q JO A[PILUL JING 123RYS
[IBLIS © S 1OTS $aInjea) SullSoIojul JoYj0 [BI9AsS

sey oste Apadord ayy $zel 01 1261 woig sades
1213435 UL BUOIS JO HIng (G0007) 2snoy mofeSung

~
UBUISIIRID) B PRY “UOUISA YIION Ul 3D1A19S azo {05 .mu
AIpurie] B paumo oym ‘IS1Ueg YURL] "AIOns &
Amuas-yanuam) Sunsaiviur ue st sasnoy 3o . 220

agaty} woy ofnw suo Apjewnrxoidde pajeso

—n ow—

ZOG——ulilIlll.. —— . — " — - ——

"UBIPIYD ] pasiel oy araym asnoy Joj yuoy !
-91qed e JIng pue sgzg1 oy ul Ajuno) sBuruuaf |
O} PBAOWT A1 “PIO $1B34 I SeM B4 USYM CCRL N 05} »
‘07 AR U0 I0K MIN O3 Auewniony ‘erreaeg wouj _ 0ce »
paresdiuut YO0H (Z0007) Wi YOOH 2oudimer] .— 610 e
243 w0 s uonornsuod 3oy jo adwexe 1ae] v gl N 00T k
MOGE JIng sem N (06 U0 (FOp07) 2510y xoqyes V20
301 L103s-0m) v "sasnoy Sof Apiea jo sapdwexa . g1ofte HUON 10
JqRIOU [RIAAGS suteuod diysumol 1epuan) N 08T e

M e R SN N A A W T W

NONY

b

* 9ig

TUOWIIA IION N 00F Lo o Li0

153404 —
03 ucyddray wosy padueys Afferdijo sem aweu

. ; . ] ' 400 11vIS ; | Bt
SUMOY 313 £OR] UL PUR “UOUIIA UIION Powel pue S _ I3 . AR
paneld aIam SUOISIAID-(NS [RISASS ‘SIBaA Maj xau m . ] =z
B SBAQ) BIIYSOIT Jo afeqpa oy Sunerodiosus NoOstp 500 S | B .
uoiddriy se umoy ayy papiodar pue payerd ddiy 3 £00 v00 Am m
pERL FT aunf uQ Buisson ayy Surpunorms N 005 | h.uo.a : o |
puey aseyoand o3 Apoqea eizg pue uosuyof | ¢ . g0 *
uoysdue] tayiesd wenpy ‘ddiy uewsagery . + )20 |
[pu0100) paonpul snyy -dojeaap oy ueSaq Juawapos Nosy L " — I. — e —— e e LR
SUJ pue aul] siy) pardastajul peoaprey iddississyy a8 & m.u o
pue OO U3 Z6gL uf "aur| peoiprey stjodeuerpuy meom ™ = 3
PuB UOSIPEJA 21} U0 PaySTIqRISs Sem J[[IsNIr] se &

MO JUSWIRL1aS [[BWS  ‘SOPgT oy ul “diysumop
133UaT) PIUIRUSI IJR] SeM I "UOUISA 10N
paweu AjfeurdiiQ “diysumoy, uouap jo uondas e
se papnput sem diysumo, 193U’y “Gogr 03 1011 ]

(820-10002) diysumoj, 133u2)
/

7 o

oy




6C

810

(£80) 2an32231yd1y ‘61617
‘s1enbg-1nog uedLIBWY ‘F G/ ‘9SnoY

(£80) UOLDNIISUOD) /IR NDBUIIA
‘aingnoudy ‘quDUIOD ‘3|qes

‘uleq awedj-as1easuel], s3ulppngqinQ
‘GRRT "D ‘OsSnOY-] 9SNOH ‘Y G/] ‘wre]

(/80) uo13ijay “WBW.[RG /UoLEIo|dXT
161-F181 D 183104 93el5 IONW|as ‘N
0GE ‘A1919W3)) I3MEA -p[alJInuUING

(£80) UOINIISUOT)/IRINOBUIIA
‘06810 ‘uad-a18uis 307 ‘g pp ‘aSNOH

(£80) UO1IdNIISUO) /IR NOULIIA
‘2 nouBdy ‘ysyduy tuteqg ‘OGRL"d
‘10paed-pue-j|ep] (asNOH a4 O ‘wire

(£80) o131y
Juswa|aguoneiojdxyg fjuasaxd

098172 ‘M G2 “A1239u1a)) ISA[{IH

(zLp) 2anpaPIy
‘G761 D ‘mojedung M G/ ‘asnoy

(zZF) UOIIPNIISUOD) /IR NOBLLIDA
‘aangnondy ysy8uyg jureg ‘081D
112-Pajaes) SnOH ‘M 7 ‘wnreg
(ZZF) UOLIINLISUOD)/JRINORUIIA

‘G161 2 @ooh-_mﬁ_Em;m ‘M 7 'snoy

(¢4¥) uonoNLISUOT)
JARNOBUIA \COSMUSUW \mOw—.u

_uo1y-3qe) !N §7Z L "ON [0042S

610

810

410

910

Si0

vi0

€10

T10

LLO

010

010

e

(7/F) UolIdNIISUOD)/IB[NIBUIIA
‘09812 XOqi[eS ‘N 00€ @SMOH D 600

(z/¥) UOIOINIISUO))/LR[NOBUIIA (G881 D
aQessed-jenjuan) ‘g peoy djels ‘snoly D 800

(Z4P) UOLIINIISUOD)/IR[NIPUISA
AINIIYDLY ‘I dUZY
‘Aare(] ruieq ‘0681 D ‘duuy

udany) :9SNO} ‘g peoy Aeig ‘wirey D L0

(£80)
UOI}ONLISUO ) /IR NDBULIBA ‘aanynoudy
fystj8uyg ureq ‘0zl 2/0¥8L

‘asnoy-1 8o/]19-paiqed) ‘4 001 ‘wrey N 900

(£80) UOIONIISUO)/IR[NIBUIIA
‘aIn}dAYOIY I3pliq ‘sasnoy 1d3[aYs
‘sasnoy pIens) :sBuIpnqInQ ‘1261
‘mofedung uewisyjer)) :asnoy 183104
3jelg 1aTWRS "aSNOY JATWIG Huex] N <00

|
| .

(£80)
UOIIONIISU0D) /1| NORUISA ‘2 nouldy

‘U323 1DWIUWINS ‘ASNOoYINOoWs
‘uteq yst3ug s3upinginQO ‘08l >
‘xoqjes 8o :asnoH ‘N ¢ ‘mreq N %00

{£80) UOLINIISUOD)

JIRNOBULISA kmg::sU:w‘i ‘pays poom

‘ureq wWely-asisasuel] SIUpEnqing
‘881D ‘asnoY-] :aSNOH] 1Y OG1 ‘WRy D €00

(£80)
UOIIINIISUOD) /IR NOBUISA ‘21 noudy

‘ysyBuy ruleg HPOH 3duaImeT]
:1apjing ‘s/81 ‘Juoyy-2iqed Zo1]
19SNOH ' O0G] ‘uireg }d0H 3dudime’] N 200

(£80) UOIIDNIISUOT)/IBNORUIIA
UINIIAUYDIY (G8LD ‘Buuy
usan(y/|a-paiqeD ‘g 0G1 ‘asnoy J 100

uondimsag ‘91 ‘oN

"Yoea 00°01$ 103 plos

USY} 213M SI0[ 3, "SO9R8T Aldea ays ut A1939wad
® se asn 10§ A ay3 0} pue] ays pos ddiyg
-dduy uewiia8eyy (auojo)) jo aaeid oy} Sunjiew
juawnuow afie| e surejuod ‘A193ouwa)) 1830|[1H
pawreual 1238 (F1007) A1939wa)) A1) UOUWISA
YIHON YL "PISL UI PP OYm IIMEA UOWRIY]
Jo aaeig ay) syIeUI IUOIS ISI|ALD Y] SI9[195
1811y 5,A3unod ayy Suowe aram oym Ay
I3)MEBA 34} JO SIddjIew Ajied sutejuod (£1007)
A19121197) 193MBA-PIRIJIDWIWING AL}, '$21I3}2UID
Ay3romalou omy surejuod osle diysumoy 1a3ua)

*3[1180 10§ UIeq J[ES © SB PIsn sem
(£Z007) uleq awelj-as1aAsuely sIy3y ‘SOCel oyl ui
UOPNE] AN}y 10§ JIng 06 "G'[] UO LMmO] JO Jsed
u29s aq ued L3unod ayj ut ureq sadiey ayy sdeyiay

“3duapisar dearid e se pasn
ARus1Ind s1 pue gegl punoie ifing sem (OL00T)
[00YDS [ "ON IOUISI(] Y], "dSTIOY[OOYIS L0
-auo Buiaiains aue AJuo sey diysumoy 133u9)

“GggL INoqe JIng sem pue yoiod suuy uaand)
JALIBIOOIP © S2INJEDJ 1] " G/L U0 (81007) 2snoy

i o




rppny
138poy] :221n0g uaphey ‘s "ON [00Yd§

920

(892) uoyonuISUO)
JIRIMORUIIA ‘ureg 1apuexaly lapjing
‘0981°2 “asnoy-] (0G "§) ‘asnoy

(892) UOHINIISUOD)/IR[NIBUIIA
Qmnoudy (OgeLD ‘OWEL-ISIASURL],
06 'S N ‘ureg uoyuny Inylly

(Z4p) UOLIPNIISUOD) /IR NIRULIA
‘3INIDANYDIY [OFR1 D [RAIASY HdI)
ja8essed-[e1juay oY1 USpARH ‘asnol

(/%) sampayyoay ‘068l 2 ‘adenon)
auuy uaang) ‘i uapAe| ‘asnoy

(zi%)
UOLINIISUOD) /IR TIDRUISA “DITDIIY DY

2umynou8y ‘Aaud ‘payspoom
‘QLIDUIOD “Uleq SWIRIJ-aSIASURL]
sBuppnqing ‘g8l ‘adeno) auuy
U2ang) 1aSNOL (a1 ] UapAep] ‘uriey

(£80) 31nyapydIY
‘006172 ‘auuy uadn() ‘N G/| ‘9Snol

(£80) UOHINIISUOD) IR[NDOBUIAA
‘0981 > “opred-pue-jleH] ‘N G/L ‘Isnol

(£80) uoneriodsuea]

‘Bunraawiduy Auedwon

19915 WayR[YIag 19pling ‘0061 >
/668172 19 G/ ‘adplag proaley O B 4

(£80) UOHONIISUOT)/IB[NOBULIA
‘e nouly ‘Juswaseq ureq ‘0/81 0
‘13-pajges) :ISNOH N G/ ‘wreg

0t

2 820

O 420

O 920

J s

J ¥

O €70

o T

N 120

o 020




(B

OUT POALas pUE LZ6] UL POIONIISUOD SeMm ] ¢
ST MO In0WARS Jo Jsea paredo] (3700s) fooyog
AT 1 raeD) oy st uondaoxa uy mowkag

O} PasuUl SUOIIILISUT 35y} JO 180U “S004]

Apea sy digsumoy ayy moy8noryy pajeaoy
SIS SIUMED PUY SaSNOLYI00YIS [[ews ydnoyyy

djoym e se diysumoy

HOSHIR] PUR INOWASS U0 UOHUYE Pasnoog

aary saoueape uoleiodsuely asayy “anos

ey o3 dwes jixo pue souenue ue pauted Mowag
'S0961 243 Junnp pajeald sem g ajejsiajug

Ustim 'UoIppe up tsgrel oYl Suunp papnnsuod
1€ "8 PUR 06 'S 30 Buissoun ayy jo aps

943 ose stanowiag ing “yerd K1 oy 03 suoruppe
o w0y ey ut digsumoy oy wody sfeaie aow
Buppey ‘umoad Aeorsiyd Ao Y3 sey AJUo JoN
‘uosuedxe s nowkag Jo A1ojsty e S1SOGHL A3 03
SOSEL o3 wody diysumoy, uos>pef jo A103s1y oy

“9dpLiq uispow

e Aq passedAq sem nq paaredos Aprerodwsy

sem adpLiq oy uayolq aq o) PRISACISIP

S SR 100[] OM} UIYM /9] [UN pasn

sem “a8puiq [0 v 151 e ‘a8priq oy TaDUAISIXD Ul
38pug ssnaL 150 umouwy Ajuo ayy si pue uos1aye,]
HoqOy Aq papnaisuod sem (p000¢) 98praq

PoLas0d 000°0Z$ V 193em Y3 $$010 03 ajqissod

SEM L aIsYM JoALE oy ur aoeld mojjeys e je uey

€ Poumo oym Ajiurey [jag ayj 10§ paweyu sem eate
JUL TPIOL 5,119 PO[RD 191y YA Y3 ur jutod

£ 1e sAISUMOL UOJ[IWRE] pue uosY Y| ulaMmIaq
papasu sem adpuq e jey) paurwialap sem 3t gogy
HE sam o o3 sdiysumoy pue diysumoy uosypef
Haamiaq uoteiiodsuel) paydiIsal 10ARy 23y oy

oyued uoheiiodsueny pue Junnioenuew

@ se pasadsord anowkag ‘prem.o; Aep jey;
WOL] INOWASS UL SUI[ YINOS /110U 34} PassOLd
sut] peoarey iddississipy pue ooy isam/jses ayy
HIUM gL Ut pasdipa sem peoifres [RN[ ayj jo
uotiels v se Auedsord sy ruses pue [ugsug
‘2IOIS B P UMOY 3Y} PUR $10] (7 JO PAISISUOD
uojdunule] maN “1ajsedue] |0 WA AQ

1ead swes sy ur paperd sem UOIYm uojBuILLIR
MIN JO UMO} oY} pue ‘7egl Ut no preg Q:CE\?m
JO A3 a3 mou st jeym ySnoay; poassed syoey
YL "TE/T UL AJUNO’y uosNIR( Ul paLire peoijey|
stjodeuerpuy pue uosipepy ‘a[prauosiayyaf oy

“eueipuy y3nony

Epeues o) saaels padessa yiodsuen o Suidjay
PROLIEY PUNOIZISPUN S} YIM JUIWSAJOAL
SRy aend) ayj Jo $aL10)5 Auew ol

913U | APUNWIWOD snoi8iad Sy} JO utewas ey e
92€ (610°8T00E) $911AJUIAD SPUALL] 10 195eNT) OM]
S0681 941 Aq pauopueqe s1am Inq uojBunuiey

MIN JO I59M PaIEI0] 219M [OOLDS pue YdInyd
AENE) v s1a13395 15115 oy Suowe azom satnue)
ARNC) YIou gy 01 puejdwiems I3 JO asnedagq

drysumoy ayy jo suoipas JRLUSY pue wiaynos
g ut Ajuewinad pajenuadsuod S90S Al

LZ8L Ut poawog sem diysumop uossoe|

JIPY UIAISea a3 Y8nouys smopy yeal) uopnpy pue
digsumoy ayy jo 19PIOG 1SOMUBIOU ST SWLIOJ 19ATY
PIUM 9T JO Y0 1827 10 POOMIJLI(] S| J5ed pue
HHouw ayy ut puep Adwems 10 Ayssew pue Yinos
SUI Ul pueiuiiey jefy jo pasudwon st pue Ajunoy
UOSMIR[ JO 9p1s 3sea oy uo st diysumoy, UOSYIRf

3008
40,
4008

" -4

o m ™
T I
: 5328 E 38 g8
— o Hmom om mom o m mom
N 00T I - —y
| A
NSTT 3 070 » (w e
1 v !
H
NS¢ _ S
N 00€ m
. ) GZO.FQZ_EM_,E
| 4 MAN
NOE o
|
H
N 00F _
H
|
'
N sz |
Nosp !
b
NOOS | 200 e « c00
N§T§ *
|
.

N 09§

[

13atl

= — oo »

g
o

RV .\MEM

(020-1000€) drysumoy uosyoe(




(18G) UONINIISUOD
[IeNIRUIdA ;:wEu:umeo:SoExm

108172 nuad-8o7 (N 6TT “2SMOH s39KA

(/761 leuonoun fyuan) YranuamL
‘1¢ 'S’ 190U xapred " e

(601) uot31Y
JCmEm:uwm\coﬁmuoﬁxm ehL

‘ -cpg12 ‘4 0801 K1apwa) poomMytia

(1g5) uotday ‘sL6l ”
-19gl’2 'N 00E 4 1319W2)) SPUd1Y

(1gg) IV
\mu:::u—.hmx\ ‘ysrjduy ruded G681 D
syoueya] PSIOH N 00€ WIed THFIS

(18S) 2ANINANUIY 0061 "> ‘@snou-l
‘11 peodl aie)g ‘asnOH Suuse) jsauly

(18S) 31MaNYY ,m:g:a:w{ ‘awiel)
_ag1aasuRl] (UIEd ‘otel’? mojedung
-asnop (11 peod aeyg ‘uied

(185) AreaN JarnPaNYdIY € TheL
‘reuondung Kinjuan yionuaml 4 002
jjo ‘s3uipping Quutel] Pl uewraaly

(18¢) uonejiodsuely,
Gur1aautdud ‘{hrel > 'SSNiL Auod
uaiiep ‘1 009 ‘901 "ON 23puig Aumod

(189) UOLONISU0)
[1R[NIRUISA ;cwﬁmzuvm\cc,.uﬁcixm
31N PAUYIY ‘OpRL? ‘uad

Rop :Gurppnaqin0 ‘08812 ‘ayeuet|el]
fasnoy-i -asnoH 06 5N IO ‘asnoH

(18s)
EmEm:meEo:ﬁoaxm ‘uerpui ‘6081
“auny £yeaiy ueipul #o012,0 01 2
sa71uB001 1ICIN pg 5N IPEN
[EDLIOISTH J2UI0) £jeaay uerpul

170

020

610

810

L10

910

s10

10

€10

10

110

(1g¢c) uordnay UAWAIRS Eo:ﬁo_mxm
B161-1¥8172 106 'S Kraypwd) uerd O 010

(189) uonersodsuelry Guutaautdug

10s1911E ] 11200y H3eprind

16981 'SSTIL y8noxy] 1s0d 1gcz 2MoA
ajerg jjo ‘a3puid pa1an0) plod sjlrga O 600

(1g5) 211UV “0T61 2 EIRCIRE |
ysiedg jarenbg-1nod uediiauy

gz peoy 2101 “3SNOH WIS O 800

(189) 21109V 10E61 72 rewsijeld)
119215 uoydry 1seq 914l ‘3snoy 3 L00

(601) 21NIAYIIY \mS:Squ(‘ ‘awedy
_asIAsuel] tuieq ‘0c6L 0 mofedung

uewisieid ‘asnoH 106 SN urrey N 900

(601) 2IMNYIIY mynOLBY
‘fne(] ruted ‘0C6L mopedung
uewisyje1) PSNOH 06 6N waed NS00

(601) 3dPWWo) 31N}V

nsJurquiny 4194 1opiing

‘1gpl ‘feuondund A£Injuan) iotuemy
1g SN UONEIS a1 Xd spdwnay N $00

(6OL) uonjeysodsuely,
‘wctmewcm 06810 ‘ssN]
£uog neid ‘N 006 ‘23pud fjunod N €00

(601) uoneyrodsuell
Quizeawi3ud 0761 seNAY,

Kuog uastem ‘N 005 38prag Aunod 5 00

(601) MDAV
‘o061 > ‘ued-aanod ‘06 5N ‘asnoH - D 100

uondidsad ‘S "ON

-digsumoy Ay} JO

gyied u1aysam pue Wwiayinos auy ul aanonpoid
{135 ode SWIE) Auew pue aannjadwiod pue

aarop AJ[R1oIauiuo? g1 diysumoL uosyoef ‘Aepol

NOWAAG JO IpIS

150m A} uo Balt {prjuapisal asuap © ut paredoy

o1 ‘ssnu] Auod UDIIBA © (€100€) ga8ptiq Ay 10
w0 0q “(€00°7000¢) 28I AP yoneiedsniN
auy Ut pajedo] 218 om] -drysumoy a3 Ut

utewal Yorym sadprag ssnil fuog a1y 21e 1AL

-aduanjjul
upwisijel) © aaeY OS1E yorym Acooﬁooog

0G 'S U0 M3 SE yons smofedung 21® drgsumol
343 0} UOUIWOD 210N Y2InyR 1end) plo W
JRENSERtEY GHRL IMOaE pa3on1sUo? sem (£100€)
wied 4es athis seuelet g A4l uasard
ay) 01 50881 W wio1j Etmcb,& Quuep 'salhis
[eIn}odIe JO Ayaurea e seY digsumoy uosyoe|

“0Zg1 Inoge pa1INISU0d (1z00g) 2SDOH s12AN
Fo1 aud 104 1dadxa pakonsap 1M ﬁumm;za

sem 31 UaYMm puefauy uo atom yotym digsumor
Losoe| Ut SpERIsALOY Ay JO [V "§159103

oy yoeq Juniaadl puejuiie} pio JO ga1de O0F'T PU®
spiayy pue spue|sseld jo sL° 000’1 “1918M JO §21¢
00g'1 1182103 4O ga1e D00C Ew%&?@&% SUTRILOD
a8njay 2NPIM sonyeIedsniN UL ‘gl Ut BunIels
nmmmsu:& 319Mm pUE| JO S310¢° 0002 Ew%&?g&?«
{yunony sdunudf Quuiogqydrau 0l Quipuaixd
diysumol Ui Jo pH \sea ayy e 280J3Y APIM
feuoyen W pajeald Ji uayMm drysumol. aose|
payoeduit Apeald urede JUBWIUIAA0E (213D ayl

GANIO
uoneiodiod pue piotd uewadL] 10} pasn d1e

pue utewal ($100€) SuIpINg sAlIEISTUIUPE PU®
gasnoyaiem aWos ~yied {eusnput pue yodne

ue se asn 0 £yaadoad oy pannboe now4ag

jo Ano aud Lbel W pue ruorsuedxa 10§ WOOL PUe
Jeds afeios J0 oL 0] 26l Ut ased 3w PAsOP
Cuaae YL GheT 1o e oW ur w1811 AU 30
srqnd oy 0 uado sem 3] sAuping Lxenpu 00F
10A0 pUE sAemunt Imnoj papn{oul sapdwod uoH[
¢1$ A4l uado sem platy uewRL "zl 1aquiaddQd
g "puej sty wol punoduio a1 01 Zuipea]

prol e sem a1 asnedag o aoyod Arejijiul Ue
sp pasn sem UAtYM (9100€) snoU s Junsey waury
jo uondad@ 2 yim pakonisap azam puef eyl

w0 paredoy $pealsawoy x15-KIIIM]. “pur{IAqUI
puv ainjsed ‘uniey ALY 10aq r,ﬁ:c;ua

pey puey duL 2sed Quiutes] 2104 1Y Ue 103
InowAdG 10 15aMUINOS PUTL JO §210P (04T 1980
ﬁwwmfh:a caeig paiun AUl TY6L U uaym ApoRIIp
digsumoy, wosyIe| pAdRpIT LM PLIOA, PU023S 4L

11 1AL PUOM 13yje pasopP
cem J [Hun [00YOS Lipjunuialy ue se diysumol




Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
N R Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Y
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeologye402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 ] a [ ]
Phone 317-232-1646eFax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov HISTORIC PRESERVATION

December 7, 2010

Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
Environmental Project Manager
HNTB Corporation

111 Monument Circle, Suite 1200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-5178

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration

Re: Early coordination information regarding spot improvements along US 50 from US 31 to Jennings
Country Road 15 N (Des. No. 1005104; DHPA No. 10963)

Dear Mr. Hoegh:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and the
“Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transportation, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Implementation
of the Federal Aid Highway Program In the State of Indiana,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has
reviewed the materials with your cover letter dated November 9, 2010 and received on November 10, 2010, for the above-
indicated project in Jennings County, Indiana.

Thank you for notifying our office of the proposed project. At this time, a complete analysis of the project with respect to its
effects on historic properties is not possible. Please provide the following information to facilitate the identification and
evaluation of properties within the anticipated area or areas of potential effects (see 36 C.F.R. § 800.4[a]):

%

*

Literature Review

» Historic Context

Research Methodology

Property Descriptions

National Register of Historic Places eligibility evaluations and recommendations.

O

>

S

2o

S

2o

S

Inregards to archaeology, please provide details and plans for the project, degree and types of disturbance of the project area,
and archaeological information as stipulated in the Indiana Department of Transportation’s (“INDOT’s”) “Indiana Cultural
Resources Manual.” Once this information is provided, the Indiana SHPO staff will resume identification and evaluation
review of this project. Please keep in mind that additional information may be requested in the future.

For further guidance on the requested information, please refer to appendices X, AA, and BB of INDOT’s “Indiana Cultural
Resources Manual” (http://www.in.gov/indot/files/January 2008 Manual.pdf).  Please keep in mind that additional
information may be requested in the future. If you have questions regarding the manual, please contact Staffan Peterson at
(317) 232-5161 or stpeterson@indot.IN.gov.

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 regulations that took effect on August 5, 2004 may be found on the Internet at
www.achp.gov for your reference. If you have questions about archaeological issues, please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317)
233-0953 or rjones@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about buildings or structures should be directed to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or
jearr@dnr.IN.gov. Additionally, in all future correspondence regarding this project, please refer to DHPA No. 10963.

ery truly yours,

~

Jadmes A. Glas$§, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
JAG:JREJLC:jle

An Equal Opportunity Empioyer
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Brock A. Hoegh, CEP
December 7, 2010
Page 2

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration
Staffan Peterson, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Ben Lawrence, P.E., Environmental Policy Section, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Patrick Carpenter, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Brock Hoegh, CEP, HNTB Corporation




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

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

g
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeologye402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 ] @ ]
Phone 317-232-1646 e Fax 317-232-0693 - dhpa@dnr.IN.gov HISTORIC RESERUATION
July 25, 2011

Luella Beth Hillen

Indiana Regional Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

6330 East 75" Street, Suite 100
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration

Re: Historic property report (Chanchani, 6/1/11) and phase Ia archaeological report (Snyder, Snell, and
Chanchani, 6/16/11) regarding US 50 Spot Improvements in Jackson Township, Jackson County and
Spencer and Center townships, Jennings County (Des. No. 1005104; DHPA No. 10963)

Dear Ms. Hillen:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and the
“Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transportation, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer regarding the implementation of the
Federal Aid Highway Program in the State of Indiana,” the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has
considered the materials under your cover letters dated June 14 and 23,2011 and received on June 15 and 24, respectively, for
the above-indicated project in Jennings and Jackson counties, Indiana.

Based on the information provided in the historic property report (“HPR”), we agree that, of the properties identified there,
only the AL012 (Greek Revival house at7660 US 50; [HSSI No. 079-109015033) and AL021 (Indian Creek Bridge; NBI No.
18670; Non-Select) appear to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

In the course of reviewing another project (Des. No. 0401402) a few years ago, we commented informally on some of the
above-ground properties that-appeared to have some significance and that were mentioned in a combined community advisory
committee and consulting parties meeting (see enclosed copy of our March 30, 2007 e-mail message). We would draw your
attention to what had been described as a “cattle bridge” (or, perhaps somewhat more accurately, an underpass) beneath US 50,
which we think would be in the vicinity of AL018 (IHSSI No. 079-268-15024). This structure may be a large culvert, rather
than a true bridge. However, it was mentioned by a sub-consultant on that project because of its unusual function, and we
would recommend its being evaluated. The structure would likely fall within one of the areas of potential effects for this
project (see Figure 3, Sheet 7 of 9, in the HPR). :

In that same comment, we also mentioned a wood frame, former gasoline station on the south side of US 50. However, we are
uncertain of its location, except that it was closer to North Vernon than is AL012, or whether it is still standing. Ifthat former
gasoline station still exists and is within one of the areas of potential effects, then we would recommend its being evaluated, as

well.

In regards to archaeology, based upon the documentation provided, we concur with the archaeological report that the floodplain
of Sixmile Creek in Area 504 has the potential to contain buried archaeological resources. The portions of the project in Area
504 within the Sixmile Creek floodplain where soils have not been substantially disturbed by previous disturbance of a recent
and non-historical nature must either be avoided by all project activities, or if this is not feasible, subjected to Phase Ic
archaeological subsurface investigations. A plan for the Phase Ic subsurface reconnaissance must be submitted to the Division
of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (“DHPA”) for review and comment prior to further field investigations. Further
archaeological investigations must be conducted in accordance with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines
for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716). A description of the Phase Ic subsurface reconnaissance methods
and results must be submitted to the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology for review before we can comment

An Equal Opportunity Employer
www.DNR.IN.gov Printed on Recycled Paper




Luella Beth Hillen
July 25, 2011
Page 2

further  (see  list of  qualified professional  archaeologists at the DHPA  website  link
http://www.in.gov/dnr/historic/bin/qp/qp_archeo.pdf). .

Based on the information provided in the archaeological report, the other areas (501-503, 505-509) do not appear to contain
currently known archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and no
further archaeological investigations appear necessary in these proposed project areas.

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

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 that went into effect on August 5, 2004, may be found on the Internet at
www.achp.gov for your reference. If you have questions about archaeological issues please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317)
233-0953 or rjones@dnr.IN.gov. If you have questions about buildings or structures please contact John Carr at (317) 233-
1949 or jearr@dnr.IN.gov. Additionally, in all future correspondence regarding the above indicated project, please refer to
DHPA No. 10963.

truly yours,
mes A. Glass, Ph.D.
eputy State Historic Preservation Officer

JAGJREILC:jle
Enclosure

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration
Staffan Peterson, Cultural Resources Office, Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Mary Kennedy, Cultural Resources Office, Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Patrick Carpenter, Cultural Resources Office, Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation
Melany Prather, Cultural Resources Section, Office of Environmental Services, Indiana Department of Transportation




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

Indiana Department of Natural Resources
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Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeologys402 W. Washington Street, W274 - Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 ] [ |
. ES|
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September 23, 2011

Luella Beth Hillen

Project Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

6330 East 7% Street, Suite 100
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250

Federal Agency: Federél Highway Administration (“FHWA”™)

Re: Historic property report (Chanchani and Terpstra, 8/9/11) and addendum to the phase Ia
archaeological report (Snyder, 8/19/11) for the US 50 Corridor Bypass of North Vernon (Des. No.
0401402; DHPA No. 1882) :

Dear Ms. Hillen:

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ( 42 U.S.C. § 4321, er seq.), Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 4701f), 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and the “Programmatic Agreement
. . . Regarding the Implementation of the Federal Aid Highway Program In the State of Indiana,” the staff of the Indiana
State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed the materials under ASC Group’s cover letters dated August 12, 2011
and August 23, 2011 and received on August 15 and August 24, respectively, for the aforementioned project at North

Vernon in Jennings County, Indiana.

We are not aware of any other parties who should be invited to become consulting parties for the purposes of the Section
106 review of this project, beyond those you already have invited. If it becomes apparent later in the review process that
a historic property possibly could be affected adversely by the project, however, it might be appropriate at that time to
invite the owner of that property to join in the consultation.

We have considered your firm’s explanation of how it delineated the proposed area of potential effects (“APE”) for
above-ground properties. Generally speaking, in cases where we have been asked for ‘our opinion before an APE is
delineated (see 36 C.F.R. § 800.4[a][1]) and before a historic properties report (‘HPR”) is prepared, we have tended to
recommend that an APE of somewhat more than a minimum of 1,000 feet on either side of the centerline be used for new
terrain routes (except where terrain or foliage suggests that a narrower APE is warranted). We think that, across an open
field or pasture, it often is possible to see a new highway and vehicles traveling on it in some detail from considerably
more than one-fifth of a mile away, especially where the grade of the new highway is somewhat higher than that of the
surrounding ground. However, given that there are numerous wooded areas adjacent to, or otherwise within the viewshed
of, the two alternative alignments under consideration, and given that the APE is wide enough to include both alignments,
we think that the APE proposed here could be adequate to encompass the areas in which effects might occur. We will
accept the proposed APE for now, with the caveat that if it appears later in this review that an area outside the proposed
APE could incur effects, we might recommend a modification of the APE at that time. »

Another possible consideration related to the APE for this project is the likely location of an extension of the bypass, if it
were to be decided in the future to connect the bypass with existing US 50 east of North Vernon. Although we realize
that such an extension would be considered a separate-project, the eastern terminus of the current project to some extent
would determine where the extension would run, and, consequently, which properties might be affected, especially in the
first mile or two of the extension. The location of the proposed eastern terminus of build alternatives S1 and S2, at the
current intersection of CR 350 North and CR 75 West, would seem to suggest that a future extension of the bypass likely
would run due east, passing through a narrow corridor between the south end of St. Anne’s Golf Course and Selmier State
Forest (which would be Preliminary Alternative A from the 2008 final report for the US 50 North Vernon Corridor
Planning and Environmental Assessment Study). Conceivably, the extension could run southeastward, passing to the

: An Equal Opportunity Employer
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September 23, 2011
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west and south of Selmier State Forest and intersecting North Base Road somewhere between CR 250 North and CR 350
North (which would be a variation on Preliminary Alternative B). We recommend that consideration be given to
expanding the APE for this project somewhat farther to the east or southeast, or both, to take into consideration properties
that unavoidably might be affected by any such extension in a future phase of the bypass. There is precedent in the I-69
Evansville to Indianapolis projects for expanding the APE outward from the terminus of a project that is likely to be

extended in a future phase.

Thank you for examining AL022, the two culverts or cattle underpasses beneath the CSX Railroad and US 50 that are
related to a nearby farm, AL018 (THSSI No. 079-268-15024). Having considered the HPR’s evaluation, we agree that
neither culvert or cattle underpass is eligible for inclusion in the National Register.

We also agree with the overall conclusion of the HPR that there are no above-ground properties within the APE, as
currently proposed, that are listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

Based on the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO, we have not identified any currently known
archaeological resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places within the proposed
project areas surveyed for the above addendum Phase Ia archaeological report. Please note also our comments in our
previous letter of August 11, 2011. It is our understanding that Phase Ia archaeological investigations will be conducted
in an area recently reported to contain burial mounds on the west edge of the alignment, just north of Area 5 and west of
Area 4. Once the report on this investigation is received, the Indiana SHPO will resume identification and evaluation
procedures for this project. Please keep in mind that additional information may be requested in the future.

If any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or earthmoving

activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be reported to the Department of

Natural Resources within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to
" Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations.

If you have questions about above-ground properties, then please contact John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or
jearr@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about archaeological issues should be directed to Dr. Rick Jones at (317) 233-0953 or
rjones@dnr.IN.gov. In all future correspondence regarding the US 50 Corridor Bypass at North Vernon, please refer to

DHPA No. 1882.

ry truly yours, :
(0. 3, —
mes A. Glass, Ph.D.
eputy State Historic Preservation Officer

JAGJLC:JRI jle

emc: Staffan Peterson, Ph.D., Indiana Department of Transportation
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation !
Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Department of Transportation
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation
Melany Prather, Indiana Department of Transportation
Dan Prevost, Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
Luella Beth Hillen, ASC Group, Inc.
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CULTURAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

December 27, 2011

Dr. James A. Glass

Department of Natural Resources

Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology
402 West Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re: Proposed Bridge/Culvert Replacements Over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, and Branch of
Storm Creek Along The US 50 Corridor (Des. Nos.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615), Jackson
Township, Jackson County, and Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana

Dear Dr. Glass:

Enclosed please find a copy of the findings and determinations of Area of Potential Effect,
Eligibility, and Effect along with the supporting documentation as required in 36 CFR 800.11(d)
for the above referenced project. INDOT has reviewed and approved the findings and

supporting documentation.

You are invited to review the findings and documentation and provide your comments within 30
days of the date of this letter. Please provide your comments to: Luella Beth Hillen, ASC Group,
Inc., bhillen@ascgroup.net (9376 Castlegate Drive, Indianapolis, Indiana 46256).

Thank you for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

2
,

- 5 - 2 ik
T e T e
Ly g & AT

Douglas‘S. Terpstra{
Principal Investigator
ASC Group, Inc.

Enclosures

oe; Dan Prevost, Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
Patrick Carpenter, INDOT

LBH/cle

9376 Castlegate Drive - Indianapolis, IN 46256 - 317.915.9300 phone - 317.915.9301 fax

Columbus, OH « Cleveland, OH - Harrisburg, PA - Pittsburgh, PA « Huntington, WV

IN-332-09, 800.11(d) ASCGROUP.NET
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G ROUP I N( RCHITECTUR
ARCHAEOLOGY ENVIRONMENT

CULTURAL AND ENVIRONNIENTAL CONSULTANTS

December 27, 2011

James Myster

US Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3
5600 American Boulevard West

Suite 990

Bloomington, Minnesota 55437

Re: Proposed Bridge/Culvert Replacements Over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, and Branch of
Storm Creek Along The US 50 Corridor (Des. Nos.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615), Jackson
Township, Jackson County, and Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana

Dear Mr. Myster:

Enclosed please find a copy of the findings and determinations of Area of Potential Effect,
Eligibility, and Effect along with the supporting documentation as required in 36 CFR 800.11(d)
for the above referenced project. INDOT has reviewed and approved the findings and
supporting documentation. Please coordinate with Matt Sprenger of your office as well. He has
been contacted by our client, Parsons, regarding the project.

You are invited to review the findings and documentation and provide your comments within 30
days of the date of this letter. Please provide your comments to: Luella Beth Hillen, ASC Group,
Inc., bhillen@ascgroup.net (9376 Castlegate Drive, Indianapolis, Indiana 46256).

Thank you for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

Douglas S. Terpstra
Principal Investigator
ASC Group, Inc.

Enclosures

e Dan Prevost, Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
Patrick Carpenter, INDOT

LBH/cle

9376 Castlegate Drive - Indianapolis, IN 46256 - 317.915.9300 phone - 317.915.9301 fax

Columbus, OH « Cleveland, OH - Harrisburg, PA - Pittsburgh, PA - Huntington, WV

[N-332-09, Revised 800.11d ASCGROUP.NET
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RCHlTECTUR
G R 0 U P I N c ARCHAEOLOGY H|S ENVIRONMENT

CULTURAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

December 27,2011

Greg Sekula

Indiana Landmarks-Southern Regional Office
Willey-Allhands House

115 West Chestnut Street

Jeffersonville, IN 47130

Re: Proposed Bridge/Culvert Replacements Over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, and Branch of
Storm Creek Along The US 50 Corridor (Des. Nos.: 1005613, 1005614, 1005615), Jackson
Township, Jackson County, and Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana

Dear Mr. Sekula:

Enclosed please find a copy of the findings and determinations of Area of Potential Effect,
Eligibility, and Effect along with the supporting documentation as required in 36 CFR 800.1 1(d)
for the above referenced project. INDOT has reviewed and approved the findings and

supporting documentation.

You are invited to review the findings and documentation and provide your comments within 30
days of the date of this letter. Please provide your comments to: Luella Beth Hillen, ASC Group,
Inc., bhillen@ascgroup.net (9376 Castlegate Drive, Indianapolis, Indiana 46256).

Thank you for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

. T un '
il 2 L ey ampSh
B L B SRR VP UEE £

Whd

Douglas S. Terpstra
Principal Investigator
ASC Group, Inc.

Enclosures

Be: Dan Prevost, Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
Patrick Carpenter, INDOT

LBH/cle

9376 Castlegate Drive » Indianapolis, IN 46256 - 317.915.9300 phone - 317.915.9301 fax

Columbus, OH - Cleveland, OH - Harrisburg, PA - Pittsburgh, PA » Huntington, WV

IN-332-09, Revised 800.11d ASCGROUP.NET
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Wl INDIANA LANDMARKS
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812284 4534 /800450 4534 /u

January 12, 2012

Ms. Luella Beth Hillen
ASC Group, Inc.

9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, IN 46256

RE: Proposed Bridge/Culvert Replacements over Mutton Creek, Storm Creek and Branch of
Storm Creek along the US 50 Corridor (Des. Nos. 1005613, 1005614, 1005615), Jackson
Township, Jackson County and Spencer Township, Jennings County, Indiana

Dear Ms. Hillen:

Thank you for your letter of December 27 and the opportunity for Indiana Landmarks to
comment on the above project.

Based upon the information provided, we concur with the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for
the projects, and with the findings of “No Historic Properties Affected.’

Please do not hesitate to contact this office should you have any questions or require any
additional information.

Sincerely,
) .-’/-.-”—\ ™ Kl
U S

Laura Renwick
Community Preservation Specialist

INDIANA LANDMARKS REVITALIZES COMMUNITIES, RECONNECTS US TO OQUR HERITAGE AND SAVES MEANINGFUL PLACES.



From: James Myster@fws.gov [mailto:James Myster@fws.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 06, 2012 5:03 PM

To: Beth Hillen

Cc: Prevost, Daniel

Subject: RE: Response to proposed road improvements, US 50

Beth:

The comment | sent below on December 9th reflects our thoughts about that site. Since no other
historic properties were found on our lands, we agree with any "No Effect” finding as it relates to
our lands.

James E. Myster

Regional Historic Preservation Officer / Archaeologist
Midwest Region (Region 3)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

5600 American Boulevard West, Suite 1049
Bloomington, Minnesota 55437

612-713-5439 (phone)

612-713-5287 (fax)

Beth Hillen <Beth Hillen@ascgroup.comcastbiz.net>

James,

We sent the Finding of Effects documentation to you for the US 50 Improvements
project in Jackson and Jennings Counties, Indiana on 12/27/2011. | know you have 30
days to review and comment, however, because of a tight timeline for this project, |
would like to ask if you could please review it before next Wednesday, if at all
possible.

Your assistance is greatly appreciated!
Beth

Luella Beth Hillen

Indiana Regional Manager

ASC Group, Inc.

Note: As of October 14, 2011, ASC Group, Inc. relocated their Indianapolis office to a new,
larger facility!


mailto:James_Myster@fws.gov
mailto:[mailto:James_Myster@fws.gov]
mailto:Beth_Hillen@ascgroup.comcastbiz.net

New address:
9376 Castlegate Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46256

Phone numbers remain the same:
317-915-9300 phone
317-915-9301 fax

317-965-7313 Beth’s cell

From: James_Myster@fws.gov [mailto:James_Myster@fws.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2011 12:06 PM

To: bhillen@ascgroup.net

Subject: Response to proposed road improvements, US 50

Beth:

We have one comment related to the proposed road improvements in relation to the
NRHP-eligible property, the Josiah Cobbs Farm, near the junction of CR750 and
US50. As proposed, it will not affect our Muscatatuck NWR lands.

James E. Myster

Regional Historic Preservation Officer / Archaeologist
Midwest Region (Region 3)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

5600 American Boulevard West, Suite 1049
Bloomington, Minnesota 55437

612-713-5439 (phone)

612-713-5287 (fax)


mailto:James_Myster@fws.gov
mailto:James_Myster@fws.gov
mailto:bhillen@ascgroup.net

Appendix E: Red Flag and
Hazardous Materials
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project #
Road # Type of Road Project _ 9S <p - Spnt anne ™
- 2 ol WE =

Description of area (either general location or exact location of parcel)

Person completing this Field Check feysdud
1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? aXes oNo

Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements: P
o No New ROW o Strip ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take @if;formation Not Available

Notes:
3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial, /X.&ig%}turg . Residential,
Other — also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photos, U.S:G'S. topo maps, etc.)

Setting (turaljor urban):

Current Land Uses: i} RET

Previous Land Uses:

[ —

Adjacent Land Uses:  isé&, 1o
Describe any structures on the property:

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining
Property Property

Evidence of Contamination:

Storage Structures:
R b

Underground Tanks g Junkyard N

Surface Tanks / Auto Graveyard S —

Transformers _:.M Surface Staining

Sumps Oil Sheen f

Ponds/Lagoons [ Odors /

Drums s Vegetation Damage g V

Basins o Dumps f A

Landfills { Fill Dirt Evidence |

Other v Vent pipes or fill pipes | s
Other W o

5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? © Yes %0

(Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project # V
Road # Type of Road Project _US ©6 — “ont 7 A
Description of area (either general location or exact location of parcel)__omposed Ozssiwo o045
at CL VLA < O V250 ' N
Person completing this F1eld Check RIBY
1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? %:\ées o No

Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements:
o No New ROW éa/Strlp ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take o Information Not Available

Notes:

/’“’/ S
3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial{ Agrlcultur Remdentlal
Other — also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerlal photos W topo maps, etc. )
il b S S bbbt e

Settingg@ urban):

Y L Y Y. T S
Current Land Uses: [ |5 50 , - A 5; Oy (8106w 8
. i f £y [
Previous Land Uses: 115 0y, A g
Adjacent Land Uses: Egj < prect 1y Inl D604 oof

. P £ H < i1 g S e s Efﬁz F %%y 4
Describe any structures on the property: 0 i bpsey (o the {fa{ oSet +0u)

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining
Property Property
Storage Structures: Evidence of Contamination:
Underground Tanks _tJ6 RN Junkyard No No
Surface Tanks ~JO Auto Graveyard
Transformers &“&5 5 I Surface Staining
Sumps D - Oil Sheen 1 |
Ponds/Lagoons h . Odors s i
Drums S N Vegetation Damage . I
Basins I I Dumps o .
Landfills I I Fill Dirt Evidence . L
Other . Vent pipes or fill pipes _____
Other %f o
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes EﬁfNo

{Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project # \

Road # Type of Road Project U< Za - S€m7 ‘iramp ¥

Description of area (either general location or exact location of parcel) B i (nee  rresain b
S US S8 pEve Soapidsa Lied'd.

Person completing this Field Check  MAww

o
=

1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? #Yes oNo

Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements:
o No New ROW o Strip ROW o Minor Take @ Whole Parcel Take ﬁnformation Not Available

Notes:

3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial, Agricultural, Residential,
Other — also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photos, U.S.G.S. topo maps, etc.)

Setting (rural or urban): L& j @A

Current Land Uses: PS Sn WwN

Previous Land Uses: S ®nT ;
Adjacent Land Uses: e D Noetw W % F e ! g”ﬁ;&gﬁif“;fwg’g’“g’?x;; | T TE
Describe any structures on the property:
4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining
Property Property
Storage Structures: Evidence of Contamination:
Underground Tanks N N Junkyard N
Surface Tanks / / Auto Graveyard
Transformers / ;___ﬁ Surface Staining
Sumps g Oil Sheen -
Ponds/Lagoons % i Odors
Drums 3 Vegetation Damage  \
. __.‘2%__4. _z%__»_ é‘ o % ROV W
Basins N 5 Dumps § e
Landfills S 4 Fill Dirt Evidence
Other i? Vent pipes or fill pipes /
Other : i f\;
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? © Yes %{)

{Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project # S
Road # Type of Road Project 1> T1>-5¢
Description of area (either geqeral location or exact location of parcel) DroR05e 4

Y 3 : 2 B 7 H )
: J\%} iy : ' igr,é fé“{ %%?ﬁi £ @?‘233\*’“&% LR ﬁ@”y “‘f» i}%}sij% ) ~

Person completing this Field Check

s §
N F

1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? Qf’{ es 0O No
Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Reql;ipements:
o No New ROW Strip ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take o Information Not Available

Notes:

s

e,

Other - also, indicate source of data: v1sual 1nspect10n aena’l pﬁotos , USGS. topo maps , etc. )

Settin@r urban):

155,
Current Land Uses: '

\

Previous Land Uses: !

Adjacent Land Uses:

Describe any structures on the property: .o =tructures o, €T 0pPoS Ko

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining

Property Property
Storage Structures: . Evidence of Contamination:
Underground Tanks NO Junkyard ~o No
Surface Tanks | Auto Graveyard |
Transformers I Surface Staining N i
Sumps . Oil Sheen N e
Ponds/Lagoons S I Odors N i
Drums . Vegetation Damage i
Basins S Dumps I
Landfills e o Fill Dirt Evidence I o
Other A il Vent pipes or fill pipes__| .
Other v v
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes %fﬁo

(Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des #

Road #

Project #
Type of Road Project _45 20 = 500k T
Description of area (either general location or exact location of parcel) 0004 turyd (a5 ab 0L

s,
ot | £ P £

g

Person completing this Field Check ___1[ A

1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? @’§ es o0 No
Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements:
o No New ROW  # Strip ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take o Information Not Available

Notes:
——
3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial,gAgricultgr/gli Residential,
Other — also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photosmg. topo maps, etc.)

Setting €@ or urban):
Current Land Uses: U570 f*zi ‘
Previous Land Uses: (L5 50 ;
Adjacent Land Uses: /s, 0
Describe any structures on the property: +:0

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining

Property Property
Storage Structures: \ % Evidence of Contamina{ion: g
Underground Tanks __™JO No Junkyard ND No
Surface Tanks Auto Graveyard o 1
Transformers Surface Staining L N
Sumps ] . Oil Sheen e S
Ponds/Lagoons I Odors N |
Drums | . Vegetation Damage
Basins L . Dumps
Landfills — — Fill Dirt Evidence 2
Other % v Vent pipes or fill pipes__| |
Other N
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes 53/1:\10

(Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project #

Road # Type of Road Project _ US 9D

Descnptlon of area (either general locatzon or exact location of parcel)_ [*/ gfé ”f {
JCDranddn o F Lo Creel *

Person completing this Field Check

1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? E/Yes o No

Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements: /
o No New ROW o Strip ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take @/Information Not Available

Notes:

3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial, Agricultural, Residential,
Other — also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photos, U.S.G.S. topo maps, etc.)

TN
Setting @ér urban):

b

Adjacent Land Uses: by G
Describe any structures on the property: > V2 W psed o)

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining

Property Property
Storage Structures: \ . Evidence of Contamination: .
Underground Tanks No b Junkyard Ke Mo
Surface Tanks . I Auto Graveyard
Transformers s . Surface Staining I .
Sumps I I Oil Sheen o e
Ponds/Lagoons . Odors . N
Drums I i Vegetation Damage |
Basins . N Dumps .
Landfills N I Fill Dirt Evidence . i
Other ‘ Vent pipes or fill pipes__| i
Other k ~
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes @40

(Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project #

: V- as T 7 b
Road # Type of Road Project /% 0 4Pk T WAVIY;
' pat’S 4L

Description of area (either general location or exact location of parcel)_/bgraed a5 v |
CR &5 () =
(9N I .7

N b

Person completing this Field Check __ 31

1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? @4 es 0 No

Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements:
0 No New ROW Strip ROW o Minor Take 0 Whole Parcel Take o Information Not Available

Notes:

3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial, Agricultural, Residential,
Other - also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photos, U.S.G.S. topo maps, etc.)

Setting ;ﬁ(’ffugr?l%% urban):

Current Land Uses: |4 “L

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining
Property Property
Storage Structures: » Evidence of Contamination:
Underground Tanks _ ™o rJo Junkyard Mo No
Surface Tanks No Auto Graveyard !
Transformers N ¢ Surface Staining I o
Sumps No . Oil Sheen
Ponds/Lagoons I . . Odors o o
Drums N Vegetation Damage | o
Basins Dumps e I
Landfills I Fill Dirt Evidence . I
Other N W/ Vent pipes or fill pipes
Other N
/
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes # No

(Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project #

. [ s P
Road # Type of Road Project LL2 06  Ogot T, DU ot &
Descnptlon of area (either general location or exact location of parcel) ADPES,. b ima lap8S &t

% -
Mg; »% ;,gfgmf

Person completing this Field Check _ J DV

1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? [@/ Yes o No

Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements:
o No New ROW QfStrip ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take o Information Not Available

£ £ % %
NOteS. {?f fg%;s%:fé % «j%féy

3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial, Agricultural, Residential,
Other - also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photos, U.S.G.S. topo maps, etc.)
)
Settiné/(rural%@r urban):
Mg

Current Land Uses: | {550

Previous Land Uses:

Adjacent Land Uses:

Describe any structures on the property: | /10U 5 g | o t

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining

Property Property
Storage Structures: g L Evidence of Contamination:
Underground Tanks \5 b N Junkyard N Ao
Surface Tanks No _j_ Auto Graveyard . o
Transformers ‘}g 25 o Surface Staining
Sumps Ny . Oil Sheen
Ponds/Lagoons . . Odors
Drums I N N Vegetation Damage L S
Basins fg R Dumps oy
Landfills | Fill Dirt Evidence
Other v Vv Vent pipes or fill pipes__| L
Other g
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes E/No

{Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project # _
Road # Type of Road Project _LL> 50 500t 1.,
Description of area (elther Oeneral location or exact location of parcel) /¢ > el
e (‘%) é‘ Z Z@V%; i%%*/ % g‘:} L ) -
Person completing this F ield Check __TDV
1. Has a Red Flag Investigation been completed? @”4 es o0 No
Notes:

2. Right-of-Way Requirements:
o No New ROW  &'Strip ROW o Minor Take o Whole Parcel Take o Information Not Available

3. Land Use History and Development: (Industrial, Light Industry, Commercial, Agricultural, Residential,
Other - also, indicate source of data: visual inspection, aerial photos, U.S.G.S. topo maps, etc.)

2 Y

Setting/(rural dr urban):
xm,w,«f/ B . E«: oy
Current Land Uses: (4 %’w’ /ié@ gﬁ; 05 Ao b Bxes?
. ¢ {\ o j,f f;\:gf{{;%‘
Previous Land Uses: 15 D&, E g. (<

Adjacent Land Uses: -+ nrest | (Los, Aot al, Ag.

Describe any structures on the property: 7%- & [npuse

4. Visual Inspection: Property Adjoining Property Adjoining
Property Property
Storage Structures: , Evidence of Contamination:
Underground Tanks _AJO No Junkyard No Y €5
Surface Tanks : Mo Auto Graveyard 1 Mo
Transformers I \ ? 2, Surface Staining
Sumps N O Oil Sheen
Ponds/Lagoons i b Odors e
Drums e . Vegetation Damage e N
Basins I . Dumps . o
Landfills I N Fill Dirt Evidence o
Other Vent pipes or fill pipes___| .
Other W W
5. Is a Phase I, Initial Site Assessment required? o Yes Ez{;Io

(Write additional notes on back)



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE VISIT FORM

Des # Project #
Road # Type of Road Project ‘U
Descrlptzon of area (either general location or exact location of parcel)
{;{% (doly UJ
—
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U.S. 50 SPOT IMPROVEMENTS
INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION JACKSON & JENNINGS COUNTIES, INDIANA

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Background

The Study Area consisted of 17 spot improvements along 9 miles of United States Highway 50 (US 50) and was
approximately 200-foot wide with varying lengths at each location. These spot improvements are located between
United States Highway 31 (US 31) and County Road 15 North (CR 15 N) in Jackson and Jennings Counties, Indiana.
These improvements involve bridge replacements, addition of auxiliary lanes, passing blisters, turning lanes and
updated signage along US 50. Wetlands, streams and ponds were located within the Study Area on September 27, 28
and 29, 2010, February 17, 2011 and the proposed work may result in impacts to these features. Consequently, the
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) anticipates the need to obtain verification from the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps) regarding the jurisdictional status of wetlands and stream located within the Study Area; and that
authorization from the Corps and the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) to discharge fill in
these features is necessary.

1.1.1 Project Area Description

1.1.1.1 Location

The US 50 Spot Improvements project (Project) is located along US 50 from US 31 in Jackson County, Indiana to CR
15 N in Jennings County, Indiana (Figure 1).

1.1.1.2 Ecoregion

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has delineated ecoregions throughout the United States and
classified them as Levels I, 11, Il and IV. The ecoregions are defined on the basis of climate, elevation, land use, land
cover, land form, potential natural vegetation, soil and geology (EPA, 1999). Level | ecoregions have a much broader
range, with elements based on general characteristics; Level IV ecoregions have the smallest areas developed
according to more specific criteria.

The Study Area is located within the Eastern Corn Belt Plains, specifically Number 55d, the Pre-Wisconsinan Drift
Plains ecoregion. This Level 1V ecoregion is described as deeply-leached, acidic, pre-Wisconsinan till and thin loess.
This ecoregion also has widespread, nearly flat areas of very poorly-drained soils with fragipans (dense, hard soil).
Beech forests and elm-ash forested swamps once dominated this area (EPA, 1999).

1.1.1.3 General Land Use

This ecoregion is currently dominated by agriculture consisting of corn, soybean, and tobacco, and livestock farming.
Other land uses include surface coal mining, and now scattered timbered woodlands (EPA, 1999). Trees including
black walnut (Juglans nigra), silver maple (Acer saccharinum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), sycamore
(Platanus occidentalis), and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) are commonly found in this ecoregion; scrambling
bushes including black raspberry (Rubus occidentalis) and swamp rose (Rosa palustris) are located on the edges of
farm fields and woodlands, while nuisance exotic bushes including bush honeysuckle (Lonicera Maackii) dominate
the understory of some disturbed woodlands; and vines including Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) and
poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans). The Study Area and immediate vicinity has remained mostly rural with little
development until recently.

1.1.1.4 Topography and Drainage

The aspect of the Study Area is predominantly southwesterly and is on a relatively flat to gently rolling agricultural
land and forested area. The elevation of the 9-miles along US 50 typically ranges from about 560 to 700 feet Mean
Sea Level (MSL).
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The major streams crossing US 50 within the Study Area are Mutton Creek, Storm Creek, Branch of Storm Creek,
Sixmile Creek and Indian Creek, all draining to the southwest eventually into Vernon Fork of Muscatatuck River.

The watershed areas located within the Study Area are identified by a 14-digit Hydrological Unit Code (HUC) (Figure
3). In addition, 100-year floodplain is associated with the larger stream systems located within the Study Area (Figure
4).

1.1.1.5 National Wetland Inventory Mapped Wetlands

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping of the Study Area identified four wetlands in within the Study Area
(Figure 2). Wetlands are located adjacent to Mutton Creek (PEMAH), Storm Creek (PFO1A) and Sixmile Creek
(PFO1A). The fourth wetland (PUBGH) is located just east of CR 610. The wetland adjacent to Sixmile Creek and
the wetland east of CR 610 were not identified in the field during the site visits. The wetland observed adjacent to
Mutton Creek was classified as a PFO1A and not a PEMAH as indicated on the NWI mapping.

The NWI maps identify potential wetlands. The NWI maps were prepared from high-altitude photography and were
not field-checked in most cases. Because of this, wetlands are sometimes identified incorrectly or missed.
Additionally, the criteria used in identifying these wetlands were different from the criteria currently used by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. The Corps does not accept the use of the NWI maps to make a wetland determination.

1.1.1.6 Soil Assaciations and Series Types

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey
identifies thirty-five (35) different soil types within the Study Area (Figure 5). The dominant soil series located in the
Study Area are Nabb silt loam (NaaB2) and Avonburg silt loam (AddA). Three soil units mapped within the Study
Area including Cobbsfork silt loam (CIfA), Peoga silt loam (PhaA), and Piopolis silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent
slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration (PIpAH) are designated as hydric (USDA, 2010). All other soil units within
the site are designated as non-hydric (see Table 1).

Hydric soils are soils that have formed under conditions of saturation, flooding or ponding long enough during the
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper layer of the soil. Hydric soils are a strong indication that
wetlands currently exist or recently existed within the mapped soil unit. Hydric soil units alone are not sufficient to
classify an area as wetland and must be verified during a wetland field determination.

Table 1: Soils in Study Area

Symbol Description Hydric Rating
AddA Avonburg silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Not Hydric
BgeAH Birds silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration Not Hydric
BgeAHU | Birds silt loam, undrained, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration Not Hydric
BlbB2 Blocher, soft black shale substratum-Jennings silt loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
BlcC2 Blocher, soft black shale substratum-Jennings-Deputy silt loams, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
BlgC2 Blocher-Cincinnati silt loams, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
BlgC3 Blocher-Cincinnati silt loams, 6 to 12 percent slopes, severely eroded Not Hydric
BIKE2 Bonnell-Blocher-Hickory silt loams, 12 to 25 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric




U.S. 50 SPOT IMPROVEMENTS

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION JACKSON & JENNINGS COUNTIES, INDIANA
Symbol Description Hydric Rating
BnuD3 Bonnell-Hickory-Blocher complex, 12 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded Not Hydric
CIfA Cobbsfork silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Hydric
DfnA Dubois silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Not Hydric
DtwC2 Deputy silt loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
DtzC3 Deputy-Trappist silty clay loams, 6 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded Not Hydric
HccA Haubstadt silt loam, O to 2 percent slopes Not Hydric
HceB2 Haubstadt silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
HcgAH Haymond silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration Not Hydric
NaaB2 Nabb silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
OfaAW Oldenburg silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, occasionally flooded, very brief duration Not Hydric
OmkC2 | Otwell silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
OmkC3 | Otwell silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, severely eroded Not Hydric
PcrB2 Pekin silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
PhaA Peoga silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Hydric
PlpAH Piopolis silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration Hydric
ScfB2 Scottsburg-Deputy silt loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
StaAH Steff silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration Not Hydric
StdAQ Stendal silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, rarely flooded Not Hydric
ThdD2 Trappist-Rohan silt loams, 12 to 25 percent slopes, eroded Not Hydric
Uby Udorthents, loamy Not Hydric
UdaB Urban land-Deputy-Scottsburg complex, 2 to 15 percent slopes Not Hydric
UfcB Urban land-Cincinnati-Nabb complex, 2 to 12 percent slopes Not Hydric
UfdA Urban land-Cobbsfork-Avonburg complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Not Hydric
WaaAH | Wakeland silt loam, O to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded, brief duration Not Hydric
WaaAW | Wakeland silt loam, O to 2 percent slopes, occasionally flooded, very brief duration Not Hydric
WprAW | Wirt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, occasionally flooded, very brief duration Not Hydric
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1.2 Jurisdictional Guidance

The Corps and IDEM regulate impacts to surface water resources within the State of Indiana. Jurisdictional waters of
the United States are protected under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and Executive Order
11990 (Protection of Wetlands). The Corps has the primary regulatory authority for enforcing Section 404
requirements for waters of the United States, including wetlands. Indiana also has a state program protecting surface
waters for both isolated and non-isolated wetlands and other “waters of the State”.

1.2.1 Federal Jurisdiction

Waters of the United States are defined by the Corps, 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 328.3.

e All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or
foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;

o All interstate waters including interstate wetlands;

o All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats,
wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or
destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any such waters: (i) which are or
could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes; or (ii) from which fish or
shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or (iii) that are used or could be
used for industrial purpose by industries in interstate commerce;

¢ All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the definition;
e Tributaries of waters of the United States identified above;
e The territorial seas;

e Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified above. The term
adjacent means bordering, contiguous or neighboring. Wetlands separated from other waters of the United
States by man-made dikes or barriers, natural river berms, beach dunes and the like are “adjacent wetlands.”

Wetlands are a category of waters of the United States, and they are defined by the Corps as *“areas that are inundated
or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” (33 CFR
328.3, Corps; Section 8b) Typical wetlands include bogs, marshes, swamps and other similar areas. Temporarily or
seasonally flooded depressions that receive overland storm-water runoff or overbank floodwaters can meet the criteria
for wetlands. This is often due to the prevalence of clay soils that hold water or have a high water table that causes
soils to remain saturated for long periods.

In 1987 The Corps of Engineers published a document to assist in determining the boundaries of a wetland
(Environmental Laboratory, 1987). This document, referred to as the Corps 1987 Manual, contains information
related to soils, hydrology and plants. Section 2 further describes the methodologies for determining a wetland
boundary.

1.2.1.1 Rapanos Guidance
Based upon current guidance by the EPA, only those wetlands that are adjacent to traditional navigable waters or

wetlands that directly abut non-navigable tributaries having a seasonal (three-month minimum) flow are now
considered jurisdictional under the CWA (June 5, 2007, EPA/Corps memo regarding Clean Water Act Jurisdiction
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following the U.S. Supreme Court’s Decision in Rapanos v. United States and Carabell v. United States). Following
are key points from the EPA/Corps memo and are at times referred to as “Rapanos Guidance.”

“The agencies will assert jurisdiction over the following waters:
e Traditional navigable waters;
o Wetlands adjacent to traditional navigable waters;

¢ Non-navigable tributaries of traditional navigable waters that are relatively permanent where the tributaries
typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically three months);

e Wetlands that directly abut such tributaries.

The agencies will decide jurisdiction over the following waters based on a fact-specific analysis to determine whether
they have a significant nexus with traditional navigable water:

e Non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent;

e Wetlands adjacent to non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent;

e Wetlands adjacent to but do not directly abut a relatively permanent non-navigable tributary.
The agencies generally will not assert jurisdiction over the following features:

e Swales or erosional features (e.g., gullies, small washes characterized by low volume, infrequent, or short
duration flow);

e Ditches (including roadside ditches) excavated wholly in and draining only uplands and that do not carry a
relatively permanent flow of water.

The agencies will apply the significant nexus standard as follows:

e Assignificant nexus analysis will assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary itself and the
functions performed by all wetlands adjacent to the tributary to determine if they significantly affect the
chemical, physical and biological integrity of downstream traditional navigable waters;

¢ Significant nexus includes consideration of hydrologic and ecologic factors.”
1.2.1.2 JD Guidebook

The document entitled, The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jurisdictional Determination Form Instructional
Guidebook, was created by the Corps and EPA as a joint effort to aid field staff in preparing the Approved
Jurisdictional Determination Form (“JD Form”). The JD Form is a seven page “key” that assists one in determining
the jurisdictional status of a given wetland, stream, pond or other type of water body. The JD Guidebook was
determined to be necessary following the issuance of the Rapanos Guidance.

This guide book helps clarify the Corps’s expectation for documentation of waters of the United States. The document
helps with clarifying the difference between Traditional Navigable Waters (TNWSs), Relatively Permanent Waters
(RPWs), and Non-Relatively Waters (Non-RPWs). It also contains helpful information related to wetland adjacency,
wetlands directly abutting other waters, impoundments, isolated wetlands, pipes, ditches, swales, and erosional
features. The JD Guidebook also assists one in determining significant nexus.
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1.2.2 State Jurisdiction

“Waters” within the State of Indiana are defined as surface and underground waterbodies; natural and artificial; public
or private, which are partially or wholly within, flow through or border upon Indiana. The term includes all waters of
the United States, as defined in Section 502(7) of the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1362(7)), that are located in
Indiana. (As added by P.L.1-1996, SEC.1. Amended by P.L.183-2002, SEC.1; P.L.282-2003, SEC.31; P.L.52-2004,
SECA4)

Although not specifically mentioned within the Indiana Code’s definition of state “waters”, Indiana “waters” do
include and are not limited to streams and wetlands (both isolated and non-isolated). State of Indiana “waters” do not
include exempt isolated wetlands, private ponds, or off-stream ponds, reservoirs, wetlands, or other facilities built for
reduction or control of pollution or cooling of water before discharge (IC 13-11-2-265).

The State of Indiana relies on the Corps’ decision regarding wetland determinations and delineations including
whether or not a wetland is isolated or non-isolated.

2.0 Methods

Delineation methodology for wetlands, ponds and streams located in the Study Area are described in this section as
well as criteria for assessing the functions and values of these resources.

2.1 Wetlands

Wetlands are identified using the guidance provided in the Corps 1987 Manual. The presence of potentially
jurisdictional wetlands is determined by the positive indication of three criteria in accordance to the Corps 1987
Manual; the presence of greater than 50% hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation, a minimum of one primary or two
secondary indicators for hydrology, and one positive hydric soil indicator. In addition, the Corps recently issued a
Regional Supplement (RS) for this area of the United States (Midwest Region). Methodologies are utilized in
accordance to the RS.

A dominance of hydrophytic vegetation is the first indicator used during the Field Determination Effort to identify
wetlands within the Study Area. Although the presence of wetland vegetation is the first indicator used to identify
wetlands, topographic signatures such as depressional features, and areas exhibiting signs of wetland hydrology, such
as saturated soils, water marks, algal mats, etc., if observed, are also investigated as potential wetlands. A soil pit is
dug in various areas to evaluate soil characteristics and assist in determining if indicators of wetland hydrology are
present. Evidence of wetland hydrology is assessed within the soil pit by observing saturated soils within the upper
12 inches and/or documenting the presence of water within the upper 12 inches of the pit. Other signs of hydrology
may include but are not limited to drainage patterns, surface water, rafted debris, and crayfish chimneys.

Once it is determined that the wetland vegetation, soil, and hydrology criteria are met, notes pertaining to flora, soil,
and hydrology are recorded on a “Wetland Determination Data Form” following guidance provided in the DIRS. Data
is collected from one wetland and one upland data point for each wetland system. A photo point is taken, usually in
proximity to each data point, but on occasion, a better vantage point away from the data point may be used to better
depict the characteristics of a wetland.

Each wetland is delineated using a sub-meter GPS unit (Trimble Geo-XH). If the wetland consisted of a littoral shelf
on the edge of a pond, then the outer limit of the shelf (the wetland / upland boundary) is delineated with the GPS
unit. The boundary of the wetland formed by open water is created using GIS software based on field notes, photos,
and aerial photography. Other notes pertaining to significant nexus and the potential for Corps jurisdiction are also
recorded at each wetland. Wetlands are identified as isolated waters if they f not directly connect to, are not adjacent
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to; or abutting a jurisdictional channel, i.e. those exhibiting a continuous OHWM, or lack a significant ecological
nexus.

Wetlands are classified utilizing the Cowardin Classification System (Cowardin 1979), which identifies three
principal classes of wetland and open water habitats: Palustrine, Riverine, and Lacustrine. Palustrine wetland
communities can be classified into eight types. Three of these types are typically encountered including Palustrine
Emergent (PEM), Palustrine Scrub-Shrub (PSS), and Palustrine Forested (PFO). Palustrine Emergent (PEM) wetlands
are defined by a vegetation pattern that is dominated by herbaceous species such as wildflowers and grasses and lack
a shrub or tree stratum. Palustrine Scrub-Shrub wetlands are defined as areas where woody vegetation such as smaller
trees and shrubs (<20 ft./6 m) dominate the area. Palustrine Forested wetlands are defined as areas where woody
vegetation such as large trees (>20 ft./6 m) dominate the area.

Unconsolidated shore and bottom classes of Palustrine wetland systems (PUS and PUB) are typically associated with
ponds. The littoral edges meeting the criteria of a wetland according to the Corps 1987 Manual and are treated as
wetlands, while the open water portion of these systems are included under the ponds section.

Riverine systems (rivers and creeks) are confined by the channel bank or by adjacent wetlands having trees, shrubs, or
persistent emergent (palustrine wetland). For braided streams, the boundary of the system is defined as the area
between the outermost bank of one side to the outermost bank of the other side of the depressional area within which
the braided channels occur (Cowardin, 1979). Although riverine systems may contain wetland vegetation within the
channel, they are typically considered as open water systems and usually identified as stream systems instead of
wetlands.

Lacustrine systems (LUB, etc.) are permanently flooded depressional areas (lakes and ponds) greater than 20 acres in
size and may be comprised of a limnetic (open water) area, where there is no vegetation, surrounded by a littoral
(shoreline) edge which has less than 30% areal cover of wetland vegetation. Lacustrine systems are bounded by either
upland areas or palustrine wetlands (Cowardin, 1979). Furthermore, lacustrine systems are typically open water areas,
and for this reason they are typically identified as ponds and not wetlands.

2.1.1 Function and Value Assessment of Wetlands

The methodology used in assessing the functions and values of wetlands located within the Study Area is The Indiana
Wetland Rapid Assessment Protocol (INWRAP). InWRAP was developed by Taylor University Environmental
Research Group (TERG) to develop an efficient way of quickly and with a confident level of accuracy assess the
guality of a wetland (TERG 2005). The INWRAP utilizes three (3) tiers of assessment in evaluating wetlands.

Tier 1: Assessment Overview. This tier examines the size and landscape position of the wetland and if it is located on
a NWI map. This tier also examines the wetland’s connectivity to other wetlands and the type and intensity of the
surrounding land use.

Tier 2: Preliminary Assessment. This tier documents the geomorphic position, hydrology, soil and the wetland
community type. This tier also documents disturbances to hydrology and observations of invasive plant species and
the presence of federal or state rare, threatened or endangered species.

Tier 3: Rapid Indicators. This tier examines water quality, flood and storm water storage, animal habitat and plant
species located within the wetland. Each documented plant species has a corresponding Coefficient of Conservatism
(C) that ranges from 1 to 10 (Rothrock 2004). The concept is that plants with a higher C value are more likely to be
found in communities with less habitat disturbance. The following C value ranges provide descriptions of the plant
species and their tolerance to disturbance:
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o 0-3 species that provide little or no confidence that its inhabitance signifies remnant conditions.

e 4-6 species that are typically associated with remnant plant community, but tolerate significant to moderate
disturbance.

e 7-8 species found in high-quality remnant plant communities but appear to endure, from time to time, some
disturbance.

e 9-10 species restricted to remnant landscapes that appear to have suffered very little disturbance.

For each wetland identified in the Study Area, an INWRAP form was completed during the site visit. A table was
prepared with a list of plant species and their corresponding C values for each wetland. Based on this information an
INWRAP Summary was prepared for each wetland to determine the overall quality of the wetland system. As part of
this summary a Floristic Quality Assessment (FQA) was performed documenting the average C value and number of
dominant plant species located in each wetland (Rothrock 2004).

2.2 Ponds

Open water systems such as lakes, aesthetic ponds, farm ponds, damned streams, retention ponds, reservoirs, borrow
pits and similar are open water systems, and the limits are defined by the OHWM near the shoreline or the edge of its
littoral fringe (if one is present and meets the Corps 1987 Manual criteria for a wetland).

Ponds encountered during the field determination effort were identified as bodies of open water if no emergent
vegetation was visible above the surface of the water. These areas were designated as ponds, not wetlands. Those
ponds which developed naturally by fluvial erosion processes were considered jurisdictional if they were connected
via a channel containing a continuous OHWM and met the significant nexus criteria.

2.3 Streams

Potential boundaries for these water resources were delineated in the field at the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).
The OHWM is the line on the shore or bank established by flowing and/or standing water, marked by characteristics
such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, erosion shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of
terrestrial vegetation, presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the
surrounding areas [(33 CFR Part 328.3 (e)].

Typically, waterways with an OHWM are identified as perennial, intermittent or ephemeral. As defined in the Federal
Register, an ephemeral stream has flowing water only during, and for a short duration after, precipitation events in a
typical year. Ephemeral streambeds are located above the water table year-round. Furthermore, groundwater is not a
source of water for the stream. Runoff from rainfall is the primary source of water for ephemeral stream flow, while
an intermittent stream is one that has flowing water during certain times of the year, when groundwater provides
water for stream flow. During dry periods, intermittent streams may not have flowing water, and where runoff from
rainfall is a supplemental source of water for stream flow (Federal Register, July 21, 1999). Perennial streams have
flow throughout the year except during drought conditions.

The USGS quadrangle maps provide limited assistance in locating stream types as they depict solid blue lines to
indicate perennial flow and dashed lines to indicate intermittent flow. Ephemeral drainages are not identified on these
maps.

All streams, regardless of potential connectivity to other “waters”, were delineated. Assumptions were made as to
whether or not the stream system eventually drained into another “waters of the U.S.” as the limit of study did not
allow for a full investigation of connectivity. Aerial photography and topographic maps were utilized as aides in
supporting decisions regarding connectivity with other “waters”.

10
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2.3.1 Function and Value Assessment for Streams

Two different function and value assessment methodologies were used, which were dependent on the size of the
streams immediate watershed (drainage area). These methodologies include the Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index
(QHEI) for larger streams and the Headwater Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI) for smaller streams. Each of these
assessment methodologies are described in more detail below.

HHEI

As described in detail in the Field Evaluation Manual for Ohio’s Primary Headwater Habitat Streams (OEPA, 2002),
a primary headwater habitat stream is “a surface water of the state, having a defined bed and bank, with either
continuous or periodical flowing water, with watershed area less than or equal to 1.0 square mile (259 hectares), and a
maximum depth of water pools less than or equal to 40 cm.” Primary headwater habitat streams are defined based on
substrate type, quality, maximum pool depth and bank full width.

Substrate Type and Quality

The type and variety of substrate found in a stream channel is likely the most important feature that determines
biological potential. For the HHEI, channel substrate is examined along 200 linear feet of stream. All major
(dominant) and minor substrate types are recorded on a percentage basis along the length of the channel segment.
Substrate types fall into nine major categories including bedrock, boulder (boulder slab or boulder), cobble, gravel,
sand, silt, clay or hardpan, muck, and detritus (leaf pack/woody debris or fine detritus). Substrate type and quality
receives a maximum 40 points.

M aximum Pool Depth

The maximum pool depth is another key indicator for stream habitat as it determines whether the stream can support a
well-balanced fish community. Maximum pool depth determines the type of biotic community (such as fish,
salamanders, frogs and macroinvertebrates) that inhabits a stream. Additionally, it relates to the type of flow present
in a stream channel (such as continuous, intermittent or interstitial). A total 30 points is available for this metric.

Bank Full Width

Bank full width is a morphological characteristic of streams that directly relates to energy dynamics that can affect
biotic communities. Bank full width is described as the total width of the stream at the boundary line of terrestrial
vegetation. A total 30 points is available for this metric.

Assessment Protocol

The HHEI method of stream habitat assessment classifies streams as Class I, 11 or 111, and it also categorizes them
according to whether their channels have been modified. Class I streams are the lowest quality stream habitats,
meaning that they have the lowest potential to support a diverse array of flora and fauna typically found in stream
environments while Class I11 have the highest quality stream habitats.

For natural channels (denoted as None or Recovered on the field data sheet), HHEI scores typical of higher quality
Class I11 streams score 50 or greater (out of 200 maximum points and lower quality Class | streams will score below
30. For modified channels (indicated as Recovering or Recent or No Recovery on the field data sheet), HHEI scores
for Modified Class Il streams are greater than or equal to 70 and Modified Class | streams score below 30.

o Natural Channels (None or Recovered)
o0 Class Il =50 and greater
o Class Il =30to 49
o Class | =Below 30

11
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¢ Modified Channels (Recovering or Recent/No Recovery)
o0 Class Ill =70 and greater
0 Classll=30to69
0 Class | =Below 30

QHEI

The QHEI was developed by the Ohio EPA to assess available habitat for fish communities, invertebrates and other
aquatic organisms by visually assessing the bed, bank and riparian areas of free-flowing streams. The QHEI is similar
to the HHEI in that a score is given to a particular stream segment based on the sum of metrics. The composite score
of the six metrics include 1) substrate, 2) in-stream cover, 3) channel morphology, 4) bank erosion and riparian zone,
5) pool/glide and riffle/run quality, and 6) gradient (OEPA, 2006). Each of these categories is subdivided into specific
attributes that are assigned a point value reflective of the attribute’s impact on the aquatic life. Highest scores are
assigned to the attributes correlated to streams with high biological diversity and integrity and lower scores are
progressively assigned to less desirable habitat features. The QHEI is typically utilized for streams with either
continuous or periodical flowing water, with watershed area greater than 1 square mile (259 hectares). The following
briefly describes each metric.

Substrate

This metric includes two components, substrate type such as sand, gravel, and cobble; and substrate quality that
includes the origin of stream bed material and how embedded it is. “Embeddedness” refers to how much the substrate
is covered with fine materials. The more embedded a stream is, the lower the score. Possible maximum metric score is
20 points.

| nstream Cover

This metric refers to the type and percent coverage of stream characteristics that may provide shade and/or refuge for
stream inhabitants, especially fish. Measured characteristics include undercut banks, overhanging vegetation, slow-
water shallows, deep pools, tree root wads, boulders, oxbows, rooted aquatic vegetation and logs or other woody
debris. The possible maximum score for this metric is 20 points.

Channel M or phology

This metric is a measure of the original, undisturbed nature of the stream, especially as it pertains to habitat suitability.
Sinuosity, development, channelization and stability are the four subcategories that are measured. Sinuosity is the
degree to which a stream meanders. Stream development is a measure of the number and arrangement of
riffle/run/pool regions. Channelization is the degree of human alteration in the form of straightening or otherwise
manipulating the original course of the stream channel. Stability is a measure of the likelihood of the stream to remain
intact, that is, to what degree the banks are eroded, and the amount of bedload within the channel. The total possible
score for this metric is 20.

Bank erosion and riparian zone

This metric is a measure of the quality of the riparian zone as it pertains to flood plain width and quality, and degree
of bank erosion. All measurements for this metric are taken as a composite score of right and left banks averaged
together and include floodplain width, floodplain quality (as determined largely by watershed use and vegetative
cover), and bank erosion. The maximum possible score for this metric is 10 points.

Pool/glide and Riffle-run Quality

This metric is a measurement of the functionality of the stream’s pool/glide, and riffle/run zones, and are broken up
accordingly as two subcategories. The pool/glide subcategory considers maximum depth, channel width, and current
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velocity. The riffle/run subcategory takes into account the riffle depth, run depth, riffle/run substrate, and riffle/run
embeddedness. The maximum possible score for this metric is 20 points.

Map Gradient

This metric is calculated utilizing USGS 7.5 min topographic maps as a function of elevational drop. The distance
from the nearest contour line above the QHEI segment to the nearest one below the QHEI segment is measured. This
drop in elevation (which is typically 10 feet on USGS maps) is divided by the distance to obtain the stream gradient.
The score is determined by knowing either the stream width or its drainage area and referring to Table 2 within the
QHEI Manual, which takes the width (or drainage area) and the stream gradient in feet per mile into consideration.
The maximum possible score for this metric is 10 points (OEPA, 2006).

Assessment Protocol

The QHEI method of stream habitat assessment does not classify streams as the HHEI method does (Class 1, Il, and
I11) but rather rates the habitat characteristics based on an overall score. The QHEI is intended to help fill a gap
between completely subjective habitat descriptions and more labor intensive Habitat Suitability Indices developed for
each species in a fish community (Rankin, 1989). Generally, streams with QHEI scores 70 and above suggest they
have qualities that meet Exceptional Warmwater Habitat (EWH) criteria, streams with scores ranging from 60 to 69
indicate they are capable of supporting a well balanced warm water habitat (WWH), scores ranging from 45 to 59
suggest either WWH or Modified Warmwater Habitat (MWH), scores ranging from 31 to 44 suggest MWH, and
scores below 33 suggest Limited Resource Waters (LRW), where fish and macroinvertebrates are severely limited by
physical habitat (Rankin, 1991).

Table 2: Classification of QHEI Streams by Aquatic Life Use (ALU)

Score ALU Habitat Characteristic
70 and above EWH Excellent
60 to 69 WWH Good
45 to 59 WWH/MWH Good/Fair
3lto 44 MWH Fair
30 and below LRW Poor

3.0 RESULTS
3.1 Wetlands

In this section a general description of each wetland is provided along with the three criteria used to delineate the
wetland in the field. The completed Wetland Determination Forms are located in Appendix I. In addition, a brief
summary of the INWRAP and FQA results are discussed. For more detailed information and a complete list of plant
species, the INWRAP Summary form and the FQA table for each wetland can be found in Appendix Il and 111
respectively.

As identified in Table 3, there are no isolated wetlands within the Study Area (Figure 6). These wetlands are adjacent
to or directly abutting non-Relatively Permanent Waters (non-RPW) or Relatively Permanent Waters (RPW) which
eventually drain to a Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) and are therefore “waters of the U.S.” (both Corps and State
of Indiana jurisdictional). Jurisdictional Determination forms and a Waters Upload Sheet are located in Appendix IV
and V respectively.

13
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Table 3: Wetlands Located within the Study Area

Location (dd nad83)
Wetland ID Cov.v.ardi.n D.elineation Isolated Latitude Longitude
Classification? Size (acres)
T2-W1 PFO 0.0974 N 38.96667500 -85.80777222
T2-W2 PEM 0.0188 N 38.96868333 -85.78457778
T2-W2A PFO 0.1604 N 38.96878333 -85.78470833
T2-W3 PEM 0.3142 N 38.97139167 -85.77615278
T2-W3A PFO 0.0410 N 38.97153056 -85.77620000
T2-W4 PEM 0.0668 N 38.97161389 -85.77545000
T2-W4A PFO 0.0208 N 38.97173056 -85.77544444
T2-W5 PEM 0.1914 N 38.97172222 -85.77484167
T2-W5A PFO 0.0420 N 38.97186667 -85.77463611
T2-W6 PEM 0.1366 N 38.97505278 -85.74915833
T2-W7 PEM 0.0337 N 38.97659444 -85.72277222
T2-W8 PEM 0.2796 N 38.98463611 -85.68420556
T2-W9 PSS 0.1256 N 38.98771111 -85.65373333
T2-W10 PFO 2.0472 N 38.96663056 -85.79774444
T2-W11 PFO 0.1998 N 38.96712778 -85.79746111
T2-W12 PFO 2.6094 N 38.96362222 -85.81921944
Total Acres 6.3844

* PEM = Palustrine Emergent, PFO = Palustrine Forested, PSS = Palustrine Scrub-Shrub

Wetland T2-W1

This wetland is located just west of N CR 1250 along the north side of US 50 within the Study Area and has a
Cowardin Classification of a palustrine forested habitat (PFO). This system occurs in the soil series Otwell silt loam
(OmkC2). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the hydric
soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted of geomorphic position and FAC-neutral test,
meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented as silver maple (Acer
saccharinum, FACW), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, FACW), panicled aster (Aster simplex, FACW), great blue
lobelia (Lobelia siphilitica, FACW) and reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic
(water adapted) plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least two secondary indicators of wetland hydrology, and at
least one indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland directly
abuts to a tributary of Storm Creek beyond the limits of the Study Area.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Floodplain Forest with a more favorable value for
animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the
overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the
wetland is 1.33. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 1).

Wetland T2-W2 and W2A

These two wetlands are part of the same system with T2-W2 having a Cowardin Classification of a palustrine
emergent habitat (PEM) and T2-W2A classified as PFO. This system occurs in the soil series Birds silt loam
(BgeAHU). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the hydric
soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted of drainage patterns, and FAC-neutral test, meeting
the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W2 were documented as spotted touch-me-not (Impatiens
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capensis, FACW), and sweet flag (Acorus calamus, OBL), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion. The dominant
plant species in T2-W2A were documented as box elder (Acer negundo, FACW), elderberry (Sambucus canadensis,
FACW) and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least two secondary indicators of wetland hydrology, and at
least one indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland system
directly abuts an ephemeral stream (T2-S5) that is a tributary to Branch of Storm Creek.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type for T2-W2 is Wet Meadow with a more favorable value
for animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor,
the overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant
speices in the wetland is 2.2. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0).

The Indiana community type for T2-W2A is Swamp Forest with a more favorable value for animal habitat using a
valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall water quality
and flood storage of this wetland is poor to medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the wetland
is 1.33. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 2&3).

Wetland T2-W3 and W3A

These two wetlands are part of the same system with T2-W3 having a Cowardin Classification of a palustrine PEM
and T2-W3A classified as PFO. This system occurs in the soil series Otwell silt loam (OmkC2) and Wakeland silt
loam (WaaAW). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the
hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted of oxidized rhizospheres, surface soil cracks
and geomorphic position, meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W3 were documented as
soft rush (Juncus effusus, OBL), sweet flag (Acorus calamus, OBL) and a sedge species (Carex sp., FACW), meeting
the hydrophytic plant criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W3A were documented as silver maple (Acer
saccharinum, FACW), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, FACW) and giant goldenrod (Solidago gigantea, FACW),
meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least one
indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland system is adjacent
to an ephemeral stream (T2-S10) that is a tributary to Branch of Storm Creek.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type for T2-W3 is Wet Meadow with a more favorable value
for animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor,
the overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor to medium. The FQA average for the dominant
plant speices in the wetland is 2.0. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0).

The Indiana community type for T2-W3A is Floodplain Forest with a more favorable value for animal habitat using a
valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall water quality
and flood storage of this wetland is poor to medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the wetland
is 3.8. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is medium (3.0-5.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 4&5).

Wetland T2-W4 and W4A

These two wetlands are part of the same system with T2-W4 having a Cowardin Classification of a palustrine PEM
and T2-WA4A classified as PFO. This system occurs in the soil series Otwell silt loam (OmkC2) and Wakeland silt
loam (WaaAW). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the
hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted of oxidized rhizospheres, surface soil cracks
and geomorphic position, meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W4 was documented as
sweet flag (Acorus calamus, OBL), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W4A
were documented as black willow (Salix nigra, OBL), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis, FACW), swamp rose (Rosa
palustris, OBL) and giant goldenrod (Solidago gigantea, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion.
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The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least one
indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland system is adjacent
to an ephemeral stream (T2-S10) that is a tributary to Branch of Storm Creek.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type for T2-W4 is Wet Meadow with a more favorable value
for animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor,
the overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor to medium. The FQA average for the dominant
plant speices in the wetland is 1.0. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0).

The Indiana community type for T2-WA4A is Floodplain Forest with a more favorable value for animal habitat using a
valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall water quality
and flood storage of this wetland is medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the wetland is 2.8.
On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 6&7).

Wetland T2-W5 and W5A

These two wetlands are part of the same system with T2-W5 having a Cowardin Classification of a palustrine PEM
and T2-W5A classified as PFO. This system occurs in the soil series Otwell silt loam (OmkC2) and Wakeland silt
loam (WaaAW). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the
hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted of oxidized rhizospheres, surface soil cracks,
crayfish burrows and geomorphic position, meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W5
were documented as sweet flag (Acorus calamus, OBL), barnyard grass (Echinochloa crusgalli, FACW) and soft rush
(Juncus effusus, OBL), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion. The dominant plant species in T2-W5A were
documented as black willow (Salix nigra, OBL), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis, FACW), and black ash (Fraxinus
nigra, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least one
indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland system dirctly abuts
an ephemeral stream (T2-S10) that is a tributary to Branch of Storm Creek.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type for T2-W5 is Wet Meadow with a more favorable value
for animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor,
the overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in
the wetland is 1.0. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0).

The Indiana community type for T2-W5A is Floodplain Forest with a more favorable value for animal habitat using a
valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall water quality
and flood storage of this wetland is medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the wetland is 3.25.
On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is medium (3.0-5.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 8&9).

Wetland T2-W6

This wetland is located just east of S CR 750 along the side of US 50 within the Study Area and has a Cowardin
Classification of a PEM. This system occurs in the soil series Blocher-Cincinnati silt loams (BIgC2). The soil in this
wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic
indicators were observed and consisted of oxidized rhizospheres, drainage patterns and crayfish burrows, meeting the
hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented as barnyard grass (Echinochloa
crusgalli, FACW), curly dock (Rumex crispus, FACW), and a sedge species (Carex sp., FACW), meeting the
hydrophytic (water adapted) plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least one
indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland directly abuts to an
ephemeral stream (T2-S12) that is a tributary to Branch of Storm Creek.
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Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Seep with a more favorable value for animal habitat
using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall water
quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the wetland is
2.2. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 10).

Wetland T2-W7

This wetland is located west of S CR 610 adjacent to a junk yard on the north side of US 50 within the Study Area
and has a Cowardin Classification of a PEM. This system occurs in the soil series Urban land-Deputy-Scottsburg
complex (UdaB). Due to a fence, access to this area was not available. Based on the observance of 100 percent cover
of hydrophytic (water adapted) plants, hydric soil was assumed. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted
of drainage patterns, geomorphic position and FAC-neutral, meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant
species in this wetland were documented as narrow-leaf cattail (Typha angustifolia, OBL) and barnyard grass
(Echinochloa crusgalli, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least two secondary indicators of wetland hydrology, and
assumed hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland is adjacent to a
tributary of Sixmile Creek beyond the limits of the Study Area.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Shallow Marsh with a more favorable value for
animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the
overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices in the
wetland is 2.2. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix VI-Photo 11).

Wetland T2-W8

This wetland is located just east of S CR 400 on the south side of US 50 within the Study Area and has a Cowardin
Classification of a PEM. This system occurs in the soil series Avonburg silt loam (AddA). The soil in this wetland
was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators
were observed and consisted of oxidized rhizospheres, surface soil cracks and drainage patterns, meeting the
hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented as rush (Juncus effusus, OBL),
straw-color flat sedge (Cyperus strigosus, FACW) and a sedge species (Carex sp., FACW), meeting the hydrophytic
plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least one
indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland is adjacent to a
tributary (T2-S24) of Indian Creek.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Sedge Meadow with a more favorable value for
animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the
overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor to medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant
speices in the wetland is 2.25. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix
VI-Photo 12).

Wetland T2-W9

This wetland is located just east of S CR 400 on the south side of US 50 within the Study Area and has a Cowardin
Classification of a palustrine scrub shrub habitat (PSS). This system occurs in the soil series Nabb silt loam (NaaB2).
The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the hydric soil
criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and consisted of drainage patterns, geomorphic position and FAC-
neutral test, meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented as rush
(Juncus effusus, OBL), straw-color flat sedge (Cyperus strigosus, FACW) and a sedge species (Carex sp., FACW),
meeting the hydrophytic plant criterion.
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The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least two secondary indicators of wetland hydrology, and at
least one indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland is adjacent
to a tributary (T2-S28) of Indian Creek.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Shallow Marsh with a more favorable value for
animal habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the
overall water quality and flood storage of this wetland is poor to medium. The FQA average for the dominant plant
speices in the wetland is 1.43. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (under 3.0) (Appendix
VI-Photo 13).

Wetland T2-W10

This wetland is located west of N CR 1300 adjacent to Storm Creek (T2-S29) on the south side of US 50 within the
Study Area and has a Cowardin Classification of a PFO. This system occurs in the soil series Birds silt loam
(BgeAHU). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix meeting the hydric
soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and included surface water, water marks and water-stained leaves,
meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented as red maple (Acer
rubrum, FAC), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides, FAC), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis, FACW), and
spicebush (Lindera benzoin, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic (water adapted) plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least one primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least
one indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland extends beyond
the limits of the Study Area.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Floodplain Forest with a valuable rating for animal
habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall
water quality and flood storage of this wetland is medium to good. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices
in the wetland is 4.0. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is medium (3.0-5.0) (Appendix VI-Photo
77).

Wetland T2-W11

This wetland is located west of N CR 1300 directly abutting a tributary to Storm Creek (T2-S30) on the north side of
US 50 within the Study Area and has a Cowardin Classification of a PFO. This system occurs in the soil series
Wakeland silt loam (WaaAH). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted matrix
meeting the hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic indicators were observed and included surface water, water marks and
water-stained leaves, meeting the hydrology criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented
as box elder (Acer negundo, FACW), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, FACW), black willow (Salix nigra, OBL),
buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis, OBL), spicebush (Lindera benzoin, FACW) and spotted touch-me-not
(Impatiens capensis, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic (water adapted) plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least one primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least
one indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland extends beyond
the limits of the Study Area.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Floodplain Forest with a valuable rating for animal
habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall
water quality and flood storage of this wetland is medium to good. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices
in the wetland is 2.5. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is poor (below 3.0) (Appendix VI-Photo
78).

Wetland T2-W12

This wetland is located approximately 0.5 mile west of N CR 1225 directly abutting Mutton Creek (T2-S31) on the
south side of US 50 within the Study Area and has a Cowardin Classification of a PFO. This system occurs in the soil
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series Wakeland silt loam (WaaAH). The soil in this wetland was observed to contain a low chroma with a depleted
matrix meeting the hydric soil criterion. Hydrologic indicator observed was saturation, meeting the hydrology
criterion. The dominant plant species in this wetland were documented as red maple (Acer rubrum, FAC), sycamore
(Platanus occidentalis, FACW), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora, FACU), sedge (Carex sp., FACW) and stout wood
reedgrass (Cinna arudinacea, FACW), meeting the hydrophytic (water adapted) plant criterion.

The area contains a dominance of wetland vegetation, at least one primary indicator of wetland hydrology, and at least
one indicator of hydric soils, thus meeting the three criteria to be classified as a wetland. This wetland extends beyond
the limits of the Study Area.

Based on the InWrap Summary, the Indiana community type is Floodplain Forest with a valuable rating for animal
habitat using a valuable, more favorable, favorable, or poor rating. On a scale of good, medium, or poor, the overall
water quality and flood storage of this wetland is medium to good. The FQA average for the dominant plant speices
in the wetland is 3.2. On a scale of good, medium or poor, the FQA average is medium (3.0-3.5) (Appendix VI-Photo
79).

3.2 Ponds

One pond, T2-P1, (0.037 acre) was observed within the Study Area (Fig 6.6). This pond appears to have an outlet to a
tributary (T2-S12) of Branch of Storm Creek. This pond is not isolated and has a significant nexus with a “waters of
the U.S.” (Appendix VI-Photo 14).

3.3 Streams

A total of thirty-three streams were identified within the Study Area (Figures 6.0-6.12 and Appendix VI-Photos 15-
84). Stream lengths in the Study Area totaled 11,037 linear feet, while total area of the streams within the Study Area
is approximately 1.47 acres. The major stream systems identified within the Study Area are associated with Mutton
Creek, Storm Creek, Sixmile Creek and Indian Creek. Table 4 lists the streams located within the Study Area. In
addition, HHEI/QHEI forms were completed for each stream within the Study Area (Appendix VII).

Table 4: Streams Located within the Study Area

Stream Rapanos Average Average Linear HHEI/
Stream ID Waterbody Name Type? Tvpes height of Width at Feet Acres QHEI Jurisdictional
yp yp OHWM (feet) | OHWM (feet)
Roadside ditch with
T2-S1 connection to Tributary to EPH Non-RPW 0.5 3.0 887 0.061 10 Y
Storm Creek
Roadside ditch with
T2-S2 connection to Tributary to EPH Non-RPW 0.5 3.0 1,005 0.069 10 Y
Storm Creek
T2-S3 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 3.0 86 0.006 17 Y
T2-S4 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 0.5 2.0 128 0.006 17 Y
Roadside ditch with
T2-S5 connection to Tributary to EPH Non-RPW 1.0 3.0 294 0.020 17 Y
Storm Creek
T2-S6 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 1.0 184 0.004 17 Y
T2-S7 Tributary to Storm Creek INT RPW 2.0 5.0 485 0.056 32 Y
T2-S8 Tributary to Storm Creek INT RPW 3.0 8.0 969 0.178 60.5 Y
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Stream Rapanos Average Average Linear HHEl/
Stream ID Waterbody Name Type? Tp 3 height of Width at Feet Acres QHEI Jurisdictional
yp yp OHWM (feet) | OHWM (feet)
T2-S9 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 2.0 543 0.025 17 Y
T2-S10 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 0.5 2.0 339 0.016 21 Y
Roadside ditch with
T2-S11 connection to Tributary to EPH Non-RPW 1.0 1.0 192 0.004 10 Y
Storm Creek
T2-S12 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 2.0 282 0.013 9 Y
T2-S13 Tributary to Storm Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 2.0 211 0.010 18 Y
T2-S14 Tributary to Storm Creek INT RPW 2.0 5.0 251 0.029 32 Y
T2.515 | Roadsidedichthatflows | ppy | o0 Rpw 15 3.0 478 | 0033 | 16 Y
into Sixmile Creek
T2-S16 Sixmile Creek PER RPW 35 30.0 341 0.235 83.5 Y
T2-S17 Tributary to Sixmile Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 2.0 75 0.004 14 Y
T2-S18 Tributary to Sixmile Creek INT RPW 0.5 4.0 245 0.023 39 Y
T2-S19 Tributary to Sixmile Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 3.0 81 0.006 22 Y
T2-S20 Tributary to Sixmile Creek EPH Non-RPW 15 2.0 69 0.003 23 Y
T2-S21 Tributary to Sixmile Creek EPH Non-RPW 15 4.0 304 0.028 29 Y
T2-S22 Tributary to Sixmile Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 2.0 239 0.011 17 Y
Railroad ditch with
T2-S23 connection to a tributary to EPH Non-RPW 1.0 2.0 1,305 0.060 17 Y
Sixmile Creek
T2-S24 Tributary to Indian Creek EPH Non-RPW 0.5 2.0 197 0.009 16 Y
Roadside ditch with
T2-S25 connection to a tributary to EPH Non-RPW 0.5 1.0 414 0.010 17 Y
Indian Creek
T2-S26 Tributary to Indian Creek INT RPW 15 7.0 366 0.059 32 Y
T2-S27 Tributary to Indian Creek EPH Non-RPW 0.5 2.0 50 0.002 17 Y
T2-S28 Tributary to Indian Creek EPH Non-RPW 2.5 3.0 66 0.005 17 Y
T2-S29 Storm Creek PER RPW 5.0 22.0 322 0.163 52 Y
T2-S30 Tributary to Storm Creek INT RPW 25 3.0 179 0.012 39 Y
T2-S31 Mutton Creek PER RPW 5.5 30.0 450 0.310 58 Y
T2-S32 Indian Creek INT RPW 25 18.0 109 0.430 55 Y
T2-S33 Tributary to Indian Creek EPH Non-RPW 1.0 3.0 11 0.007 38 Y
Total | 11,157 | 1.905
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Storm Creek was located in the Study Area and 11 ephemeral and 4 intermittent streams eventually draining to Storm
Creek were present. Four of the ephemeral streams are roadside drainage ways (T2-S1, S3, S5 and S11). The
remaining ephemeral streams are generally located in forested or fragmented forested areas adjacent to agricultural
fields north and south of US 50. Stream T2-S8 is an intermittent tributary crossing under US 50 that flows directly to
Storm Creek. This stream and an additional intermittent stream (T2-S7) has been manipulated at the crossing location
and adjacent to US 50 on the north and south side of the roadway. The intermittent stream (T2-S14) drains from an
agricultural, commercial area to a forested area on the north side of US 50. The remaining intermittent stream (T2-
S30) is located in a forested area adjacent to US 50 and flows directly into Storm Creek.

Sixmile Creek (T2-S16) is located within the Study Area along with 7 ephemeral streams and one intermittent stream
that drain to Sixmile Creek. Ephemeral stream T2-S15 is a roadside drainage way that flows directly to Sixmile
Creek. Stream T2-S23 is an ephemeral drainage way located adjacent to a railroad that eventually flows to Sixmile
Creek. The remaining ephemeral streams and one intermittent stream are mainly located in forested areas north and
south of US 50 that eventually flow to Sixmile Creek.

Indian Creek (T2-S32) is located within the Study Area along with 4 ephemeral streams and one intermittent stream.

Mutton Creek (T2-S31) was located on the western edge of the study area with no associated tributaries.

4.0 SUMMARY

A total of 16 wetland systems with three classification types totaling 6.38 acres, 1 Pond (0.037 acre) and 33
jurisdictional streams totaling 11,157 linear feet were delineated within the Study Area. The Corps has the authority to
determine that this report is accurate and meets the requirements for a wetland delineation.
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U.S. 50 SPOT IMPROVEMENTS

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JACKSON & JENNINGS COUNTIES, INDIANA

6.0 ACRONYMS

AMSL
CFR
CO2
CR
CWA
EPA
FAC
FACW
FEMA
FR

GIS
GPS
HUC
“JD Form”
JD

LF
MSL
Non-RPWs
NRCS
OBL
OHWM
PEM
PEMEf
PEMFx
PSSFx
PFOEXx
RPWs
SR
TNWs
UPL
USDA
USGS

above mean sea level

Code of Federal Regulations

carbon dioxide

County Road

Clean Water Act

Environmental Protection Agency

Facultative

Facultative Wet

NWI National Wetland Inventory

Federal Register

Geographic Information System

Geographic Position System

Hydrologic Unit Code

Approved Jurisdictional Determination Form
Jurisdictional Determination

linear (or lineal) feet

Mean Sea Level

Non-Relatively Permanent Waters

Natural Resource Conservation Service

Obligate

Ordinary High Water Mark

Palustrine emergent

Palustrine emergent, seasonally flooded/saturated, farmed
Palustrine emergent, seasonally flooded/saturated, excavated
Palustrine scrub-shrub, semipermanently flooded, excavated
Palustrine Forested , seasonally flooded/saturated, excavated
Relatively Permanent Waters

State road

Traditional Navigable Waters

Upland

U.S. Department of Agriculture

United States Geological Survey
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Due to size limitations, the Appendix of the Report has been omitted from this report. The Appendix can be viewed
by contacting the Office of Environmental Services at the Indiana Department of Transportation.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
+ TRANSPORTATION ACT

SECTION 4(F) DE MINIMIS FINDING

FOR IMPACTS TO MUSCATATUCK

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

The Indiana Department of Transportation,
in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration, has continued moving for-
ward with environmental and engineering
documentation for the proposed spot im-
provements along U.S. 50. The purpose of
the spot improvements is to improve traffic
operation and safety along U.S. 50 from
U.S. 31 to County Road 15 N with roadway
improvements aimed at maximizing exist-
ing highway capacity and allowing effi-
‘cient travel and safety for other users.

The proposed project is an action that is
subject to the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303 and
23 U.S.C. 138 [PL 110-17], |PL 97-449],

|PL 86-670]). Section 4(f) of this legisla--

tion seeks to protect publicly owned public
parklands, recreation areas. waterfowl and
wildlife refuges, and significant historic
sites from impacts - the “use™ of these re-
sources - by U.S. Depurtment of Transpor-
tation actions. After an evaluation of the
impacts of the action upon Section 4(f) re-
sources, the proposed project would require
converting approximately 2.2 acres of ref-
uge property to transportation right-of-way;
therefore, a finding must be made.

The responsibility for Section 4(f) findings
has been assigned to the Federal Highway
administration under the Safe, Accounta-
.ble, Flexible. Efficient Transportation
Equity Act - A Legacy for User (SAFE-
TEA-LU) Act of 2005. Section 6009 of
SAFETEA-LII allows determinations that
certain uses of 4(1) land will have a minor -
de minimis - impact on the protected re-
source. Section 6009(a) requires that a pub-
lic notice and opportunity for review and
comment be provided for projects that are
determined to have a de minimis impact.
Copies of the proposed project plans are
available for review at the INDOT project
website located at http://www.in.gov/indot/
div/projects/us50/northvernon/about.html]
and available for review at the INDOT
Seymour District office located at 185 Ag-
rico Lane, Seymour, Indiana. Please con-
tact Jim Ude, Director of Planning and Pro-
duction, at (812) 524-3729 to make ar-
rangements.

Public comments on the 4(f) de minimis
finding will be accepted until July 20,
2011. Responses or replies to the public
comments. may not be required, depending
on the substantive nature of the comments;
however, all comments and responses will
se considered and documented in the ad-
ministrative record for the proposed proj-
ol

For more information about the project,
slease contact Brock Hoegh, Environmen-
al Project Manager, HNTB, at )317) 636-
1682 or by email at bahoegh @hntb.com.
-SUN, June 21; ltc

u

Date

Newspaper has a Web site, but due to technical problem or error, public notice was posted on
Newspaper has a Web site but refuses to post the public notice.

General Form No. 99P (Rev. 2008A)

Tonrnn S O H VERNON SUN

(Governmental Unit)

County, Indiana

PUBLISHERI'S CLAIM Federal [D#: 35-1123650

Indiana Tax #: 001944967

laster (Must not exceed two actual lines, neither of which shall
more than four solid lines of the type in which the body of the
rtisement is set) -- number of equivalent lines

umber of lines

Imber of lines

nber of lines

5 perline
charges fo

IMPUTING COST
ingle column in picas
f insertions

to the provisions and. penalties of IC 5-11-10-1, | hereby certify that the foregoing account is
t, that the amount claimed is legally due, after allowing all just credits, and that no part of the same

tify that the printed matter attached hereto is a true co
published in said paper

py, of the same column width and type size,
times. The dates of publication being as follows:

f, the statement checked below is true and correct:

yaper does not have a Web site.

aper has a Web site and this public notice was posted on the same day as it was published in
18 Newspaper.

.......................




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

AN UNDERSTANDING REGARDING PUBLIC LAND MITIGATIONFOR U.S. 50
HIGHWAY SPOT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (DES. NO. 1005104) IN JACKSON
COUNTY, INDIANA

PURPOSE

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into between Federal Highway
Administration, Indiana Division Office (FHWA), Indiana Department of Transportation
(INDOT), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to address mitigation requirements for
FHWA and INDOT’s U.S. 50 spot improvement projects (Project), including replacement of two
bridges located adjacent to the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge (MNWR).

BACKGROUND

Construction of the Project will require approximately 2.2 acres of right-of-way easement for
highway purposes from lands owned by USFWS as part of the MNWR. INDOT has minimized
to the extent practical the area required to construct and maintain the two bridges and eliminated
proposed improvements to the southeast quadrant of the U.S. 50/County Road 1225 E
intersection specifically to avoid further impacts to the MNWR. (Figure 1) These efforts reduced
the total impact to the MNWR from 4.7 acres to 2.2 acres. It is anticipated that this permanent
physical impact on the refuge at these two locations will not diminish the overall function of the
refuge nor interfere with the activities or purpose of the refuge at this location.

The MNWR land will be replaced via a land purchase within the USFWS Region 3 Division of
Realty in accordance with legislation governing the National Wildlife Refuge System'. The
required mitigation for the MNWR right-of-way areas will be in accordance with Indiana laws
and regulations.

FHWA determined that the MNWR is protected as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge and the
improvements may qualify as a de minimis Section 4(f) impact finding for the MNWR, based on
the ongoing efforts to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts. Coordination with agencies will
continue during final design.

INDOT project team staff actively worked with staff of the USFWS, MNWR, and the USFWS
Region 3 Division of Realty to provide adequate design information and to coordinate an
acceptable land purchase for the USFWS Refuge System. In regard to MNWR ROW areas,
INDOT will compensate USFWS for the use of the stated property. The USFWS will place the
compensation in escrow for up to 10 years, for USFWS to purchase approximately 2.2 acres of
land for future expansion at the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge (See Figure 1). The
USFWS will provide the Indiana Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway
Administration-Indiana Division, proof of purchase once complete.

! National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 - 16 U.S.C. §§ 668dd-668ee.



IMPLEMENTATION

The undersigned acknowledge that this MOU represents a framework for proceeding forward
and it is fully understood by all agencies that further agreements and actions will be necessary.

- 1. The FHWA and INDOT will construct the proposed Project replacingv two bridges
located on U.S. 50 in accordance with plans provided to USFWS, minor alterations’
notwithstanding.

2. The USFWS will grant the State of Indiana a right-of-way easement for highway
purposes on the grounds of Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge for the purposes of the
easement (see Figure 2). The easement will consist of approximately 2.2 acres.

3. For lands being used and occupied as part of the right-of-way easement for highway
purposes, INDOT will compensate USFWS $2,710/acre for a total of compensable
amount of $5,962. USFWS will place compensation amount in escrow with the purpose
of purchasing approximately 2.2 acres of land at the Patoka River National Wildlife
Refuge and Wildlife Management Area.

4. INDOT will provide payment within 90 days of the last signature of this MOU and prior
to the issuance of the easement. Once payment is made, the mitigation requirements of
the National Wildlife Refuge System will be satisfied and all obligations between
INDOT, FHWA, and USFWS will be satisfied.



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

U.S. 50 SPOT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Signature Page

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

S@/\S ¢ Ly~

By: Pavio B8, Hoet= éé Dec Aol]
go p Commissioner, Indiana Department of Transportation Date

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Charles M. Wooley

é,‘/(_\ Lj o ngReglona\ Director 1 a Z 3/

M\) ﬁgglonal Director, U.S. Fish arxé W11dl1fe Service Date

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

By: \hum [2-16-20il

Indlar@)wmon Administrator Date
FO2 Dt (¢ Tauy



Figure 1: Plan and Profile Sheets U.S. 50 over Mutton Creek and Storm Creek
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rev. 1-91)
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) % RatpofiLand Evaluation REGUESE. w01 |4~ SheatA of
1. Name of Project U.S. 50 Spot Improvements 5. Federal Agency Involved
2. Type of Project Highway improvements 6. County and State Jackson m, Indiana
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) b 0 e | # Pers°(fffggi”9 e [

3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

7

YESR No []

4. Acres Irrigated | Average Farm Size

27 |

5. Major Crop(s) 6. Farmable Land in Government_ Jurisdiction
Lo i peres: 1SS 1S9 w

7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

)R | e | GOSN 453

8. Name Of Land Evalua@System Qsed 9. Name of Local Site}Assessment System

Sa

10. Date Land Evaludtion Returned by NRCS

PART lll (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Alternative Corridor For Segment

Proposed ROW Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 37
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor 37 0 0 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland Je O |
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted < 0. O0l7
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value Q [
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative |
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) ’ I
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 \5
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 10
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 9
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 10
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 ()
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 [®)
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5
8. On-Farm Investments 20 1D
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 O
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 S
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 q q 0 0 0
PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 ’_”
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160 0 ?L{ 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 0 I L\5 0 0 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

Converted by Project:

ves [1 ~o [0

5. Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request

Name Of Project 1 C & e Federal Agency Involved

S 50 Spoot Tonpoen s _
Proposed Land Use County And State ! ' o C L
J NN NKS (C; TA

PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By NRCS e |

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Ye NO Acres Irrigated | Average Farm Size

(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form). }l (u

Major Crop(s)

Farmable Land In Govt. Junsdlctlon / % Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

CO(V\ Acres: |q q ’)U Acres: | S «7_1’)\_{ o (pq

Name Of Land Evalua(io/nfSys'tem Used Name Of Local Sitk Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By NRCS

PART lll (To be completed by Federal Agency) S S’I\t';eg‘a“"e S'te Rsalttlg%: ST

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly

C. Total Acres In Site 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland o. 57

B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0. 01 -
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion ¢ 0 0 0
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 5 ?

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) Points

1. Area In Nonurban Use

. Perimeter In Nonurban Use

. Percent Of Site Being Farmed

. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
. Distance From Urban Builtup Area

IS
1o
9
Zp
5
. Distance To Urban Support Services D
5
D
0
]

. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services
10. On-Farm Investments '
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

0N IW|IN

e

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 '?q 0 0 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 0 5% 0 0 0
Total Site A t (From Part VI above or a local
L abo w0 039 P 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 0 lﬁ? 0 0 0
] . Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Site Selected: Date Of Selection Yes [O No [
Reason For Selection:
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-83)

This form was electronically produced by National Production Services Staff
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Areas with Minority Concentrations
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Table 1: Population Characteristics: Race

Total . . Total population: Black or African Total population: American Indian . . Total population: Native Hawaiian ~ Total population: Some other Total population: Two or more . .
Geography population Total population: White alone P pAmerican alone a?wdpAIaska Native alone Total population: Asian alone and (p)tf?er Pacific Islander alone P prace alone PoP races Hispanic
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
United States 281,421,906 211,460,626 75.14% 34,658,190 12.32% 2,475,956 0.88% 10,242,998 3.64% 398,835 0.14% 15,359,073 5.46% 6,826,228 2.43% 35,305,818 12.55%
Indiana 6,080,485 5,320,022 87.49% 510,034 8.39% 15,815 0.26% 59,126 0.97% 2,005 0.03% 97,811 1.61% 75,672 1.24% 214,536 3.53%
Jackson County, Indiana 41,335 39,736 96.13% 227 0.55% 101 0.24% 323 0.78% 23 0.06% 637 1.54% 288 0.70% 1,112 2.69%
Jennings County, Indiana 27,554 26,852 97.45% 206 0.75% 58 0.21% 72 0.26% 1 0.00% 59 0.21% 306 1.11% 193 0.70%
STUDY AREA
Census Tract 9675, Jackson County,
Indiana 6,342 6,109 96.33% 23 0.36% 13 0.20% 76 1.20% 2 0.03% 78 1.23% 41 0.65% 112 1.77%
Census Tract 9604, Jennings County,
Indiana 6,146 5,981 97.32% 60 0.98% 7 0.11% 24 0.39% 0 0.00% 13 0.21% 61 0.99% 47 0.76%
Census Tract 9606, Jennings County,
Indiana 4,633 4,557 98.36% 11 0.24% 1 0.02% 3 0.06% 1 0.02% 13 0.28% 47 1.01% 26 0.56%
Block Group 3, Census Tract 9675, Jackson
County, Indiana 2,270 2,148 94.63% 12 0.53% 7 0.31% 15 0.66% 1 0.04% 63 2.78% 24 1.06% 74 3.26%
Block Group 2, Census Tract 9604,
Jennings County, Indiana 1,107 1,092 98.64% 2 0.18% 0 0.00% 2 0.18% 0 0.00% 5 0.45% 6 0.54% 7 0.63%
Block Group 3, Census Tract 9604,
Jennings County, Indiana 2,049 1,972 96.24% 21 1.02% 1 0.05% 13 0.63% 0 0.00% 3 0.15% 39 1.90% 19 0.93%
Block Group 4, Census Tract 9604,
Jennings County, Indiana 1,013 992 97.93% 10 0.99% 1 0.10% 2 0.20% 0 0.00% 2 0.20% 6 0.59% 3 0.30%
Block Group 2, Census Tract 9606,
Jennings County, Indiana 852 821 96.36% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.12% 8 0.94% 22 2.58% 8 0.94%
Percent Non-White 6.8% 5.4%
Elevated at 125% of Reference Community 8.5%
EJ Population No




Table 2: Population Characteristics: Poverty Level

Geography Total Population btallr]o(;(\jr;c?vlgrtl;/ glge?/el

# %

United States 273,882,232 33,899,812 12.4%
Indiana 5,894,295 559,484 9.5%
Jackson County, Indiana 40,562 3,428 8.5%
Jennings County, Indiana 27,200 2,511 9.2%
STUDY AREA
Census Tract 9675, Jackson County,
Indiana 6210 513 8.3%
Census Tract 9604, Jennings County,
Indiana 5969 725 12.1%
Census Tract 9606, Jennings County,
Indiana 4608 352 7.6%
Block Group 3, Census Tract 9675, Jackson
County, Indiana 2270 335 14.8%
Block Group 2, Census Tract 9604,
Jennings County, Indiana 1059 89 8.4%
Block Group 3, Census Tract 9604,
Jennings County, Indiana 2031 160 7.9%
Block Group 4, Census Tract 9604,
Jennings County, Indiana 965 100 10.4%
Block Group 2, Census Tract 9606,
Jennings County, Indiana 825 87 10.5%
Percent in Poverty 8.5% 0.0%
Elevated at 125% of Reference Community 10.6%
EJ Population No

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000, Table P87, Census Data Set: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3)
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U.S. 50 North Vernon Public Involvement Summary

Public Open House No. 1

On Sept. 30, 2010, INDOT hosted a public open house to re-introduce the public to the

U.S. 50 North Vernon Improvements. During this meeting, the public was informed of INDOT’s plan to divide the
recommendations of the 2008 Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report into two separate projects. One project is
a series of spot improvements on existing U.S. 50, including the replacement of Mutton and Storm Creeks, and
Branch of Storm Creek structures. A second project is the construction of a new U.S. 50 from CR400 in to S.R. 3 in
Jennings County. Attendees received handouts that summarized the spot improvements and new roadway
projects.

CAC Meeting No. 1

The first meeting of the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was on Dec. 13, 2010. This meeting summarized
the first public meeting, focusing primarily on the new terrain alignment of U.S. 50 and addressed any
spot/structure replacement questions.

CAC Meeting No. 2

The second CAC was held on Feb. 17, 2011. The purpose of this second CAC meeting was to provide a brief update
on development of the spot improvements, structure replacements, and to discuss several new U.S. 50
alternatives developed since the previous CAC meeting.

Public Open House No. 2

The second public meeting was held on April 5, 2011, at Jennings County High School in North Vernon, Indiana.
One hundred five (105) people signed the meeting attendance roster. Materials presented in this meeting covered
the bypass portion of the project and the potential spot improvements. The project team highlighted changes to
the project alternatives since the September 30, 2010 meeting, and showed project information on display boards.
This public meeting allowed community members to visit with project officials, view project information and ask
questions of the project team. Interested persons could express their views and concerns on provided comment
forms.

CAC Meeting No. 3

The final meeting of the CAC was held on April 28, 2011. The materials and comments from the second open house
were discussed. Like the two previous CAC meetings, although the spot improvements were available for
discussion, the focus of the meeting was the U.S. 50 North Vernon project.

Project Website

The project team maintained web pages at www.in.gov/indot/div/projects/us50/northvernon/ to share project
information. This website has been updated throughout the public involvement process with meeting materials
and dates of upcoming meetings. The website also includes maps, handouts and documents that can be viewed or
downloaded. Information is also available on the site about how to reach project staff and submit comments.



http://www.in.gov/indot/div/projects/us50/northvernon/
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July 11,2011

Mr. Michael Cline, Commissioner
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Commissioner. Cline:

On June 20, 2011, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) received the Indiana Department of Transportation’s (INDOT’s) FY 2012-
2015 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The INDOT is proposing (o
incorporate the following Metropolitan Planning Organizations’ (MPQOs’) Transportation
Improvement Programs (T1Ps) into the new STIP:

Metropolitan Planning Qrganization TIP COVERAGE
Madison County Council of Governments * 2012-2015
Bloomington/Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization 2010-2013
Columbus Area Metropolitan Planning Commission 2012-2016%*
Evansville Metropolitan Planning Commission * 2010-2013
Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating Council * 2012-2015
Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization * 2012-2015
Kokomo-Howard County Governmental Coordinating Council 2011-2014
Area Plan Commission of Tippecanoe County 2012-2015
Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency * 2011-2015
Delaware-Muncie Metropolitan Plan Commission * 2012-2015
Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission * 2009-2013
Michiana Area Council of Governments * 2012-2015
West Central Indiana Economic Development District * 2012-2015

Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments * 2012-2015



¥ FHWA-FTA conformity findings have been issued for these TIPs per 40 CFR 93

** LY 2016 projects shown in the Columbus Area’s TIP are beyond the timeframe of the FY
2012-2015 STIP and therefore are not included.

A quality conformity has been found to be acceptable and funding targets used for financial
consiraint were reviewed in advance of the STIP being submitted for approval. The federal
agencies appreciate the opportunity to have this advanced review. In the area of public
involvement, INDOT continued to use its web-site to be a primary method (o collect public
comments on the STIP. INDOT continues to receive more comments than in previous years.
These comments are being summarized and included in the final STIP document.

This year, INDOT also approved many of the MPOs’ TIPs on the same State fiscal years as the
STIP. This helps to communicate fiscal constraint and helps to manage public expectations.
However, new TIPs for the Bloomington Monroe County Metropolitan Planning Organization
and the Northwest Indiana Regional Planning Commission areas have recently been adopted by
their respective policy boards. These are not yet included in the FY 2012-2015 STIP. INDOT is
reminded to take action on these documents within a reasonable time.

As you know, FHWA and FTA are both required to certify the State is in substantial compliance with
all federal planning requirements when taking action to approve a STIP document. The last time the
STIP document was approved, the federal agencies conditionally approved the FY 2010-2013 STIP
document pending a corrective action. That corrective action was for effective planning
procedures and agreements between the MPOs, transit operators, and the INDOT offices to
clearly identify how key planning tasks are to be coordinated and completed, and who internally
at INDOT is responsible for these activities.

INDOT provided a status of'its efforts to update its planning procedures. However, FHWA
notified INDOT on March 10, 2011 that steps taken to date were incomplete and the corrective
action would remain until the following final documents are provided:

¢ New State/MPO/Transit Planning Agreements;

¢ INDOT’s “MPO Manual” or handbook that describes how key products (i.c. Metropolitan
Transportation Plans, Transportation Improvement Programs, Annual Listings of
Obligated Projects, ctc.) are developed in cooperation with INDOT, and which identifics
with whom these documents are prepared and when they will be approved by the State;
¢ Revisions to the Local Public Agencies Manual to address the role of MPOs in the LPA
project development process.
Until final procedures are completed, FHWA and FTA are conditionally approving the FY 2012-

2015 STIP with this pending corrective action. Please contact Joyce Newland, Planning
Program Manager, at 317-226-5353/ joyce.newland(@dot.gov, 1o schedule a meeting no later




than the end of this month to discuss the timeline of the remaining corrective actions.

Sincerely,

Bod T 1ally

Robert I'. Tally Jr., P.E.
Division Administrator

ce: transmitted by e-mail
Marisol Simén, FTA Region 5
Robert Zier, INDOT

Jim Stark, INDOT



Major Projects FY 2012-2015

SPONSOR (CORRIDOR (ROUTE (WORK_TYPE |LOCATION COUNTY |MILES |FEDERAL_ |PHASE [IMPROVEMENT_TYPE 2012 2013 2014 2015 Estimated Costs
PROJECT left to Complete
Project*
Bridge Deck SB bridge over Marshall 0 BR CN New Road Construction $ 100,000
QOverlay Yellow Creek Project
Bridge Deck SB bridge over Marshall 0 BR CN New Road Construction $ 100,000
Overlay Elmer Seltenright Project
Ditch
New Bridge, SB US 31 bridge [St. Joseph [0 BR CN New Road Construction 1,300,000
Other over US 6 Project
Road New alignment, St. Joseph |0 NHS CN New Road Construction 5,000,000
Reconstruction |from station Project
(3R/4R 229+00 to 407+90
Standards)
INDOT 249A us 41 Interchange US 41 interchange |Vanderburgh|0.39 NHS PE Interchange Modification 60,000
Modification with SR 62/SR 66 Project
(Lloyd
Expressway)
US 41 interchange |Vanderburgh|0.39 NHS CN Interchange Modification 17,650,000
with SR 62/SR 66 Project
(Lloyd
Expressway)
Signs, Lighting, [At SR 66 Vanderburgh|0 NHS CN Interchange Modification 200,000
Signals And Project
Markings
Bridge Bridge over SR 66 |Vanderburgh|0 BR CN Interchange Modification 2,380,000
Replacement  |/SR 62 (SBL) Project
Bridge over SR Vanderburgh|0 BR CN Interchange Modification 2,380,000
66/ SR 62 (NBL) Project
Other Type Pedestrian bridge |Vanderburgh|0.2 NHS CN Interchange Modification 2,700,000
Project over Lloyd Project
(Miscellaneous)|Expressway, 0.5
mi E of US 41
INDOT 259 Us 50 New Road From W UAB of  |Jennings 3.69 NHS PE New Road Construction 90,000
Construction North Vernon to Project
SR3
From W UAB of  |Jennings 3.69 NHS CN New Road Construction 1,240,000
North Vernon to Project
SR3
From W UAB of  |Jennings 3.69 NHS CN New Road Construction 13,285,000
North Vernon to Project
SR3
From W UAB of  |Jennings 3.69 NHS PE New Road Construction 250,000
North Vernon to Project
SR3
From W UAB of  [Jennings 3.69 NHS RW New Road Construction 1,200,000
North Vernon to Project
SR3
Signs, Lighting, [Various locations [Jennings 0 NHS CN New Road Construction 750,000
Signals And Project
Markings
Added Travel |US 50 at0.15 Jennings 0.001 NHS CN New Road Construction 1,500,000
Lanes miles E of Wash. Project
Stto CR 610
10 of 15

* Estimated Costs left to Complete Project column is for costs that may extend beyond the four years of a STIP. This column is not fiscally constrained and is for infromation puruposes.




Major Projects FY 2012-2015

SPONSOR (CORRIDOR (ROUTE (WORK_TYPE |LOCATION COUNTY |MILES |FEDERAL_ |PHASE [IMPROVEMENT_TYPE 2012 2013 2014 2015 Estimated Costs
PROJECT left to Complete
Project*
US 50 from .88 Jennings 0.001 NHS CN New Road Construction | $ 1,500,000
miles W of CR Project
900W to .13 mi W
CR 900 W
Chestnut
Intersect. US 50 at CR 1225 |Jennings 0 NHS CN New Road Construction | $ 900,000
Improv. W/ E and 1250 E Project
Added Turn
Lanes
Intersect. US 50 at CR 750 |Jennings 0 NHS CN New Road Construction | $ 750,000
Improv. W/ w Project
Added Turn
Lanes
New Bridge, US 50 over CSX  |Jennings 0 BR CN New Road Construction | $ 3,750,000
Other Railroad Project
Bridge US 50 over Indian |Jennings 0 BR CN New Road Construction | $ 675,000
Replacement, |Creek Project
Other
Construction
Bridge US 50 over Branch|Jennings 0 BR CN New Road Construction | $ 900,000
Replacement, |of Storm Creek Project
Other
Construction
US 50 over Storm |Jennings 0 BR CN New Road Construction | $ 975,000
Creek Project
US 50 over Mutter |Jennings 0 BR CN New Road Construction | $ 2,100,000
Creek Project
US 50 over Six Jennings 0 BR CN New Road Construction | $ 975,000
Mile Creek Project
INDOT 266 Us 52 Intersect. CR 700 W Hancock 0 NHS CN Intersection $ 300,000
Improv. W/ Improvement Project
Added Turn
Lanes
CR 700 W Hancock 0 NHS CN Intersection $ 658,000
Improvement Project
CR 700 W Hancock 0 NHS RW Intersection $ 220,000
Improvement Project
CR 700 W Hancock 0 NHS CN Intersection $ 100,000
Improvement Project
Bade Davis Marion 0 NHS CN Intersection $ 854,000
Improvement Project
INDOT 292 170 Pavement From 0.5 mile E of |Hancock 8.55 Interstate  |CN Major Pavement Project | $ 20,000,000
Replacement, |Mt Comfort Rd to (Interstate)
New PCC 0.8 mile E of SR 9
From 0.5 mile E of [Hancock 8.55 Interstate  |PE Major Pavement Project | $ 500,000
Mt Comfort Rd to (Interstate)
0.8 mile E of SR 9
0.6 mile E of Post [Marion 1.4 Interstate  |CN Added Travel Lanes $ 2,000,000
Rd to 2 miles E of Project
Post Rd
11 0of 15

* Estimated Costs left to Complete Project column is for costs that may extend beyond the four years of a STIP. This column is not fiscally constrained and is for infromation puruposes.
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