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AGENCY COORDINATION  
Introduction   
Coordination with local, state, and federal agencies is an essential component of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It is important to receive information and guidance from agencies with 
jurisdiction over various resources and/or provide representation for the citizens in the study area. 
Frequent discussion and input from all involved agencies can help ensure the most suitable and 
beneficial outcome is achieved. Throughout the Tier 1 Study, the project team coordinated with 
agencies through multiple forms of interaction.  

USFWS Coordination Meetings   
In July of 2019 members of Lochmueller Group met with representatives of INDOT and the USFWS to 
discuss the history of the Mid-States project and any relevant, previously completed studies. This 
included a broad project overview indicating the major goals of the project and an explanation of the 
Tiered NEPA study approach.  

Following a description of the anticipated timeline, the conversation shifted to exploring potential 
concerns regarding threatened and endangered species and environmentally sensitive areas. INDOT and 
Lochmueller Group requested that the USFWS identify areas of major concern within the preliminary 
study area. The USFWS requested a map, any relevant GIS layers, and a formal request for consultation 
be sent to them regarding impacts within the study area.  

The same representatives and FHWA reconvened to discuss the project’s status in December of 2019. 
The previously discussed timeline was being maintained and the screening report was anticipated to be 
issued in early February 2020. It was anticipated an additional agency meeting would be scheduled in 
March 2020. Activities planned as part of the Tier 1 EIS were explained and a strategy for an in-depth 
review of the potentially impacted species was developed to allow all parties access to the confidential 
USFWS threatened and endangered species data.  

 

USFWS Meeting Dates 
• USFWS Coordination Meeting – July 3, 2019 

• USFWS Endangered Species Act Consultation – December 12, 2019 

 

Early Coordination Letter  
An Early Coordination Letter (ECL) was distributed to individuals and agencies whose expertise would be 
beneficial to the environmental review process in August of 2019. These invitees included city agencies, 
state agencies, and federal agencies. The ECL included a project description, purpose and need, list of 
past studies, and an explanation of the anticipated next steps. In its closing the ECL asked its recipients 
to review the included information and provide any comments relative to potential impacts under their 
areas of jurisdiction/expertise. Lastly, those who received the ECL were invited to attend the Agency 
Scoping meeting planned for August 20, 2019.  
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Early Coordination Letter Distribution Date 
• Early Coordination Letter – August 5, 2019 

 

Agency Scoping Meeting  
In August of 2019, the project team hosted a large meeting of both in person and virtual attendants at 
Vincennes University Jasper Campus. Those who were extended an invitation to the meeting were also 
extended the opportunity to be a participating agency, meaning that they would help identify any issues 
of significant concern throughout project development. Any cooperating agencies would be involved in 
a higher level of authority and detail regarding the environmental process. After extending the 
invitation, the meeting went on to discuss the project overview, the goal and structure of the tiered 
NEPA studies, and the anticipated timeline for project milestones. Following a description of the project 
and outlining the goal of the studies, a more focused approach was taken to describing the project 
Purpose and Need and the project area was described further. 

A significant portion of the meeting was dedicated to displaying and describing the preliminary 
alternatives. These consisted of multiple alignment and facility type combinations which would all be 
analyzed moving forward. The evaluation process includes avoiding or mitigating social, economic, and 
environmental impacts resulting from the project. Agency feedback on these impacts moving forward is 
typically instrumental to the analysis phase. The project team described their strategies of the 
preliminary screening of alternatives as well as the role that coordination meetings and public 
involvement will play in those processes. Finally, it was noted that agency comments were requested to 
be submitted within 30 days following the meeting.  

Formal invitations were submitted to the USACE and USFWS to be Cooperating Agencies as part of the 
early coordination process. The USACE declined acting in the capacity of a Cooperating Agency but did 
affirm to act as a Participating Agency. The USFWS accepted the opportunity to be a Cooperating 
Agency. The other invited agencies are identified as Participating, although an affirmative response was 
not received from all of them. USEPA accepted the role of Participating Agency and requested a two-
week advance notice of all meeting and conference calls, along with one paper copy and three USB 
drives of all materials exceeding 30 pages they are asked to review.  

Below is a condensed list of the agencies that were contacted and whether they responded. The 
responses received were in reply to the ECL sent on August 5, 2019, the follow up email providing the 
draft Purpose and need on August 13, 2019, and the materials presented at the Scoping Meeting held 
on August 20, 2019. A copy of each response is included in the attachments section of this appendix.  

Scoping Meeting Date 
• Agency Scoping Meeting – August 20, 2019 
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Agency Response Received 
USFWS Yes 
US Natural Resources Conservation Service  No 
National Park Service - Midwest No 
US Department of Housing and Urban Development  No 
USACE – Louisville District Yes 
USEPA – Region 5 Yes 
INDOT – Multi-Modal No 
IDNR No 
IDNR – Fish and Wildlife  No 
IDNR – Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology Yes 
IDNR – Water No 
IDNR – Oil and Gas  Yes 
IDEM – Office of Water Quality – Surface Water Branch / Drinking Water Branch  Yes 
IDEM – WHPA Proximity  Yes 
IDEM – Office of Air Quality No 
IDEM – Office of Land Quality  Yes 
Indiana Geologic Survey  No 
Eighth Coast Guard District  No 
US Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy  No 
USDA Hoosier National Forest Yes 
INDOT – Environmental Services – Cultural Resources  No 
FHWA No 
IDEM – Groundwater Section No 
IDNR – Environmental Unit  Yes 
IDEM  Yes 
INDOT No 
Evansville MPO No 
Bloomington MPO No 
DNR Fish and Wildlife – Bloomington No 
FAA – Great Lakes  No 

Note: This list represents the agencies that were contacted. In some cases, multiple individuals within these agencies received ECLs separately 
to ensure project awareness across the necessary branches within those agencies. 
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Tribal Nations Response Received 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma Yes 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma  Yes 
Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma No 
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians  Yes 
Forest County Potawatomi Community Yes 
Delaware Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma No 
Delaware Nation of Oklahoma Yes 
Shawnee Tribe Yes 
Wyandotte Nation  No 
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma No 
Osage Nation No 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians  No 
Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin Yes 

Note: This list represents all Tribal Nations contacted as part of the coordination process throughout the study. Some were added during the 
study at the request of INDOT’s Cultural Resource Office. 

 

Screening of Alternatives Agency Meeting   
The project team hosted a meeting in March of 2020 for both in-person and virtual attendants at the 
Vincennes University Jasper Campus to discuss the Screening of Alternatives. A timeline for anticipated 
project milestones was outlined and the Purpose and Need was described prior to explaining the 
process for the screening of alternatives. The screening discussion covered the progression of an initial 
28 alternatives taken down to a combination of ten preliminary alternatives on five primary routes. Only 
these ten alternatives were to be carried forward for detailed study. Following an explanation of the 
screening process, many of the criteria assessed in the screening stage were discussed to highlight costs 
and benefits discovered throughout screening. These included: natural resources, community resources, 
and cost (financial).  

 

Screening of Alternatives Meeting Date 
• Screening of Alternatives Agency Meeting – March 3, 2020 

 

Agency Bus Tour   
The project team conducted an in-person bus tour in March of 2020 of the routes being carried forward 
for detailed analysis as determined during the Screening of Alternatives. The tour began at the 
Vincennes University Jasper Campus and included general areas of concern as well as important 
landmarks within or near the study bands. Throughout the tour, Lochmueller group representatives 
fielded questions and drew attention to resources for discussion of potential impacts. Topics of interest 
included environmental justice in applicable neighborhoods, and environmentally unique and/or 
sensitive areas. A formal meeting summary was not compiled for the bus tour, but a list of important 
topics and questions was written following the meeting and is attached. 
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Bus Tour Meeting Date  
• Agency Bus Tour – March 4, 2020 

 

DEIS/Preferred Alternative Coordination Meeting 
The project team held a meeting following the release of the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) to discuss the document and the identification of Alternative P as the preferred 
alternative.1 The meeting was held at the Vincennes University Jasper Campus with a combination of in 
person and virtual attendance. The meeting included a presentation that summarized the project status 
and the findings of the DEIS. It concluded with a virtual fly-over of the preferred alternative using ESRI 
map services to highlight areas and/or resources of special interest.  Materials associated with the 
meeting are attached. 

 

DEIS/Preferred Alternative Coordination Meeting Date 
• DEIS/Preferred Alternative Coordination Meeting – May 5, 2022 

 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 
Summaries of agency comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement follow. The complete 
comments and associated responses are provided in Volume IV – Comments and Responses, in this  
FEIS.  

• June 13, 2022: Indiana Department of Natural Resources (email). J. Matthew Buffington, 
Environmental Supervisor for the IDNR Division of Fish and Wildlife provided comments on 
various potential impacts of the preferred alternative identified in the DEIS.  The 14-page 
document gave opinions on the preferred alternative and recommendations on managing 
impacts.  

• June 14, 2022: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (email): Deborah Duda Snyder, Project Manager 
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, provided comments on the DEIS and suggested continued 
coordination.  

• June 14, 2022: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (email): Kenneth Westlake, Department 
Director of the Office of Multimedia Programs of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
provided its comments on the DEIS. Comments focused on impact to water resources, 
mitigation and environmental justice.     

• June 14, 2022: U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (email): John 
Nelson, Regional Environmental Officer for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within the U.S. 

 
1 In response to comments on the DEIS, the FEIS Preferred Alternative is Refined Preferred Alternative P. It is a 
modification of Alternative P in the vicinity of Loogootee. See following discussion. 
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Department of the Interior, provided comments on the DEIS. They included support of the 
preferred alternative, information on endangered species and general and specific 
recommendations.  

 

Refined Preferred Alternative P Outreach 
Multiple comments were received from local officials in Loogootee and Martin County regarding 
Alternative P’s western variation at Loogootee. Portions of this alignment are in Daviess County. These 
comments requested modifications to Alternative P to bring it through or to the east of Loogootee.   

In response to these comments, three additional variations of Alternative P have been added in Martin 
County. All variations of Alternative P are within Section of Independent Utility (SIU) 4. See Section 2.7 
for a discussion of Tier 2 sections for all alternatives. Alternative P with these variations has been 
designated as Refined Alternative P (RPA P). It is evaluated separately from any alternative considered in 
the DEIS. A single variation of RPA P will be selected in Tier 2 studies for SIU 4. See Section 2.5.2 for 
details about the variations of RPA P near Loogootee.  

Communication of these changes was made to the agencies via email from Project Manager Jason 
DuPont. The email, sent on February 27, 2023, included a link to view a short video that provided 
information on the new variations and included attachments of two maps depicting the new variations. 
The email is available below. The outreach materials accessible via the email link are available in 
Appendix NN. 
 

Comments on RPA P 
Summaries of comments on the decision to carry forward RPA P for further analysis in the Tier 2 studies 
follow. Full responses are attached to the end of the document.  

• February 27, 2023: Indiana Department of Environmental Management (email). James Turner 
with the Indiana Department of Emergency Management (IDEM) Office of Water Quality 
responded to the RPA P email to state that Jason Randolph will manage permitting for this 
project. It asked that he be added to the project’s distribution list.  

• March 7, 2023: Indiana Department of Transportation Office of Aviation (email): Tyler 
Lewandowski, Project Manager for INDOT Office of Aviation stated that, after review, no tall 
structure permit is required for the project if all construction equipment is under 200 feet in 
height.  

• March 16, 2023: United States Department of Agriculture (email): John Allen, State Soil 
Scientist for the United States Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, asked to be notified when a route and permanent ROW are determined so an 
environmental review can be completed. 

• March 17, 2023: Indiana Department of Natural Resources (email): Beth McCord, Deputy State 
Historic Preservation Officer for the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), stated 
they will report on significance of, and impacts on specific properties once the assessment on 
potential impacts to archaeological and above-ground properties occurs in the Tier 2 studies. 
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• March 27, 2023: Indiana Department of Natural Resources (email): Matt Buffington, 
Environmental Unit Supervisor for the Indiana Department of Natural Resources – Division of 
Fish and Wildlife, commented that the alternatives appear to have varied impacts to natural 
resources, with impacts increasing from west to east. He shared that the western alternative 
appears to have the lowest likely impacts. His comment addressed how western variations 
would have fewer impacts to West Boggs Creek (and Lake) and the eastern alternatives appear 
to create more significant forest impacts. 
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Meeting With: US Fish and Wildlife Service 

Meeting Date: July 3, 2019; 1:00 p.m. Eastern 

Meeting Location: USFWS Bloomington Field Office
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

Regarding: Mid‐States Corridor Coordination 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED 
 Introductions and Project Overview

 Tiered NEPA Approach

o Reasons for Tiered Approach

o Outcome of Tiered Approach

 Threatened and Endangered Species

 Section 7 Consultation Expectations



MEETING SUMMARY 

  1 

Meeting With: US Fish and Wildlife Service 

  

Meeting Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2019; 1:00 p.m. Eastern 

  

Meeting Location: USFWS Bloomington Field Office 
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

 Regarding: Mid‐States Corridor Coordination 

  
Submitted By: Jason DuPont, Mid‐States Corridor Project Manager 

Lochmueller Group 

  

Issue Date: Wednesday, July 23, 2019 

  
In Attendance: Scott Pruitt, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Robin McWilliams‐Munson, USFWS 
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
Sandy Bowman, INDOT 
Ron Bales, INDOT 
Meghan Hinkle, INDOT 
Jason DuPont, Lochmueller Group (Lochgroup) 
Rusty Yeager, Lochmueller Group 
Matt Riehle, Lochmueller Group 

ITEMS DISCUSSED: 
 Introductions and Project Overview 

o Jason DuPont (JD) discussed the history of the Mid‐State Corridor project and 

previous studies. 

o Primary intent is to connect the US 231/Natcher Bridge over the Ohio River to I‐

69, possibly via SR 37 

 Tiered NEPA Approach/Project Schedule 

o 2‐mile bands will initially be studied for preliminary alternatives (map provided 

showing potential preliminary study bands) 

o Map includes Section 1 (Ohio River to I‐64), Section 2 (I‐64 to north of Jasper), 

and Section 3 (north of Jasper to I‐69/SR 37) 

o Section 1 would likely only include upgrades to the existing 4‐lane section of US 

231 (footprint is already in place) 

o Section 2 was studied previously as a part of the US 231 bypass DEIS (options 

around Huntingburg and Jasper) 
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 2 

o Tier 1 will include evaluating a wide‐range of roadway types (2‐lane/4‐

lane/interstate/etc) and locations 

o 12‐county study area will be evaluated 

o Initial feedback is currently being sought from agencies and stakeholders 

o Formal early coordination will be sent out to agencies in late July 

o Public meetings to be held in early August for feedback on conceptual options 

o Formal agency meeting to be held August 20 with refined preliminary 

alternative maps 

o Potential “fatal flaws” will be evaluated for each option as they are developed 

through the outreach efforts 

o Preliminary alternatives report to be developed in early September with a fall 

distribution of preliminary alternative screening to agencies 

o Tier 1 draft EIS in mid‐2020 

o Tier 1 ROD in mid‐2021 (25 month schedule) 

o Mid‐State project under FHWA FAST Act schedule consideration 

o A single 2,000‐foot wide preferred alternative will be selected at Tier 1 level 

o Tier 2 would be initiated after Tier 1 ROD and would include detailed studies 

within to 2,000‐foot wide corridor to define the project footprint 

o Tier 2 schedule to be determined and may include multiple sections similar to 

the I‐69 approach 

 Threatened and Endangered Species 

o Inquiry was made regarding species of concern. Bats, mussels, and Hoosier 

cavefish were noted but a formal list should be requested through IPaC. 

o Avoidance of environmentally sensitive areas will also be considered in Tier 1 

assessment efforts 

 Section 7 Consultation Expectations 

o Tier 1 to utilize existing records and feedback for alternative selection and 

Biological Assessment; no detailed field work is planned until Tier 2 

o Biological Assessment (BA) would be formally provided to USFWS in the mid‐

2020 timeframe after release of the Tier 1 draft EIS 

o INDOT/Lochgroup requested USFWS to identify areas of major concern within 

the 12‐county study area and potential project footprint 

o USFWS identified the French Lick route (Section 3F from map) as the area of 

most concern of the potential alternatives shown on the current mapping 

o USFWS requested that Lochgroup provide GIS data that included the potential 

project footprint along with a more formal request for information 

o USFWS thanked the project team for the opportunity of early input 

 Action Items 

o Lochgroup to provide map, GIS data, and formal request to the USFWS for initial 

input and areas of concern within the potential project footprint 

o USFWS to provide initial feedback within the footprint 

The above constitutes our understanding of the meeting.  If you believe there are omissions, additions, or corrections, 

please send your written comments within seven working days to Lochmueller Group. 
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  1 

Meeting With: US Fish and Wildlife Service 

  
 

Meeting Date: December 12, 2019; 9:00 a.m. Eastern 

  

Meeting Location: USFWS Bloomington Field Office 
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

  
 

Regarding: Mid‐States Corridor Coordination 
Tier 1 Consultation Survey Needs 

 

 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED 

 Introductions and Project Status/Schedule 

 Tiered Consultation Approach 

o Reasons for Tiered Approach 

o Expectations for Each Tier of Analysis 

 Threatened and Endangered Species to be Considered 

 Survey Needs by Species 

o Tier 1 

o Tier 2 

 Section 7 Consultation Expectations 

 



MEETING SUMMARY 
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Date of Meeting: December 12, 

2019 
Re: Endangered Species Act 

Consultation 

 

Location: USFWS 

Bloomington 

Field Office 

Issue 
Date: 

December 13, 2019 

 

Submitted By: Michael Grovak 

 

In Attendance:  

In Person 

Scott Pruitt (USFWS) 

Robin McWilliams (USFWS) 

Michelle Allen (FHWA) 

Kyanna Moon (INDOT) 

Michael Thomas (INDOT) 

  

Jason Dupont (LG) 

Rusty Yeager (LG) 

Michael Grovak (LG) 

 

 

Via Telephone 

Laura Hilden (INDOT) 

Ron Bales (INDOT) 

Sandra Bowman (INDOT) 

Matt Riehle (LG) 

  

ITEMS DISCUSSED: 

Note: In some instances, this summary groups meeting discussions by topic, rather than in the 
actual order they were discussed. 

Jason DuPont (JD) opened the meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Section 7 
coordination and consultation for Tier 1 and Tier 2 of the Mid-States Corridor Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). 

Project Status 

JD provided a project status report. Scoping activities commenced this past summer, and 

continued until the early fall. Based upon the input received during scoping, preliminary 

alternatives were identified. These preliminary alternatives now are being screened to identify a 

smaller number of alternatives for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS (DEIS). Resource impact 

evaluations are an important part of the screening analysis. The Screening Report will be issued 
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in early February 2020. This will be followed by formal input activities on the recommendations. 

The final input activity will be an agency meeting in March. 

Scott Pruitt (SP) asked about the range of alternatives being considered. JD stated that the focus 

of the project area is Dubois County. All alternatives begin on US 231 near the Ohio River bridge 

in Spencer County. After following US 231 to south of Huntingburg, alternatives proceed around 

or through Jasper and Huntingburg before joining I-69 to the northwest, I-69 to the north, or SR 

37 (continuing to I-69) to the northeast. 

JD explained that the routes also are evaluated using several facility types. These include a 

“Super-2” (a two-lane facility with higher design standards and a center passing lane), an 

expressway (four-lane divided facility with grassy median; access is both at-grade and at 

interchanges) and freeway (all access is at interchanges; other roads crossing the facility use 

overpasses or underpasses). 

SP asked at what point corridors will be defined for the alternatives. JD stated that the detailed 

alternatives in the DEIS will be defined as corridors (probably 2,000 feet wide, as was the case 

for I-69 Tier 1). For the screening analysis, alternatives are defined only as a buffer whose width 

is determined by the type of facility and terrain (flat versus rolling).  

Tier 1 Consultation 

JD described the team’s expectation that there will be formal Section 7 consultation in Tier 1. 

This consultation will be based upon the preferred alternative. A preferred alternative will be 

identified in the DEIS. Michelle Allen (MA) added that there are two possible approaches to 

Section 7 coordination for tiered studies. One is the approach used for the I-69 project. This 

provides for formal Tier 1 consultation. This includes a Tier 1 Biological Assessment (BA) and 

Biological Opinion (BO) (including a take statement). This is followed by formal Tier 2 

consultation in conjunction with individual NEPA studies of Sections of Independent Utility 

(SIUs). Alternatively, coordination between USFWS and FHWA can occur in Tier 1, with formal 

consultation occurring only during Tier 2 studies. 

JD stated we anticipate the first approach, with formal consultation in Tier 1. SP agreed that this 

is a “safer” approach. It allows any potentially serious ESA concerns to be identified during Tier 

1. FHWA would incur added risk by not having a jeopardy determination until Tier 2. SP also 

asked about the timing of Tier 2 projects. JD stated that the Tier 1 EIS will identify Tier 2 SIUs. 

However, the relative timing of the Tier 2 NEPA studies may not be clearly defined in Tier 1. MG 

added that the DEIS will define Tier 2 SIUs for all alternatives, not merely the one identified as 

the preferred. 

With regard to a Tier 1 BA/BO, JD noted that the schedule did not anticipate new field surveys 

during Tier 1. SP noted that the project schedule reflects the current federal requirement for 
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completing NEPA studies within 24 months. He acknowledged that the timing of project 

activities does not accommodate Tier 1 field studies (in particular bat studies). 

Drawing on experience with the I-69 Tier 1 EIS, SP stated that Tier 1 analyses will need to be 

expansive in their assumptions about the extent of maternity colonies and associated take from 

the project. This is intended to avoid significant increases in take assumptions when more 

detailed surveys are conducted in Tier 2. 

Robin McWilliams (RM) asked about the schedule and length of time anticipated for BA and BO 

documentation. JD stated that the team will prepare the pre-draft BA to provide it for USFWS’s 

review and input in August or September of 2020, shortly before the release of the DEIS. This 

will allow formal submission of the BA about October. MG noted that this will be 250 or more 

days prior to the scheduled release of the FEIS/Record of Decision (ROD) in mid-2021. JD 

confirmed (in response to a question from RM) that our schedule anticipates a full 135 days for 

preparing the BO. 

SP raised the possibility that the preferred alternative would change between the DEIS and 

FEIS/ROD. MA acknowledged that there always is that possibility. She noted that the schedule 

would have to be extended if that occurred. 

SP asked about the kind and extent of opposition groups. JD noted that there were a few 

individuals who have expressed their opposition to the project, but that no organized groups 

have come forward. MG added that some organized groups advocate that the project be located 

in their region of the Study Area. 

USFWS Listed Species Data 

There was a discussion of several matters related to data sources and access to them. These 

discussions centered on USFWS’s database of listed species occurrences. INDOT now has access 

to this database under a confidentiality/sharing agreement with USFWS. There was a discussion 

of how these data should be made available to Lochmueller Group to act as INDOT’s agent for 

purposes of this study. It was decided that INDOT will request that USFWS provide the current 

version of this database to Lochmueller Group. USFWS will provide the data for the 12 counties 

in the project study area. These data will be provided under an appropriate confidentiality 

agreement. Laura Hilden (LH) and RM will confer early the week of December 16 to ensure that 

the request is properly worded. LH asked whether the request should be a formal letter, or if an 

email would be appropriate. SP stated that she could make the request in an email. 

Species list 

USFWS provided an initial species list in its September 12, 2019 letter. This letter responding to 

the Early Coordination Letter and subsequent agency meeting on August 20. SP stated that this 
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list will provide the basis for species to be considered in the Tier 1 BA. He noted that the species 

to be considered in the BA will depend upon the location of the preferred alternative. Other 

species may need to be added to this list. Discussion points related to this include: 

 SP stated that the mussel list in the September 12 letter is the starting point. 

 We need to have further discussions regarding whether to address the lake sturgeon, 

the round hickorynut mussel, and the salamander mussel. 

 LH mentioned the potential listing of the monarch butterfly. SP stated we need further 

discussions of this species as well. 

Anticipated Tier 1 Approach 

The following points summarized the agreed-upon approach for Tier 1 Section 7 analysis. 

 FHWA will engage in formal consultation with USFWS for the Tier 1 EIS. 

 At INDOT’s request, Lochmueller will obtain USFWS’s dataset for listed species within 

the project Study Area. 

 We will carefully consider all evidence for the presence of bat maternity colonies. We 

will seek to avoid underestimating the presence of maternity colonies. 

 The discussion of listed species in the EIS will be qualitative, and not identify specific 

occurrences. We must avoid identifying specific locations where listed species are 

found. 

 Next steps include preparing confidentiality documents for Lochmueller to access 

USFWS listed species data, and making more detailed plans for the BA analysis. 

 There are plans for an agency field review of key natural areas associated with the 

alternatives in conjunction with the next Agency meeting in March. 

SP enquired about the priority of the work on the Mid-States BO relative to other INDOT 

projects. MA and Kyanna Moon (KM) noted that priorities will need to be assessed when the BA 

is submitted late in the summer of 2020. MA added that she does not foresee other major 

projects to be evaluated by USFWS at that time. SP added that this BO will require heavy use of 

RM’s time, and it would be desirable if she could devote a large portion of her time to the Mid-

States BO. 

The above constitutes our understanding of the meeting.  If you believe there are omissions, additions, or corrections, 

please send your written comments within seven working days to Lochmueller Group. 

 



From: Allen, Michelle (FHWA)
To: DuPont, Jason; Grovak, Michael; Hilden, Laura (lhilden@indot.IN.gov); Bales, Ronald (rbales@indot.IN.gov);

Kyanna Moon (KMoon1@indot.IN.gov)
Subject: FW: Electronic distribution of ER 19/291 -NOI for the Proposed Mid-States Corridor
Date: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:19:17 PM

FYI- please include in project record.  I did respond to Robin and acknowledge receipt.
 
Thanks,
Michelle
 
From: McWilliams, Robin <robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov> 
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 12:11 PM
To: Allen, Michelle (FHWA) <michelle.allen@dot.gov>
Cc: Stephanie Nash <stephanie_nash@fws.gov>; Robert Krska <robert_krska@fws.gov>; Scott Pruitt
<Scott_Pruitt@fws.gov>
Subject: Electronic distribution of ER 19/291 -NOI for the Proposed Mid-States Corridor
 
Dear Ms. Allen,
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Indiana Field Office has received notice of your intent to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Mid-States Corridor in southern
Indiana. According to the notice, the FHWA in cooperation with the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT) and the Mid-States Corridor Regional Development Authority
(RDA) will prepare a Tier 1 EIS on proposed highway corridors to improve access to southern
Indiana population, manufacturing, and multimodal centers (e.g., river barge and rail
connections). 
 
The project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), gray
bat (Myotis grisescens), interior least tern (Sterna antillarum) sheepnose mussel (Plethobasus
cyphyus), fanshell mussel (Cyprogenia stegaria), rough pigtoe mussel (Pleurobema plenum)
and fat pocketbook mussel (Potamilus capax), and the federally threatened northern long-
eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) and rabbitsfoot mussel (Quadrula cylindrica cylindrica). 
Depending on the northern termini, the project may also fall within critical habitat for the
Indiana bat. 
 
The Tier 1 EIS for this proposed action will be to resolve ‘‘big picture’’ planning issues such
as ‘‘build’’ vs. ‘‘no-build’’; facility type; preferred corridor; and logical termini for ‘‘projects
of independent utility’’ within the preferred corridor.   The Tier 1 document will include in-
depth analysis of environmental, transportation, and economic impacts, as well as cost
estimates. This document will provide the basis for FHWA to grant location approval for a
specific corridor. 
 
The Service's Indiana Field Office has begun some initial coordination with INDOT and it's
consultants on the Mid-States project and we look forward to continued collaboration during
the NEPA and Section 7 process.
 
Sincerely,
 
Robin McWilliams Munson



 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, Indiana 46403
812-334-4261 x. 207 Fax: 812-334-4273
 
 
Monday, Tuesday - 7:30a-3:00p
Wednesday, Thursday - telework 8:30a-3:00p
 



6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, Indiana 47715

PHONE: 812.479.6200 •TOLL FREE: 800.423.7411

August 5, 2019

«AgencyCompany»
«Name», «Title»
«Address_1»
«Address_2»
«City», «State» «Zip»

Re: Des. No.: 1801941
Mid States Corridor in Southern Indiana
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement
Various Counties

Dear «Salu»:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Indiana Department
of Transportation (INDOT) and the Mid States Corridor Regional Development Authority
(RDA) are evaluating several potential routes in southern Indiana to provide new and
improved transportation facilities beginning from the Ohio River at Rockport (Spencer
County) and continuing north to connect with either I 69 or State Road (SR) 37. Roadway
facility types considered may range from “Super Two” type roads to four lane roads with
different levels of access control (Super Two type roads include periodic passing lanes in
alternating directions on two lane rural roadways).

This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the environmental review process.
We are requesting comments in association with your area(s) of expertise related to
potential environmental effects which could result from this project. Please use the
above project description in your reply. Your comments will be incorporated into the
formal environmental study. Your cooperation in this endeavor is appreciated.

INDOT has initiated this project as a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which
is intended to culminate in an EIS and Record of Decision (ROD). Because of the size,
complexity, and length of time the project could take to implement, the project is being
studied in ‘tiered’ stages. Tier 1 is intended to define the purpose and need of the project
and focus on broad issues. This approach helps resolve ‘‘big picture’’ planning issues such

Sample Early Coordination Letter
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as ‘‘build’’ vs. ‘‘no build’’; modal preferences; preferred corridor; and logical termini for
‘‘projects of independent utility’’ within the preferred corridor if a build alternative is
selected. Once the Tier 1 document resolves the major issues, Tier 2 documentation can
be initiated. Tier 2 addresses site specific details closely tailored to the needs of the
communities located within each defined project section.

For this Tier 1 EIS, the “Build” alternatives investigated will be narrowed through a series
of review processes. Initially, preliminary alternatives were defined as lines connecting
points on a map. These have been developed into study bands which focus on resources
over an approximately two mile wide area. As these are further studied, refined corridors
approximately 2,000 feet wide will be developed within the study bands. Finally, a
working alignment will be developed within each corridor to estimate impacts and
preliminary construction and engineering costs.

Definition of Alternatives
As part of the Tier 1 analysis, several alternatives are being considered. All alternatives
will include existing US 231 beginning at Rockport and continuing to I 64 north of Dale.
Alternatives will have either an eastern or western bypass around the cities of
Huntingburg and Jasper. North of Jasper there will be multiple alternatives using existing
facilities, new terrain construction, or a combination thereof. The total length of the
proposed corridors will vary between approximately 55 and 120 miles (85 and 190
kilometers). The enclosed map includes potential preliminary alternatives based upon
previous studies and input from stakeholders and the public.

What is the purpose of the project?
The purpose of the project is to provide better access to Southern Indiana population and
manufacturing centers, including better connections to existing multimodal centers (air,
river barge and rail connections). It also is intended to improve regional traffic safety in
Southern Indiana and support economic development in Southern Indiana. A Draft
Purpose and Need Statement is under review. It is anticipated to be provided in a follow
up correspondence prior to the August 20 meeting.

What is the size of the Study Area?
The Study Area includes 12 counties and encompasses 4,780 square miles of Southern
Indiana (Monroe, Greene, Daviess, Lawrence, Martin, Pike, Dubois, Orange, Warrick,
Spencer, Perry, and Crawford counties). Table 1, included at the end of the letter, provides
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the population for each county, as well as the populations for the notable municipalities
within each. This portion of the state is predominantly rural, and half of the counties in
the study area have populations less than 25,000. Monroe County has the largest
population and the highest density; it contains roughly one third of the population
contained in the dozen counties, with most of this concentrated around the city of
Bloomington.

What are some of the land uses and resources involved?
The Study Area contains a mixture of agricultural, forested, and urban lands, though the
urban lands are a minor portion of the overall area. Due to the size of the Study Area, it
has multiple physiographic regions (Boonville Hills to the southwest, Wabash Lowlands to
the northwest, and Crawford Uplands on the eastern side). Boonville Hills is characterized
by broad stream valleys with bedrock composed of mostly shale and sandstones, with
some limestone and coal resources. Wabash Lowlands is, in part, defined by a thin layer
of glacial outwash from the Illinois glacier which covers the bedrock. Like the Boonville
Hills, the bedrock of the Wabash Lowlands is mostly shale and sandstone, but in addition
to limited coal and limestone resources, oil is found in deep wells. The Crawford Uplands
has a more diverse mixture of geology with sinkholes, karst valleys, and caves along the
eastern margin (including the Wyandotte Cave System). The bedrock contains alternating
layers of limestone, shale, and sandstone from both Mississippian and Pennsylvanian
aged rock with local reliefs of 300 350 feet in places. Gas and oil reserves are present.

Agricultural lands dominate the Boonville Hills and Wabash Lowlands, while the Crawford
Uplands contain a mixture of agricultural and managed lands; the Hoosier National Forest
includes land in Perry, Crawford, Dubois, Orange, Martin, and Lawrence Counties. Within
the Lost River District of the Hoosier National Forest, there is the Tincher Special Area.
This is a 4,180 acre site rich with karst formations, as well as floral and faunal species not
found elsewhere within the Hoosier National Forest. An additional resource within the
area is the Crane Naval Surface Warfare Center. This military facility occupies a large
portion of Martin County.

What past studies have there been?
Numerous studies have been completed over the last 15 years associated with the need
for facility improvements in the southern region of Indiana. These studies support the
primary importance of freight/economic needs and some have already identified several
potential preliminary alternative alignments. Although alignments developed from
previous studies can help guide the generation of alternatives for this Tier 1 Study, their
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findings will not pre determine the outcome of this study. Some of the previous studies
which will be referenced as part of this study are summarized below:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, US Highway 231, Dubois County Indiana (March
5, 2004) & Supplemental Draft Environmental Draft Impact Statement (January 2011)
A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was published in March 2004 to provide
a US 231 bypass either to the west or east of Jasper and Huntingburg to address
substandard capacity/level of service on existing US 231. It also considered and dismissed
awidening of existing US 231 through Jasper and Huntingburg. That widening would have
impacted over 600 residential and commercial properties, including 16 structures eligible
or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The DEIS documented a
planning history for the project extending back to 1993. The two alternatives carried
forward for detailed study consisted of a four lane divided rural highway with 12 foot
travel lanes, 4 foot paved inside shoulders, 10 foot paved outside shoulders and an 80
foot median.

The 2004 DEIS was never finalized and a supplemental DEIS was issued in January 2011
which updated the previous purpose and need analysis based upon more recent traffic
forecasts and other technical studies. It reaffirmed the inadequate capacity of the existing
facility for a 2035 design year and the continuance of high crash rates within Jasper and
Huntingburg.

A 2016 Federal Register Notice withdrew both the 2004 DEIS and the 2011 SDEIS.
Information compiled about key environmental resources will be helpful in evaluating
alternatives for the Mid States project.

I 67 Corridor Study Feasibility Study (October 2, 2012)
Cambridge Systematics on behalf of the I 67 Development Corporation prepared a
feasibility study that supported the development of a limited access highway corridor
between I 65 at Nashville, Tennessee and I 196 in Western Michigan. Many portions of
the proposed corridor exist or were planned for upgrades at that time, so the report
focused on the portion of the corridor between Bowling Green, Kentucky and Indianapolis,
including US 231 fromOwensboro to I 64; bypasses of Huntingburg and Jasper to the east;
and a connection to I 69 at Washington. This study is one of the first to recognize the US
231 corridor as part of a potential alternative.

Forecasted benefits included up to 910 fewer annual crashes, up to $1,300 million in
increased regional economic output over 20 years, and up to 10,000 added job years. The
study concluded that the project would provide significant growth to existing businesses
and attract a significant number of new businesses. Supporting factors included the
region’s highly skilled labor force, available land, synergy with existing industries, and
availability of electrical power.
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Blue Ribbon Panel on Transportation Infrastructure – Final Report to Governor Pence (July
2014)
The Indiana Governor’s Blue Ribbon Panel on Transportation Infrastructure was formed to
provide a long term vision for transportation in Indiana. It identified a set of shorter term
priority projects to enhance Indiana’s transportation system across all modes of
transportation for both freight and passengers. The report identified four projects as Tier
2 statewide priorities, including the Mid State Corridor Project, consisting of a new four
lane connector between the Ohio River near Rockport and I 69.

A detailed analysis using the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM), Major
Corridor Investment Benefit Analysis System (MCIBAS), and Transportation Economic
Development Impact System (TREDIS) was conducted and forecasted numerous benefits
from the Mid State Corridor Project including; improved access to goods from
manufacturing centers in Huntingburg and Jasper; improved freight access to existing and
proposed port facilities and rail facilities providing direct links to international markets;
and other significant transportation and economic benefits. The calculated economic
benefits of the project include the creation of over 3,900 additional jobs, increases in gross
regional product of over $360 million/year and increases in real personal income of over
$350 million/year.

Conexus Indiana Southwest Regional Logistics Council – A Plan for Growing Southwest
Indiana’s Logistic Sector (June 2015)
Conexus Indiana, a not for profit organization, created a panel of leading members of the
logistics community in Southwest Indiana to identify and prioritize major transportation
investments which are needed to support the growth of the logistics and manufacturing
economy in Southwest Indiana. The plan considered and prioritized capital investments
in highway, port, air, and rail facilities.

This report identified theMid States Corridor as a “Tier 1”, top level priority for the region.
It defined two possible alternatives for the Mid States Corridor. One alternative is an
upgrade of US 231 from I 69 at NSA Crane to I 64 at Dale. This alternative contains an
eastern bypass of Loogootee, Jasper, and Huntingburg. The other alternative considers a
new highway between the Ohio River at Rockport and I 69 at Washington. Both
alternatives are fully access controlled freeways.

Mid States Corridor: Connecting Dubois County from I 64 to I 69 (September 2016)
In 2016, Indiana Representative Mike Braun and Indiana Senator MarkMessmer provided
an update on the efforts to create an interstate grade road connecting the end of the
upgraded U.S. 231 near the Dale Interchange with I 69. They provided history of the
project and identified a net benefit to the entire region of southern Indiana. They also
pointed out the project is consistent with other regional and state freight logistics plans
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and could facilitate other multi modal industrial and logistical investment throughout
southern Indiana.

US 231 Corridor Assessment (November 2018)
In 2018, a report related to the US 231 corridor from the Ohio River to I 69 at Crane was
prepared by WSP for INDOT. It compiled, examined and summarized historic information
and identified potential next steps to address needs in the US 231 corridor. Numerous
technical studies were identified in this assessment, including updating the 2011 SDEIS
vehicular O D study, updating traffic modeling in Dubois County, updating cost estimates
for aMid States Corridor, and completion of a Planning and Environmental Linkages study
for the US 231 Corridor.

What is the next step?
This letter is part of the early coordination review process. You are asked to review this
information and provide any comments you may have relative to anticipated impacts of
the project on areas in which you have jurisdiction or special expertise. We will
incorporate your comments into a study of the project’s environmental impacts. To
facilitate the development of this project, you are asked to reply within 30 days of receipt
of the DRAFT Purpose & Need, which will be included in a subsequent correspondence as
noted above. The DRAFT Purpose & need will be part of our agency scoping meeting
discussion. If no response is received by that date, it will be assumed you have no
comments at the present time. However, you will continue receiving information
regarding this project unless requested otherwise by your organization.

We are interested in hearing your views regarding this important project at this early
phase of the project’s development. This letter also serves as an invitation to attend an
agency scoping meeting scheduled for 10:00 am to 12:00 pm on Tuesday, August 20 at
the Vincennes University, Jasper Campus (850 College Ave, Jasper, IN), CTIM Building,
Room 103. This meeting will be provided both live and via webinar for those unable to
attend in person. Information pertaining to this meeting will be provided to the invited
attendees at least one week prior to the meeting.

If you have any questions regarding this project, please feel free to contact me at 812
479 6200 or at jdupont@lochgroup.com, or Kyanna Moon (INDOT Project Manager) at
812 203 2009 or at KMoon1@indot.in gov.
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Thank you in advance for your interest and feedback regarding this project.

Sincerely,

Jason DuPont, P.E.
Project Manager
Lochmueller Group, Inc.

Attachments:

 Map of Study Area with potential preliminary alternatives

 Map of Physiographic Regions

Distribution List:

 See attached file
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Chandler, Town 3,450
Newburgh, Town 3,280

* denotes the county seat
Population Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017; 2013 2017 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates



From: DuPont, Jason <JDuPont@lochgroup.com>  
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 14:04 
To: Thompson, Todd <tthomps@indiana.edu> 
Cc: Burkhardt, Todd <toddburk@iu.edu>; Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>; Goffinet, David 
<DGoffinet@lochgroup.com> 
Subject: RE: Introduction to the IU Center for Rural Engagement 
 
Todd, 
 
It was good to meet you as well. We look forward to working with you on this project and greatly 
appreciate the additional contact. 
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 
Jason DuPont, PE 
Director of Environmental Services - Principal 
Lochmueller Group 
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)  
JDuPont@lochgroup.com 
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by reply 
e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you! 
 
From: Thompson, Todd <tthomps@indiana.edu>  
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 8:56 AM 
To: DuPont, Jason <JDuPont@lochgroup.com> 
Cc: Burkhardt, Todd <toddburk@iu.edu> 
Subject: Introduction to the IU Center for Rural Engagement 
 
Jason, 
 
I was nice to meet you and your team the other day during the Mid-States Corridor kickoff. Thanks for 
the invite, and if I understand what “participating” member means (provide information and insight), 
the IGWS will be a participating agency. We do not have a regulatory function, so I do not see us as a 
“coordinating” member. Of course, we are always there for any updates you need to IndianaMap. 
 
I would like to introduce you to Todd Burkhardt (in the cc.). He is the Director of Campus Partnerships 
for the IU Center of Rural Engagement (https://rural.indiana.edu/index.html ). The center is currently 
focusing its vast efforts on the south-central part of Indiana to address challenges to the rural 
communities of the area. I believe the center would be a great participating partner to your scoping 
efforts. 
 
All the Best, 
 
Todd 
_____________________________________ 



Todd A. Thompson, Ph.D. 
Director and State Geologist, Indiana Geological and Water Survey 
Chair, Indiana Board of Licensure for Professional Geologists 
812-855-7428 

 
Indiana University | 611 N. Walnut Grove Avenue | Bloomington, IN 47405-2208  
(current location 420 N. Walnut Street, Bloomington, IN 47404) 
website | twitter | email | 812-855-7636 
_____________________________ 
http://pages.iu.edu/~tthomps 
 
 



From: Courtade, Julian
To: DuPont, Jason
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 12:50:36 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png

Jason –
 
Since the scope of the project is so large, it’s hard to tell exactly what effects it might have on
surrounding public use airports. Here are some rules of thumb to consider when erecting any
structures/equipment:
               

1.       Any obstruction within a 5 nm radius of a public use airport must not exceed a 100:1
slope to the nearest point of the runway. This takes into account the ground and
obstruction elevations. If any obstructions are within 5 nm of a public use airport and
penetrate the 100:1 slope, a tall structure permit is required with our office, indicating
the exact location of the obstruction and its height above ground level.

 
2.       If any obstruction is near a private use airport, it is recommended to contact the airport

owner notifying them of the nearby obstruction. No filing is necessary with our office in
this case.

 
You can find more information regarding tall structure permits on our website
https://www.in.gov/indot/2808.htm. If you have any questions, please feel free to reach out.
 
Thanks,
 
Julian L. Courtade
Chief Airport Inspector
INDOT, Office of Aviation
IGCN Room N955
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Office: (317) 232-1477
Email: jcourtade@indot.in.gov

 
 
 

From: DuPont, Jason [mailto:JDuPont@lochgroup.com] 



Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:52 AM
To: Courtade, Julian <JCourtade@indot.IN.gov>
Cc: Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Mr. Courtade,
 
As a follow up to the email you received yesterday, please find the two attached maps referenced in
the Early Coordination Letter. I apologize for failing to send them as part of the original
correspondence.
 
Jason
 

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 

From: DuPont, Jason 
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 2:16 PM
To: 'JCourtade@indot.in.gov' <JCourtade@indot.in.gov>
Cc: Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>
Subject: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
Mr. Courtade,
 
Attached please find the Early Coordination Letter for the Mid-States Corridor Project.  There is
much to discuss as this project ramps up.  As we mentioned in an earlier “hold the date” email, we

look forward to your participation in the August 20th coordination meeting.  If you are attending in
person, we will be meeting in Room 103 of the Center for Technology, Innovation and
Manufacturing (CTIM) building on the Vincennes University Jasper Campus.  Webinar details will be
provided in the coming week for those that are unable to attend in person.
 
Thanks,
Jason
 



Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 



From: Royer, Brian
To: DuPont, Jason
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 9:34:28 AM

This is a very large scoping project, I can tell you from the start that there are many old wells that
may be encountered in a bypass around Huntingburg and Jasper, many of which are plugged and will
not be an issue other than verifying cement to surface when they are hit, others are presumed
plugged and will have to be investigated and possibly plugged if they are found not to be, some of
them may just need topped off with cement due to us not having top off rules until more recent
times.  The largest concentration of wells is to the SW of Huntingburg.  After the bypasses around
there the routes going East toward Springs Valley encounter the least amount of wells and of which
we have records of plugging on most and there are very few existing wells on that route.  Using
current 231 there are a few wells near the current roadway but not that many accept for right
around Loogootee.  If you do a bypass over to HWY 50 on the south side of Loogootee you miss most
the old oil exploration and the rest of the hwy 50 leg does not have many wells to worry about
accept the National Gypsum holes which should be all plugged properly.
 
There are not many wells on the current paths of 56 and 356 between Jasper and Petersburg but at
the end of the hwy 356 leg it looks to cut to the North of the current road where there is a large
cluster of old plugged wells and North of that a current Texas Gas storage field.  The leg that goes
from hwy 56 up to hwy 257 hits an old gas field just SW of dogwood lake.  They should all be plugged
but I would say not plugged well enough to put a highway over then so some investigating and well
plugging should be expected after that the rest of the Hwy 257 leg is clear of any old or current
wells.  The last leg that splits off of Hwy 231 south or Alfordsville and cuts up to Washington has a
few old plugged wells here and there and has a couple existing wells around it as well one of which is
an orphan well. 
 
This should give you an idea of the different levels of issues with oil and gas wells that may be
encountered with the different proposed routes for this project I can get more detailed on impact
and costs related once there is an actual route chosen to move forward with.  Please let me know if
you have any questions regarding this early coordination response to the Mid-States Corrridor
Project.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Brian Royer
Orphan Well Manager
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Oil & Gas
Cell- 317-417-6556
www.dnr.IN.gov 
 
* Please let us know about the quality of our service by taking this brief customer survey.
 



From: DuPont, Jason [mailto:JDuPont@lochgroup.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 11:19 AM
To: Royer, Brian <BRoyer@dnr.IN.gov>
Cc: Retherford, Russell L <RRetherford@dnr.IN.gov>; AmRhein, James <jamrhein@dnr.IN.gov>
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Brian,
 
Attached is the original Early Coordination Letter for the subject project.  Also, attached is a copy of
the Purpose and Need Statement.  Both of these will be discussed at our agency meeting tomorrow,
which you should have received an outlook invite to including LoopUp details/link which we will use

for remote access to the meeting. We are requesting comments by September 12th. If you have any
questions, please let me know.
 
Thanks,
Jason
 

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 

From: Royer, Brian <BRoyer@dnr.IN.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 12:06 PM
To: DuPont, Jason <JDuPont@lochgroup.com>
Cc: Retherford, Russell L <RRetherford@dnr.IN.gov>; AmRhein, James <jamrhein@dnr.IN.gov>
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
Jason,
I just received this email but only got the two maps and none of the previous emails that had the
early coordination letters and information in them.  I also did not know about the meeting on the

20th and if I will need to attend or provide any information for this meeting.  Please let me know, and
provide me with any information you will need responses to.  I am the contact with our division for
any future early coordination letters.
 
Thanks,
 



Brian Royer
Orphan Well Manager
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Division of Oil & Gas
Cell- 317-417-6556
www.dnr.IN.gov 
 
* Please let us know about the quality of our service by taking this brief customer survey.
 

From: Retherford, Russell L 
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 11:28 AM
To: Royer, Brian <BRoyer@dnr.IN.gov>
Cc: AmRhein, James <jamrhein@dnr.IN.gov>
Subject: FW: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
Brain,
 
Please review and coordinate with Jason.
 
Rusty
 

From: DuPont, Jason [mailto:JDuPont@lochgroup.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 10:58 AM
To: Retherford, Russell L <RRetherford@dnr.IN.gov>
Cc: Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Mr. Retherford,
 
As a follow up to the email you received yesterday, please find the two attached maps referenced in
the Early Coordination Letter. I apologize for failing to send them as part of the original
correspondence.
 
Jason
 

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com



 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 

From: DuPont, Jason 
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 1:59 PM
To: 'rretherford@dnr.in.gov' <rretherford@dnr.in.gov>
Cc: Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>
Subject: Mid-States Corridor Project Early Coordination (Designation Number 1801941)
 
Mr. Retherford,
 
Attached please find the Early Coordination Letter for the Mid-States Corridor Project.  There is
much to discuss as this project ramps up.  As we mentioned in an earlier “hold the date” email, we

look forward to your participation in the August 20th coordination meeting.  If you are attending in
person, we will be meeting in Room 103 of the Center for Technology, Innovation and
Manufacturing (CTIM) building on the Vincennes University Jasper Campus.  Webinar details will be
provided in the coming week for those that are unable to attend in person.
 
Thanks,
Jason
 

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 







<DLouks@idem.IN.gov>; tthomps@indiana.edu; Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil;
Michaela_Noble@ios.doi.gov; kamick@fs.fed.us; Miller, Shaun (INDOT) <smiller@indot.IN.gov>;
Allen, Michelle (FHWA) <michelle.allen@dot.gov>; jsulliva@idem.IN.gov; DNR Environmental Review
<environmentalreview@dnr.IN.gov>; Wright, Mary <MWRIGHT@indot.IN.gov>; Seyed
Shokouhzadeh <sshokouhzadeh@evansvillempo.com>; Patrick Martin
<martipa@bloomington.in.gov>; Gautier, Daniel <DGautier@dnr.IN.gov>;
bobb.beauchamp@faa.gov; Royer, Brian <BRoyer@dnr.IN.gov>; 'Virginia Laszewski - US EPA, Region
5 (laszewski.virginia@epa.gov)' <laszewski.virginia@epa.gov>
Subject: Mid-States Corridor Project Agency Coordination (DES#1801941)
 
**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Dear Agency Partners,
 
Attached is a summary of our August 20, 2019 agency meeting along with a formal request for your
involvement in the subject project as a Participating Agency pursuant to 23 USC 139. In addition, I
have attached an aerial map of the project area with the potential preliminary alternatives which
were presented at the meeting as requested.
 
Please provide any comments or edits to the meeting summary along with comments on the early
coordination letter, Purpose & Need and potential preliminary alternatives by September 12, 2019.
 
Respectfully,
 

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 
 



 
 

 

United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
Indiana Field Office (ES) 

620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN  47403-2121 

Phone:  (812) 334-4261  Fax:  (812) 334-4273 
 

September 10, 2019 
 

 
Mr. Jason Dupont 
Lochmueller Group, Inc. 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, Indiana 47715 
 
Project:  Mid-States Corridor in Southern Indiana, Des. No. 1801941 
 
Dear Mr. Dupont: 
 
This responds to your letter dated August 5, 2019 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) comments on the aforementioned project.  The Service has also received a copy of the 
Draft Purpose and Need Statement and attended an agency scoping meeting on August 20, 2019 
to further discuss the project. 
 
These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (l6 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of l969, the Endangered Species Act of l973, as amended, and the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy. 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT) and the Mid‐States Corridor Regional Development Authority (RDA) 
are evaluating several potential routes in southern Indiana to provide new and improved 
transportation facilities beginning from the Ohio River at Rockport (Spencer County) and 
continuing north to connect with either I‐69 or State Road (SR) 37. Roadway facility types 
considered may range from “Super‐Two” type roads to four‐lane roads with different levels of 
access control (Super‐Two type roads include periodic passing lanes in alternating directions on 
two‐lane rural roadways). 
 
The purpose of the project is to provide better access to southern Indiana populations and 
manufacturing centers, including better connections to existing multimodal centers (air, river 
barge and rail connections). It also is intended to improve regional traffic safety in southern 
Indiana and support economic development in southern Indiana. 
 
INDOT is developing this as a tiered project and has initiated development of a Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is intended to culminate in an EIS and Record of 
Decision (ROD). Preliminarily, alternatives have been developed into study bands which focus 
on resources over an approximately two‐mile wide area. As these are further studied, refined 
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corridors approximately 2,000 feet wide will be developed within the study bands. Finally, a 
working alignment will be developed within each corridor to estimate impacts and preliminary 
construction and engineering costs. 
 
Multiple alternatives are being considered and all alternatives will include existing US 231 
beginning at Rockport and continuing to I‐64 north of Dale; this stretch has already be improved 
in recent years.  Alternatives will have either an eastern or western bypass around the cities of 
Huntingburg and Jasper. North of Jasper there will be multiple alternatives using existing 
facilities, new terrain construction, or a combination of both. The total length of the proposed 
corridors will vary between approximately 55 and 120 miles. 
 
The Study Area includes 12 counties and encompasses 4,780 square miles of southern Indiana 
(Monroe, Greene, Daviess, Lawrence, Martin, Pike, Dubois, Orange, Warrick, Spencer, Perry, 
and Crawford counties). The area is comprised primarily of agricultural and forested land, 
although urban lands make-up a minor portion of the overall landscape. 
 
AREA RESOURCES 
 
Karst 
 
The proposed project includes a large area with karst topography which contains numerous 
sinkholes, caves, springs, sinking streams, etc. Construction in areas such as this can be difficult 
and costly, both financially and to the environment. Excavation which intersects karst features or 
rerouting of drainage can drastically alter underground water and air flow patterns, resulting in 
significant adverse impacts to cave ecosystems and destabilization of surface soils.  Drainage 
containing contaminants from construction sites, highway ditches, or other sources can also have 
substantial impacts.  Since karst groundwater systems receive very little filtering by soil 
percolation, subsurface water quality is very sensitive to pollutants in surface runoff.  
 
The Lost River watershed is located in the karst region and is crossed by at least one of the 
proposed alternatives. The Lost River is one of the largest sinking streams in the country. The 
watershed is over 200 square miles and begins like a typical river in western Washington 
County. As the stream winds its way into Orange County, the water begins to sink into swallow 
holes in the river bed. Eventually, it entirely disappears into a large underground system of 
water-carved passages and caves, leaving over 20 miles of dry river bed above ground before re-
emerging near Orangeville (Grubbs, S.).  The Wesley Chapel Gulf, part of the Lost River 
system, was named a National Natural Landmark in 1972.  
 
As a result of the karst topography, unique subterranean fauna are known to occur in this area. 
These ecosystems are often fragile and easily susceptible to disturbance. Various obligatory cave 
species have been found in this region of the state including beetles, spiders, isopods, crayfish 
and salamanders. One such species is the newly described Hoosier cavefish (Amblyopsis 
hoosieri). This species is found in southern Indiana and was recently distinguished 
taxonomically from the northern cavefish (Amblyopsis spelaea) based on genetic, morphological, 
and geographic evidence.  The type locale is found at Spring Mill State Park. There are also 
numerous records for this species along the area where the Crawford Uplands and the Mitchell 
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Plain Natural Regions meet, including portions of Lawrence, Orange, Crawford, and Martin 
Counties. 
 
In 2011, after being petitioned to list the northern cavefish (Amblyopsis spelaea) as threatened or 
endangered, the Service determined that listing may be warranted. As a result, the Service has 
planned to conduct a status assessment and make a decision on whether or not to list the northern 
cavefish by 2022.  Since the taxonomic split between the Hoosier cavefish and the northern 
cavefish in 2014, it is unclear what the Service’s options are for adding the Hoosier cavefish to 
its listing plan. Currently, the Hoosier cavefish has no federal status although it is listed as 
endangered by the State of Indiana. If the Hoosier cavefish were to be added to the Service’s 
listing plan, additional consultation may be needed for alternatives located near Hoosier cavefish 
habitat (alternatives east of existing US 231). 
 
There have been previous karst and roadway issues in this part of the state, including a sinkhole 
opening along SR 37 near Mitchell in the mid 90's, as well as a couple of failures along a 
recently constructed road near the French Lick Airport in Orange County. Alternatives proposed 
in this part of the study area will need to have karst features identified and avoidance and 
minimization measures developed to reduce impacts. Impacts will be mitigated in accordance 
with our Memorandum of Agreement with the Indiana Department of Transportation.  
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
The proposed project is within the range of the following federally endangered and threatened 
species: 
 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) (E)   gray bat (Myotis grisescens) (E) 
northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (T) least tern (Sterna antillarum) (E) 
sheepnose mussel (Plethobasus cyphyus)  fanshell mussel (Cyprogenia stegaria) (E) 
fat pocketbook mussel (Potamilus capax) (E)  rabbitsfoot mussel (Quadrula quadrula) (E) 
rough pigtoe mussel (Pleurobema plenum) (E) Indiana bat Critical Habitat 
 
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 numerous records of the Indiana bat in the project area and suitable 
summer and winter habitat throughout the region.   
 
Northern long-eared bats (NLEB) typically roost singly or in colonies in cavities, underneath 
bark, crevices, or hollows of both live and dead trees (snags) (typically ≥3 inches dbh) in forest 
areas.  Males and non-reproductive females may also roost in cooler places, like caves and 
mines.  The NLEB appears opportunistic in selecting roosts, using tree species based on presence 
of cavities or crevices or presence of peeling bark.  It has also been occasionally found roosting 
in structures like barns and sheds (particularly when suitable tree roosts are unavailable).  They 
forage for insects in upland and lowland woodlots and tree lined corridors.  During the winter, 
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NLEBs predominately hibernate in caves and abandoned mine portals. There are many NLEB 
capture, hibernacula, and roost records in the 12-county project area although the number of 
NLEBs appears to be decreasing since the emergence of the disease White-nose Syndrome.  

There are multiple Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat hibernacula in the northeast portion 
of the study region, including a Priority 1 and Priority 2 cave. The majority of these are found in 
Monroe, Greene, Martin, Lawrence, and Orange Counties. The Crane Naval Surface Warfare 
Center has been previously mist-netted for bats and contains numerous capture records for 
Indiana and northern long-eared bats, as well as multiple roosts for both species. Along with 
multiple years of mist-net survey data from the I-69 studies, we understand the forested areas of 
this part of the state to support multiple colonies of Indiana and northern long-eared bats. There 
is also at least one mine with a record of northern long-eared bat use on the western side of the 
study area, near Petersburg. 

Gray bats inhabit caves year-around and migrate between winter hibernation caves and summer 
maternity cave roosts for reproduction and foraging.  Preferred foraging habitat is along wooded 
stream corridors and the forage base often includes a high proportion of aquatic insects. There 
are some foraging records for the gray bat in Spencer and Perry Counties and multiple acoustic 
records associated with I-69 summer surveys. There are also a couple of historical records of the 
gray bat in caves near the Towns of Bedford and Mitchell in Lawrence County.  

Based on the abundance of forest and caves and previous records in the project area, surveys to 
determine impacts to threatened and endangered bats will likely be necessary. These surveys will 
help to determine applicable avoidance and minimization measures, as well as the need for 
habitat mitigation. 

The interior least tern (Sterna antillarum) is the smallest tern found in North America. Least 
terns nest on barren to sparsely vegetated sandbars along rivers, sand and gravel pits, lake and 
reservoir shorelines, and occasionally gravel rooftops. They hover over and dive into standing or 
flowing water to catch small fish. There are recent records of the federally endangered least tern 
at the southern termini of the project near the Rockport Power Plant and east of the Town of 
Grandview.  There are also records at a state property in Greene County. Depending on the scope 
of work in these area, additional coordination may be needed for this species. 

Multiple mussel species are known to occur in the study area, primarily in the East Fork White 
River and Ohio River.  The rabbitsfoot mussel is a medium to large mussel, elongate and 
rectangular in shape.  Rabbitsfoot is primarily an inhabitant of small to medium sized streams 
and some larger rivers. It usually occurs in shallow water areas along the bank and adjacent runs 
and shoals with reduced water velocity. Specimens also may occupy deep water runs, having 
been reported in 2.7 to 3.7 m (9 to 12 feet) of water. Bottom substrates generally include gravel 
and sand.  There are records for the rabbitsfoot in the Ohio River, in southeastern Spencer 
County. 

The fat pocketbook mussel is a large mussel that prefers sand, mud, and fine gravel bottoms of 
large rivers. It buries itself in these substrates in water ranging in depth from a few inches to 
eight feet, with only the edge of its shell and its feeding siphons exposed. Reproduction requires 
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a stable, undisturbed habitat and a sufficient population of fish hosts to complete the mussel's 
larval development.  There are multiple records for the fat pocketbook in the East Fork White 
River, including within and near two of the western proposed alternatives. Impoundments and 
dredging for navigation, substrate disturbance, and irrigation and flood control have altered or 
destroyed much of this mussel's habitat. 

The fanshell mussel is a medium-sized shell, seldom exceeding 3.2 inches in length and found in 
medium to large rivers. It buries itself in sand or gravel in deep water of moderate current, with 
only the edge of its shell and its feeding siphons exposed. Reproduction requires a stable, 
undisturbed habitat and a sufficient population of fish hosts to complete the mussel's larval 
development. The fanshell mussel is considered to be extant in the East Fork White River 
throughout the entire project area, with numerous records particularly in Lawrence, Martin, and 
Dubois Counties.   

The rough pigtoe is a medium sized mussel 3 to 4 inches in length with an inflated, triangular 
shaped shell. Shell color ranges from dark to yellowish brown. Light green rays may be present 
on the shell of younger individuals. This species is endemic to the Ohio River system and is 
found in stable substrates composed of a mixture of relatively firm and clean gravel, sand, and 
silt. There are records of the rough pigtoe in the East Fork White River upstream of US 231 to 
Williams Dam.   

Finally, the sheepnose mussel occurs in the project area in the East Fork White River in 
Lawrence and Martin Counties, as well as multiple locations in the Ohio River, including near 
the US 231 bridge at Rockport. The sheepnose is a medium-sized mussel that grows to about 5 
inches in length. It lives in larger rivers and streams where it is usually found in shallow areas 
with moderate to swift currents flowing over coarse sand and gravel. 

Mussel surveys may be required to determine presence or absence of the species described 
above, depending on the preferred alternative selected. Avoidance and minimization measures, 
along with mitigation, may be warranted based on project specifics.   

This endangered species information is provided for technical assistance only, and does not 
fulfill the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  Depending on the 
alignment selected, various studies may be necessary to determine impacts to threatened and 
endangered species.  Specific avoidance and minimization measures for threatened and 
endangered species will be developed based on survey results and ongoing consultation. 

Other Natural Resources 

In addition to mussels, large rivers such as the East Fork White River, Ohio River, and the 
Patoka River, provide habitat for numerous other species, including fish, reptiles, amphibians 
and birds.  Bald eagle populations have continued to increase in recent years and are often found 
along large rivers and reservoirs. There are over 50 known nesting records for the bald eagle in 
the project area (many of them along the East Fork White River). Coordination under the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act may be necessary. Additional information on bald eagles and 
permitting requirements can be found at: https://www.fws.gov/midwest/eagle/. 
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Lake Sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) are another rare species known to occur in this part of the 
state.  They are slow-growing, long lived fish that can reach lengths of greater than 2m.  Lake 
sturgeon were once widely distributed in the Ohio River basin; however, it is believed that the 
only extant Ohio River watershed population is found in the East Fork White River, including 
the project study area (Drauch 2008).  

Recently (August 14, 2019), the Service released a 90-day finding on a petition to list U.S. 
populations of lake sturgeon. The Service found that the petition presented substantial scientific 
or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the lake 
sturgeon due to potential threats associated with dams and hydroelectric facilities, dredging and 
channelization, contaminants, habitat fragmentation, the species' life-history characteristics, and 
invasive species. The petition also presented substantial information that the existing regulatory 
mechanisms may be inadequate to address impacts of these threats.  The next step will be for the 
Service to add the lake sturgeon to its listing plan and then complete a status assessment. Once 
that is completed, the Service will issue 12-month finding on whether or not listing is warranted. 
Depending on which alternatives are selected, and the results of the 12 month finding, Section 7 
consultation on lake sturgeon may be necessary.  

Besides being habitat for numerous species, several of the rivers in the study area also have 
special designations within the state.  Portions of the Patoka River, East Fork White River, and 
the Lost River have been included on the Natural Resource Commission’s (NRC) list of 
Outstanding Rivers and/or have been listed on the National Park Service’s Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory (NRI). Rivers on the NRC’s list are known to have particular environmental or 
aesthetic interest. In order to be listed on the NRI, a river must be free-flowing and possess one 
or more Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) related to natural, cultural, and recreational 
resources.   

The study area contains multiple parks and public lands including the Glendale Fish and Wildlife 
Area and the Hoosier National Forest. Less known areas include the Buffalo Flats and Wenning-
Sheritt Seep Springs Nature Preserves.  The Buffalo Flats Nature Preserve is located northeast of 
Jasper along Kellerville Road and is a high-quality forested wetland located in the Patoka River 
floodplain. This nature preserve provides substantial wildlife habitat and wildlife travel 
corridors. The area is owned and managed by the Indiana Department of Natural Resource’s 
Division of Nature Preserves. The preserve is the only known Indiana site for the Western 
Cottonmouth, one of two endangered snakes residing in Indiana. The other state-listed snake, the 
copperbelly water snake, has also been documented at Buffalo Flats Nature Preserve.  

The Wenning-Sheritt Seep Springs Nature Preserve northwest of Jasper contains high-quality, 
wet-mesic floodplain forest, upland forest, and marsh and acid seep communities. This area is 
owned and managed by The Nature Conservancy.  

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 
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such property. Furthermore, 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 may be required as part of the environmental review process if federal funds are 
utilized.  

Section 6 (f) (3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act provides that property 
acquired or developed with grants from the LWCF shall not be converted to other than public 
outdoor recreation uses without the prior approval of the Secretary of the Interior. This program 
is administered by the National Park Service. Any such lands that are converted must be replaced 
with lands of equivalent usefulness and location. A determination may be necessary concerning 
whether any lands using LWCF monies will be converted by the proposed project. 

In addition, there are several I-69 mitigation properties located within the study boundary that 
should be given consideration during project planning. 

DRAFT PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 

The Service was provided a copy of the Draft Purpose and Need Statement for the Mid-States 
Corridor Project on August 13, 2019 and attended an agency meeting on August 20 to further 
discuss the project and the Draft Purpose and Need Statement.  The Purpose and Need Statement 
was developed to set the stage for consideration of different alternatives developed to address the 
specific transportation problem(s).  

The Draft Purpose and Need Statement mentions several previous studies that support the need 
for a major north-south corridor in southern Indiana.  We are aware of a previous project that 
was proposed in the region along US 231 from I-64 to SR 56 at Haysville. The Draft EIS for the 
project (and 2011 Supplemental Draft EIS) was eventually withdrawn in 2014. The Federal 
Register Notice indicated that “Due to a reevaluation of the traffic information, the project is no 
longer warranted and the Notice of Intent is rescinded”.  Further clarification as to what has 
changed such that another project is warranted should be included in the supporting evidence of 
the Purpose and Need Statement.   

Also, it is unclear how the I-69 project (including the new Ohio River Crossing at Evansville and 
Section 6, which is yet to be constructed) fits into these various analyses and future analyses. 
The newly constructed I69 corridor is approximately only 20 miles west of most of the proposed 
Mid-States Corridor alternatives and parallels much of the newly proposed corridor.  The need 
for a new limited access facility in such close proximity to I69 is not clear.  We recommend that 
safety, traffic, and economic effects from the completion of I69 be evaluated and more 
thoroughly discussed in the Purpose and Need Statement.  

Based on the resource information discussed above, the Service does not support any of the 
alternatives that branch in an easterly direction from the US 231 mainline.  The topography, 
forests and karst resources in this area are unique and support sensitive ecosystems that should 
be avoided. Furthermore, we recommend that new terrain alternatives be avoided to reduce 
impacts to natural resources and farmland, avoid habitat fragmentation, and minimize new 
stream and river crossings.   
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Wetland and stream impacts may require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s Water Quality Certification program and 
the Indiana Department of Natural Resources. Wetland impacts should be avoided, and any 
unavoidable impacts should be compensated for in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers mitigation guidelines. 

We appreciate the opportunity to coordinate early in the process to help reduce impacts to 
natural resources and look forward to reviewing additional project details once those are 
available. We also accept the FHWA’s invitation to be a Cooperating Agency for the project. If 
you have any questions or need more information, please feel free to contact Robin McWilliams 
Munson of my staff at Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov or 812-334-4261 x. 207.  Robin will be the 
point of contact for the project. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Pruitt 
Field Supervisor 

Cc:  (via email) 
       Michelle Allen, Federal Highway Administration, Indianapolis, IN 
       Laura Hilden, INDOT, Indianapolis, IN 
       Matt Buffington, IDNR, Indianapolis, IN 
       Virginia Lasweski, USEPA, Chicago, IL 
       Deborah Snyder, USCOE, Indianapolis, IN 
       Randy Braun, IDEM, Indianapolis, IN  
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2. Use the search tool located in the upper left hand corner of the application to zoom to your 
site of interest by way of city, county, or address; or use the mouse to click on the site of 
interest displayed on the map.  

3. Once the site of interest has been located and selected, use the print tool to create a .pdf of 
a wellhead protection area proximity determination response. 

 
In the future please consider using this self service feature if it is suits your needs. 

 
 If you have any additional questions please feel free to contact me at the address above or at 
(317) 233-9158 and aturnbow@idem.in.gov. 

Sincerely, 

 
Alisha Turnbow,  
Environmental Manager 
Ground Water Section 
Drinking Water Branch 
Office of Water Quality 
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In Attendance: 
In Person: Kyanna Moon (INDOT), Clint Scherzer (INDOT), Patrick Carpenter (INDOT), Kelyn 

Alexander (INDOT), Ron Bales (INDOT), Michelle Allen (FHWA), Erica Tait (FHWA), Robin 

McWilliams Munson (USFWS), Michelle Paduani (USDA Hoosier National Forest), Kevin Amick 

(USDA Hoosier National Forest),  Seyed Shokouhzadeh (Evansville MPO), Todd Thompson (IGS), 

Virginia Laszewski (US EPA Region 5, NEPA); Mark Schroeder (RDA), David Drake (RDA), Jason 

DuPont (Lochmueller Group), David Goffinet (Lochmueller Group), Michael Grovak (Lochmueller 

Group), Matt Riehle (Lochmueller Group), Rusty Yeager (Lochmueller Group), Danika Fleck 

(Lochmueller Group) 

Remotely: Laura Hilden (INDOT), Anuradha Kumar (INDOT), Susan Branigin (INDOT), Nick 

Cooper (INDOT), Rickie Clark (INDOT), Deb Snyder (US Army Corp of Engineers), Lynette Schrowe 

(IDEM/Land Quality), Doug Louks (IDEM/Land Quality); Jay Turner (IDEM/Water Quality), Ryan 

Mueller (DNR/Water), Daniel Gautier (DNR/Fish & Wildlife), Matt Buffington (DNR/Fish & 

Wildlife), Danielle Kauffmann (DNR/DHPA), Wade Tharp (DNR/DHPA), John Carr (DNR/DHPA), 

Beth McCord (DNR/DHPA), Brian Royer (DNR/Oil & Gas), Nick Males (DNR/Water), Eric Moster 

(DNR/Water), Jennifer Ware (DNR/Water) Bobb Beauchamp (FAA), Travis McQueen 

(Huntingburg Airport), Erin Thompson Paden (Delaware Nation),  Chad Costa (Lochmueller 

Group), Joe Bartletti (Lochmueller Group), Amy Hackbarth (Lochmueller Group) 

 

ITEMS DISCUSSED: 

Jason DuPont (JD) began the meeting with introductions of the project team, including Kyanna 

Moon (INDOT), Michelle Allen (FHWA), and Mark Schroeder (RDA).  
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The attendees gave their names and agency/company for the meeting record. 

Agency Coordination 

Those who were extended an invitation for the meeting were invited to be a Participating 

Agency. Expectations of a Participating Agency include identifying any issues of concern 

regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts and providing 

meaningful feedback throughout the process. Cooperating Agencies are involved in a greater 

level of authority and detail in the environmental process. Agencies who expect to be a 

Cooperating Agency were asked to express their interest at this time.  

A formal letter is to follow, asking for affirmation of agencies’ status. If agencies decline 

Participating status, they will be asked to document why that is the case. 

Project overview 

The 12-county project study area was displayed. The project will evaluate an improved highway 

connection (multiple facility types) through multiple potential corridors, beginning at SR 66 to I-

69 (multiple corridors west and north directly to I-69 and east to I-69 via SR 37) in a Tiered 

Environmental Impact Statement process.  

US 231 presently is an improved 4-lane facility from SR 66 near the Natcher Bridge in Rockport 

to the I-64 interchange in Dale, IN. That section will be evaluated as part of this project as well. 

The analysis in this section will focus on access along the existing US 231 corridor. 

Tiered NEPA Study 

The scale of the project study area and the complexity of the project lends itself to using a two-

step “tiered” approach. Tier 1 is a “big picture” evaluation. The goal of Tier 1 is to identify a 

single 2,000-foot-wide corridor/facility type and approximate right-of-way requirements which 

will then be carried forward to subsequent Tier 2 studies as Sections of Independent Utility 

(SIUs). Tier 2 will evaluate each SIU and identify specific alignment and right-of-way 

requirements within the corridor.  

Goal of NEPA Process 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for an Environmental Impact Statement is 

a decision-making process for federally-funded projects.  At its core, it is analyzing the range of 

alternatives based on three aspects; benefits, impacts, and costs. Those three factors will be 

evaluated and screened throughout.  A key aspect of the NEPA process is public involvement 

and agency coordination. Agency coordination includes collective meetings as well as individual 

agency coordination.  
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Project Milestones 

 Milestone 1: Project goals (Purpose and Need) and potential route concepts

(Preliminary Alternatives) defined by Fall 2019

o Including public, agency, and stakeholder input considerations

 Milestone 2: Screening of Alternatives based on Purpose and Need, costs, and impacts

in Early 2020

 Milestone 3: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) including a detailed analysis

of alternatives, and an identification of a single preferred alternative with a facility type

in Fall 2020

 Milestone 4: Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) which address public and agency

comments on the DEIS with a final anticipated approval of refined preferred alternative

by 2021

Purpose & Need 

The core goals of this project as defined in the Purpose and Need were explained. They include: 

Providing an improved transportation link between the US 231/SR 66 and I-69 which:  

 Improves business and personal connectivity in Dubois County and Southern Indiana;

 Improves regional traffic safety in southern Indiana;

 Supports economic development in southern Indiana; and

 Improves connections to existing major multi-modal locations from southern Indiana

o A question regarding multi-modal facilities on the map was raised. The facilities

are not shown on the presentation maps, but they will be evaluated as part of

the modelling. Michael Grovak added that key multi-modal facilities have been

defined through regional interview input.

Questions and Clarifications regarding the Purpose and Need: 

 A question was raised by USEPA regarding what ‘problem’ the project is trying to

resolve. The question addressed the wording of “Improves” rather than “solves”

o Jason DuPont explained that initial evaluation along with previous studies

identified safety and accessibility concerns, as well as intermodal connections.

The Purpose and Need aims to improve accessibility for employees, business

input and output materials, and safety.

o Safety concerns (higher numbers of crashes) were identified by the Purpose and

Need’s safety analysis.  A higher-quality road would divert traffic from

functionally obsolete roads.  These roads have features such as narrow

shoulders, problems with horizontal and vertical curvature, etc.
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o Michael Grovak added that these concerns were reiterated in 18 Economic

Interviews conducted in the region, as well as at the public and stakeholder

meetings.

 USEPA asked whether I-69 has not already addressed the region’s transportation needs.

o Michael Grovak explained that I-69 especially addressed needs in the Western

part of the study region (Daviess, Pike, Warrick). The central portion of the study

area includes major concentrations of manufacturing businesses with

longstanding needs.  These needs were not addressed by the I-69 project.

These are concentrated in Dubois County, specifically Huntingburg and Jasper.

 USEPA noted that an alternative in the I-69 study was identified in this region, which

was discarded. There was also a DEIS for a Jasper/Huntingburg bypass project in this

region and it was withdrawn (via a Federal Register notice in 2014) due partly to traffic

volumes. What has changed in terms of area needs?

o A goal of this project is to increase regional connectivity, particularly the

creation of a larger and continuous North/South corridor, rather than just a

Jasper/Huntingburg bypass, which is what was looked at in previous EIS studies.

This study will also be analyzing new traffic studies. A new model will include

traffic data for this region as well portions of Kentucky and Tennessee.

 USEPA asked how improvements will be measured, and what level of improvement is

considered ’enough.’

o Performance thresholds have not yet been defined. The selected corridor would

need to see a significant improvement in performance of core goals.

Project Area Description 

A physiographic map of the study area was displayed, accompanied by a brief description of 

each region.  A copy of this map is attached to this meeting summary. 

 Boonville Hills: includes Warrick, Spencer, Pike, and portions of Dubois counties.  Land

use primarily includes farmland, forest, and mining.

 Wabash Lowlands: includes Daviess, and portions of Greene, Pike, and Dubois counties.

The region is primarily flat to rolling with wide expanses of alluvial land.

 Crawford Upland: Includes Perry, Crawford, Orange, Martin, and portions of Greene,

Monroe, Lawrence, and Dubois counties.  It is characterized by unglaciated and steeply

dissected terrain, including shallow bedrock of sandstone caprock overlying limestone

bedrock below.  It is largely forested and includes large tracts of managed forest,

including the Hoosier National Forest.

 Mitchell Plateau: Includes Monroe, Lawrence, and Orange counties.  It is characterized

by limestone bedrock and more heavily developed sinkhole topography.

 Norman Upland: Includes portions of Lawrence and Monroe counties.
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Potential Preliminary Alternatives 

A map of potential preliminary alternatives was displayed. 

All alternatives include Section 1.  It is defined as the existing upgraded 4-lane US 231 from SR 

66 near the Natcher Bridge at Rockport to the I-64 interchange at Dale, IN. Access 

considerations for this section will be considered as a part of this project.  

Sections 2 and 3 are wider study bands (2 miles wide) and include alternatives for the Central 

and North portion of the study area. Section 2 was based to a large extent on previous studies 

for a Jasper/Huntingburg bypass.  This area is being reevaluated as part of this new study. 

Existing US 231 from the I-64 interchange North to Crane generally is a 2-lane facility with 

narrow shoulders. Some portions have been improved with widened shoulders and turning 

lanes.  

Section 3 alternatives represent three geographically distinct options. Northwestern alternatives 

connect to I-69 near Petersburg and Washington interchanges. North-central alternatives 

improve existing US 231 through Loogootee and connect to I-69 near Crane Village and 

Scotland. Northeastern alternatives extend to French Lick then to SR 37, or use US 50, SR 60 and 

SR 450 from the Loogootee area to Bedford or Mitchell. Northeastern alternatives would 

connect to SR 37, which is a 4-lane improved facility, with limited at-grade access in this portion 

of the study area. The only exception is the section of SR 37 from Orleans to Mitchell which is a 

2-lane facility with minimal width shoulders and some passing lanes.

The corridors were expanded to the current alternatives after the regional stakeholder 

meetings. They initially were more limited. A few suggestions also were provided during Public 

Input Meetings.  These included some suggestions similar to the alternatives serving French Lick, 

but connecting to SR 37 at Paoli rather than Orleans or Mitchell, which was a potential 

alternative that USFS asked about.  

It was clarified that a connection to Paoli was not included previously due to it being somewhat 

indirect. An improved north-south connection will support the project’s accessibility goals, and a 

connection to Paoli travels east-west before providing a northern connection.  Additionally, SR 

37 is only a two-lane facility between Paoli and Mitchell.  

As the alternative screening process begins, some alternatives will perform better than others. 

There is the expectation that at least one from each geographic region be carried forward as an 

alternative for detailed study.  

Questions and Clarifications Regarding the Potential Preliminary Alternatives: 
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 IDNR indicated that the Purpose and Need Statement needs to be defined and set early in

the process.

o Definitions for improved connectivity must be clear before the screening process

begins.

o Jason DuPont verified that we do not expect major adjustments of the Purpose and

Need, but that there would likely be minor adjustments when published in the DEIS.

 USACE asked if more than one corridor will be selected for improvement.

o It was clarified that a single continuous corridor will be selected as opposed to

multiple connections.

o Other related improvements may be considered as separate, stand-alone projects.

 USEPA commented regarding the US 50 corridor to SR 37. This corridor was considered in

the I-69 study and deemed environmentally unacceptable due to impacts to the Tincher

Special Area.

o It was clarified that the US 50 alternative was not originally included in this study.  It

was identified repeatedly in stakeholder meetings and is now being evaluated again

to be responsive to public input.

o It is clarified that stakeholders include representatives from emergency services,

schools, economic development corporations, planning officials and local officials.

 USEPA commented about all alternatives east of US 231 impacting karst topography.

Eastern alternatives would also cross the Hoosier National Forest acquisition boundary.

o Jason DuPont confirmed that the team is aware of resource issues and they will be

considered throughout the evaluation process and additional coordination with

resource agencies is anticipated regarding those resources.

A Google Earth aerial photo flythrough was given of the potential preliminary alternatives to 

provide more detailed images of the corridors. Specific areas of interest included; Lincoln State 

Park, the connection to I-165 which continues to Bowling Green from Owensboro via the former 

Natcher Parkway, the Huntingburg airport and proposed extension path, the 

Huntingburg/Jasper communities, the Glendale Fish and Wildlife area, Crane Military Base 

(which was represented at the stakeholder meetings), the East Fork of the White River,  Patoka 

Lake,  and SR 37 4-lane improvements.  

Questions and clarifications regarding the Google Earth flythrough included: 

 USEPA questioned whether Environmental Justice (EJ) communities have been

identified.

o Preliminary screenings have identified some potential EJ populations in the

study area which will likely be evaluated through INDOT’s procedural process.

Initial outreach includes additional information at Public Libraries.
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 A question was asked regarding what traffic counts are being used in the model

development

o The base year for the traffic model is 2017, so corresponding traffic count

numbers (from INDOT and other sources) will be used.

 DNR commented that an Eastern alternative around Jasper and Huntingburg was

reviewed in the past. They had higher natural resource impacts than any Western

alternative. It would impact the Buffalo Flats Nature Preserve area, Patoka River East

Wetland complex, direct and indirect forest fragmentation, and threatened and

endangered species habitat, including the Western Cottonmouth and the Copperbelly

Water Snake.

o Previous studies will be looked at and an independent, full evaluation will be

conducted.

 Kyanna Moon, INDOT, confirmed that SR 37 improvements are not included as part of

the current 20-year plan.

 There were questions from EMPO and others regarding the consistency of the project

traffic model with the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM). Additionally,

will the assumptions be reviewed by Federal Highway in Washington (DC) to be deemed

acceptable?

o The model is based upon the ISTDM.

o It incorporates model data from Kentucky and Tennessee.

o It is more detailed than the ISTDM in the 12-county study area.

o We have had one meeting with FHWA (Indiana Division and DC) regarding the

model, and it is satisfied with the work to date.  FHWA consultation will

continue as the study and traffic modeling progress.

o Updates about traffic forecasting and FHWA’s involvement will be provided at

future agency coordination meetings.

 An additional question regarding the accuracy of I-69 model predictions was asked.

o FHWA stated that until Section 6 is built to complete the project, comparisons

cannot be made.

 The question was asked how alternatives can be screened in 2020 before I-69 is

completed.  How can it be determined these two projects will interact with each other?

o This project evaluation is independent of I-69.

o The model forecasts assume I-69 is complete.

Social, Economic, and Environmental Impacts 

Evaluation process will include social, economic, and environmental impacts. Avoidance will be 

key and impacts that cannot be avoided will be minimized and/or mitigated. Environmental 

considerations include both human and natural environment impacts. Agency feedback on key 

resources or potential impacts is an important part of early identification.  



August 20, 2019 

Page 8 

Preliminary Alternative Screening 

First step of the preliminary alternative screening process will be a Fatal Flaw Analysis. The 

corridors are 2-miles wide for avoidance flexibility.  Alternative adjustments will be considered if 

potential fatal flaws are identified.  

We will use available GIS data analysis for alternative screening. Cost, benefits, and impacts will 

be screened at a higher level and then evaluated in more detail in the next stage of Tier 1 and 

documented in the Draft EIS.   

It was clarified that the data being used for the GIS Analysis will largely be derived from Indiana 

Map. Todd Thompson (IGS) commented that the layers of interest should be designated early in 

the process, so that IGS can prioritize those layers for updating.  

It was also clarified that a driving tour with resource agencies will be conducted at the next 

meeting, once the preliminary alternatives have been screened.  

Meeting Coordination 

Three public meetings were held in the first week of August at three locations. Input has been 

placed into a database, and presently is being evaluated. Input continues to be received at the 

Project Office. The meeting locations included: 

 August 5th – Washington HS; 83 attendees

 August 6th – Springs Valley HS; 112 attendees

 August 8th – Jasper HS; 236 attendees

Meeting materials and comment boxes have also been distributed to libraries throughout the 

study region.  

A second agency coordination meeting and a 2nd round of public meetings will be held after the 

screening process.  

It was clarified that a timeline for Tier 2 is not known at this time.  This will be considered 

toward the end of the Tier 1 process.  

Public Involvement 

Key stakeholders were engaged at Regional Issues Involvement Team meetings (Southcentral, 

Northwest, Northcentral, and Northeast). As we move forward in the process, ad hoc 

stakeholder meetings and working alignment meetings will be held.  

Major public involvement will occur again in early 2020. 
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Outreach Tools 

Outreach tools include a project website (midstatescorridor.com). Project information, including 

the Purpose and Need as well as opportunities for engagement and outreach, is available on the 

website.  Social media, a phone line, an email, and the project website are all being used for 

outreach and feedback efforts.  

A local project office on the Vincennes University Jasper Campus in the Administration Building 

is open M-W-F 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. ET (and by appointment).  

Response Expectations 

Agency comments are requested within 30 days of the distribution of the Purpose and Need 

(September 12, 2019). We will also request confirmation of agency involvement as a 

Participating Agency or interest in being a Cooperating Agency.  

Concluding Questions 

 Further questions were asked regarding traffic model development assumptions.

o Michael Grovak explains that it is based upon ISTDM’s land use forecasts.  We

will follow-up with local issues teams, particularly the local and planning

officials, to refine these forecasts.

o These local experts will also assist in allocating induced growth within the

model.

 USEPA asked how Section 404 matters are considered in this Tier 1 project.

o The goal is to incorporate as much agency solicitation in Tier 1 as possible.

o Permitting will occur after Tier 2 studies. Coordination will occur with the US

Army Corps of Engineers to ensure that Tier 1 decisions are consistent with its

permitting responsibilities.

 USACE asked how the one federal decision memo would affect this project.

o FHWA noted that this Tier 1 EIS would not be subject to the one federal decision

memo.  Those requirements would be considered in Tier 2.

 USEPA asked about concentrations of Amish communities

o There are Amish communities located in Daviess County (west side of 231) and

Lawrence County area (at the conjunction of Martin, Orange, and Lawrence).

o These communities warrant additional outreach, which has been discussed with

INDOT and FHWA previously.

 A question was asked regarding karst features on Indiana Map

o Todd Thompson confirmed that they (IGS) are in the process of updating those

map layers. IU Center for Rural Engagement is involved in the process and could

be a resource for the project moving forward.
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o IGS also has cave mapping data available.

o Map layer data will be provided to resource agencies after the screening

process.

Jason DuPont concluded the meeting. Questions and comments will be coordinated with the 

project team (FHWA, INDOT). Comments are being solicitated on the Purpose and Need and the 

range of potential alternatives. The next comment period will be on the alternative screening.  

A meeting summary including a list of attendees will be prepared and circulated for your review. 

Attachments: 

Study Area Physiographic Region Map 

Potential Preliminary Alternatives Map 

The above constitutes our understanding of the meeting.  If you believe there are omissions, additions, or corrections, 

please send your written comments within seven working days to Lochmueller Group. 



















































From: DuPont, Jason
To: Scott Pruitt@fws.gov; Robin McWilliams-Munson (Robin McWilliams@fws.gov); rick.neilson@In.usda.gov;

Patricia Trap@nps.gov; hector santiago@nps.gov; Paul.J.Lehmann@hud.gov;
Gregory.A.McKay@usace.army.mil; Deborah D LRL Snyder (Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil);
westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; Julian Courtade (jcourtade@indot.in.gov); Cameron Clark - Department of Natural
Resources (CClark@dnr.IN.gov); MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov; cstanifer@dnr.in.gov; bmccord@dnr.in.gov;
rmueller@dnr.in.gov; rretherford@dnr.in.gov; Randy Braun (RBRAUN@idem.IN.gov); James Turner
(jturner2@idem.in.gov); mprater@idem.in.gov; bpigott@idem.in.gov; mstuckey@idem.in.gov;
pdorsey@idem.in.gov; dlouks@idem.in.gov; lschrowe1@idem.in.gov; tthomps@indiana.edu; Eric Washburn
(Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil); Michaela Noble@ios.doi.gov; kamick@fs.fed.us; Shaun Miller (smiller@indot.IN.gov);
Michelle B. Allen (michelle.allen@dot.gov); erica.tait@dot.gov; SBlazey@idem.IN.gov; aturnbow@idem.in.gov;
environmentalreview@dnr.in.gov; Rickie Clark (RCLARK@indot.IN.gov); sshokouhzadeh@evansvillempo.com;
martipa@bloomington.in.gov; dgautier@dnr.in.gov; bobb.beauchamp@faa.gov; Royer, Brian;
laszewski.virginia@epa.gov; Paduani, Michelle - FS

Cc: Moon, Kyanna; Bales, Ronald; Scherzer, Clint; Laura Hilden; Brandon Miller (bramiller1@indot.in.gov); Kumar,
Anuradha; Shaun Miller (smiller@indot.IN.gov); Goffinet, David; Grovak, Michael

Subject: Mid-States Corridor Preliminary Alternative Screening (DES# 1801941)
Date: Monday, February 10, 2020 18:24:21

Dear Agency Partners,

Based on input from our previous meetings and coordination, we have compiled and screened
preliminary alternatives for the Mid-States Corridor project. The Screening of Alternatives Report for
the Mid-States Corridor project is now available for your review via the project website. The report
and attachments can be viewed and downloaded using the following link:
https://midstatescorridor.com/project-documents/. Based on its findings, the project team
recommends 10 alternatives following five different routes to be carried forward for detailed study
in the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

A meeting to discuss the report will take place on March 3rd from 1:00 – 3:00 p.m. eastern, in room
210 of the Center for Technology, Innovation and Manufacturing (CTIM 210) at Vincennes University

Jasper Campus. In addition, we will be conducting a tour of the project study area on March 4th. If
you have not previously responded and wish to attend the tour, please let me know. Following the
meeting and tour, we would like to receive any comments you may have on the Screening of
Alternatives Report by Monday, March 23, 2020.

Respectfully,

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com

This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!



From: Moon, Kyanna
To: DuPont, Jason
Cc: Goffinet, David
Subject: FW: Mid States Corridor Huntingburg Airport HNB
Date: Monday, February 24, 2020 10:40:52 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Please see the below from INDOT aviation on behalf of the Huntingburg Airport. They are asking that
we tweak our route to not affect their future expansion plans. I thought we may already have this
information, but for our records if not.

Thanks,

Kyanna Moon 
Project Manager
3650 South U.S. Highway 41
Vincennes, IN 47591
Office: (812) 203-2009
Cell: (812) 830-2300
Email: kmoon1@indot.in.gov

Click Here To Sign Up for INDOT Project Email and Text Alerts!

From: Buening, Michael 
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2020 11:29 AM
To: Moon, Kyanna <KMoon1@indot.IN.gov>
Cc: Travis McQueen - Manager McQueen (airport@psci.net) <airport@psci.net>; Blake, Martin
<MaBlake@indot.IN.gov>
Subject: Mid States Corridor Huntingburg Airport HNB

Kyanna,

We just discussed the referenced project.

I have just looked at the corridor alternative that runs just east of the Huntingburg airport. The
airport is currently extending the runway 500 feet to the east. Also as part of every airport there is a
runway protection zone that extends out into the approach zone away from the end of the runway.



As we discussed, attached are the airport layout drawings showing the 500 foot extension that is
currently under contract and the future 500 foot extension.

Feel free to include me in any discussions as needed.

Thanks,

Michael W. Buening, PE
Chief Airport Engineer
INDOT Multimodal P&P, Office of Aviation
IGCN Room N955
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Office: 317-232-1492
Cell: (317) 766-4690
Email:  mbuening@indot.in.gov











From: Paduani, Michelle - FS
To: Yeager, Rusty; Amick, Kevin R -FS
Cc: DuPont, Jason; Grovak, Michael; Goffinet, David; Townsend, Daniel; Bartletti, Joe; Bonds, Cinda; Cole, Linda S -

FS; Wilson, Donovan M -FS
Subject: RE: Hoosier National Forest property boundary GIS data request
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 11:25:54 AM
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Hi Rusty,
Sorry this took so long, I’ve been out at meetings almost every day.  I hope this is what you are
asking for and if not, please let me know and I’ll get the GIS program to assist.  I also have attached a
map and a description of our management areas to give you all a heads up of what each
management area direction is currently working with our forest plan.  If you need anything, let me
know.
Thanks,
 

Michelle Paduani 
Hoosier National Forest District Ranger

Forest Service
Hoosier National Forest,
Tell City and Brownstown Ranger Districts
p: 812-547-9232
c: 812-276-8587
f: 812-547-6144 
mcihelle.paduani@usda.gov

248 15th Street 
Tell City, IN 47586
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people



 
 
 
 

From: Yeager, Rusty <RYeager@lochgroup.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2020 3:29 PM
To: Paduani, Michelle - FS <michelle.paduani@usda.gov>
Cc: DuPont, Jason <JDuPont@lochgroup.com>; Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>;
Goffinet, David <DGoffinet@lochgroup.com>; Townsend, Daniel <DTownsend@lochgroup.com>;
Bartletti, Joe <JBartletti@lochgroup.com>; Bonds, Cinda <CBonds@lochgroup.com>
Subject: Hoosier National Forest property boundary GIS data request
 
Ms. Paduani,
 
As follow-up to the Mid-States agency meeting at Jasper yesterday, we would like for the U.S. Forest
Service to provide us with the most current GIS coverage of the Hoosier National Forest boundaries
for the purposes of continuing alternative analysis for the Mid-States project. It is my understanding
that this would include fee simple properties owned by the Service, as well as, private land holdings
within the proclamation boundary of the HNF. If you have any questions concerning this request,
please let us know. Thanks for taking the time to have a brief discussion about this request after the
meeting yesterday.
 

Rusty Yeager
Senior Field Biologist - Senior Associate

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4163 (direct) | 812.499.1433 (mobile)
RYeager@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and
delete the email immediately.













United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Indiana Field Office (ES) 
620 South Walker Street 

Bloomington, IN  47403-2121 

Phone:  (812) 334-4261  Fax:  (812) 334-4273 

March 23, 2020 

Mr. Jason Dupont 

Lochmueller Group, Inc. 

6200 Vogel Road 

Evansville, Indiana 47715 

Dear Mr. Dupont: 

These comments have been prepared in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species 

Act of 1973, as amended. Our comments are consistent with the intent of the National 

Environmental Policy Act of l969 and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy. 

The Service has recently reviewed the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Study - Screening of 

Alternatives Report (Screening Report) for the Mid-States Corridor Project. We also were able to 

take part in the agency meeting on March 3rd as well as participate in the March 4th auto tour of 

the project area to see first-hand many of the alignment variations and options. The project 

begins along existing US 231 in Spencer County at Rockport, IN and continues north to 

eventually connect to I-69 via several proposed alignments.  

The Screening Report initially screened twenty-eight preliminary alternatives on ten routes. 

From there, ten preliminary alternatives on five routes were developed and those routes have 

been carried forward for detailed study. 

The routes were grouped into three geographic families: Northwest, North Central, and 

Northeast. Cost, performance, and impacts were used to screen among alternatives within the 

same family. Facility types considered included freeway, expressway, and Super-2. 

The Screening Report has recommended the following alternatives for further analysis in the 

Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS):  

Northwest: 

Alternative B (Expressway only) 

Alternative C (Expressway and Freeway) 

Northcentral: 

Alternative P (Expressway, Freeway, and Super 2) 



Northeast: 

Alternative M (Expressway, Freeway, and Super 2) 

Alternative O (Expressway only) 

According to the information presented in the Screening Report, the Northwest Family has the 

fewest forest, stream, floodplain and karst impacts.  This alternative also is likely to be the least 

expensive to construct (per comments made at the agency meeting).  Conversely, the Northeast 

Family of alternatives appears to have the highest number of environmental impacts and be the 

most expensive. Impacts to forests are estimated to be between 1,369 and 1,998 acres, wetlands 

between 35 and 50 acres, and acres of karst features from 152 to 482.  In addition, stream 

impacts are expected to be between 74,335 and 104,523 linear feet and floodplain impacts 

between 175 and 464 acres. Some of these amounts are over three times the impacts of the 

Northwest Family. 

Due to the significantly higher amount of impacts from construction of the Northeast 

alternatives, the Service recommends that those routes (M and O) be eliminated from further 

consideration.  The topography, forests and karst resources in this area are unique and support 

sensitive ecosystems, including federally threatened and endangered species, and should be 

avoided.  

Furthermore, during the auto tour it was obvious that flooding and topography was more 

significant along the eastern side of the Cities of Huntingburg and Jasper.  We recommend that 

each alternative that moves forward include an analysis of a western bypass around these two 

cities. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

One of the key resources evaluated in the Screening Report for the preliminary alternatives is 

threatened and endangered species. The Service has been coordinating with the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) in Indiana, as well as with the Indiana Department of Transportation 

(INDOT) on federally listed species within the project area. The following comments pertain to 

Section 2.4.9 of the Screening Report. 

The Service provided a species list for the project area, including specific information on each 

species, in our letter to Jason Dupont of Lochmueller Group dated September 10, 2019; that list 

is still valid and is accurately reflected in the Screening Report.  In addition to currently listed 

species, there are several local species that are in varying stages of the Endangered Species Act 

listing process. The Service has developed a National Listing Workplan1 to help address the 

potential listing of these and other species over the next five years.  The following species, 

(including the year they are to be evaluated), are included in the National Listing Workplan and 

may potentially be found within the project area: 

Round hickorynut (Obovaria subrotunda), Fiscal Year 2020 

1 A species' inclusion in this workplan does not mean it is going to be listed as endangered or threatened under the 

ESA. That determination would be made following a rigorous scientific assessment of the species status. See 

https://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/listing-workplan.html 



Salamander mussel (Simjpsonaias ambigua), Fiscal Year 2022 

Little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), Fiscal Year 2023 

Tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), Fiscal Year 2021 

The Screening Report indicates that the tubercled blossom mussel, a federally endangered 

species, occurs in the project area (page 28).  The Service does not consider the tubercled 

blossom mussel to be extant in Indiana and does not include it on our state species list.  The State 

of Indiana has also removed it from their list.  In addition, on page 29, the report mentions the 

copperbelly watersnake (Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta) as being a federally listed species in 

the area; however, only the northern population (found in three counties in northeast Indiana) is 

federally listed. 

Lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) is a rare species known to occur in the project area.  It is 

listed as Endangered by the State of Indiana.  The Lake sturgeon population found in the East 

Fork of the White River is the last reproducing population of the Ohio River strain known to 

exist within the Ohio River Watershed. Although it is not currently on the National Listing 

Workplan, on August 14, 2019, the Service released a 90-day finding on a petition to list U.S. 

populations of lake sturgeon. The Service found that the petition presented substantial scientific 

or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the lake 

sturgeon due to potential threats associated with dams and hydroelectric facilities, dredging and 

channelization, contaminants, habitat fragmentation, the species' life-history characteristics, and 

invasive species. The Service is expected to make a 12 month finding on whether or not to list 

the species as threatened or endangered in the near future. 

In summary, due to the significantly higher amount of impacts from construction of the 

Northeast alternatives to unique and sensitive ecosystems, along with the potential for 

significantly greater impacts to State and Federal listed species, the Service recommends that 

routes (M and O) be eliminated from further consideration. 

We appreciate the opportunity to coordinate early in the process to help reduce impacts to natural 

resources and look forward to reviewing additional project details once those are available. If 

you have any questions or need more information, please feel free to contact Robin McWilliams 

Munson of my staff at Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov or 812-334-4261 x. 207. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Pruitt 

Field Supervisor 

cc (via email):
Kari Carmany-George, FHWA, Indianapolis, IN
Michelle Allen, FHWA, Indianapolis, IN
Kyanna Moon, INDOT, Indianapolis, IN
Virginia Laszewski, EPA, Chicago, IL
Matt Buffington, IDNR, Indianapolis, IN
Deb Snyder, COE, Indianapolis, IN
Michelle Paduani, US Forest Service, Hoosier National Forest, Tell City, IN
Randy Braun, IDEM, Indianapolis, IN
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ER-21724-1:  Mid-States Corridor; managed lands, significant natural areas, and species documented along route 

alternatives O and M. 
 

I. The natural community and species below have been documented within the cave systems (from about Bedford to south of 

Bloomington). 

   A) NATURAL COMMUNITY: Aquatic Cave 

   B) ARTHROPODS: 

   1. Indiana Cave Pseudoscorpion (Apochthonius indianensis); state endangered 

 2. Appalachian Cave Spider (Porhomma cavernicola); state endangered 

   3. Monroe Cave Ground Beetle (Pseudanophthalmus shilohensis mayfieldensis); state endangered 

   4. A Troglobitic Crayfish (Orconectes inermis testii); state rare 

  5. Young’s Cave Ground Beetle (Pseudanophthalmus youngi); state rare 

   6. Hilly Springtail (Pseudosinella collina); state rare 

  7. Bollman's Cave Milliped (Conotyla bollmani); state watchlist 

 8. Indiana Cave Amphipod (Crangonyx indianensis); state watchlist 

   9. Packard's Cave Amphipod (Crangonyx packardi); state watchlist 

   10. A Springtail (Onychiurus reluctus); state watchlist 

   11. A Troglobitic Crayfish (Orconectes inermis inermis); state watchlist 

   12. Marengo Cave Ground Beetle (Pseudanophthalmus stricticollis); state watchlist 

   13. A Springtail (Sinella alata); state watchlist 

   C) TRICLAD: Weingartner's Cave Flatworm (Sphalloplana weingartneri); state watchlist 

   D) SNAIL: Hidden Springs Snail (Fontigens cryptica); state endangered 

   E) BATS: 

   1. Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis); federal & state endangered 

   2. Southeastern Bat (Myotis austroriparius); state special concern 

   F) FISH: Hoosier Cavefish (Amblyopsis hoosieri); state endangered  

 

II. The additional managed lands, geological features, communities, and species below have been documented within ½ mile of the 

routes. 

   A) DNR MANAGED LANDS: 

   1. Buffalo Pond Managed Area 

   2. Bedford SR 37 Public Access Site (East Fork White River) 

   3. Avoca State Fish Hatchery 

   4. Barnes-Seng (Jasper Marsh) Wetland Conservation Area 

   B) OTHER MANAGED LANDS: 

   1. FEDERAL: Hoosier National Forest 

   2. INDIANA KARST CONSERVANCY: Orangeville Rise of Lost River Nature Preserve 

   3. HUNTINGBURG PARKS: Huntingburg Municipal Park 

   4. JASPER PARKS: Armory Park (Jaycee Park) 

   5. MITCHELL PARKS: Mitchell Community Park 

   6. BLOOMINGTON PARKS: 

         a. Broadview Park 

         b. Clear Creek Trail 

         c. Bloomington Rail Trail 

          d. Wapehani Mountain Bike Park 

   7. MONROE COUNTY PARKS: Jackson Creek Park 

   8. PRIVATE: Wesley Chapel Gulf Conservation Easement (Lost River) 

   C) GEOLOCIAL FEATURE: Waterfall & Cascade 

   D) NATURAL COMMUNITIES: 

   1. Wet-mesic Floodplain Forest 

   2. Southern Bottomlands Mesic Upland Forest 

   3. Forested Swamp 

   E) PLANTS: 

   1. Virginia willow (Itea virginica); state endangered 

   2. American Frog's-bit (Limnobium spongia); state endangered 

   3. Featherfoil (Hottonia inflate); state threatened 

   4. American Snowbell (Styrax americanus); state threatened 

   5. Carolina Spider-lily (Hymenocallis occidentalis); state watchlist 

   6. Grassleaf Ladies'-tresses (Spiranthes vernalis); state watchlist 

   F) MUSSEL (Clear Creek): Little Spectaclecase (Villosa lienosa); state special concern 
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   G) REPTILES & AMPHIBIANS: 

   1. Western Cottonmouth (Agkistrodon piscivorus leucostoma); state endangered 

   2. Copperbelly Water Snake (Nerodia erythrogaster neglecta); state endangered 

   3. Rough Green Snake (Opheodrys aestivus); state special concern 

   4. Blanchard's Cricket Frog (Acris blanchardi); state special concern 

   5. Common mudpuppy (Necturus maculosus); state special concern 

   H) BIRDS: 

   1. Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus); state endangered 

   2. Yellow-crowned Night-heron (Nyctanassa violacea); state endangered 

   3. King Rail (Rallus elegans); state endangered 

   4. Barn Owl (Tyto alba); state endangered 

   5. Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus); state special concern 

   I) MAMMALS: 

   1. Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis); federal & state endangered 

   2. Little Brown Bat (Myotis lucifugus); state endangered 

   3. Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus); state endangered 

   4. Eastern Red Bat (Lasiurus borealis); state special concern 

   5. Pygmy Shrew (Sorex hoyi); state special concern 

   6. American Badger (Taxidea taxus); state special concern 



From: Blazey, Samuel
To: DuPont, Jason
Subject: RE: Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Review (DES#1801941)
Date: Friday, April 3, 2020 7:02:35 AM
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image005.png
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image007.png

Hi Jason,
 
Comments are still the same regarding karst features as provided back in September. 
 
“Karst features that may be affected by road construction need to be identified and either protected
or mitigated.  If springs are identified, water quality sampling of the springs would be needed.  Work
done in areas of karst need to follow the Karst MOU signed by INDOT, IDEM, IDNR, and USFAW.”
 
Thank you,
 

 Samuel Blazey
Section Chief, Groundwater Section, LPG 2590
Office of Water Quality, Drinking Water Branch
100 N. Senate Ave, IGCN
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2251
 

(317) 232-8728 • sblazey@idem.IN.gov 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
 

  |    |    |  

 
Coping with COVID-19:
•Indiana State Dept. of Health (ISDH) COVID-19 Call Center: Call 877-826-0011 (open 24/7)
•Anthem NurseLine: Call 800-337-4770 or visit the Anthem NurseLine online for a FREE
symptom screening. Available to anyone with an Anthem health plan (this includes State of IN
employees)
•Anthem Employee Assistance Program (EAP): Available to ALL state employees and adults in
household regardless of health plan participation. Call 800-223-7723 or visit anthemeap.com
(enter State of Indiana) for crisis counseling, help finding child/elder care, legal/financial
consultation and much more.
 

From: DuPont, Jason [mailto:JDuPont@lochgroup.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2020 6:17 PM
To: Scott_Pruitt@fws.gov; robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov; rick.neilson@In.usda.gov;
Patricia_Trap@nps.gov; hector_santiago@nps.gov; Paul.J.Lehmann@hud.gov;
Gregory.A.McKay@usace.army.mil; Snyder, Deborah D CIV USARMY CELRL (USA)
<Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil>; westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; Courtade, Julian
<JCourtade@indot.IN.gov>; Clark, Cameron F <CClark@dnr.IN.gov>; Buffington, Matt



<MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov>; McCord, Beth K <BMccord@dnr.IN.gov>; Carr, John
<JCarr@dnr.IN.gov>; Tharp, Wade <WTharp1@dnr.IN.gov>; Mueller, Ryan <RMueller@dnr.IN.gov>;
Retherford, Russell L <RRetherford@dnr.IN.gov>; Braun, Randy <RBRAUN@idem.IN.gov>; Turner,
James <JTurner2@idem.IN.gov>; Prater, Matthew <MPrater@idem.IN.gov>; PIGOTT, BRUNO
<BPIGOTT@idem.IN.gov>; STUCKEY, MATT <MSTUCKEY@idem.IN.gov>; Dorsey, Peggy
<PDorsey@idem.IN.gov>; Louks, Douglas <DLouks@idem.IN.gov>; Schrowe, Lynette
<LSchrowe1@idem.IN.gov>; tthomps@indiana.edu; lflorea@indiana.edu; Eric Washburn
(Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil) <Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil>; Michaela_Noble@ios.doi.gov;
kamick@fs.fed.us; Miller, Shaun (INDOT) <smiller@indot.IN.gov>; Michelle B. Allen
(michelle.allen@dot.gov) <michelle.allen@dot.gov>; Tait, Erica (FHWA) <erica.tait@dot.gov>;
Blazey, Samuel <SBlazey@idem.IN.gov>; Turnbow, Alisha <ATurnbow@idem.IN.gov>; Clark, Rickie
<RCLARK@indot.IN.gov>; sshokouhzadeh@evansvillempo.com; martipa@bloomington.in.gov;
Gautier, Daniel <DGautier@dnr.IN.gov>; bobb.beauchamp@faa.gov; Royer, Brian
<BRoyer@dnr.IN.gov>; laszewski.virginia@epa.gov; Paduani, Michelle - FS
<michelle.paduani@usda.gov>; Carmany-George, Karstin (FHWA) <k.carmanygeorge@dot.gov>;
Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov>; Kumar, Anuradha <akumar@indot.IN.gov>;
Hilden, Laura <lhilden@indot.IN.gov>; Bales, Ronald <rbales@indot.IN.gov>; Miller, Brandon
<BraMiller1@indot.IN.gov>; Rehder, Crystal <CRehder@indot.IN.gov>; Engstrom, Maryssa H
<MEngstrom@indot.IN.gov>; Bowman, Sandra A <SBowman@indot.IN.gov>; Moon, Kyanna
<KMoon1@indot.IN.gov>; Scherzer, Clint <cscherzer@indot.IN.gov>; Brent A. Wendholt
<bawendholt@duboiscountyin.org>; Schroeder, Mark <mark.schroeder@germanamerican.com>;
Mindy Peterson <mindy@c2strategic.com>; Grovak, Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>; Quigg,
Gary <GQuigg@lochgroup.com>; Goffinet, David <DGoffinet@lochgroup.com>; Yeager, Rusty
<RYeager@lochgroup.com>; Riehle, Matt <mriehle@lochgroup.com>; Foertsch, Lucas
<LFoertsch@lochgroup.com>; Fleck, Danika <DFleck@lochgroup.com>; Bartletti, Joe
<JBartletti@lochgroup.com>; Amick, Kevin R -FS <kevin.amick@usda.gov>
Cc: seyed <seyed@evansvillempo.com>; Diane Hunter <dhunter@miamination.com>; Thomas, Anne
M <Anne_Thomas@nps.gov>; Matthew Bussler <Matthew.Bussler@pokagonband-nsn.gov>
Subject: RE: Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Review (DES#1801941)
 
**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ****

Dear Agency Partners,
 
In light of current COVID-19 related work arrangements that could be affecting communications, I
wanted to reach out to see if there are any additional comments in regard to the Screening Report
and/or the Agency Meeting Summary. As we are starting to move into the detailed analysis phase of
the Mid-States Corridor study, we are glad to include additional feedback. Please provide any
comments that you have by 4/9/20.
 
Thanks,
Jason
 

Jason DuPont, PE



Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 

From: DuPont, Jason 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2020 5:58 PM
To: Scott Pruitt@fws.gov; Robin McWilliams-Munson (Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov)
<Robin McWilliams@fws.gov>; rick.neilson@In.usda.gov; Patricia_Trap@nps.gov;
hector santiago@nps.gov; Paul.J.Lehmann@hud.gov; Gregory.A.McKay@usace.army.mil; Deborah
D LRL Snyder (Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil) <Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil>;
westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; Julian Courtade (jcourtade@indot.in.gov) <jcourtade@indot.in.gov>;
Cameron Clark - Department of Natural Resources (CClark@dnr.IN.gov) <CClark@dnr.IN.gov>;
MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov; bmccord@dnr.in.gov; JCarr@dnr.IN.gov; Wade Tharp - Department of
Natural Resources (WTharp1@dnr.IN.gov) <WTharp1@dnr.IN.gov>; rmueller@dnr.in.gov;
rretherford@dnr.in.gov; Randy Braun (RBRAUN@idem.IN.gov) <RBRAUN@idem.IN.gov>; James
Turner (jturner2@idem.in.gov) <jturner2@idem.in.gov>; mprater@idem.in.gov;
bpigott@idem.in.gov; mstuckey@idem.in.gov; pdorsey@idem.in.gov; dlouks@idem.in.gov;
lschrowe1@idem.in.gov; tthomps@indiana.edu; lflorea@indiana.edu; Eric Washburn
(Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil) <Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil>; Michaela_Noble@ios.doi.gov;
kamick@fs.fed.us; Shaun Miller (smiller@indot.IN.gov) <smiller@indot.IN.gov>; Michelle B. Allen
(michelle.allen@dot.gov) <michelle.allen@dot.gov>; erica.tait@dot.gov; SBlazey@idem.IN.gov;
aturnbow@idem.in.gov; Rickie Clark (RCLARK@indot.IN.gov) <RCLARK@indot.IN.gov>;
sshokouhzadeh@evansvillempo.com; martipa@bloomington.in.gov; dgautier@dnr.in.gov;
bobb.beauchamp@faa.gov; Royer, Brian <BRoyer@dnr.IN.gov>; laszewski.virginia@epa.gov;
Paduani, Michelle - FS <michelle.paduani@usda.gov>; Carmany-George, Karstin (FHWA)
<k.carmanygeorge@dot.gov>; Patrick Carpenter (PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov)
<pacarpenter@indot.in.gov>; Kumar, Anuradha <akumar@indot.IN.gov>; Hilden, Laura
<lhilden@indot.IN.gov>; Bales, Ronald <rbales@indot.IN.gov>; Brandon Miller
(bramiller1@indot.in.gov) <bramiller1@indot.in.gov>; Crystal Rehder - Indiana Department of
Transportation (CRehder@indot.IN.gov) <crehder@indot.in.gov>; Engstrom, Maryssa H
<MEngstrom@indot.in.gov>; Bowman, Sandra A <SBowman@indot.IN.gov>; Kyanna Moon - Indiana
Department of Transportation (KMoon1@indot.IN.gov) <KMoon1@indot.IN.gov>; Scherzer, Clint
<cscherzer@indot.IN.gov>; Brent A. Wendholt <bawendholt@duboiscountyin.org>; Schroeder, Mark
<mark.schroeder@germanamerican.com>; Mindy Peterson <mindy@c2strategic.com>; Grovak,
Michael <MGrovak@lochgroup.com>; Quigg, Gary <GQuigg@lochgroup.com>; Goffinet, David
<DGoffinet@lochgroup.com>; Yeager, Rusty <RYeager@lochgroup.com>; Riehle, Matt
<MRiehle@lochgroup.com>; Foertsch, Lucas <LFoertsch@lochgroup.com>; Fleck, Danika
<DFleck@lochgroup.com>; Bartletti, Joe <JBartletti@lochgroup.com>; Amick, Kevin R -FS
<kevin.amick@usda.gov>
Cc: Shokouhzadeh, Seyed <seyed@evansvillempo.com>; Diane Hunter
<dhunter@miamination.com>; Thomas, Anne M <Anne_Thomas@nps.gov>; Matthew Bussler



<Matthew.Bussler@pokagonband-nsn.gov>
Subject: Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Review (DES#1801941)
 
Dear Agency Partners,
 
Attached for your review and comment is the draft meeting summary from our coordination
meeting regarding the Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Report. Please review and let us
know if you have any questions or edits to include by March 30th. We will finalize the summary after
that date.
 
Thanks,
Jason
 

Jason DuPont, PE
Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)
JDuPont@lochgroup.com
http://lochgroup.com
 
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 



From: Snyder, Deborah D CIV USARMY CELRL (USA)
To: Jason DuPont; Scott Pruitt@fws.gov; Robin McWilliams-Munson (Robin McWilliams@fws.gov);

rick.neilson@In.usda.gov; Patricia Trap@nps.gov; hector santiago@nps.gov; Paul.J.Lehmann@hud.gov;
westlake.kenneth@epa.gov; Julian Courtade (jcourtade@indot.in.gov); Cameron Clark - Department of Natural
Resources (CClark@dnr.IN.gov); MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov; bmccord@dnr.in.gov; JCarr@dnr.IN.gov; Wade Tharp
- Department of Natural Resources (WTharp1@dnr.IN.gov); rmueller@dnr.in.gov; rretherford@dnr.in.gov; Randy
Braun (RBRAUN@idem.IN.gov); James Turner (jturner2@idem.in.gov); mprater@idem.in.gov;
bpigott@idem.in.gov; mstuckey@idem.in.gov; pdorsey@idem.in.gov; dlouks@idem.in.gov;
lschrowe1@idem.in.gov; tthomps@indiana.edu; lflorea@indiana.edu; Eric Washburn;
Michaela Noble@ios.doi.gov; kamick@fs.fed.us; Shaun Miller (smiller@indot.IN.gov); Michelle B. Allen
(michelle.allen@dot.gov); erica.tait@dot.gov; SBlazey@idem.IN.gov; aturnbow@idem.in.gov; Rickie Clark
(RCLARK@indot.IN.gov); sshokouhzadeh@evansvillempo.com; martipa@bloomington.in.gov;
dgautier@dnr.in.gov; bobb.beauchamp@faa.gov; Royer, Brian; laszewski.virginia@epa.gov; Paduani, Michelle -
FS; Carmany-George, Karstin (FHWA); Patrick Carpenter (PACarpenter@indot.IN.gov); Kumar, Anuradha; Hilden,
Laura; Bales, Ronald; Brandon Miller (bramiller1@indot.in.gov); Crystal Rehder - Indiana Department of
Transportation (CRehder@indot.IN.gov); Engstrom, Maryssa H; Bowman, Sandra A; Moon, Kyanna; "Scherzer,
Clint"; Brent A. Wendholt; Mark A. Schroeder (mark.schroeder@germanamerican.com); Mindy Peterson; Michael
Grovak; Gary Quigg; David Goffinet; Rusty Yeager; Matt Riehle; Lucas Foertsch; Danika Fleck; Joe Bartletti;
Amick, Kevin R -FS

Cc: Shokouhzadeh, Seyed; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; Thomas, Anne M; Matthew Bussler
Subject: RE: Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Review (DES#1801941)
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 09:34:50

Robin McWilliams pointed out that my e-mail from yesterday instructed the recipient to contact her. Below is the
revised e-mail with the correct contact information.

Sorry for any confusion.

Thanks,
Deb

This is in regard to the Screening Report and Agency Meeting for the proposed Mid-States Corridor project in
Greene, Daviess, Lawrence, Martin, Pike, Dubois, Orange, Spencer, and/or Perry counties, Indiana (Des. No.
1801941). INDOT proposes to provide an improved transportation link between the US 231/Natcher Bridge over the
Ohio River in Spencer County and I-69 in Pike, Greene, or Martin County or between the US 231 bridge in Spencer
County and SR 37 in Orange or Lawrence County. The assigned Corps ID number is LRL-2020-296.

For the initial screening, INDOT considered twenty-eight preliminary alternatives on ten routes. Ten of these
preliminary alternatives on five routes were carried forward for detailed study. The proposed project would be
comprised of three sections, Section 1 would consist of upgrades on US 231 between the bridge over the Ohio River
and I64, Section 2 would consist one of three potential routes between I64 and north of Jasper (including upgrades
on US 231 and two new terrain alternative routes that would bypass Jasper), and Section 3 would connect Section 2
to either I69 or SR 37. Section 3 had alternatives including upgrading US 231, new terrain routes to the northwest,
and new terrain routes to the northeast.

INDOT grouped potential routes for Sections 2 and 3 into three geographic families: Northwest, North Central,
Northeast. Cost, performance, and impacts were used to screen among alternatives within same the family. Facility
types considered were freeway, expressway, and Super-2. The Corps has reviewed the submitted information
relative to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

In order to comply with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines, INDOT would need to propose the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) and avoid and minimize impacts to "waters of the United States" to the
greatest extent possible. Based on the information presented in the Screening Report and during the Agency
Meeting, the Northeast alternatives would have more impact to streams and wetlands than the Northwest and North
Central alternatives. In addition, the Northeast alternatives would have more impacts to forests, floodplain, and karst
features. At this point in the project analysis process, it would appear that the Northeast alternatives would not be
the LEDPA.

Thank you for involving the Corps of Engineers early in the project planning process. If you have questions or
comments, you can contact me by e-mail or by phone. Please refer to the assigned Corps ID number LRL-2020-296



ook forward to reviewing additional project details once those are available. If you have any questions or need more
information, please feel free to contact me.

Deborah Duda Snyder
Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District
Indianapolis Regulatory Office
8902 Otis Avenue, Suite S106B
Indianapolis, IN  46216
Phone: (317) 543-9424



From: Patrick Martin
To: Jason DuPont
Cc: Ryan Clemens
Subject: Re: Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Review (DES#1801941)
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 8:16:04 AM

Good Morning Jason,

Thank you for the March 16th meeting summary. 

For the record, I agree with the detailed comments provided by Deborah Snyder
regarding the potential environmental impacts of the various study alignment
corridors and their potential impacts on streams, wetlands, forested areas, and other
naturally occurring habitat areas.

        Thanks,

              Pat Martin

On Mon, Mar 16, 2020 at 6:58 PM DuPont, Jason <JDuPont@lochgroup.com> wrote:

Dear Agency Partners,

 

Attached for your review and comment is the draft meeting summary from our coordination
meeting regarding the Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Report. Please review
and let us know if you have any questions or edits to include by March 30th. We will
finalize the summary after that date.

 

Thanks,

Jason

 

Jason DuPont, PE

Director of Environmental Services - Principal

Lochmueller Group
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715

812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)

JDuPont@lochgroup.com

http://lochgroup.com

 



This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you!

 

-- 
Patrick P. Martin | Senior Transportation Planner
City of Bloomington IN | Planning and Transportation Department
p 812.349.3530 | e martipa@bloomington in.gov



From: Beauchamp, Bobb (FAA) <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov> 
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 12:44 PM
To: Jason DuPont <JDuPont@lochgroup.com>
Subject: RE: Mid-States Preliminary Alternative Screening Review (DES#1801941)

FAA’s concerns are limited to the area around the Huntingburg (HNB) airport.  HNB has on file with 
the FAA planned expansion of their only runway (Runway 9-27, or RWY 9-27).  RWY 9-27 is currently 
5,500’ long, with a planned future expansion of 501’, and a planned ultimate expansion of an 
additional 500’.  This would place the ultimate RWY 9-27 at 6,500’ long. 

FAA’s concern relates to the proposed location of corridor M/P/O for the proposed Mid-States 
expansion.  While the corridor appears to be outside the planned future and ultimate expansion for 
HNB, it appears much of the proposed corridor would overlap with the Runway Protection Zone
(RPZ).  The RPZ is an imaginary surface that FAA encourages control over, with the purpose being the 
safety of people in aircraft and on the ground.  FAA is concerned with, among other things, 
development that create concentrations of people in or through a RPZ, including roads open to the 
public.

I’ve attached .pdf sheets depicting the future and ultimate expansions at HNB that include the RPZ 
areas for both developments.  While it’s unclear whether the future expansion RPZ would overlap 
with the M/P/O corridor, the future expansion RPZ extends up to and slightly beyond the Southern 
potential future conflict with the planned expansion of the Huntingburg Airport.

HNB is already constrained in terms of runway expansion by the presence of US 231 on the west. This 
existing road, in addition to presenting a barrier to expanding RWY 9-27 to the west, also creates 
pressure to relocate the runway to remove US 231 from the RPZ.  If the Mid States road is located 
too close to RWY 9-27 on the east, HNB could be completely restrained in terms of expansion 
options, and may be unable to respond to changing aviation demand. 









MEETING SUMMARY 

1 

Date of 
Meeting: 

March 3, 2020 Re: Mid-States Agency
Meeting – Screening of 
Alternatives 

Location: VUJC CTIM 
Building, 
Room 210  

Issue 
Date: 

March 16, 2020 

Submitted 
By: 

Lochmueller 
Group  

  
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

  
   
 

  
 

 

In Attendance: 
In Person: Kyanna Moon (INDOT), Clint Scherzer (INDOT), Michelle Allen (FHWA), Kari Carmany-

George (FHWA), Robin McWilliams Munson (USFWS), Michelle Paduani (USDA Hoosier National 

Forest), Todd Thompson (IGWS), Chris Dintaman (IGWS), Virginia Laszewski (US EPA Region 5, 

NEPA), Ken Westlake (US EPA Region 5, NEPA), Daniel Gautier (IDNR/Fish & Wildlife), Matt 

Buffington (IDNR/Fish & Wildlife), Crystal Rehder (INDOT-ESD), Maryssa Engstrom (INDOT-ESD), 

Mark Schroeder (RDA), Mindy Peterson (C2 Stragetic), Jason DuPont (Lochmueller Group), David 

Goffinet (Lochmueller Group), Michael Grovak (Lochmueller Group), Rusty Yeager (Lochmueller 

Group), Gary Quigg (Lochmueller Group), Danika Fleck (Lochmueller Group) 

Remotely: Ron Bales (INDOT), Shaun Miller (INDOT), Patrick Carpenter (INDOT), Brandon Miller

(INDOT), Anuradha Kumar (INDOT), Scott Pruitt (USFWS), Michael Litwin (USFWS), Sandra 

Bowman (INDOT), Kelyn Alexander (INDOT), Deb Snyder (US Army Corp of Engineers), Lynette 

Schrowe (IDEM/Land Quality), Samuel Blazey (IDEM/Water Quality), Erica Tait (FHWA), Jay 

Turner (IDEM/Water Quality), Danielle Kauffmann (DNR/DHPA), Wade Tharp (DNR/DHPA), John 

Carr (DNR/DHPA), Beth McCord (DNR/DHPA), Bobb Beauchamp (FAA), Matthew Bussler 

(Pokagon Tribal HPO), Diane Hunter (Miami Tribe), Lucas Foertsch (Lochmueller Group). In 

addition, two unidentified persons participated remotely, calling in from 765-722-0012 and 317-

543-9450. 

 
ITEMS DISCUSSED: 
 

Jason DuPont (JD) requested the attendees to give their names and agency/company for the 

meeting record. 
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JD began the meeting with a presentation of the Screening of Alternatives.  

 

Screening of Alternatives Overview 

Project Milestones 

 Milestone 1: Project goals (Purpose and Need) and potential route concepts 

(Preliminary Alternatives) Fall 2019  

 Milestone 2: Screening of Alternatives based on Purpose and Need, costs, and impacts -

We are here 

 Milestone 3: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) including a detailed analysis 

of alternatives, and an identification of a single preferred alternative (corridor) with a 

facility type in Fall 2020 

 Milestone 4: Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) which address public and agency 

comments on the DEIS with selection of a an approved corridor in mid-2021 

Screening Alternative Process  

Twenty-eight preliminary alternatives on ten routes were initially screened. Ten preliminary 

alternatives on five routes have been carried forward for detailed study.   

Routes were grouped into three geographic families: Northwest, North Central, Northeast. Cost, 

performance, and impacts were used to screen among alternatives within same the family. 

Facility types considered were freeway, expressway, and Super-2. 

Purpose & Need Assessment 

Performance against P&N (benefits) 

Provide an improved transportation link between the US 231/Natcher Bridge and I-69 which: 

 Improves regional connectivity for businesses in Dubois County and southern Indiana; 

 Improves regional traffic safety in southern Indiana; 

 Supports economic development in southern Indiana; and 

 Improves connections to major multi-modal locations from southern Indiana. 

Benefit Assessments 

Access to Major Business Markets 
• Travel time reduction 
• Labor force access 
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Truck/Freight Travel in Southern Indiana 
• Truck vehicle hours traveled 

 
Crash Reductions 
 
Access to Major Air and Rail Intermodal Facilities 
 
2045 Daily Forecasted Traffic 
 

Impact Assessment 

Impacts to both natural resources and the community considered 

• Natural environmental impacts 

• Residential impacts 

• Business impacts 

• Managed lands impacts 

• Cultural resources impacts 

 

Natural Resource Assessments 

Acres of new R/W 

Forest Impacts 

Stream Impacts 

Wetland acres – ponds and others 

Floodplain impacts 

Agriculture impacts 

Endangered species 

Sinkhole and sinking stream areas 
 

Community Resource Assessments 
 

Residential property acreage 

Commercial/Industrial property acreage 

Residential parcels 

Commercial/Industrial parcels 

Historic sites 

Historic districts 

Managed lands 
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Comparative Cost Assessment 
 

Preliminary Construction costs only 

Generalized on a per mile basis 

Based on terrain, location and facility type 

Used known costs from similarly constructed facilities 

Total project length 

• Miles of existing roads (no improvements) 

• Miles upgraded existing roads 

• New terrain road 

Cost Quintile Approach 

• $ to $$$$$ 

 

• Question: Was right-of-way included in construction cost? JD responded that it was not 

included. This and other additional costs would be evaluated in the DEIS. 

 

Northwest Alternatives Carried Forward 
 

Alt. B (expressway only) carried forward 

Alt. C (freeway and expressway) carried forward 

All super-2 facility types discarded 

• Underperform against expressways 

• Similar cost to expressways 

Alt. A (all facility types) discarded 

• Similar in cost and impacts to Alts. B & C 

• Attract significantly less traffic than Alts. B & C 

• Only performance advantage – truck VHT savings 

Alt. B (freeway) discarded 

• Lower performance on project goals than Alt. C 

North Central Alternatives Carried Forward 

Alt. P (all 3 facility types) carried forward 

Incremental trade-offs in performance, cost and impacts; suggests more detailed analysis of 

each facility type 

Alt. R (Super-2) discarded 
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• Freeway and expressway not considered due to excessive impacts in urban 

areas 

• Much poorer performance than all other alternatives 

• Much higher community resource impacts 

• Much higher cost than other super-2 facilities 

Alt. K (all facility types) discarded 

• Lack of performance advantage over other alternatives 

• Much higher wetlands impact 

Alt. G (all facility types) discarded 

• Poor performance on project goals compared to Alt. P 

• Comparable resource impacts to Alt. P 

 

Question: Possibility of different facility types for different portions of corridors? JD stated as we 

get into DEIS that maybe a possibility with greater detail in analysis. Evaluations will compare 

section by section. Michael Grovak (MG) added that these are most likely to be considered in 

evaluating the Refined Preferred Alternative between the DEIS and FEIS/ROD. 

Northeast Alternatives Carried Forward 
Alt. M (all 3 facility types) carried forward 

Alt. O (expressway only) carried forward 

Alt. N (all facility types) discarded 

• Highest level of impacts, especially natural resources 

• Performs lower on meeting goals than Alts. M and O 

• No cost advantage over Alts. M and O 

Alt. O (super 2 and freeway) discarded 

• Lower level of performance than Alt. M 

• Attracts lower level of traffic than Alt. M 

• Higher level of karst impacts (key resource in region) than Alt. M  

 

Summary of Alternatives Carried Forward 
Alt. B (expressway only) 

Alt. C (freeway and expressway) 

Alt. M (super-2, expressway and freeway) 

Alt. O (expressway only) 

Alt. P (super-2, expressway and freeway) 

 

Next Steps 
Refining alternatives  
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• Environmental resource impact considerations 

• Engineering refinement 

• Working alignment considerations 

TREDIS Model Analysis    

Engage Key Stakeholders 

• Regional Issues Involvement Teams (Southcentral, Northwest, Northcentral, 

Northeast), two additional rounds  

• Expert Land Use Panel meetings – April 2020 

• Ad Hoc stakeholder meetings, as needed 

• Working alignment meetings, as needed  

General Public 

• Public hearings – fall 2020 

• Single Preferred Alternative Corridor 

  

Questions and Answers  

 Can maps showing where new terrain will be used on each alternative route be 

provided? JD clarified that all alternatives include new terrain sections, but all routes 

use the existing US 231 from the southern limit to I-64.  Routes M and O use SR 37 from 

Bedford and Mitchell respectively north to connect to I-69 at Bloomington. JD also 

pointed out that Route P coincides with US 231 in Martin County to the north which is in 

the study band and will be considered as we look at further engineering refinements. 

 Will there be any changes to the existing SR 37? JD stated that from Mitchell north no 

major changes will occur with the expressway or Super-2 options, but some changes 

may occur with access planning. Freeway options would require upgrades on SR 37 to 

provide access at interchanges. 

 Would US 231 from Ohio River to I-64 stay the same facility type? JD stated that no 

changes would be expected for expressway or Super-2 facility type alternatives. 

However, freeway options would require upgrades to make all access at interchanges 

for full access control eliminating at-grade intersections. 

 What are some examples of incremental tradeoffs for each facility type? MG gave the 

example of Alternative P. Freight hours saved range from 8,400 for Super-2 to 13,200 

for expressway and 20,400 for freeway. 

 What would significant travel time savings be? JD responded that the significance of 

savings would be related to the individual trip and will vary between the 

origin/destination pairs included for evaluation. These savings are generally on the 

order of minutes and for some origin/destination pairs there is no savings for some 

alternatives. This model will take into account that these savings will be applied to all 

applicable trips in the 12-county area. MG added that some pairs include over a half 
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hour reduction per round trip for a single vehicle such as for Crane to Rockport. He also 

described that we will be evaluating increased reliability of travel time in the DEIS. 

 Are the performance measure results statistically different? JD noted that this would 

have to be evaluated for each specific measure of performance as well as other criteria 

and that some may not be statistically different. MG added that this is a matter of 

judgment – a difference in travel time has to be significant for it to meaningful. JD and 

MG discussed the consideration that purpose and need performance measures require 

more judgment to define significance vs cost and impacts.  

 Who is on the expert land use panel?  JD stated that local economic development 

officials, other city/county officials, and realtors are on the expert land use panel. David 

Goffinet (DG) stated that individuals who have knowledge of the regions proximate to 

each route will be included. 

 When will you coordinate with land managers of forest? JD stated that requests for 

coordination are being initiated now and we will be in touch with results. 

 Given that a road addressing all 5 bullet points (project goals) cannot be built, how will 

the goals be assessed against each other? JD stated that the reason for the performance 

measures is to evaluate each of the criteria. There are trade-offs which will be evaluated 

relative to all the goals/performance measures.  

 How will the project goals associated with the purpose and need statement be ranked? 

How does travel time savings compare to safety? What is “the” problem? JD clarified 

that core goals are identified within the purpose and need statement which will be 

prioritized but the goals will not be otherwise ranked. It was also noted that there are 

some competing interests when considering all the goals and that these will be 

considered in the overall evaluation of performance. MG added that making the best 

possible judgment will entail evaluating all goals since there are multiple needs to be 

addressed. 

 Where are the problems throughout 12 counties and how can they all be address with 

one corridor? What about specific location improvements? JD identified that the goal of 

improved north-south connectivity is a key element that goes beyond specific locations. 

That is why we are using the travel demand model to evaluate overall improvements 

including multiple performance measures. There are competing interests and we are 

looking at all of them to see how alternatives compare to each other. However, even 

with the project there may be key intersections that still need improvement which 

would require separate discrete projects. 

 Kyana Moon (KM) added that there are spot improvements planned throughout the 

state which are a part of the overall INDOT program and are continually evaluated and 

updated as a part of INDOT’s statewide transportation improvement plan. JD stated that 

these would be part of the no-build alternative. MG clarified that added capacity 

projects are reflected in the model comparisons. 
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 Do you have overall costs for each alternative? JD stated that comparative costs have 

been developed for construction costs at the screening level. These include earthwork, 

pavement, bridges, and drainage.  Soft costs such as right of way planning effort, 

relocation costs, utilities, etc. are not available. These will be provided in the EIS. 

 Is any one alternative more expensive than another? JD stated that this depends in part 

on their lengths. MG added that Northwest family alternatives have the lowest cost, 

North Central alternatives have mid-range cost, and the Northeast alternatives are the 

most expensive. The highest cost would be a freeway in the Northeast Family. 

 Is local commerce included within the analysis? JD stated that the regional model 

incorporates that, but it is not the driving force. DG stated that the Regional Issues 

Teams discuss local access and are providing desired local access points. 

 Will cultural and archaeological resources be considered? JD stated that archaeological 

record checks will be used in Tier 1. Tier 2 efforts will add field work. We are developing 

a programmatic agreement for the project to govern Tier 2 analyses. 

 How do the various benefits and costs compare and how will they be weighted? How 

will cost of resources vs. travel time savings be weighted? Crash ratings do not appear 

all that different. It is hard to compare benefits and costs when the tables are on 

different pages.  JD stated that the performance factors would not be weighted beyond 

the core goals and that all impacts will be considered in the comparisons of alternatives. 

While additional measures and impacts will be included at the next level of detail, 

additional summaries will be included.   

 Why do origin/destination pairs extend to areas outside of the project area? JD stated 

that the destinations include major destinations for movement of freight and people 

outside of the area, including the intermodal facilities for freight. Additionally, there are 

several origin/destination pairs that represent comparative end points for various 

alternatives.  

 Are any major manufacturers in the study area using the intermodal facilities at Indy 

and Rockport? JD discussed that freight movement to these facilities is a key factor 

which was identified in our interviews completed in support of the Purpose and Need 

Statement and that most of those facilities are outside of the study area. There will be 

added detail in DEIS which will likely be included in appendix documents. Air freight 

movement was identified as a high priority. MG added that the economic analysis that 

will be completed with the TREDIS model for the DEIS will further evaluate this aspect 

relative to freight movement and provide more detail.   

 Will there be special analysis of NE corridor within Hoosier National Forest? JD stated 

that potential property impacts on managed lands such as HNF will receive specific 

evaluation, including Section 4(f) review. In addition, environmental coordination with 

the Forest Service regarding their NEPA requirements has been identified as an issue to 
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be addressed and coordination will be conducted if a northeastern alternative is 

selected..   

 Will cumulative impacts be evaluated? JD stated that cumulative impacts will be 

evaluated in the DEIS. 

 Has anything been heard from the Tribes and Amish? JD stated that tribes are on this 

call, and have responded to the consulting party invitation. We are in contact with the 

Amish as well. Amish were asking questions at the public meetings.  

 Are there any minority populations that will be addressed? JD stated no 

minority/concentrated population meetings have yet been determined. The project 

team is aware of minority populations in the study area from an initial review but 

impacts to that community are not anticipated. Completion of the formal EJ community 

evaluation process will be completed, and additional outreach may be completed based 

on those results. 

 Have impacts been compared to previous DEIS impact estimates in the area?  JD stated 

that there has not been a comparison completed and that while there would not be a 

direct comparison available, comparison on what has been identified as Section 2 in the 

Mid-States study could generally be compared. 

 How have previous DEIS documents in the project area been used? JD stated that the 

studies have been evaluated for potential alignment planning and other previous 

studies have been used for identification of route concepts. 

 Will Tier 2 be sectioned like I-69? JD stated that we will identify sections of independent 

utility as the project moves on to Tier 2. These could be advanced independently from 

one another depending on future planning. 

JD mentioned meeting for the tour on Wednesday would be in the foyer of the building at 8am 

and drop off would be at same location. JD concluded the meeting. A meeting summary 

including a list of attendees will be prepared and circulated for your review.  

The above constitutes our understanding of the meeting.  If you believe there are omissions, additions, or corrections, 

please send your written comments within seven working days to Lochmueller Group. 



 

 
 

  

Event Plan – Mid-States Corridor Agency Tour 

 

MEETING TIME, DATE & LOCATION 

Meet at Vincennes University Jasper Campus CTIM Building at 8:00 eastern on Wednesday, March 4th 

 

AGENCY TOUR ROUTE 

Proceed from project office on south half of Section 2 eastern route, to Section 2 western route, to northwest 

“C” route, to Loogootee, then to northeast “M” route to Bedford, south to Mitchell to follow “O” route to 

Jasper area to finish Section 2 eastern route area with a number of key stops along the way. 

 

Key Stops 

 Huntingburg Lake 

 East Fork of White River bridge crossing at Haysville  

 Dogwood Lake (Glendale Fish and Wildlife Area) 

 East Fork of White River in Williams 

 Orangeville Rise 

 Buffalo Flats 

 

AGENCY PARTICIPANTS:  

 Ken Westlake, USEPA 

 Virginia Laszewski, USEPA 

 Robin McWilliams-Munson, USFWS 

 Michelle Paduani, HNF 

 Matt Buffington, IDNR 

 Danny Gautier, IDNR 

 Jay Turner, IDEM 

 Todd Thompson, IGWS 

 Lee Florea, IGWS 

 Wade Tharp, DHPA 

 Michelle Allen, FHWA 

 Kari Carmany-George, FHWA 

 Brandon Miller, INDOT ES 

 Crystal Rehder, INDOT ES 

 Maryssa Engstrom, INDOT ES 

 



 

 
 

PROJECT TEAM PARTICIPANTS:  

 Kyanna Moon, INDOT 

 Clint Scherzer, INDOT 

 Brent Wendholt, RDA 

 Jason DuPont, Lochmueller 

 David Goffinet, Lochmueller 

 Michael Grovak, Lochmueller 

 Gary Quigg, Lochmueller 

 Lucas Foertsch, Lochmueller  

 Mindy Peterson, C2 

 

 

AGENDA (all times approximate) 

8:00 am   Depart from VUJC  

8:45 am Stop #1: Huntingburg Lake 

9:30 am Stop #2: EFWR Crossing north of Haysville 

10:00 am Stop #3: Dogwood Lake 

10:20 am Restroom Break (Montgomery) 

11:30 am Stop #4: EFWR at Williams 

11:55 am Lunch in Mitchell 

1:00 pm Stop #5: Orangeville Rise 

2:24 pm Stop #6: Buffalo Flats 

2:47 pm Arrive back to VUJC 
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6200 Vogel Road 

Evansville, Indiana 47715 
PHONE: 812.479.6200 •TOLL FREE: 800.423.7411 

 

Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting 

The first Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting for the Mid-States Corridor project will be 

held during the last week of April or first week of May. We are reaching out to you to 

determine potential dates and times and review our planned agenda.  

Given the ongoing health concern, the meeting will be held only using online technology 

(LoopUp website) and telephone call-in service for those unable to participate online. 

A PowerPoint presentation will be shown for screen sharing, which will follow the 

proposed meeting agenda below: 

• Project Background 

• Purpose and Need 

• Project Overview and Review of Preliminary Corridors 

• Questions and Comments on Preliminary Corridors 

• Project Status 

• Preliminary Alternative Screening Report 

• Cultural Resources Overview 

o Section 106 Overview 

o Consulting Party Involvement 

o Tiered NEPA Approach 

o Cultural Resources Assessment Plan 

• Questions and Comments on Potential Effects to Cultural Resources 

• Next Steps for Section 106 and Overall Project Schedule 

o Programmatic Agreement 

o Tier 2 Studies 

Please advise us of the dates/times you suggest for this meeting during the last week 

of April or first week of May. 

Thank you. 
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Date of Meeting: April 27, 2020 

2:00pm EDT 
Re: Mid States Corridor Tier 1 

Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting 
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Date: 

 
July 1, 2020 

 

  Submitted By: Gary Quigg  

  
In Attendance:                                        
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Shaun Miller 

Patrick Carpenter 

Kelyn Alexander 

Kyanna Moon 

Brandon Miller 

Dan Corbin 

Jason DuPont 
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Gary Quigg 
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Beth McCord 

Danielle Kauffmann 

John Carr 

Michelle Allen 

Kari Carmany-George 

Diane Hunter 
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Greg Sekula 
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Candice Croix 
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Jeff Stant 
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Luke Baker 

Gretchen Anderson 
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INDOT Cultural Resources Office 
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INDOT Environmental Services Division 

Lochmueller Group 

Lochmueller Group 

Lochmueller Group 

Lochmueller Group 

Lochmueller Group 

Indiana State Historic Preservation Office 

Indiana State Historic Preservation Office 

Indiana State Historic Preservation Office 

Federal Highway Administration 

Federal Highway Administration 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

Indiana Landmarks, Central Regional Office 

Indiana Landmarks, Southern Regional Office 

Indiana Landmarks Southern Regional Office 

Indiana Landmarks Southwest Field Office 

Dubois County Commissioner 

Indiana Forest Alliance 

Private Citizen 

Private Citizen 

Private Citizen 
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ITEMS DISCUSSED: 
  

Purpose 

The purpose of the meeting was to provide an overview of the Mid-States Corridor project and a 

status update, review the preliminary corridors, discuss the preliminary alternative screening 

report, explain the Tier 1 and Tier 2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review process, 

explain Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its cultural resources 

review process, introduce the plan for a draft Programmatic Agreement, answer any questions 

and/or listen to concerns from Consulting Parties regarding the project’s effects on cultural 

resources, and present the next steps for Section 106 and the overall project schedule.  

The following subject headings provide an overview of the meeting discussion and are not 

presented as detailed minutes (wherein each individual speaker’s questions or comments would 

be quoted as a matter of record). Although, in several areas within the Question & Answer 

section, for clarity, more precise wording from the recording of the meeting has been used for 

optimal representation. Copies of the audio recording of this meeting are available to Consulting 

Parties upon request by contacting Lochmueller Group. 

Introductions & Project Overview 

• Following welcome and introductions, Jason DuPont (Lochmueller Group) provided an 
overview of the Mid-States Corridor undertaking which included: project background, 
purpose and need, project goals, preliminary alternatives, project status, explanation of 
the Screening of Alternatives Report, a brief introduction to the two tier NEPA resources 
review approach, and information on the facility (highway) types under consideration.  
 

Section 106 & Tiered NEPA Approach Overview 

• Gary Quigg (Lochmueller Group) provided an overview of Section 106 of the NHPA, 
explaining the purpose of this federal law is to assure federal agencies take into account 
the effects of their undertakings (projects) on historic and archaeological properties. 
Further, Mr. Quigg explained the Section 106 process is concerned with identifying 
historic and archaeological properties that are listed, or eligible for listing, in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) that may be affected by the Mid-States 
Corridor project, assessing the affects that may occur to these properties, and seeking 
ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on these properties. 

• Mr. Quigg continued with an overview of the importance of participation by Consulting 
Parties in the Section 106 process, explaining what organizations/individuals are usually 
invited to become Consulting Parties, and the efforts the Mid-States Corridor team has 
undertaken (December 2019 – March 2020) to invite Consulting Parties to participate in 
the Section 106 process. Mr. Quigg also noted that three individuals notified 
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Lochmueller Group of their wish to be participating Consulting Parties just a few hours 
prior to the beginning of this Consulting Party meeting, which brought the total number 
of Consulting Parties to 22 as of April 27, 2020. 

• Mr. Quigg then explained the two-staged, “tiered” approach for large complex projects 
such as the Mid-States Corridor. Tier 1 is a “big picture” review of cultural resources 
wherein a preferred corridor would be selected along with Sections of Independent 
Utility (SIU) within the preferred corridor. Tier 2 is a more detailed evaluation of cultural 
resources within the preferred corridor and each SIU. Tier 1 would include a remote, 
virtual review of the existing State Historical Architectural & Archaeological Resource 
Database (SHAARD) which includes all previously recorded structures that are 50 years 
old and older. Mr. Quigg explained the SHAARD map of aboveground structures is 
available to members of the public to review, but that archaeological resources are 
available to review by qualified archaeologists and Native American tribal 
representatives only. In addition to the remote, virtual review using SHAARD the 
qualified professional historians on the Mid-States Corridor team will be conducting a 
windshield survey of each corridor alternative as a part of Tier 1 studies. The windshield 
survey is particularly important not only for verifying the continuing existence and 
condition of those resources previously identified, but also to identify aboveground 
structures that have not been previously recorded. Mr. Quigg explained many Indiana 
counties have aboveground structural survey data that has not been updated for several 
years, and that structures 50 years old or older may be considered eligible for the NRHP 
if they meet one or more of the NRHP criteria. Recently, there has been an emphasis on 
identifying what are known as “Mid-Century” resources such as housing additions from 
the 1950s/1960s which most people are not aware are considered potential historic 
resources. 

• Mr. Quigg then explained the importance of determining potential “Adverse Effects” 
from the undertaking on cultural resources and the establishment of a preliminary 
“Areas of Potential Effects” (APE) for each of the corridor alternatives. An APE extends 
beyond the project area to include the viewshed to and from the undertaking where 
visual and audible effects to historic and archaeological resources may occur. An APE 
will vary in width based on limiting features such as topography, vegetation, or 
structural density. 

• Mr. Quigg stated that a ratings matrix will be prepared for aboveground cultural 
resources identified during Tier 1 review. This matrix will utilize the existing rating 
system established by the Indiana Historic Sites & Structure Surveys (IHSSI) which have 
been completed for all counties in the state. This rating system uses the terms 
“Contributing,” “Notable,” and “Outstanding” to categorize properties based on their 
level of significance, wherein Notable and Outstanding resources may be considered 
potentially eligible for the NRHP. The ratings matrix will include both previously 
identified resources and those newly identified during the windshield survey. 

• Mr. Quigg continued, expressing that the ultimate goals of the Tier 1 cultural resources 
survey and review is to establish a single preferred alternative corridor and to use the 
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data obtained and input from Consulting Parties to develop a Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) which will guide the more detailed Section 106 cultural resources survey during Tier 
2 studies. 

• Mr. DuPont clarified that determinations of effects to cultural resources will not occur 
during Tier 1 studies, but rather be limited to Tier 2 studies within the preferred 
corridor. However, potential impacts to cultural resources will be evaluated during the 
alternatives analysis process. 

• Mr. Quigg then explained the Tier 2 cultural resources survey and review plan, which is 
more typical of the Section 106 process usually followed. Tier 2 studies focus solely on 
the preferred corridor established at the end of Tier 1. The Tier 2 study will involve the 
establishment of SIUs, which may be understood as segments of the preferred corridor. 
Following the established PA from Tier 1, APEs will be developed for each SIU along the 
preferred corridor in which NRHP listed and eligible properties will be identified, Historic 
Property Reports (HPR) for each SIU will be prepared, Effects determinations will be 
developed for cultural resources in each SIU, and, where necessary, plans for the 
resolution of adverse effects to historic properties will be completed which will involve 
mitigation stipulations within Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) documents signed by 
appropriate parties (INDOT, FHWA, SHPO, etc.). 

• Mr. DuPont and Mr. Quigg provided a recap of the Tier 1 process which is presently 
ongoing, noting the review of the SHAARD database, the identification of preliminary 
APEs for each of the corridor alternatives, the windshield survey, the development of 
the ratings matrix for aboveground resources, and the development  of a PA to guide 
Tier 2 cultural resources studies. Further, potential impacts to cultural resources for 
each of the corridor alternatives will be included within the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) which will be completed in the fall of 2020. Mr. Quigg then asked all 
meeting participants if they had any questions about the Section 106 or two tier NEPA 
approach processes. 
 

Questions and Answer Period 

• Ms. Gretchen Anderson (private citizen) asked whether the identification of properties 
potentially eligible for the NRHP, and development of MOAs, would occur during Tier 1 
studies. Mr. Quigg explained that one of the purposes of Tier 1 studies was to identify 
properties that are either listed or potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP, but the 
development of MOAs do not occur during Tier 1, but rather are developed during Tier 2 
studies after a preferred corridor has been selected. Mr. Quigg also noted that MOAs 
are developed only when it has been determined that an adverse effect will occur to a 
historic property. Mr. DuPont explained that the PA, which will be developed as a part 
of Tier 1 studies, provides guidelines for the Tier 2 study including addressing adverse 
effects to properties. Mr. Quigg noted it’s a little confusing to hear similar terms such as 
PA and MOA, but clarified the PA guides the Section 106 process for Tier 2 studies, and 
that MOAs would be developed after it is determined an adverse effect will occur to a 
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historic property/ies as a result of the Mid-States Corridor project. Further, that MOAs 
are established to mitigate the adverse effects to the property/ies. 

• Ms. Anderson then asked which National Register was being referred to in the meeting 
discussion. Mr. Quigg answered we are referring to the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) in discussions focused on Section 106 review. Mr. Quigg went on to 
explain that a property must meet at least one of the four NRHP criteria in order to be 
eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

• Mr. Luke Baker (private citizen) asked if elaboration could be made on the ratings matrix 
to be prepared for aboveground resources. Mr. Baker assumed the matrix would be one 
way of comparing “the routes to each other.” Mr. DuPont answered that the matrix is 
used only to rate the aboveground structural resources identified, and that the matrix is 
a part of the process of identifying potential impacts to historic resources from the 
project. Mr. Quigg reiterated when a ratings matrix is being discussed within Section 106 
it is referring to specific aboveground properties, and repeated the ratings provided 
(Contributing, Notable, Outstanding) in the county surveys conducted as a part of the 
IHSSI, and that those properties and their ratings are now part of the SHAARD database 
previously discussed. Mr. Quigg further explained that SHAARD was accessible to the 
public online, and that a state map may be viewed on which each previously recorded 
aboveground resource may be seen with a colored dot which has a different color for 
each rating. Also, that properties already listed on the NRHP are identified with a star on 
the map. Mr. Quigg repeated the SHAARD database includes the aboveground resources 
of which we are aware, but that there are other resources of which we are not aware 
that will be identified during the windshield surveys of Tier 1. Mr. DuPont stated that for 
those resources we determine to be potentially eligible for the NRHP, we would be 
determining potential impacts to those properties which would then be a part of the 
evaluation of the corridor alternatives to assist in determining a preferred corridor. 

• Jeff Stant (Indiana Forest Alliance) asked about the process of going from SHAARD to the 
properties that we may not be aware of, and stated he assumed that the windshield 
survey reconnaissance would be how we would make a more thorough review of 
cultural resources within the alternative corridors. Mr. Stant asked if we would be going 
to county courthouses and looking through records and asked what we would be doing 
within the windshield survey process. Mr. Quigg explained that during the Tier 1 process 
no research would be undertaken within county courthouses or any other archival 
repositories, rather the windshield survey fieldwork would consist only of being within a 
vehicle and viewing aboveground cultural resources within the preliminary APEs of each 
alternative corridor. As a part of the windshield survey, when properties are identified 
that have not been previously recorded (on the SHAARD database) we would be taking a 
photo of each of those properties and noting their features and location. When one of 
the alternative corridors becomes the preferred corridor alternative, then the Tier 2 
process will be followed which includes far more detailed documentation of 
aboveground resources within that preferred alternative corridor and APE. 
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• Mr. Stant then asked if, as a part of the Windshield Survey process, we would be 
contacting all of the individual property and landowners in each one of the alternative 
corridors and asking them for information, or asking the residents of the area for 
information. Mr. Quigg answered that we would not be stopping by each property, but 
would be working with our Consulting Parties to help identify key cultural resources 
within various localities within the study area and more obscure resources near the 
alternative corridors. One of our goals in obtaining Consulting Parties is to get in touch 
with individuals who have local knowledge of properties which we may not otherwise 
obtain, including structures that may be missed during a windshield survey. Mr. Quigg 
stated that Mr. Stant had brought forth an excellent point, and that the reason we reach 
out to so many organizations and individuals in trying to obtain Consulting Party 
participation is to have them lead us through this process. Mr. DuPont stated this has 
been a part of previous public outreach efforts of the project prior to beginning Tier 1 of 
cultural resources review. 

• Mr. Stant then asked, “Who are the Consulting Parties? I believe 22 were mentioned. 
Are they the people on this call today? How do you become a Consulting Party?” Mr. 
DuPont stated that the people who are on this conference call are Consulting Parties, 
and reiterated that Consulting Parties include local governmental officials, historical 
societies, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and other interested 
groups and individuals. 

• Mr. Stant then asked, “So we could put out a call to our (Indiana Forest Alliance) 
members across the area who are very concerned about this project’s potential impacts 
and say if they want to help with this process they could become a Consulting Party and 
they should just get a hold of you?” Mr. DuPont replied yes, that those individuals could 
reach out directly to him. 

• Ms. Anderson stated that she had reached out several days previously asking to be on 
the Consulting Party list, but had not received a reply. She stated she had to reach out to 
another Consulting Party to find out about the April 27 meeting. Mr. DuPont stated he 
had replied to Ms. Anderson’s email with the meeting information, and noted that she 
had been added to the Consulting Party list, earlier that day. Ms. Anderson stated she 
had not received that email. 

• Mr. Stant asked Mr. DuPont what contact information he should provide to his 
organization’s members (Indiana Forest Alliance). Mr. DuPont suggested his email 
address would be fine. 

• Ms. Anderson asked how many Consulting Party Meetings would be held. Mr. Quigg 
stated the current plan is to hold two such meetings, but more could be held if 
necessary. Mr. Quigg mentioned the Consulting Parties would receive the draft PA in 
June for review prior to the next meeting, and that the next Consulting Party meeting is 
planned for the fall of 2020 after the release of the DEIS. At the fall 2020 Consulting 
Party meeting, the evaluation from the DEIS will be discussed and the PA will be 
finalized. At that point Tier 2 studies will begin. 
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• Mr. Stant asked if the PowerPoint presentation from the April 27 Consulting Party 
meeting could be shared with all Consulting Parties. Mr. DuPont stated we would do so. 

• Mr. DuPont noted that in addition to the Consulting Party meetings for Section 106 
review, there are other stakeholder groups who are involved in the review process for 
other parts of the NEPA process, and that public hearings will be a part of the outreach 
plan to present the findings of the DEIS. 

• Mr. Stant asked if the public hearings would consist of booths where the public could 
talk to someone directly involved in the project or would they be actual hearings where 
the public can “testify” in a plenary format to everyone there. Mr. DuPont stated the 
hearings would involve a presentation, informational exhibits, and an opportunity for 
the public to make oral comments formally, which would be recorded, as well as provide 
written comments. Mr. Stant asked if people would be able to speak to everyone 
gathered at the meeting. Mr. DuPont said yes. 

• Ms. Anderson said, “But the thing is, that’s after (the hearing would be after) the 
decision has been made as to which route you’re taking, correct?” Mr. DuPont stated, 
“No, but that there would be a recommendation (for a preferred corridor) provided 
within the DEIS.” The actual decision would be made during the development of a Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The final Record of Decision (ROD) by FHWA 
would be anticipated in mid-2021. 

• Ms. Anderson stated, as she understood it, “Once INDOT makes the recommendation 
(for a preferred corridor) and everyone agrees on which route they want to pursue, it’s 
not going to get changed by the feds or anybody else; they’ll go along with what’s 
recommended. Mr. DuPont stated, “That’s depending on the input we receive and what 
is included within the recommendation.” 

• Mr. Stant asked when the “second stakeholder meeting” will be held. Mr. DuPont 
clarified that this is a Consulting Party meeting, rather than a “stakeholder meeting” and 
that the next Consulting Party meeting will be held later this year, although a date has 
not been set. Further, that the second Consulting Party meeting would be held after the 
draft PA has been circulated to Consulting Parties for review, around the time of the 
release of the DEIS. 

• Mr. Stant asked if the second Consulting Party meeting would be before the DEIS or 
after. Mr. DuPont stated this meeting would be held during the comment period for the 
DEIS (after the DEIS is issued). 

• Mr. Baker asked, “How long until we would want to get input from stakeholders, and/or 
landowners that we could contact, within the corridor area before you would be able to 
include that as a part of your DEIS, seeing how the next meeting will not be until after 
that. Would we have until June?” Mr. DuPont stated we would welcome such input at 
any time, indicating within the next 30 days would be helpful. 

• Mr. Baker asked, “Is that 30 days from today that it will be guaranteed to be a part of 
the DEIS?” Mr. DuPont replied, “30 days from the date of the invite letter (April 12, 
2020), but 30 days from today we certainly would incorporate any input that we 
receive.” 
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• Mr. Stant asked, “Are you saying there is an input period we are now in that extends for 
30 days?” Mr. DuPont explained the 30-day period extends from the date of the 
invitation (April 12, 2020), but that with the input received today during this meeting we 
would accept comments within 30 days from this meeting date (April 27, 2020). Mr. 
Stant continued, “So you’re asking us to get you information on historic properties 
within the next 30 days or are you saying information on processes that we think you 
should pursue?” Mr. DuPont replied, “Both.” 

• Mr. Baker stated, “If you’re going to incorporate information about the windshield 
survey later, do you have anything more to say about that at this meeting?” Mr. DuPont 
stated that would be part of the Mid-States Corridor team’s information gathering 
process during Tier 1 review and that the windshield survey would be discussed at the 
next Consulting Party meeting. Mr. Baker continued, “But, when you say ‘our’ you mean 
Lochmueller and its historians?” Mr. DuPont answered, “The project team, yes.” Mr. 
Baker asked, “Would we be able to be made aware, or advised of, when this would 
happen?” Mr. DuPont explained we cannot provide that timeframe as it is likely to vary 
and involve multiple visits. 

• Mr. Stant asked, “Is there a ‘part 800’ or are there ‘regs’ that define this public comment 
period and its scope that we’re talking about now?” Mr. DuPont stated yes, and that 36 
CFR 800 codifies Section 106 comment periods. 

• Mr. Patrick Carpenter (INDOT Cultural Resources Office) explained anyone who is not 
familiar with the Section 106 process may access the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation’s (ACHP) website and look for their Citizens Guide which explains the 
Section 106 process in a more “digestible” format. Mr. Carpenter encouraged the 
Consulting Parties to visit the ACHP website. 

• Mr. Baker asked, “Do any of the other Consulting Parties represent an agency based in 
Orange or Lawrence County?” Mr. Quigg stated the Lawrence County Historian and 
Lawrence County Museum of History accepted Consulting Party status, but they did not 
accept the invitation to participate in this first Consulting Party meeting. 

• Mr. Greg Sekula (Indiana Landmarks, Southern Regional Office) said one of the things 
that would have been helpful in this call would be to have identified all of the agencies 
and individuals who are participating in this conference call meeting among the 22 
Consulting Parties. Mr. DuPont read aloud the names of the organizations and 
individuals who are among the 22 Consulting Parties. 

• Mr. Baker asked if anyone from Orange County accepted the invitation to become a 
Consulting Party. Mr. Quigg stated that among the approximately 30 invitations that 
went out to Orange County no responses were received. Mr. Baker asked if all of those 
invites were just letters or if any were followed up by emails and phone calls. Mr. Quigg 
stated the initial invitations were by email, which were followed up with hard copy 
letters and phone calls as necessary. 

• Ms. Anderson asked if it would be possible to obtain a list of organizations from Orange 
County invited to participate as Consulting Parties. Mr. DuPont stated the initial 
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invitation letter (which includes a listing of all organizations invited to become 
Consulting Parties) would be sent to the Consulting Parties. 

• Mr. Sekula stated there was a group called Saving Historic Orange County and he was 
wondering if they were included in the invitations sent out to potential Consulting 
Parties.  

• Ms. Anderson asked if the Orange County Historical Society was included in the 
invitations sent out to potential Consulting Parties. 

• Mr. Baker asked if the Indiana Karst Conservancy was invited to become a Consulting 
Party, because he felt they would have a good knowledge of the archaeological 
resources in the area. Mr. DuPont stated the Mid-States Corridor team has reached out 
and coordinated with the Indiana Karst Conservancy with regard to karst resources, but 
they are not on the Section 106 Consulting Party invitation list. 

• Mr. Baker stated, “Would they not be one of the best resources available for 
archaeological knowledge?” Mr. DuPont stated, “No, but INDOT maintains a list of those 
organizations who would be most helpful for those resources.” 

• Ms. Anderson stated she believed the Indiana Karst Conservancy should be involved. 

• Kyanna Moon (INDOT Project Manager) stated the Indiana Karst Conservancy has been 
involved and that they have shared their database with the project team. 

• Mr. Baker asked if the Indiana Karst Conservancy had been “surveyed” for 
archaeological resources specific to the Section 106 resource process. Mr. DuPont 
stated, “No we have not.” Mr. Baker asked if they (Indiana Karst Conservancy) would 
not be the best resource for those (archaeological sites). Mr. Quigg responded that in 
his experience as a historian and archaeologist he had never consulted a karst 
organization for archaeological information, but there’s no reason not to ask them. 

• Ms. Anderson stated that the project area was a prominent karst area. Mr. Quigg replied 
that this is certainly understood by the project team, but that karst information is not a 
part of Section 106 review. Mr. Baker stated that anything that is tied to a “people of 
the past” would be tied to Section 106. Mr. Quigg stated that the project team would 
like to reach out to anyone that has knowledge that may be helpful. 

• Mr. Stant asked about the White River crossings that would occur as a part of the 
project, and whether or not information had been obtained about the shellfish/mussels 
in the part of this river that may be impacted. Mr. DuPont stated the project team is 
reaching out to the appropriate state and federal agencies and organizations (including 
the Indiana DNR and US Fish & Wildlife) who have this information. 

• Mr. Stant asked if the Glen Black Laboratory had been consulted regarding 
archaeological resources within the study area. Mr. DuPont responded that the records 
from Glen Black Laboratory are a part of the SHAARD database. Mr. Stant formally 
requested that the Mid-States Project team connect directly with the Glen Black 
Laboratory regarding archaeological resources in the study area. 

• Mr. Quigg stated that there was an earlier question in the meeting about Orange County 
organizations invited to participate as Consulting Parties and wanted to let the group 
know that both the Orange County Historical Society and the Saving Historic Orange 



July 1, 2020 

Page 10 

 

County had both been invited, but had not responded to the invitations. Mr. Baker 
asked who the contact person was for Saving Historic Orange County, and Mr. Quigg 
replied it was Terry Cornwell. Mr. Baker and Ms. Anderson both stated that was the 
correct contact person. Mr. Sekula said he would reach out to Mr. Cornwell and 
encourage Saving Historic Orange County to participate. 

• Ms. Anderson asked when the invitation letters inviting organizations/individuals to 
become Consulting Parties were sent out. Mr. Quigg responded that invitations were 
sent out December 12, 2019, January 31, 2020, and March 12, 2020. 

• Mr. Quigg noted one of the reasons for having Consulting Party meeting was to find out 
what other organizations/individuals should be invited to become a Consulting Party, 
and thanked the group for providing additional information. 

• Mr. Stant expressed that having only 30 days with which to reply with information did 
not seem viable for public input. Mr. DuPont stated the project team is available to 
receive information throughout the study process, but 30 day review periods are 
standard within the NEPA process as well as Section 106. 

• Mr. Sekula stated it is “somewhat overwhelming” to be asked for information about 
cultural resources within so many counties within so many different alternative 
corridors. Mr. Sekula went on to say he understood the project team would do a 
SHAARD review of the alternative corridors, windshield surveys within the alternative 
corridors, summarize the results of these studies, and at that point there would be an 
opportunity for Consulting Parties to offer comments on that work. Mr. DuPont replied, 
“Yes.” 

• Mr. Baker stated, “But for clarification, that input from Consulting Parties would not be 
requested until after a single route has been proposed as the preferred alternative, 
correct? Could we schedule a Consulting Party meeting before the release of the DEIS so 
that we may have the opportunity to provide additional information on historical and 
archeological resources before the decision is made for a preferred corridor? Mr. 
DuPont stated the project team would consider and evaluate this based on the project 
schedule. Mr. DuPont stated we could make the presentation of information a two-step 
process wherein the results of the Tier 1 cultural resources studies are presented to 
Consulting Parties in advance of the DEIS. 

• Mr. Sekula stated he would concur with the suggested two-step approach indicated by 
Mr. DuPont so that the Consulting Parties would have an opportunity to comment on 
the Tier 1 findings on cultural resources for all alternative corridors. 

• Mr. Stant added that the dissemination of the Tier 1 study results on cultural resources 
should be early enough that the feedback from Consulting Parties could be used in the 
selection of the preferred corridor. Mr. DuPont stated this is something that the project 
team could do, but would need to coordinate this with INDOT. 

• Mr. Sekula stated he would like to see the cultural resource data from the Tier 1 studies 
presented to Consulting Parties, a 30 day review period provided to Consulting Parties 
to review the Tier 1 information and comment on it, then proceed to the development 
of the DEIS. 
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• Mr. Stant asked when the Consulting Parties could anticipate receiving the results of the 
Tier 1 cultural resources study. Mr. DuPont stated that at this time the project team is 
unable to provide a date for the distribution of that information. Mr. Stant stated this 
information must be brought to the Consulting Parties well before the preferred 
alternative corridor decision is made and communicated within the DEIS. Mr. DuPont 
said, “Yes.” 

• Mr. Quigg noted that 357 invitations were sent out to potential Consulting Parties. 

• Mr. Sekula stated he felt that a very aggressive time schedule has been laid out for such 
a large project, particularly in light of the pandemic. 

• Mr. Stant asked the project team if there had ever been a situation where comment 
periods have been extended beyond 30 days, and if the project team will be sticking to 
that no matter what the appeal is from the public. Mr. DuPont stated that he would not 
anticipate deviating from the established review periods unless there was direction 
from INDOT or FHWA that revised such review periods. 

• Mr. Sekula stated based on his past experience with large projects involving Section 106 
review that the agencies (INDOT/FHWA) usually offer a bit more time, within reason, if 
there is an overwhelming consensus by Consulting Parties that more time is needed for 
review.  

• Ms. Anderson commented that among all of these different routes, this is “not just flat 
ground,” that there are a lot of karst areas and that she believed it required more time 
and did not understand how it could get “pushed through” so quickly. 

• Kyanna Moon (INDOT Project Manager) identified herself as the project manager of the 
Mid-States Corridor project and stated a typical environmental study is 12 to 18 months. 
This project is two years in length for Tier 1, and Tier 2 is an additional two years, so it is 
much more extensive than a typical study. Ms. Moon went on to say that the project 
team is being mindful of the pandemic moving forward. Further, if more time is needed 
INDOT will consider that on a case by case basis. “We’re here to offer as much flexibility 
as we can while still staying on schedule.” 

• Mr. Stant stressed the importance of the “ability to give feedback back to the people 
pushing the project…is the essence of good government.” 

• Mr. Baker asked Mr. Quigg and Mr. DuPont a hypothetical question. Specifically, Mr. 
Baker stated that he had elderly neighbors who have a cabin on their property. Mr. 
Baker wanted to know how he would go about asking his neighbors for information on 
that cabin when they do not have access to internet, and Mr. Baker does not know their 
cell phone number, “without breaking the regulations and advisements of the Indiana 
and United States governments in regards to this pandemic and not communicate with 
them and putting them at risk?” Mr. DuPont stated that Mr. Baker could make the 
project team aware of the location, and that his neighbors would not have to be 
disturbed, or the project team could reach out to them. Mr. Baker asked if the project 
team would reach out by physically going to their residence and putting them at a 
health risk. Mr. DuPont stated that we are observing, and will continue to observe, all 
social distancing guidelines and would not put anyone at risk, but would provide 
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whatever evaluation of the property that was possible under the circumstances. Mr. 
Baker asked if the pandemic situation would not warrant extending the deadline (for 
information on cultural resources). Ms. Moon stated that this is not a decision we can 
make here today during the meeting, but that INDOT and FHWA will confer and 
consider this kind of situation with regard to being flexible due to the pandemic. Ms. 
Moon asked Mr. Baker for time to confer on extending periods in which information will 
be accepted regarding cultural resources. 

• Mr. Grovak (Lochmueller Group) stated that in this level of cultural resources survey the 
project team is limited to windshield surveys from public roadways within each of the 
alternative corridors, and that without letters of survey being sent out to each property 
owner the project team is not allowed, by law, to access private property. This would 
preclude the project team from making personal contact with property owners unless it 
was initiated by someone else. 

• Mr. DuPont reiterated that in addition to the 30 day comment period stated on the 
materials provided to Consulting Parties in the invitation letter to this meeting and 
within this meeting, that there will be additional comment periods between now and 
the completion of the DEIS. The project team will look at, and evaluate, what additional 
efforts will be made to involve Consulting Party review of materials as well as the overall 
timeline in light of the current health climate and when we will have cultural resources 
data to present to the Consulting Parties. 

• Mr. DuPont asked if there were any additional questions. Ms. Moon asked the 
Consulting Parties to feel free to reach out to the project team via email or phone if they 
have other questions or concerns after the meeting. 

• Mr. Stant stated, “You gotta give us more time. If you’re really interested in the 
input…You can’t just say, Well project timelines mean your time’s up after 30 days…and 
I heard you just say that you are willing to consider that (more time) and will take the 
pandemic into account and I’m looking forward to seeing you do that.” 

• Michelle Allen (FHWA) stated she “just wanted to make sure that the Consulting Parties 
understand that the Section 106 process does not end with the DEIS or the end of Tier 1. 
As we move into Tier 2 we will continue the Section 106 process. All that we are doing 
right now is a very high-level survey so we know of any very significant properties.” Ms. 
Allen went on to explain that no decision will have been made within the DEIS; it is 
simply identifying what may be the preferred alternative, and this alternative is a 
corridor. “So, it is a wide band and within Tier 2 (studies) the goal is to avoid significant 
properties within that corridor. The end of this 30-day review period does not mean 
that Section 106 will be complete. We’re really just starting a multi-year process of 
Section 106.” 

• Mr. Stant replied, “But it’s also true that because you’ve divided the NEPA process into 
this tiering, that once we’re done with the Tier 1 process it doesn’t matter what we find 
out in one corridor relative to another in terms of its historic properties, we’re stuck in 
that corridor.” Ms. Allen replied, “This particular study is concerned with historic 
properties and making efforts to avoid them, but there are a lot of other studies going 
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on as well, we’re looking at karst, we’re looking at wetlands…the project team is looking 
at all these different areas and compiling information so that they can make the best 
decision they can, and then the public is involved in that process as well.” 

• Mr. Stant replied, “If you select Route O there is nowhere in your 2,000-foot corridor 
you can put the highway without causing massive impacts on the karst system. You 
would have to put most of it outside the Lost River basin.” Ms. Allen replied, “That’s a 
great comment, but for this particular process right now, here, we have to focus on 
historical properties. That doesn’t mean the karst comment isn’t an important comment 
as well, it’s just that the karst resources, the wetland resources, and all of those 
different areas have a lot of research going on right now to try to identify things so that 
the public has a chance to look at that as a part of the DEIS. For this particular process 
right now, the focus is really on historic properties aboveground and below ground.” 

• Mr. Sekula stated, “What I would say to my colleagues who are local in Dubois County 
and Orange County and those counties that are affected, “You know best, some of these 
historic resources and cultural resources that are what I would call off the beaten 
path…be thinking about those historic resources that you’re aware of that might not 
have been picked up in the (IHSSI) survey. What the consultants won’t be able to find on 
the SHAARD database or are not visible from a public road, that’s the kind of 
information that is very helpful at this stage.” Mr. DuPont replied, “Absolutely.” 

• Ms. Anderson asked, “Since you’re referring to buildings as historical properties, and 
Michelle (Allen) has referenced aboveground and below ground, the karst system, a 
good portion of it, is below ground, when is that considered?” Mr. DuPont replied, “In 
regard to cultural resources significance (of karst resources) it would need to be related 
to sites that have been identified. We are looking at mapped cave information, and 
cultural associations there, but the extent of the geologic formations is not all of cultural 
significance. We are evaluating this (karst) as a part of other aspects of the study. Ms. 
Anderson asked, “When is that exactly, when will you be considering those?” Mr. 
DuPont stated, “We are considering them now.” Ms. Anderson stated, “So if we have 
information with regards to karst caves or caverns or springs, who do we turn that 
information into and by what deadline?” Ms. Allen replied, “That is ongoing, and you 
may turn that into Jason (DuPont). However, the purpose of this call is related to Section 
106, so anything that is related to the project that is outside of 106 we would ask that 
you reach out to us later just so we’re not taking up everyone’s time on this call to 
discuss something that’s not related to the 106 process. Ms. Anderson stated, “I am 
trying to figure out if the karst system here is a part of the National Preservation site, 
and I’m trying to figure out if it is on SHAARD.” 

• Mr. Sekula stated, “I think there may be some confusion about what is cultural and 
geological resources. I think we might want to distinguish for folks what is 
archaeological and geological just for verification.” Mr. Quigg stated, “To answer your 
question directly, the SHAARD system would not have any karst resources unless they 
are specifically linked or directly related to cultural resources meaning human 
occupation of some sort or human use. The SHAARD map that you can access publicly 
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does not show karst features unless there is an archaeological site associated. 
Archaeology is simply evidence of human activity that’s usually below ground, so that’s 
what differentiates between karst features and archaeological resources. Archaeological 
features have to be associated with human activity.” 

• Ms. Anderson also stated, “That karst system does supply ground water to some of our 
springs for some of our homes. Human consumption.” Mr. DuPont replied, “That’s a 
separate evaluation that is ongoing…but not part of the Section 106 process.” 

• Mr. Stant asked, “Can we assume that this 106 process could actually influence the 
selection of alternatives to the point that alternatives that have already been dismissed 
could be reconsidered? I’m thinking of the alternative that would deal only with the 
congestion in Huntingburg and Jasper, then make some safety upgrades to US 231 going 
north, but it’s not new terrain.” Mr. DuPont replied, “There was an alternative like that 
which was discarded during the preliminary screening. As we went through that 
preliminary screening process we did look at cultural resources from the databases in 
that evaluation.” Mr. Stant continued, “But if we find so many sites in the (remaining) 
alternatives that all involve new terrain would it be possible that would result in going 
back and looking at that (a previously dismissed alternative). Mr. DuPont replied, “We 
can’t really answer that question until we have all the information (from Tier 1 cultural 
resources studies).” 

• Ms. Allen stated we were at the end of our allotted time for the meeting (2 hours) and 
asked if anyone had any final comments in regard to the Section 106 process. Ms. Allen 
also stated if Consulting Parties think of other comments after the meeting to please 
contact the project team. 

• As the meeting closed, Mr. DuPont stated that the project team would circulate the 
PowerPoint presentation used during the meeting, as well as the original Consulting 
Party invitation letter (December 12, 2019) and the Consulting Party Meeting invitation 
letter (April 12, 2020). Mr. DuPont thanked all for attending and asked if there are any 
other organizations or individuals that the group believes should be invited to become 
Consulting Parties to please let the project team know.  

• The meeting ended at 1:57pm (EDT). 
 
Other Items/Action Steps: 

• On April 30, 2020 the PowerPoint presentation used during the meeting, as well as the 
original Consulting Party invitation letter (December 12, 2019) and the Consulting Party 
Meeting invitation letter (April 12, 2020) were emailed to all Consulting Parties (those 
who do not have email addresses were sent hard copies of the materials by mail). 
 

The above constitutes our understanding of the meeting.  If you believe there are omissions, additions, or corrections, 

please send your written comments within seven working days to Lochmueller Group. 















































From: Snyder, Deborah D CIV USARMY CELRL (USA) <Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 9:30 AM 
To: Jason DuPont <JDuPont@lochgroup.com> 
Cc: McKay, Gregory A CIV USARMY CELRL (USA) <Gregory.A.McKay@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor Tier 1 EIS (DES# 1801941) 
 
Dear Jason,  
 
Louisville District appreciates the early coordination efforts for the Mid-States Corridor Tier 1 EIS.  
 
We accept the invitation to participate in the project planning process as a Participating Agency. 
 
Thank you, 
Deborah Duda Snyder 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District 
Indianapolis Regulatory Office 
8902 Otis Avenue, Suite S106B 
Indianapolis, IN  46216 
Phone: (317) 543-9424 
 
 
 
From: Jason DuPont <JDuPont@lochgroup.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 1:41 PM 
To: McKay, Gregory A CIV USARMY CELRL (USA) <Gregory.A.McKay@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Snyder, Deborah D CIV USARMY CELRL (USA) <Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil>; Michael Grovak 
<MGrovak@lochgroup.com>; Wheeler, Kyanna <KWheeler@indot.IN.gov>; michelle.allen@dot.gov; 
Carmany-George, Karstin (FHWA) <k.carmanygeorge@dot.gov>; Laura Hilden <lhilden@indot.IN.gov>; 
Bales, Ronald <rbales@indot.in.gov>; Brandon Miller (bramiller1@indot.in.gov) 
<bramiller1@indot.in.gov>; David Goffinet <DGoffinet@lochgroup.com>; Lucas Foertsch 
<LFoertsch@lochgroup.com> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Mid-States Corridor Tier 1 EIS (DES# 1801941) 
 
Dear Greg and Deb, 
  
As a follow up to our previous coordination on the Mid-States Corridor Tier 1 EIS (DES# 1801941), 
attached is a formal request to be a Cooperating Agency for the project. We greatly appreciate your 
involvement and input on the project. Please respond in writing regarding your involvement as a 
Cooperating Agency or alternatively as a Participating Agency for this project by November 28, 2020. 
  
If you have any questions regarding the project or this request, please contact me at the number below. 
  
Thanks, 
Jason 
  
Jason DuPont, PE 
Director of Environmental Services - Principal 



Lochmueller Group 
6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715 
812.759.4129 (direct) | 812.459.4403 (mobile)  
JDuPont@lochgroup.com 
Blockedhttp://lochgroup.com 
  
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you! 
  
 







At the DEIS Agency Coordination meeting on May 5, 2022, an ESRI flyover was shared of Preferred 
Alternative P. The tool was used to review various resources within the corridor and facilitate discussion. 
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Introduction: 

Jason DuPont began the meeting with brief introductions of the participating agencies and their 
representatives present for the meeting. After introductions, Jason delivered a presentation 
summarizing the project status and findings of the Tier 1 DEIS, including a discussion of the 
public hearings held prior to the Agency Coordination Meeting. The presentation concluded 
with virtual fly-over of the preferred corridor (Alternative P) using ESRI map services to highlight 
areas and/or resources of special interest. Questions and comments began during the virtual 
map tour and continued after its conclusion. In many cases, the map was used as a reference 
while elaborating on questions about the route alignment. Once all questions and comments 
were addressed the meeting was adjourned and instructions were given to direct any future 
inquiries to members of the project team. Below is a list of the questions and comments 
provided during the meeting: 

Questions/Comments: 

Matt Buffington, Question: Can you show where Buffalo Pond is [on the map]? 

Answer: The Buffalo Pond area was revisited on the map. 

Liz Pelloso, Question: HEC asked to extend the formal comment period. How are you [Project 
Team] handling that request? 

Answer: The request to extend the comment being is being evaluated and we will notify all    
participating agencies of the decision when it is made. This response is anticipated in the next 
few days. [Subsequent to the meeting the comment period was extended to June 14th, an email 
notification was provided to participating agencies on May 10th.and the amended federal 
register notice was published on May 20th.] 

Seyed Shokouzadeh, Question: What is the median population/travel growth for the corridor? 



April 25, 2023 
Page 3 

 

Answer: A population median growth rate is not quantified in the DEIS. Population growth was 
forecasted on a zone-by-zone basis in the study.  

Within the 12-county Study area, growth rates per se were not used or applied to determine 
2045 Forecast Year population and employment. Attached is Section 2.5 of Appendix T – Travel 
Forecasting Model Documentation. It describes how the 2045 Mid-States’ model population 
and employment directly incorporated forecasts from the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand 
Model (ISTDM). Changes between the base and forecast years was determined using population 
and employment changes in the ISTDM. These processes did not use growth rates. 

Detail has been added to this section since publication of the DEIS. The question asked by EMPO 
at the Agency meeting prompted adding detail to describe separately the processes for 
forecasting future year employment and population. These modifications will be included in 
Appendix T in the FEIS. 

Liz Pelloso, Question: Requested that an ESRI map or KMZ file of the aerial map and routes be             
shared with the participating agencies. 

Answer: The interactive map was made available to Ms. Pelloso on May 11th. 

Liz Pelloso, Question: Are there are still issues with the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) to the 
west? It was an issue with 231, is it with the proposed corridor? 

Answer: The proposed corridor is currently outside of the RPZ west of the Huntingburg     
Airport. 

Michael Buening, Comment: There may be future plans to extend the Huntingburg Airport 
runway even further beyond the recent extension. As part of the extension and potential 
upgrades, the RPZ surrounding the runways would change in size. 

Answer: The proposed corridor does not currently conflict with any of the exclusion zones 
around the Huntingburg Airport and should be sufficiently far from areas of concern to 
accommodate future expansions as well. All necessary precautions will be taken during 
construction. Changes regarding the future of the Airport and any changes to the anticipated 
alignment will be communicated between INDOT and the Airport Authority. 

Bobb Beachamp, Question: Do you [Project Team] know what the improvements to 231 west of 
the Airport will be? 

Answer: The local improvement at this location could be an added passing lane. The preliminary 
planning for these local improvements included widening/right of way addition only to the west 
of the working alignment. No changes were assumed to right of way to the east to avoid 
encroaching onto the airport property. The current local improvement plan is illustrative and 
will be defined during Tier 2 with specific right of way needs.  
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Robin McWilliams-Munson, Question: What are the yellow hatched areas on the map? 

Answer: Yellow hatching on the map depicts NWI Wetlands and the blue shading    
indicates floodplains. Additionally, KMZ files of the corridor alignments and preferred    
alternative were shared with Ms. McWilliams-Munson on May 10th. 

Matt Buffington, Question: Is the Western shift near Buffalo Pond to stay out of the wetlands 
east of the Corridor? 

Answer: Yes, the intent was to minimize wetland impacts in this area. Although, the shift moved 
the corridor closer to Buffalo Pond nature preserve, the intent was to avoid wetland impacts. 

Liz Pelloso, Question: What are the little circles on the map that look like wheels? 

Answer: Those icons indicate water wells from the IDNR database. 

Danny Gautier, Comment: Getting so close to Buffalo Pond site does cause concerns over 
impacts with drainage from construction, future use, and runoff from pavement. Moving further 
east may help. 

Response: Factors such as drainage and similar construction impacts will be considered while 
making alignment decisions near critical resources during the Tier 2 process. 

Robin McWilliam-Munson, Question: Is there a possibility of using existing 231 R/W along Slate 
Creek floodplain? 

Answer: Yes, that is a possibility with the implementation of a local improvement and the 
corridor alignment. 

Danny Gautier, Question: Will the desired buffer from Crane require impacts to the core forest 
or can the road go where there is no forest [Referencing the SW corner of Crane]? 

Answer: That will be coordinated further with representatives from Crane in the Tier 2 study. 

Matt Buffington, Question: Is the west route around Loogootee preferred? 

Answer: Yes, that is the preferred Alternative per the Tier 1 DEIS. 

Matt Buffington, Comment: The DEIS seemed to want east versus west alternative comments (in 
reference to Loogootee area). 

Response: Yes, that is an area where comments from local members of the public would be 
useful in the decision-making process. But currently, the west alternative is preferred. 

Brian Royer, Comment: The west route around Loogootee does encounter an orphaned gas well 
that will have to be plugged or dealt with. 
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Response: That is an element that we may encounter, but we are prepared to handle those 
situations as the project progresses. Specific commitments associated with affected wells would 
be developed during Tier 2 for implementation during construction.  

Kenneth Westlake, Question: Could you characterize the public reaction to the project to date, 
please summarize the reactions to date? 

Answer: The Public hearings were both quite well attended with between ~ 450-550 people at 
each location. Both meetings had approximately 20-25 speakers provide verbal comments. 
There is a “Stop Mid-States” website and other public opposition, but there is public support for 
the project as well.   

Kenneth Westlake, Question: Is the organized opposition group advocating for the no-build 
alternative, or a specific alternative course of action? 

Answer: They have advocated for the no-build as well as improvements of existing 231. 

Kenneth Westlake, Question: What are you hearing from the business community given that the 
freight movement is a central part of the Purpose and Need? 

Answer: That has been a large concern, especially in areas like Dubois County. Many business 
owners have identified their need for improved freight movements. 

Kenneth Westlake, Question: Do business leaders identify with your preferred alternative? Have 
they embraced a given alternative or do they just generally want a better route from southern 
Indiana to Indianapolis? 

Answer: Yes, many support the Preferred Alternative due to its performance. They have also 
stated the general need for improved accessibility. 

Kenneth Westlake, Question: Are you hearing concerns from French Lick businesses that the 
eastern alternatives are no longer being considered? 

Answer: Those businesses have not voiced concerns or issues with the preferred alternative to 
date, but that may change. 

Robin McWilliams-Munson, Question: What area are the impacts shown on the summary table 
in the presentation? 

Answer: The ranges shown on the impact summary table were determined based on a working 
alignment, which shows anticipated Right-of-Way for Expressway and Super 2 facilities. The 
impacts should be reasonable magnitude for potential right-of-way level. These impacts do not 
represent the entire study corridor. At this level, the working alignment is centered within the 
corridor for estimating potential impacts and cost. 
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Robin McWilliams-Munson, Question: Is that area included in the atlas [of the DEIS document]? 

Answer: Yes, the working alignment is shown in the Atlas. 

Kenneth Westlake, Question: With the Super 2 and Expressway options in Tier 2 have you 
identified areas where grade separated interchanges may be incorporated? 

Answer: It is premature to address at this point; However, the working alignment included   
estimated access plans, but those plans will likely change through the Tier 2 study evaluation 
process and additional project outreach to the public. 

Deb Snyder, Question: Are we [the participating agencies] getting all the KMZ files? 

Answer: The interactive map was made available to Deb on May 11th. 

Kenneth Westlake, Comment: Please notify all of us [the participating agencies] if/when a 
decision is made to extend the formal comment period. 

Answer: The formal Comment Period has been extended until June 14th, 2022.  

 

The above constitutes our understanding of the meeting.  If you believe there are omissions, additions, or corrections, 
please send your written comments within seven working days to Lochmueller Group. 

 



From: Jason DuPont 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 4:29 PM 
To: Robin McWilliams-Munson (Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov); jerry.raynor@usda.gov; 
rick.neilson@usda.gov; john.allen@usda.gov; Patricia_Trap@nps.gov; mwro_compliance@nps.gov; 
hector_santiago@nps.gov; Melanie.H.Castillo@hud.gov; Erik.R.Sandstedt@hud.gov; Deborah D LRL 
Snyder (Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil); Michael.S.Ricketts@usace.army.mil; Julian Courtade - 
Indiana Department of Transportation (jcourtade@indot.in.gov); PE Michael W. Buening 
(mbuening@indot.in.gov); jkinder@indot.in.gov; Travis McQueen; bobb.beauchamp@faa.gov; 
kyle.c.dorf@faa.gov; dbortner@dnr.in.gov; Csmith@dnr.in.gov; cstanifer@dnr.in.gov; 
bmccord@dnr.in.gov; Hilden, Laura; Matt Buffington (mbuffington@dnr.in.gov); Danielle Kauffmann - 
Department of Natural Resources (dkauffmann@dnr.in.gov); Wade Tharp (WTharp1@dnr.IN.gov); 
rmueller@dnr.in.gov; rretherford@dnr.in.gov; Randy Braun (RBRAUN@idem.IN.gov); James Turner - 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management (jturner2@idem.in.gov); mprater@idem.in.gov; 
brockens@idem.in.gov; mstuckey@idem.in.gov; pdorsey@idem.in.gov; dlouks@idem.in.gov; 
lschrowe1@idem.in.gov; tthomps@indiana.edu; Eric Washburn (Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil); 
David.A.Orzechowski@USCG.mil; Stephen_tryon@ios.doi.gov; kamick@fs.fed.us; Carpenter, Patrick A; 
Herrell, Michelle (FHWA); erica.tait@dot.gov; cwalker1@idem.in.gov; aturnbow@idem.in.gov; 
environmentalreview@dnr.in.gov; sshokouhzadeh@evansvillempo.com; 
martipa@bloomington.in.gov; clemensr@bloomington.in.gov; dgautier@dnr.in.gov; Royer, Brian; 
Pelloso.Elizabeth@epa.gov; christopher.thornton@usda.gov; Laban.c.lindley@usace.army.mil; Bales, 
Ronald; Wheeler, Kyanna; Corbin, Daniel; Carpenter, Patrick (FHWA); Gelaye, Abell (FHWA); 
maschroeder100 
Cc: David Goffinet; Michael Grovak; Bryan Cross; Lucas Foertsch; Nicole Minton; Rusty Yeager 
Subject: Mid-States Corridor EIS Refined Preferred Alternative P (DES# 1801941) 
Attachments: Refined Preferred Alternative P - Logootee_2023-02-24.pdf; Refined Preferred Alternative P 
-Overview_2023-02-27.pdf 
 
Dear Agency Partners, 
Thank you for your continued participation in the Mid States Corridor Project. The collaboration 
provided by this group 
is a valuable resource to the study. Based on additional progress with the project, the Mid States 
Corridor Project Team 
would like to share with you refinements to the Preferred Alternative P. These include added variations 
of Preferred 
Alternative P in the Loogootee area. These are being added in response to community feedback and 
comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that was released in April 2022. That preferred alternative 
followed a path 
west of Loogootee. The three additional variations include one that uses the path of 231 through 
Loogootee, and two 
variations east of Loogootee (please see the included maps). These refinements are limited to the 
smallest Section of 
Independent Utility (SIU) associated with Loogootee and identified as SIU 4 in the DEIS. 
Local officials and other commenters asked INDOT to consider these variations to minimize the potential 
for negative 
impacts to Loogootee’s local economy. These variations have the potential to support enhanced 
economic activity in 



Martin County and were also proposed to reduce potential impacts to the Amish community’s travel 
patterns. 
Alternative P remains the preferred alternative. End‐to‐end, impact ranges differ little for the new 
variations from those 
shown in the DEIS and the performance on core goals of the project vary insignificantly with the 
refinements. These 
refinements in the Loogootee area provide flexibility to further address key input as the project 
develops. They do, 
however, require further and more detailed study to select a final alignment in that area, which is 
appropriate for Tier 2 
studies. 
 
Identifying a single variation at Loogootee is not yet ripe for determination. That will require detailed, 
localized 
economic studies, traffic studies and public outreach, including surveys, in Loogootee and Martin 
County. These 
activities are appropriate for conducting during Tier 2 Studies. Accordingly, INDOT plans to share four 
variations 
identified for Alternative P in the FEIS/ROD in this area as shown on the attached maps. A single 
variation will be 
selected during the Tier 2 NEPA analysis in SIU 4 for the project based on review of these local economic 
considerations, 
environmental resource impacts, and costs in coordination with our participating agencies. 
INDOT has developed an outreach plan to inform elected officials, stakeholders and the public about the 
added 
variations in SIU 4. A video presentation illustrating the changes will be posted on the project website at 
www.MidStatesCorridor.com. A press release will notify the media of the added variations and offer 
interview 
availability to promote the updated information broadly within the community. Email and text blasts, 
social media posts, 
and fliers posted in libraries and other public facilities will direct the public to the video. Updated 
materials showing the 
additional variations will also be available for review at several area locations including the Mid‐States 
Corridor Project 
Office, INDOT offices in Vincennes and Indianapolis and libraries in Dale, Ferdinand, Huntingburg, Jasper, 
Dubois, Otwell, 
Shoals, Loogootee and Bloomfield. The information will also be shared at the next Section 106 
Consulting Parties 
meeting to provide additional details on cultural resources. In addition, we are scheduling an additional 
Amish outreach 
meeting to share and discuss the new variations with their community. 
A copy of the video presentation is being shared with you in advance of the public announcement. The 
video can be 
accessed via the following link: https://youtu.be/hM0P8VfL4uw 
A combined Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) is expected from 
the Federal 
Highway Administration in mid‐2023. That Record of Decision will include responses to comments on 
the DEIS and 



signify the end of the Tier 1 Study. A timetable for Tier 2 Studies is still being determined. In the Tier 2 
Studies final 
alignments will be identified within the corridor selected in Tier 1. This includes the actual right‐of‐way, 
that is 
anticipated to be 200 to 500 feet wide. 
Please let me know, if you would like further information or to schedule a follow up meeting. Public 
input is being 
requested within a 30‐day period following the release of this information and we would appreciate any 
input that you 
have on these refinements by March 31, 2023. 
Respectfully, 

Jason DuPont, PE 
Director of Environmental Services ‐ Principal 

Lochmueller Group 
Direct: 812.759.4129 
Mobile: 812.459.4403 



From: Turner, James <JTurner2@idem.IN.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 4:57 PM 
To: RANDOLPH, JASON <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>; Jason DuPont <jdupont@lochgroup.com> 
Subject: FW: Mid‐States Corridor EIS Refined Preferred Alternative P (DES# 1801941) 
EXTERNAL 
Jason, 
I expect Jason Randolph will be handling the permitting for this project. I don’t see his email in the list. If 
it’s not in 
there, please add it in. 
Thanks for your help, 
Jay 
JTurner2@idem.in.gov | IDEM Office of Water Quality | 317-450-7054 



From: Lewandowski, Tyler <TLewandowski@indot.IN.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 7, 2023 7:15 AM 
To: Jason DuPont <jdupont@lochgroup.com> 
Subject: RE: Mid‐States Corridor EIS Refined Preferred Alternative P (DES# 1801941) 
EXTERNAL 
Good morning, 
After review, no tall structure permit is required for the project if all equipment being used is under 200 
feet in height. 
Please let our office know if you have any further questions. 
Thank you, 
Tyler Lewandowski 
Project Manager 
INDOT Office of Aviation 
(317) 495‐4875 
tlewandowski@indot.in.gov 
www.aviation.indot.in.gov 



From: "Allen, John ‐ FPAC‐NRCS, IN" <john.allen@usda.gov> 
Date: March 16, 2023 at 2:04:01 PM CDT 
To: Jason DuPont <JDuPont@lochgroup.com> 
Subject: Re: [External Email]Mid‐States Corridor EIS Refined Preferred Alternative P (DES# 1801941) 
EXTERNAL 
Hi Jason, 
Again, nice talking with you on the phone earlier today. With the various routes and the length 
of them as well as land uses, the impact to prime farmland could be much different. The soils 
can change tremendously over short distances for most of Indiana, and this area is no different. 
Soils have a varying degree of impact to farmland depending on the type and land use. Some 
soil types are not an impact to prime farmland depending on various properties, slope, etc. 
Let me know when you decide on a route and the amount of permanent ROW being acquired, 
and i can do an environmental review for the route or multiple routes. 
Thanks! 
John 
John Allen 
State Soil Scientist 
USDA‐Natural Resources Conservation Service 
6013 Lakeside Boulevard 
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March 17, 2023 
 
 
 
Jason DuPont, PE 
Director of Environmental Services 
Lochmueller Group 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, Indiana  47715 
 

 
Federal Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),  
 on behalf of Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (“FHWA”) 

 
Re:   Mid-States Corridor EIS Refined Preferred Alternative P, for the Tier 1 Mid-States Corridor 

Project (Des. No. 1801941; DHPA No. 24215) 
 

Dear Mr. DuPont: 
 
Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (“NEPA”; 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.), Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. § 306108), 36 C.F.R. Part 800, Indiana Code 14-21-1, and 312 Indiana 
Administrative Code 20-4, the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has reviewed the 
materials submitted digitally via attachments to your e-mail message dated February 28, 2023, and received by our office the 
same day, relating to the Tier 1 Mid-States Corridor Project (Des. No. 1801941; DHPA No. 24215). 
 
As previously indicated, it is our understanding that the assessment of potential impacts to archaeological  and above-ground 
properties within the preferred alternative corridors will be undertaken as part of the Tier Two studies.  We will await reports 
on those kinds of resources before expressing opinions on the significance of, and impacts on, specific properties. Once the 
indicated information 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. 
 
Additionally, as previously indicated, our comments during this NEPA review process will be offered largely from a Section 
106 or an Indiana state historic preservation and archaeology law perspective. In some cases, when we comment under Section 
106 or state law, our comments will stand as our NEPA comments, as well, so that we can avoid repeating our comments solely 
for NEPA purposes. 
 
The Indiana SHPO staff’s archaeological reviewer for this project is Wade T. Tharp, and the structures reviewer is Toni Lynn 
Giffin. In future correspondence about the Mid States Corridor project (Des. No. 1801941), please refer to DHPA No. 24215. 
 
Very truly yours, 
  
 
 
Beth K. McCord 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer  
 

BKM:WTT:TLG:tlg 
 
emc:   Patrick Carpenter, FHWA 
 Matt Coon, Ph.D., INDOT 
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           Susan Branigin, INDOT  
 Jason DuPont, Lochmueller Group 
 Gary Quigg, Lochmueller Group 
 Chad Costa, Lochmueller Group 
 Toni Lynn Giffin, Indiana DNR-DHPA 
 Wade T. Tharp, Indiana DNR-DHPA 



From: Buffington, Matt <MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov>  
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2023 1:18 PM 
To: Jason DuPont <jdupont@lochgroup.com> 
Cc: Gautier, Daniel <DGautier@dnr.IN.gov> 
Subject: RE: Mid-States Corridor EIS Refined Preferred Alternative P (DES# 1801941) 
 

EXTERNAL 
 
Jason, 

Some limited comments are below.  If you have any questions, please let me know. 

 

The proposed alternatives in the Loogootee area appear to have varied impacts to natural resources.  In 
general, the impacts increase from west to east, meaning the western alternative appears to have the 
lowest likely impacts. 

At the north end of P4 where it curves in a NW/SE alignment, West Boggs Creek runs roughly parallel to 
the alignment and in the middle of the corridor.  It seems quite likely that the creek would be impacted 
by this alternative, either directly by relocation and/or stream crossings or indirectly by new road runoff 
and potential loss of the wooded buffer.  It appears that these impacts are avoidable given the other 
alternatives.  Impacts to West Boggs Creek seem to decrease as you move west through the 
alternatives. 

In P4 and to a lesser extent in P3, forest impacts appear more significant than P1 or P2.  This is more 
noticeable around US 50 and south.  There is a large wooded area associated with an unnamed stream 
that flows southeast and directly to the East Fork White River, and P4 would cut right through this 
area.  P3 would likely impact it as well. 

Southeast of West Boggs Lake, there is a violation and mitigation site that appears to be along the 
northeast edge of P4 (see image below).  This area needs to be avoided. 

P2 may offer a little more buffer around West Boggs Lake than P1, but P2 may also have slightly greater 
impacts to forests and streams than P1. 
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