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.

Recommendation of Boone
County site as opposed to

Effort will be made to mitigate wetland impacts as close to the original impact site as is

Wetlands . reasonable pending availability of land, land owner cooperation, and overall project
Johnson County site for o
o mitigation needs.

wetland mitigation.

Streams Do not recommend channel Channel relocation will be minimized whenever possible.
. Recommend the use of Structures associated with stream crossings will be closely evaluated based on a
Streams bridges as opposed to culverts . ) . )
: variety of factors during the final design phase.

for stream crossings

Need for vegetation . . . . .

. 9 Sediment and erosion control measures will adhere to state regulations. Detailed plans
Streams establishment along banks for

stabilization is imperative.

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 need to be
coordinated with IDEM 401

Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the permitting phase via coordination

Wetlands program and USACE 404 with 401 and 404 permitting staff.
program.
Mitigation for upland forest | INDOT will investigate the opportunity to plant trees on upland sites within the right-of-
Forest clearing and fragmentation way acquired for this project. Required mitigation will be agreed upon during the

should be strongly considered.

permitting phase and will adhere to state and federal regulations.




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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

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 Environment

al 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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2008 SDEIS Comments

United States Environment

al 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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2008 SDEIS Comments

United States Environment

al 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

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 Environment

al Protection Agency, Region 5 (cont)

Air Quality

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

other published literature

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 AADTSs 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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2008 SDEIS Comments

United States Environment

al 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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2003 DEIS Comments

Indiana Department of Envi

ronmental 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.

requirements. FHWA will issue an updated conformity finding for the new 24-hour PM

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

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 Environment

al 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.




Specific Comment

Response

Topic
2003 DEIS Comments

United States Environment

al 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 146™ St
interchange. ldentify 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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2003 DEIS Comments

United States Environment

al 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).
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Specific Comment

Response

2003 DEIS Comments

United States Environment

al 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.




Response

Specific Comment

Topic

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 38" 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 1-465) 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 have been identified and impacts tabulated in Sections
3.4.8.

geodetic control monuments.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2003 DEIS Comments

United State Army Corps o

f 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 Histo

ric 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.




Topic

Specific Comment

Response

2003 DEIS Comments

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 la
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

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).

found to be important.
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Specific Comment

Response

2003 DEIS Comments

United States Department of Interior (cont)

Section 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.

Recommend that a formal 4(f)

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 151
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.
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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
431/146™ St interchange and
north of 156™ St.

At SR 431/146" 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 156" 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.
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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 156" 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

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).
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‘b,g‘ o : CHIGAGO, IL 505043590

REPLY TO THE ATTENTHON OF

FEB 23 M B-19J

John Baxter, Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration, Indians Division
Room 254, Federal Office Building

575 North Pennsylvania Street

Indianapolis, Indimna 46204

Re:  Early Coondination Comments on INDOTs proposed 1.8, 31 Inprovemnent Project
Environmental Impact Statement, Barly Coordination Packet, December 2000,

Dear Mr. Bater:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Regon 5 (U.B. EPA) understands that the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in conjunction with the Indiana Department of
Transportation (TNDOT) hmnﬁmahﬂ&wﬁmﬁdw%mmmm
transportation improvements to 11.5. 31 between 1-465 and State Route 38 in Hamilton County,
Indiana, mjmwﬂdmmiymdimﬁmmmmjh:pmjmnmqmmm & letter
dated December 22, 2000, from M. Cory Graybum, Parsons Transportation Group, consultants
for INDO'T. .

Under our authority at §309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and the Wational Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) we will review the forthcoming DEIS to asceriain the proposal’s compliance with
NEPA. Dur review will eover the adequacy of the information contrined in the document in the
following areas: (1) Purpose and Need, (2) Feasible Alternatives and Alternatives Analysis, (3)
Adfected Environment, and {4) Environmental Impacts and Mitigation. We expect the NEPA
document o contain & cumplative impacts analysis, The cumulative impacts analysis will aid in &
determining the level of significance of the impacts on the varions resources in the area and help
delermine the appropriate level of mitigation that should be committed o in the DEIS and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Mmummﬁmﬁ&%ﬂﬁmmﬂﬂhﬂmhﬂermd&;{yﬂmﬂhﬁw?ﬁﬂm
provide commeats on the proposal in our enclosure titled: (15 Envirosmental Profection
Agertcy Early Coordination Commenty on INDOTs U5 31 Proposal, Hamifton County Indiang, -
dated February 23, 2001, We hope you find these comments are helpful in preparing the .
project’s forth coming DEIS.

We appreciate the opportumity to provide these sirly coordination comments, We plan to attend
the formal scoping meeting if staff time and schedules allow. Please inform us of the meeting

Favychel iy = Primad wilh Vg O Damsed ki Gn 5076 Faityctnd Paper [H)4 Aositsurme]
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' date at lcast four weeks in adveance, Tiyou would like 1o discuss this letter and enclosure in more
detail, plerse contact Virginia Leszewski of my staff at 312-886-7501 or email her at
lazzewski.virginin@lepa gov.

Sincerely,

%Jzzz//

KmdhA Weatlake,

Office of Sirategic Environmental Analysts

Enclosure

cc:  FHWA, Indiena Division CHfice, 575 M. Pennsylvania 5i., Room 254,
Indianapeldis, IN 46204 {Attention: Robect Dirks)

INDOT, Division of Preliminary Engincering and Envirenment, 100 North Senate Ave.,
Room NT755, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2249 {Atiention: Jamice Osadezuk, Chicf)

USF&WS Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services Office, 620 5, Walker 5t,,
Bloomington, [N 47400 (Attention: Scott Pruiti nnd Mike Litwin)

INDEM, Office Of Water Manegetaent, Planndng Branch, 100 M. Senate Ave., P.0, Box
6015, Indianapolis, IN 46206-6015 (Attention: Andrew 1. Pelloso, Senior
Environmental Manager

Parsons Transportetion Group, 11405 Motth Pennsylvania Street, Suite 100, Carmel,
Indiana 46032, (Atiention: Cory Grayburn, Deputy Project Manager)
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U.5. Environmental Protection Agency Early Coordination Comments on INDOT"s
18, 31 Propesal, Hamilton County Indiana

February 23, 2001

PURPOSE AND NEED

MNHMMMWMNM&MMMEW&EMWMM&
Alternatives Analysis will be based and all Feasible Alternatives identified. We adviss that if the
Pmpummdﬂwdslmmuuisundmr,muhmimdmrmmm.thmﬂmwba
extremely difficolt and/or costly for INDOT 1o substantiate purpose and need with the
appropriate documentation and studics that would be necessary in order lo comply with NEPA
and the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The Purpose and Necd
portion of the DELS should clearly identify and describe the underlying problem/s or
deficiencyfies that requite a need for action. The data and analysis substantiating the problem's
or deficiency/ies identified should be presented.

ALTERNATIVES

. Al feasible alternatives should be presented in the DEIS. We understand that the alternatives

under consideration, at this time, are: (1) No-action, {2) Transponiation Demand Management
(TDM), (3) Transpartation System Management (TSM), (4) Public Transit, and (5) Build
Alterngtives, The DEIS should provide the same lovel of dgoarows analysis for each feasible
alternative considered in the DEIS, including the No Build atternative, To help the reader
compare between alternatives, the analysis should be presented in an easily comparable format
(e.g., tables, graphs). When costs are presented as part of the comparison, then the costs of
mitigation, when applicable, should be identified and included in the comparison,

In order to assess potential significance of impacts on the covironment from the altematives
under consideration, the DEIS peeds to provide a detailed cheracterization of the fimounding
environment. Since direct, indirect and curnulative impacts to the environment are to he
assessed, this characterization should inchude the entire Study Area and not be limited 1o the foot
print of the project, The charscterization should be descriptive and supported by visual details
{e-g., figures, location maps, photos) of the natural resources thit could be affected directdy or
indirectly. This information should include, but need not be limited to, the identification of all
wedlands (i.e., location, types, acreage, fimctions and valuss), lakes, rivera/streams (i.e., water
quality, their designated use), floodplains (Le., screage), watersheds, fish and wildlife, hahitats,
farmiand, federal and state threatened and endangered species, and forest land,
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The direct, indirect and cumwlative environmental impacts of each altsmntimﬁmstbaidmliﬁnd
and evaluated in the DEIS, Al mitigative measures should be presented. Based on the limited
environmental information we have for the eurrent proposal we offer the following comments.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis - The document should provide a cumulative impacts enalysis.
The purpose of a cumulative impeacts analysis is to assess the incremental impacts on each
rezource due io connected and voconnected actions that take place in & geographic area over ime
(i.e., past, present and future). A'cumulative impacts analysis aids in identifying the significance
of thogs impacts on a particular resource and the appropeiate type and level of mitigation required
1o offzet the corrent proposal’s impacts. The appropriate area of consideration and the time
Trame to use when assessing cummilative impacts will vary depending on the resource under
considecation. For example, forested wetland loss is probably best considered in the context of
historical forested wetkand losses in a perticular wotershed, It takes decades to replicate the lost
finctions and valves of a forested wetlond. Incrernental forested wetland losses due to past,
present, and future actions when viewed in a cumulative context may rosult in 8 significant
impact, Consequently, impacts to & forested wetland resource no matter how small for a
particular proposal may be significant. This would dictate that all eFforts be mads to avoid and
minimize impacts to forestad wetlands, and require adequate mitigation for any unavoideble loss,

Wetlands - Environmeatal documentation should provide, but nood not be limited to, wetland
Types (inchading 2 distinction between “farmed” vs “prior converied™ wetlands) and screage

+ caleulations, an assessment of wetlands® functions and vaines, evaluation and discussion of
direct, indirect and comulative impacts to wetlands end waters of the U.S. The LS, Army Corps
of Engineers (COE) should be contacted to determine whether a Clean Water Aet (CWAY §404
permit will be required for the current propossl, The results of this discussion should be inchuded
in the document. ;

Weiland Mitigation - Mitigation roquirements under 40 CFR Section 230 of the CWA address
ﬁﬂuplmlﬂﬂwwmmldmwﬂmmﬁubly lost. A deteiled
mitigation plan should be developed and included as part of the environmental documentation.
Wetland mitigation design should be based on the replacement of wetland functions and values
that would be lost. Forested wetlands should be replaced at lesst ai & 2:1 ratio. Other wetland
types should be replaced =t least at a 1.5:1 ratio. A welland mitigation plan should be developed
and includs, but not be limited 100

. & commitment to acquire and start work at the mitigation sitefs prior to project

. & detailed schedule of events in relation to roadway work and wetland ereation/restoration
wok; i

. detailed construction plans; .

. o detailed mitigation menitoring plan, including a time table:
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. detailed performance criteria to measurs success;

. detailed specifications and commitments for comrective measures 1o be taken if
periormance criteria are ned met: and,

* ammmmu:usﬁﬂqmmﬂnfapmmﬁun_mdmmmmphuinmh
(Le., legal surveys of the specific boundaries with baffers and conservation easements
that are given 1o & land conservancy organization) for all mitigation areas,

We recommend & 100-foot vegetated buffer be provided around each wetland mitigation site.
The buffer will enhance wildiife habitat and protect the site from sediment buildup that could
result from land use practices immediaiely outsids the buffer area. Wetland restoration is
preferred to wetland creation because it bas a higher rate of success. Enhancement is generally
not considered as an scceptable form of wetland mitigation, ;

Construction equipment and materials should not be placed or siored in wetlands or
environmentally sensitive upland areas, Where possible, excavation should be done from
nonsensitive upland areas. If equipment must work in wetlands then it showld be placed on mats.
ﬁmmmmﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂmﬁhﬁmﬂm“ﬂﬁmﬂiﬂ;plmﬂm
Bﬂimlladllringmﬁﬂmintbﬁrﬂhcﬂhmnhumﬁngmdmﬁqnftheirynm. Ir
membmkdhhmmwh,ﬂnnmmggmmuiﬁ:;nﬁmmmm

Water Quality/Drioking Water Supplies - Impaciz of the various altematives on the gurfice
and ground water quality of the area should address, but not be fimited to, a streamdtver or
welland’s designated use and whether the direct or indireet fmpacts are in compliance with
Indiana’s Water Quality Stendards and 401 ‘Water Crunlity Certification procsss, Any stom
water detention basine deamed pecessary, due to project implementation activities, should neiiher
be located in wetlands nor discharge direotiy into wetlands or waters of the U.S. without
aytpropriate pretrestment. All drinking water supply intakes and wells should be identified,
potential impacts discussed and appropriate miligation measures identified. The environmental
documentation should discuss whether National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NFDES) 402 storrn waler permits are required. s

Rivers, Streams and Flosdplaing - The envirenmental document should identify fleodplains
that will be impacted and the mitigation meusures that will be implemented to compensate for
any loss of floodwaler storage. One such messure that should be considered is bridging across
floodplains instead of using fill material and culverts. Another titigation measure might include
expanding the floodpiain immedistely up or down stresm from imnpacted floodplain arcas,

Vegetation and Wildlife - Cousultation with the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
regarding federal Theestenad and Endangered species must be undertaken. Future environmenta]
documentation should confirm that consultation with the USFWS has occurred, This would be
in the form of a letter from the USFWS in the environmental document. In addition, firturs
documentation should identify any State listed species that may occur in the project area.
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Polentinl impects on these spocies should be identified and disooussed. Proposed mitigation for
adverse impacts should be presented.

‘We are also concerned about the loss of upland resources asseciated with roadway construction
projects. Al the least, fdure environmental documentstion should contain an inventory of any
high quality or locally and regionally rare habitats or plant communities. This would include
forested areas, A description and the areal extent of each sife should be presented in the
inventory. These resources should be avoided andior mitigated o the extent poasible.

Replacement trees should be plasted o offset any woodland losses. We generally recommend
that native saplings be used, if peacticable, at & minimum ratio of 1:1. The tress should be placed
in an area close to the project gite. Instead of buming or disposing removed trees in a landfill,
they should be placed in woodland areas fo help mitipate for the loss of wildlife habitat.
WVegetation that can not be reused elzewhers should be mulched and given to citizens or reased
during revegetation at the constroction sites, Only native species shouold be used to revegedais.

Abr Quality and Nolse - Construction end/or operstional activities may cause & decrease in air
quality and an increase in local noise levels. The environmental document should identify and
discusy the sources of eir and noise pollution. The environmental document should identify and
provide details for the mitigative measures that will be implemented. Noise mitigation measures
may include, but need not be limited to, the use of noise barriers, placement of trees and shrubs,
and sound-proofing buildings.

Environmental Justice (E7) - The DEIS should evaluars the impacts of this proposal on low
income andfor minority communities (i.¢., BJ communities) as compared to the peneral
populstion.

Hazardous and Solid Waste - [t is unclear from the current foformation whether there may be
sites within the project area that contain hezardous waste or contarminatad soils that could be
disturbed during construction. The document should identify these areas and provide e defailed
evaluation of any potentinl adverse impacts thut could result from the location or construction of
the proposal’s varkous alternatives and present the miligative measures that would be takes: to
protect the environment.

The NEPA docoment should address the fate of construction waste such as old pavement and
bridge structures that may be removed as part of the project, and explors weys to reuse andfor
recyele these materials, For materials that can not be reused or recycled, the document should
identify the licensed landfill Tacility that will be used for their proper disposal.
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Record of Meeting
Subject  US 31 Interagency Review Maeting and Floldtrip

Purpose and Need Statemant | Range of Praliminary Afllematives to be Consldarad

Location:  Hamplon inn - Samel, IN
DatefTime: June 28, 2001 {1000 am
Atterwioes: Virginla Lazzewski U5 Envirenmental Profection Ageacy, Reglon 5 [USEFA)

Amanded:  August 28, 2001

Mika Litwin L5 Fieh & Wiklile Sarvies (

Janice Osadcauk Indizna Dapariment of Transporiason (INDOT)

Civis Baynas Inciaina Department of Transportation (IMOCT)

Robert Ditks Fedaral Highway Administration (FHAA)
Parsons Transportation Group [PTE)

Mark Fialicowski Parsons Transportalion Group PTG}

FRob Padgeiia Parsans T

Erin Brogtzha Parsans Transporation Group (PTG}

Hewin Linne Parsans Transporistion Group (FTG)

A MEETING DISCUSSION

ﬂ&mamahhduﬂ-aFMFahlprmmaﬂm by Gory (PTG) on the US 31 improvemant Project's
Purpose and Meed and Rangs of Freliminary ARematies To be Conskdamsd

Virghia [USERA) ssked why the Levels of Sarvice (LOS) from the GonNEGTions (Northeast Coridar
Transportation) Study were warse than fhose shown in the US 31 study. Mark (PTG) Indicates! hal the
traffic analysl for the ConMECTIons Skudy was much more gensral than e US 31 sludy and probably
reffecied & worss case scenarl. For the US 31 projest, PTG conducted a datallsd LOS analysis in which
the software from Lhe traffls model wes cafibrated o more accuralaly refiect e ackuml raflic condilions thal
wers observed In B fald,

Virginia (USEPA) ssked why PTG vsed the inlarsections ard nal the srgments to calaulale LOS. Mark
(PTG) indicated Bt the infersadtions are the limiingiconiroling factors slong the corridor and ultmataly
dalerming the level of congestion that would ocour along sach ssgment, A segment enalysis would o
reflact the-congestion or “baskup® hat I oosuting as & resull of e inlersecions.

Virgihia (USEPA) asked sxacily what ks wrong with Ihe road and why does & nead I be upgradsd. Cary
P15} stabed thal Iraflic congeskon and high crash rates e the primary reasons for improving LS 31,

Virginia {USEPA] stated that *Consisterscy wilk Local, Regional, and Statewide Long Range Transpostation
Pians” should not ba lsted as a project nesd, She addad that Ik nessd for 3 project |8 nol fustified becsuse
It Is listsd on euch plans. She indicaded that by using this as an evaluation crileria, the only “alternatives” that

* Paga 1 PEMITIATT - L ) v At
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ikl meal e projact need are those that ame lizled in the Iransporation plans. ke (USFNS) supgested
fhat e Purpose and Needs be separsded Inio two calegories or bevels of impertance: 1) those Bal are
required 1o be met such as Ikafle congestion and safety and 2) those that should be considered such a5
consisiency wilh irensportation plans. Evaryona at the mesting agresd with this suggesiion.

= Wirginis (LISEPA) esked whal the evaluation criteds would be for determining whether the altarnatives meeal
the project’s pupose and need. Cory (FTG) sinted thel Levels of Servics {LOS) would ba usad lo messire
traffic eonpestion. Safely would be measued by comparing axdsling US 31 crash mles wilh the siatewide
average crach rales for roadways that am the same a5 he proposed alamatives. The poal ks o reducs e
Erﬁrmmﬁa%mmﬁrmthm With ez do baffic congastion, the

goal would be LOS © [desired) or [ {accagtakla).

*  Virginla (USEPA) requested hat INDOT insorporate inforrmation from the ConMECTions Sy inls e LIS
31 project, specificaly with regard lo mass fransit ssues and aemalives.

» Janice (INDOT) stressed that wa need (o idenfify and coliact information from athar transif, bike, pedestrizn,
commuter, andier mablity studas that may have been conducked in e area.

*  Virginia (USEPA) asked if an Origin snd Destination (0 & D) Survey was conduched, Janica [IMCHOT) said
an O & D survey was not conducted for the project  Cory (PTG) indicated thel seme general raflic
tnovement palflems could be derhved from the ireffic mods! such as the percent of Twough tafle. Virginia
sugaesitd hal more tralfic nfocrmation would be needed o belter evaluabe the off-alignment altermathaes.,

*  In the Puposs end Nesd report, Viginla (USEFA) asked for definltions of the Major Gormidor Investment
Benefit Analysis Syslem (page 3) and the Netional Truck Natwork (page 17). Janica (INDOT) staksd that.
PTG would provice the definillons for theee tenme o the sgencies as o follow-up am lo the maeting.

Frolbvarig:

Major Coaridor Imestment Banefit Analysis System: As pan of INDOT's 1895 Long Ranga Transpertalion
Plan, fwee comidors ware identiied statewide (inchding US 31) to be siudied for the pofential economic
benefils el wowd be essoclaled wilh any proposed Fnprovements andior upgrades.  For LS 39, this
mﬂhﬁhﬂmmﬁmﬂh&mﬁrﬁ:bﬂpﬂsd’ﬂ&ﬁfﬂwﬁwﬁmmmh 1908,

Mational Truck Metwore The Surface Trensporston Assistance Act (STAA) of 1082 requied the
designation of a national network of Pighweys that alows the passage of trucks of specfied minknum
dirmansions end weighl,  The Malional Trusk Mebsork inchides all interstale highways and a significant

portion of Fw former Fedaralald primary system that was bulll fo accommeadate tsrge tnuck trevel, Lndar
Indiana Slale stehds, all principsl erferisls era evellable fo commersial vahicles with e dimensions

audhorized by the STAA, subject in local resiiclions.

= ‘irginka (LISEPA) asked I INDOT waa going to coordinete with losal governments end the public repading
1he lsewes of sldewatks and padesiranbicycls socess. Mark (FTE) sald Bl PTE would work wilh the local
communiles ko identify sny plans or needs & sast-west non-motertzed tmls such as the Monon Tral,

* Virginla (L'SEPA) asked ¥ there would be sidewalks on US 31, Mark (FTG) sald probabdy not IF it Is
upgracad fo urban fresway standards, PTG, haweer, wil avaluate the option of providng stdeealls if the

local communities want hem,

= \irginia (USEPA) requested ihat INDOT address the land use plans of the local communiios. She s
recuaesied lhat INCOT addnass polential project-related land use mpacts north of SR 38,

® Paga 2
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= Virginia [LISEPA) zsked If the traffic volumes shown i Table 31 on page 5 were daly. Rob (PTG) stated
Ihat Ihoga traflic nurnbars representad Average Annual Dally Trafc (AADT).

= Amendmant: Virginla (USERA) stated that besed on the current information, the underiving prabiksms et
need to ba solved appear o be congestion end salely Bsues of tho exdsting roadway.  Consequently,
Purpose and Need should be identifisd accordingly and fhat measurable objectives should be based on
these underlying probilams. In addition, there ssems 1o be no problern with economic growih In this study
ares; therefors, "ecencmic growih™ does ot eppear 1o be an underying nead for this roacway project.

* Mo (USFWS) said ha Inspecied the existng US 31 rmde, He commented thel the ares by Cool Creak at
the SR 431 Intarchange is senslive and thal avoidance and measures should be consldored.
Addilonally, the arsa slong Cool Cresk near US 31 north of 151 Steel and Cool Cresk Park should be

avoided as much as possilda.

»  Mika (LISFWS) requesisd & hand copy of the meslng's PowerPoint prasentation on (he project's Purposs
and Need and Praliminary Alleonatives, Janice (INDOT) eaid Ihal coples of the presentalion would be
distributed k> the agoncies along with e mesting minutes. If needed, o CO of B PowsrPoinl prasantation

B. FIELDTRIP DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS
A st ened map of he fiald trip's 25 stopafoints of insrest was distribuled b all atlendees.)

= Baiwsen stops 7 and 8, localed behind a8 Chinese Restsuant end just south of e US 31 and 51 431
Interchanga, Mike {USFWS) Hertifed a sensflive fparan habllal associated with Hiway Fun, a rbutany ia
Cool Creel. This area ls a floodplain that supports forest and wobisnd habast. He emphastzed that Impacls
to this area should be awsidad or minimized gs much as possibis.

= At 5lop 8 Mike (USFWS) and Virgini (USEPA) noted the weliands that wers being filed as part of e
Lowa's ant Mike (LISFWS) indicaled that ha recelved nofification of n Regional General Permill
submitted by Hamiflon County for weland Impacts associated with he acooss madiamp between SR 431
an 146" Streat bt was unawars of any permils for the Lowe's devalapment. He hedicated that he woeld
contact the Corps of Englnesrs 2 delemine if any permile have beosn submlled o grarlad for fhis sclivity.
Cory (PT3) stated thal Harnilon County has requested pemmissfon from INDOT fo scoess SR 431,
Pearmizsion o grent such access by INDOT |s pending the evaluation of the mmp's polential impacs 1o
fraffic condions ot Greyhound Pess and future US 31 mprovements,

= Wirginia (LISERA) staled that knowing he trevel patiems (whare people are coming from and going %o and
whan within the project area would help in the developmant and evaluaBion of project elemalives, Cory
(PTG) Indicated Hul an O & D survey is usually nosded 1o obiehn such nformation, Janice [INDOT) and
Raobert (FHWA} agreed and requastad that PTG prepam a supplemantal scops of work to conduct s O &
O survey,

= Ammndment: Viegnia (USEPA) staled thal the comments she has provided during the Inieragency Review
Meeting and field Uip will rapresent her offidal cotrments on the Purpose end NeedPrallmimary Alamalives
Package. Themefore, she will not be submiling written comments, :

The aforementionod represenls our undesstanding end Interpretalion of the llers discussed and the
concluslons reached, Flease nolify us of any revisions or modifica$ions b this Record of Menfing,

Record of Meeting prepared by: Cory Graybum/Erin Broatzhe (FTG)
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Grayburn, Cory

From; LasziwekiVirginta@epamail.apa.goy
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2001 9:53 AM
To: Grayburn,
Ce: Jasadczukffindotstate.In.us; robertdirks @fwa.dot.gov:
Wasliske. Kenneth@epamal.epa.gov
Sublect: US31 - request emendment to “Record of Meeling” document and accompanying cover betier

Dear Mr. Grayburn,

I recently returned From vacation and looked cwer the packst of
informatimn

¥you sant on the 08 31 Project. Items in the packet included: (1) pover
letter dated July 17, 2001, (3) Record of Meeting document you prepared
for

the US 31 Interagency Reviasw Meeting held June 28, 2001, (3) June 28th
Pield Trip agenda w/map, and {4) hard copy of June 28, 2001 Interagency
Review Meeting powsr point presentation.

Your cowar letter regquests that I gubmit my wrikbten comments regarding
the

pi'njwt'ﬂ Purpose and Meed and Range of Preliminary Alternatives.

Since T

ftated my comments on the Purpops and Heed document and the preliminary
q}tcrnatiw: during the June 38, 2001, Interagency Review Meeting, I
will

oot be submitting written comments and stated so during the Interagency
Review Mesting,

I noticed one error in the Record of Meeting en page 3, third complete
bullet. The existing record states that T =, . . emphasized the
impertance of identifying and focusing on the real underlying problems,
Buch as socloeconomie growth, and developing measurable cbjectlves, =
During the meeting T did notc say or imply that "socioeconomic growthe

wa g .

an underlying problem. My point was that, based op the eurrent
lofermaticn, the underlying prebless thet nesd to be solved appear to be
congestion and safaty issues of the existing roadway. Coosequently
Purpogs

and Weed should be identified accordingly and that measurable sbjectives
8hould be based on these underlying problems, if thiz ig the case.

Theres

ig oo need ko unduly cosplicate Purpose and Need. It seems AppaTent
from

the Pield Trip that there 1g no problem with economie growth in Ehis
study

Ared and consequently "econcmic growth® doss not appear to be ap
underlying

need for thie roadway project, unless you can substantiate it

Fleape amend the Record of Mee=ting and acknowledge that I have provided
gomments on Purpoes and Need apd Proliminary Alterpatives ar the
Interagency Review Meeting and Field Trip. If you have any questiona
ar

wigh to discuss the above comments, you may call me at 312/806-7501 op
email me at laszewnki virginiaeepa,gov,

Thank you,
Virginia Laszewaki

USEPA - Region &
OSER, EFER
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