
Topic Specific Comment Response
2008 SDEIS Comments

Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Archaeological

Request for survey results to 
be submitted to IDNR-DHPA 
and information about other 
archaeological resources.  

IDNR-DHPA has been directly involved in the review and discussions of archaeological 
resources.  All Section 106 documentation has been forwarded to IDNR-DHPA.

Wetlands

Recommendation of Boone 
County site as opposed to 
Johnson County site for 

wetland mitigation.

Effort will be made to mitigate wetland impacts as close to the original impact site as is 
reasonable pending availability of land, land owner cooperation, and overall project 

mitigation needs.

Streams Do not recommend channel 
l ti

Channel relocation will be minimized whenever possible.

Streams
Recommend the use of 

bridges as opposed to culverts 
for stream crossings

Structures associated with stream crossings will be closely evaluated based on a 
variety of factors during the final design phase. 

Streams
Need for vegetation 

establishment along banks for 
stabilization is imperative.

Sediment and erosion control measures will adhere to state regulations.  Detailed plans 
for bank stabilization will occur in final design.

Streams and Floodplain

Tree removal in riparian areas 
requires mitigation as well as 
establishment of herbaceous 

layer.

Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the permitting phase and will adhere to 
state and federal regulations.

Wetlands

Wetlands need to be 
coordinated with IDEM 401 
program and USACE 404 

program.

Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the permitting phase via coordination 
with 401 and 404 permitting staff.

Forest
Mitigation for upland forest 
clearing and fragmentation 

should be strongly considered.

INDOT will investigate the opportunity to plant trees on upland sites within the right-of-
way acquired for this project.  Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the 

permitting phase and will adhere to state and federal regulations. 

State and Federal Agencies



Topic Specific Comment Response
2008 SDEIS Comments

Indiana Department of Natural Resources (cont.)

Roadsides

Consider planting plant and 
tree species native to Central 

Indiana to improve 
landscaping aesthetics and 

wildlife habitat along the 
highway corridor.

Final tree selection will occur during final design with some input from the local 
Community Advisory Committee (CAC).  A focus on native species will be strongly 

considered and recommended by the design team.

Area of Impact

Minimize and contain within 
the project limits channel 

disturbance and the clearing of 
trees and brush

The project will have distinct project limits.  Disturbance will be minimized whenever 
possible.

Area of Impact

Revegetate all bare and 
disturbed areas within the 

project area using a mixture of 
grasses, sedges, wildflowers, 

shrubs, and trees native to 
Central Indiana and 

specifically for stream 
bank/floodway stabilization 

purposes as soon as possible 
upon completion.

Sediment and erosion control measures will adhere to state regulations.  Detailed plans 
and plant specifications for bank stabilization will occur in final design.

Streams

Do not work in the waterway 
from April 1 through June 30 

without the prior written 
approval of the Division of Fish 

and Wildlife.

Construction activities will adhere to state and federal permit conditions and 
regulations.

State and Federal Agencies
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2008 SDEIS Comments

Indiana Department of Natural Resources (cont.)

Area of Impact

Appropriately designed 
measures for controlling 

erosion and sediment must be 
implemented to prevent 

sediment from entering the 
stream or leaving the 

construction site; maintain 
these measures until 

construction is complete and 
all disturbed areas are 

stabilized.

Sediment and erosion control measures will adhere to state regulations.  Detailed plans 
for erosion control will occur in final design.

Area of Impact

Seed and protect all disturbed 
slopes that are 3:1 or steeper 
with erosion control blankets 

(follow manufacturer's 
recommendations for selection 

and installation.

Sediment and erosion control measures will adhere to state regulations.  Installation of 
sediment and erosion control will comply with the project's Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5

Wetlands and Streams Concerned about increase in 
impacts

The Preferred Alternative involves upgrading the existing US 31 to Freeway along its 
existing alignment. per the preferred alternative in both the DEIS and SDEIS.  The 

increase in impacts is associated with changes in regulations and how resources are 
inventoried, rather than a significant increase in actual impacts previously outlined in 

the DEIS.  

State and Federal Agencies
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United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Wetlands and Streams

Concerned about location of 
potential mitigation site in 

Boone County and its 
proximity to the Indianapolis 

Terry Airfield as well as 
limitations that might occur 

from aviation safety

Due to this site’s proximity to the Indianapolis Executive Airport, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) was contacted regarding wildlife attractant issues.  Mr. Bobb 

Beauchamp, Environmental Program Manager, FAA—Chicago Airports District Office 
supplied this summarized response:

Wetlands normally attract many types of wildlife, including those ranking high on the list 
of hazardous wildlife species.  The FAA suggests that wetland mitigation projects be 

sited outside a prescribed separation distance.   Airports receiving Federal grant-in-aid 
assistance must follow these mandatory separation criteria.  The FAA recommends 

that the guidance of the Wildlife AC be followed for non-airport related projects.   Refer 
to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B (Wildlife AC) for more detail.

If the Ron Taylor Site is determined to be the optimal location for mitigation, further 
consultation with the FAA will be facilitated, not only to address concerns regarding 
wildlife, but also future plans for the Airport.  The Master Plan for the Indianapolis 

Executive Airport is planned to be completed by mid to late 2009.  Once available, this 
plan will be reviewed for any potential future conflicts with the proposed mitigation site.

Floodplains and Streams Concerned about increase in 
impacts

The increase in impacts is associated with changes in regulations and how resources 
are inventoried, rather than a significant increase in actual impacts previously outlined 

in the DEIS.  

Floodplains and Streams

FEIS needs to address bridge 
span for Cool Creek and 

Lindley Ditch - span just for 
floodway or the entire 100-

year floodplain?

Floodplains and Streams

Encourage bridging of 
unavoidable wetlands, 

streams, and floodplain areas 
where feasible

Structures associated with stream crossings will be closely evaluated based on a 
variety of factors during the final design and permitting phase. 

State and Federal Agencies
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United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Air Quality

New lower standards for 24-
hour 2.5 micron particulate 

matter (PM2.5) nonattainment 
areas not yet designated by 
EPA - to be revisited when 
standard is implemented

FHWA will issue an updated conformity finding for the new 24-hour PM 2.5 non-
attainment area prior to expiration of the 1-year grace period after the effective date of 

the new non-attainment designations (early 2010).  

Forest

Concerned with forest impacts 
associated with Cool Creek 
resulting in a loss of wildlife 

habitat

Forest

Concur with letter from 
USFWS (2/2/01) that states 

"that mitigation of upland 
forest loss with the Cool Creek 

floodplain should be 
addressed by reforestation 
with the same floodplain."

Forest

Recommend a comittment to 
voluntary forest mitigation and 
provide a detailed conceptual 

forest mitigation plan

State and Federal Agencies

INDOT will investigate mitigation opportunities in the project area around Cool Creek 
during final design.  Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the permitting 

phase and will adhere to state and federal regulations.



Topic Specific Comment Response
2008 SDEIS Comments

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

State and Federal Agencies

The NCHRP is a research program of the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  The Program issued a Request for Proposals to 

identify a process or methods that could be used to analyze the contribution and impact 
of air toxic compounds emitted by vehicles operating on transportation facilities.  ICF, 

Inc., a consulting firm, was selected for the task.  The consultant's report was started in 
the summer of 2005 and completed in March 2007.  While the consultant was working 

on their report, FHWA released its February 3, 2006 Interim Guidance on Air Toxic 
Analysis in NEPA Documents.  The approach recommended by ICF differed from the 
FHWA Guidance.  ICF suggested conducting a dispersion analysis, exposure, and a 
health risk assessment in certain cases.  Each step requires separate modeling tools 

and analytical approaches.                                                 
The FHWA examined the ICF report and discussed its conclusions with members of 
the NCHRP review panel, which included representatives from State Departments of 
Transportation and the US EPA.  Through consultation with members of the review 

panel, the FHWA believes this report to be an exploratory research report that 
represents the opinion of a consultant on analysis options, not required procedures.  

The ICF report holds no official status and was not initiated to be either an 
augmentation of or an appendix to FHWA's official guidance.  FHWA will issue an 

updated conformity finding for the new 24-hour PM 2.5 non-attainment area prior to 
expiration of the 1-year grace period after the effective date of the new non-attainment 

designations (early 2010).                                                  
It should, however, be noted that the US 31 Hamilton County SDEIS MSAT analysis is 

consistent with the recommendations included in the ICF report.  Like the FHWA's 
guidance, the authors of the ICF report suggest a threshold for quantitative MSAT 

analysis.  The FHWA recommended 140,000 average annual daily traffic (AADT) while 
ICF placed the threshold lower at 125,000 before a quantitative analysis (emissions or 
health risk) should be performed.  The AADTs for the US 31 Hamilton County project 
are well below the ICF treshold.  Qualitative analysis was performed for this project, 

consistent with methods recommended by the ICF.

Mobile Source Air Toxics 
discussion is not consistent 
with current academic and 
other published literature

Air Quality



Topic Specific Comment Response
2008 SDEIS Comments
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Public Drinking Water

Concerned with lack of 
emergency response program 
for handling spills in Wellhead 

Protection Zones.  
Recommend that designed 
roadways divert, treat, and 

release stormwater runoff and 
spills outside of Wellhead 

Protection Zones.  

The diversion and/or containment of stormwater runoff and potential roadway spills 
within the wellhead protection zones (WPZs) will be considered in the design phase.  
The Preferred Alternative upgrade of the existing US 31 corridor to a grade-separted 

Freeway will significantly reduce the likelihood of crashes and associated spills over the 
no-build alternative.

United States Department of Interior

Section 4(f)

Do not concur with FHWA and 
INDOT that there is no need 
for Section 4(f) Evaluation.  
Mitigation does appear to 

satisfy Section 4(f) 
requirements, however, there 

does not appear that 
measures have been taken to 
minimize impacts to Section 

4(f) properties.

An approved Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been executed between the 
Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer 

(Appendix G-1).  Likewise, documentation of de minimis findings for other Section 4(f) 
resources are included in Appendix G-1.   Appendix G-1 discusses the application of 
the Net Benefit 4(f) and de minimis 4(f), and the associated planning to assure the 

project does not result in any adverse effect to the associated resources.

Fish and Wildlife Habitiat

There are no new substantive 
changes to habitat impacts 

and concur that the Preferred 
Alternative results in the least 

amount of impacts

No response needed.

Wetlands and Wildlife

Concur with comments from 
USFWS that Prefered 

Alternative will provide least 
amount of impacts and 

fragmentation.

No response needed.

State and Federal Agencies



Topic Specific Comment Response
2003 DEIS Comments

Indiana Department of Environmental Management

Air Quality Impacts

Since Hamilton County will 
likely be part of the non-
attainment area prior to a 

ROD, a build/no build test may 
be required.  Generally concur 

with Alternative F.

Air quality analyses have been updated since the DEIS.  FHWA has demonstrated 
conformity to the existing 8-hour Ozone and annunal PM 2.5 non-attainment area 

requirements.  FHWA will issue an updated conformity finding for the new 24-hour PM 
2.5 non-attainment area prior to the expiration of the 1-year grace period after the 

effective date of the new non-attainment designations (early 2010).

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5

Public Water Supply

Not clear what specific 
measures are in place for spill 

response to protect wells in 
the four wellhead protection 

zones (WPZs) associated with 
Alt. F

Details of local wellhead protection zones (WPZs) are outlined in Section 3.21.14.  The 
diversion and/or containment of stormwater runoff and potential roadway spills within 

the WPZs will be considered in the design phase.

Forest Impacts

No mitigation is offered for 
forest loss.  DEIS does not 

state whether local 
communities have ordinances 

or zoning regulations to 
protect forests.  Upland forest 

loss within Cool Creek 
floodplain should be 

addressed by reforestation 
within the same floodplain.  

Mitigate for unavoidable forest 
loss.

INDOT will investigate the opportunity to plant trees on upland sites within the right-of-
way acquired for this project.  Both the City of Carmel and the Town of Westfield have 

ordinances regarding the protection, preservation, and replacement of trees and 
woodlands.

State and Federal Agencies
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2003 DEIS Comments

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Wetland and Streams

Are the proposed wetland 
mitigation sites (DEIS Figure 
6.5.1) available for wetland 
mitigation?  FEIS should 

contain a detailed wetland 
mitigation plan.  FEIS should 
disclose an direct impacts to 

"farmed" wetlands and identify 
appropriate mitigation for 

them.

No longer appplicable.  New sites are described in Section 3.21.11.

Floodplains and Streams

Would like to see the bridging 
of Cool Creek and its 

associated wetlands and 
floodplains by the 146th St 

interchange.  Identify already 
culverted streams under US 

31 that would benefit by 
bridging instead of culverting 
to allow for restoration.  FEIS 
should identify the streams 

and their associated wetland 
and floodplains that will be 

bridged.

Structures associated with stream crossings will be closely evaluated based on a 
variety of factors during the final design and permitting phase.

Agricultural Land / Prime 
Farmland Soils Impacts

Should coordinate with the 
appropriate agencies and 

landowners; mitigation 
measures should be identified 
and committed to in the FEIS

Prime farmland impacts were assessed as per the Farmland Protection Policy Act in 
cooperation with the NRCS, as described in Section 3.5.  No mitigation measures are 

required.

State and Federal Agencies



Topic Specific Comment Response
2003 DEIS Comments

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Noise Impacts

DEIS does not offer any 
“feasible” mitigation measures. 
Are there no other mitigation 

measures that could be used? 
Consider the use of innovative 

pavements.  FEIS should 
assess other abatement 
measures, alone or in 

combination that would be 
feasible for this project.  

A complete noise analysis was conducted for the project taking into account the current 
truck ban on Keystone Parkway.  Noise impacts and associated mitigation were 

analyzed following the guidelines established by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation's (INDOT) Highway Traffic 

Noise Policy.                                                            
According to the INDOT Highway Traffic Noise Policy, an assessment must be 

conducted to evaluate how to abate the noise impacts and determine whether the 
abatement is both "feasible" and "reasonable".  This ensures that sound engineering 

judgement is used, and that mitigation makes wise use of public funds.               
Noise mitigation was considered at all sensitive receivers where noise impacts were 
predicted. Based on Noise Policy criteria, it was determined that noise barriers would 
not be “reasonable” under based on cost.  Therefore, in consideration of the INDOT 
Highway Traffic Noise Policy, no noise barriers are recommended for this project.  

Other noise abatement measures such as altering the vertical or horizontal alignment 
were considered; however, these measures were also deemed unwarranted or 

infeasible on a basis of cost or National Highway System (NHS) policies.  Pavement 
design decisions will be based on life cycle cost considerations, not noise 

considerations; however, INDOT has adopted specifications that minimize noise related 
to concrete pavements.                                                    

See Standard Response Document for full response.

Endangered Species

Encourage FHWA and INDOT 
to continue coordination with 
USFWS and document the 
coordination in the FEIS.

Follow-up with USF&WS occurred when the project was revitalized in 2007.  USF&WS 
did not require further coordination.  As indicated in the US Fish and Wildlife Service 

letter in Appendix B, no further consultation is required since the “project is not likely to 
adversely affect any federally listed species” (also see Section 3.9.3). 

Cultural Resources/Historic 
Preservation

Get concurrence with the 
SHPO regarding the results of 
the Section 106 consultation 

process in the FEIS

SHPO has concurred with the results of the Section 106 process and a MOA has been 
executed (Appendix G-1). 

State and Federal Agencies
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2003 DEIS Comments

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Air Quality

If the FEIS is not completed by 
April 2004, the FEIS should list 
and evaluate the available air 

monitoring data for the 
affected counties.  Additional 
reductions will be required if 

these counties are designated 
under the new standards.

Air quality analyses have been updated since the DEIS.  See detailed air quality answer
above.  

Indiana Geological Survey
No further comments. No response needed.

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

Buildings/Structures

Alternatives F1 through F6 will 
have greater implications than 
just visual and auditory effects. 
Cutting off access from US 31 
will result in a direct, physical 

effect on both Hunt House and 
Lindley Farm.

 Appendix G-1 reflects that the access changes to the Lindley Farm property is a direct 
“adverse effect”.  Appendix G-2 also documents the fact that the Hunt House is not 
eligible for the Register and the resolution of adverse effect via the executed MOA.

State and Federal Agencies
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2003 DEIS Comments

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

Area of potential effect

Recommend that the area of 
potential effect be expanded to 
include North Meridian Street 

at least as far south as 38th St.

Potential impacts to the North Meridian Historic District were reviewed via projected 
modeling and historic trend analysis.  The review revealed that there would be no effect 
to the North Meridian Historic District associated with the US 31 Improvement Project.

Historic data from the INDOT’s Division of Planning Traffic Maps shows a high traffic 
growth trend on US 31 since 1972 while traffic on Meridian Street south of Kessler has 
remained fairly flat.  This pattern is also repeated on various arterials.  The north end of 
Meridian Street (86th Street to I-465) displays similar growth patterns to those on US 31 

in Hamilton County, probably reflecting the office/retail development near the 
interchange and along 86th Street.  However, this growth is not reflected in traffic 

volumes in the Meridian/Kessler area.

Also, results from the Indianapolis MPO travel demand forecasting model display the 
same growth trends.  Volumes near the 86th Street area are projected to increase with 
the construction of the US 31 Improvement Project when compared to the No-Action 
Alternative.  These projections also show that growth rates are nearly identical along 

Meridian Street south of Westfield Boulevard between the Build and No-Action 
alternatives.

Based on the aforementioned information, FHWA determined that the APE in the DEIS 
is adequate for the scope of this project; therefore, the APE will not be revised.  

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Recommend reviewing 
National Geodetic Survey data 
base for the project area and 
note any potential effects on 
geodetic control monuments.

Geodetic control monuments have been identified and impacts tabulated in Sections 
3.4.8.

State and Federal Agencies
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United State Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

The DEIS fails to provide 
discussion on how the 

preferred alternative (F1- F6) 
would address and comply 

with the EPAs Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines outlined 

in 40 CFR 230.10.  If the 
project impacts special aquatic 
sites then compliance with the 

guidelines would be 
mandatory before a DA permit 

could be issued.

Section 3.12 includes a discussion of how the project has complied with the Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetland impacts.  This is further 

discussed throughout the FEIS via the alternatives screening process, shifting of 
alignments, and the use of design features such as retaining walls.

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water

Comments and FEIS 
recommendations were 

provided in December 17, 
2002 letter. 

Comments were addressed and incorporated into the FEIS.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Will need to finalize the MOA 
and related documentation at 
the conclusion of the process 

to meet Section 106 
requirements.

FHWA forwarded the executed MOA to ACHP prior to the approval of the FEIS, thereby 
fulfilling FHWA's responsibilities under Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act. 

State and Federal Agencies
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United States Department of Interior

Structures/Buildings

Believe that the impacts to the 
Hunt House and Lindley Farm 

warrant a Section 4(f) 
evaluation.  Request 

documentation to SHPO for 
concurrence of the proximity 

impacts, including visual 
effects under the F or G 
alternatives that would 

substantially impair any of the 
three NHRP properties or 
capability to perform the 

properties’ vital functions.

Appendix G-1 and G-2 include a full discussion of 4(f) resources and how FHWA has 
fulfilled its associated responsibilities.  It should be noted that upon further investigation, 

it was determined that the Hunt House is not eligible for the Register.

Monon Greenway

Since “intermittent and short 
term use” constitutes use, the 

FEIS needs to discuss 
potential measures to reduce 
harm if temporary trail closure 

is needed. 

Appendix G-1 includes a discussion that clarifies that there will not be a temporary use 
of the South Union Trail, and FHWA has issued a deminimis finding for the temporary 

use of the Monon Trail.  There will not be an adverse effect to users of the Monon Trail. 

NHRP or NRHP eligible 
archeological resources

In the event that NRHP 
archeological resources are 
discovered in the Phase Ia 
evaluations of the preferred 

alternative, rules and 
regulations of the Advisory 

Council on Historic 
Preservation must be followed. 
A 4(f) evaluation may also be 

required if any newly 
discovered resources are 

found to be important.

In a letter dated May 24, 2004, the SHPO concurred with the Phase 1a Archaeological 
Survey findings.  No archaeological resources listed in or eligible for the NRHP were 

identified within the APE (Appendix B).

State and Federal Agencies
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United States Department of Interior (cont)

Section 4(f)

Recommend that a formal 4(f) 
Evaluation be prepared and 

included in the FEIS.  
Properties that have been 

dismissed should be 
enumerated and the basis for 

the dismissal explained.  
Additional explanation of the 

application of temporary 
construction easements 

(appendix) would help the 
evaluation.

Appendix G-1 includes a discussion of how the Preferred Alternative results in a Net 
Benefit 4(f) use of the Lindley Farm and includes a copy of the MOA where SHPO 
concurred in the application of the net benefit.  Appendix G also includes FHWA de 

minimis 4(f) findings for the revised access to MacGregor Park and the temporary use 
of the Monon Trail, along with the associated agency letters of support for application of 
the de minimis.  As such, the requirements of Section 4(f) have been fully addressed.

Section 6(f)

Should contact IDNR to 
determine if any property at 
Cool Creek Park (near 151st 

St.) would be affected.  If any 
part of Cool Creek Park is 

used to complete the project, 
approval of the Secretary of 

the Interior is required since all 
Land and Water Conservation 
Fund projects are subject to 
Section 6(f)(3) compliance.

Cool Creek Park will not be impacted by the New US 31 Project.

Transit Alternatives

Increased roadway capacity 
alone is not an appropriate 

long-term solution.  It 
encourages sprawl and results 
in degraded water quality and 

accelerated habitat loss.

The Mass Transit Alternative would not address the purpose and need of this project as 
a stand alone alternative because it would not significantly reduce congestion or 

improve safety.  Future mass transit development will not be precluded by the Preferred 
Alternative. 

State and Federal Agencies
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United States Department of Interior (cont)

Partially Depressed Freeway 

Opposed to this alternative 
because drainage from the 
lowered section would lower 

the water table, adversely 
affecting adjacent wetlands.

US 31 in Hamilton County will be lowered to the greatest extent possible that does not 
require mechanical pumping.  Details will be further evaluated in final design.

Floodplains/Floodways

Recommend that 
documentation of 

floodplains/floodways include 
a complete hydraulic analysis, 

as well as new limits of the 
floodplain/floodways resulting 

from construction, or a 
statement providing quantified 

justification the 
floodplain/floodway extend will 
be unaffected by construction.

This will be completed as part of the design phase.

Wildlife and Wetlands

Primary concerns are to 
remaining wetlands and 

bottomland forests associated 
with Cool Creek at SR 

431/146th St interchange and 
north of 156th St.  

At SR 431/146th Street, design would utilize existing alignment and existing bridge 
crossings.  As such, there would be no wetland impacts in this area.  Furthermore, 

retaining walls would be incorporated to avoid impacts to wetlands north of 156th Street. 
The Preferred Alternative does not impact SR 431/146th Street.

Wildlife and Wetlands
Alternative F1- F6 results in 

less fragmentation and 
impacts to waterways

No response needed.

State and Federal Agencies
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United States Department of Interior (cont)

Wildlife and Wetlands

Oppose Alternatives G1- G6 
due to greater impacts; prefer 
F1 or F4 rather than F3 or F6 

due to forested wetland 
impacts.

No response needed.

Wildlife and Wetlands

Interchange designs should 
incorporate as much bridging 

of the wetlands and 
floodplains as possible.

Structures associated with stream crossings will be closely evaluated based on a 
variety of factors during the final design phase.

Wildlife and Wetlands

Any loss to forested wetlands 
should include compensatory 
mitigation in accordance with 

the MOA between FWS, 
INDOT, and IDNR.

Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the permitting phase and will adhere to 
state and federal regulations.

Wildlife and Wetlands
Take measures at 156th St to 
avoid right-of-way expansion 

to the east.

Retaining walls or other mitigation measures for this area will be considered during final 
design.

Wildlife and Wetlands
Design measures to detain 
and treat highway drainage 

prior to its flow to Cool Creek.

Stormwater management measures will be evaluated in greater detail during the final 
design phase.

Wildlife and Wetlands
Disagree that Alternative F1-

F6 is unlikely to adversely 
affect habitat or wildlife.

This determination was based on the fact that the F Alternatives, as well as the current 
Preferred Alternative,  would primarily utilize the existing US 31 right-of-way and that 
much of the adjacent land has been developed or disturbed.  The forest, shrub, and 
herbaceous impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative are mostly small and 

fragmented habitats that are surrounded by commercial and residential development. 

State and Federal Agencies
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2003 DEIS Comments

United States Department of Interior (cont)

Wildlife and Wetlands
Clarify whether jurisdictional 
wetland delineations were 

conducted.

Wetland delineations were conducted in consultation with and verified by the USACE 
(Appendix B).

Wildlife and Wetlands

Suggested wetland mitigation 
sites should be in or adjacent 
to the Cool Creek floodplain or 

other existing good quality 
wildlife habitat.

In accordance with IDEM, wetland mitigation will occur within the same 8-digit HUC 
watershed as the impacts.  On-site mitigation will continue to be evaluated, but it is 

dependent upon the availability of property and willingness of property owners to sell 
their land at fair market value for wetland mitigation purposes.  Mitigation sites will also 

be dependent on the type of wetland to be replaced (i.e., jurisdictional or isolated).

State and Federal Agencies
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